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1. Introduction
A growing body of evidence shows that when facetth wiconsistent linguistic input,
children have a tendency to impose regularity om dlata rather than to simply
reproduce it, so as to form a coherent rule-govkesystem. Although some of the
work looking into this topic has been conductedaonaturally occurring language,
American Sign Language (ASL; Singleton & Newpor02J)) specifically examining
deaf children born to parents who were late learo&ASL, researchers have had to
resort largely to artificial languages employedaim experimental setting (Hudson
Kam & Newport 2005, Wonnacott & Newport 2005). Thlkeenomenon of creole
formation, where entire communities of adults amn-native speakers and thus
produce the type of unpredictable variation relévanthis research, has not been
amenable until now to empirical investigation. Thaper seeks to broaden the scope
of this line of inquiry and to supplement the claiilmade in the abovementioned
literature by providing data from a creole-likeusition involving a real language,
Modern Hebrew

On a par with creole languages, Modern Hebrew eadaevghen a large group of
adults shifted to speaking a language which they i@ natively acquired. Unlike
creole situations, however, the language they gitednto speak had been in existence
previously, but for centuries was preserved onlg asitten language in religious and
literary documents (Chomsky 1957, Izre'el 2003,kéumann 2006, a.o0.). The result
of this language shift was a complex mixture oimas elements. On the one hand, as
the mother tongue of many members of the first camty of Modern Hebrew
speakers, Yiddish left its mark both in the formfiodt language (L1) interference in
the Hebrew of these speakers (e.g., Lipschiitz 1828d in lzre'el 2003; Eilam
2008), and as long-term influence on Modern Hebselich is noticeable to this day
(Zuckermann 2006, a.o.). The Yiddish interferermenti among the first generation
of speakers spans all aspects of grammar, fromptibaetics and phonology, through
the semantic content of lexemes, to higher levetastic constructions (Blanc 1965,
Eilam 2008). On the other hand, the language ofiteseModern Hebrew speakers is
not simply a replica of Yiddish; beyond the lexidaims and morphology, which are
largely Hebraic and transplanted from the writtemts which the speakers were
familiar with, many of the structures they use dat conform to Yiddish grammar
(see section 2). Accordingly, we might best desctite first speakers' language as an
interlanguage (Selinker 1972), i.e., a second laggu(L2) learner grammar
consisting of elements from Classical Hebfeand Yiddish, but also possibly
involving changes which are internal to it and datgd by various factors (Winford
2003).

Given the conditions under which it emerged, itidak that the language
produced by this first group of speakers not ordptained grammatical properties
derived from different sources, but also that thesee used at rates varying both

4 thank Tony Kroch and Charles Yang for helpfulatission and suggestions, and Jean Lowenstamm
and Jonathan Weiser for providing Yiddish judgments

! | use the term Modern Hebrew to refer to the Heblanguage spoken in Palestine/lsrael since the

late 1880s, at times labeled Israeli or Israeli tdebby other authors.

2| use the term Classical Hebrew to refer to Béllend Mishnaic Hebrew together, when appropriate.

See section 2 for details.



within and across speakers. The children of thpealsers, that is, the first generation
of native speakers, thus grew up in an atypicajuage environment, exposed to an
input involving intra- and interspeaker variatidrhe obvious question, then, is what
the children did with this inconsistent input, antiat factors may have influenced
their linguistic behavior. Although some authorsdnaoted the significant role which
these children must have played in the formationMafdern Hebrew (Bar-Adon
1977), no systematic study of any specific phenandras been carried out to date.

In order to address the issue and begin filling thcuna, | examine the use of
resumptive pronouns in Modern Hebrew relative atausmong three generations of
speakers: (1) the first generation of speakers,ynédrmvhom were native speakers of
Yiddish (hereafter GEN1); (2) the first generatioh native speakers, i.e., the
descendants of the first group (hereafter GEN2);p(8sent-day speakers (hereafter
GEN3). Yiddish and present-day Hebrew differ with resp® the constraints they
impose on the appearance of resumptive pronounglative clauses, raising the
possibility that native learners initiated changesthe input they received. Most
importantly, Yiddish allows resumptive pronouns ail positions, including the
highest subject (Lowenstamm 1977, Katz 1987, Prib@@0, Jacobs 2005), while
present-day Hebrew prohibits a resumptive in thieedaposition (Borer 1984,
Shlonsky 1992, a.d')

As expected, we indeed observe changes in resumptionoun use among
GEN2 and GEN3 compared to GEN1, and in particilardradication of resumptive
pronouns in the highest subject position in nonicste relatives. Prima facie,
various factors could be invoked to explain sudimding, including the frequency of
these pronouns in the input, the unique sociolstguifacts surrounding the speech
community of the first native speakers, process$aujors, and constraints provided
by UG. Notably, however, it seems that frequencgnal is not a sufficient
explanation: object resumptive pronouns in resuectrelatives exhibit similar
occurrence rates in the input to GEN2, and yetatadisappear; on the contrary, they
actually rise in frequency between GEN1 and GEN&. Would a putative universal
ban on highest subject resumptive pronouns, oftespgsed in the generative
literature, help much to account for the findings)ce these pronouns do exist in
Yiddish.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 prtssthe social and linguistic
context in which Modern Hebrew emerged, focusingt@importance of Yiddish in
this process and its influence on the developimguage. | also discuss the various
theoretical claims made regarding the grammaticasish of Modern Hebrew,
concluding that recognition of Classical Hebrew afddish as primary contributors
is an important, but not final, step in working diie status of the present-day
language. Section 3 introduces the specific phenomé& be examined here, namely,
the use of resumptive pronouns in relative clausedescribe the relativization
strategies available in Yiddish and present-dayrelgkand their patterning vis-a-vis
resumption, as well as the ways in which they diffem the grammatical options
found in Classical Hebrew, in order to allow foradequate assessment of the origins
of the contemporary forms. The latter issue is eslsled in depth in section 4, through
the analysis of naturally occurring data spannimge generations of Modern Hebrew

® The use of this abbreviation does not imply thitpsesent-day speakers are necessarily third
generation native speakers. See section 4.

* The existing literature on Yiddish and Modern Hshraddresses restrictive relative clauses almost
exclusively. However, as shown in section 3 belthe,same generalizations regarding resumption also
apply to nonrestrictives.



speakers. First, | establish that GEN1 speakersenh@xhibit Yiddish interference in
their Hebrew in terms of the appearance of reswapgpronouns, most noticeably
placing resumptive pronouns in the highest sulgesttion in nonrestrictive relatives.
Subsequently, | compare these results to thos&ki2 and GEN3, demonstrating
that a modified system is present already amongfitbe native speakers and is
carried over to following generations.

Section 5 takes up the various theoretical issueshathe data raises. In terms of
the ongoing debate regarding the status of Modeshréiv and the origins of its
grammar (see, for example, Rabin 1974, Horvath &Mfel994, Zuckermann 2006),
the findings show that while it is necessary toremidedge the existence of Yiddish
influence, one must also consider other possildfa in accounting for the structure
of the present-day language. Furthermore, it isossfple to discover these factors
without the type of research sorely lacking in #éxgsting literature, that is, case-by-
case guantitative studies of the relevant linguiptienomena. The results also have
implications for broader questions in the domainasfguage acquisition, assuming
that they reflect a process which took place inabguisition stage of GEN2 speakers.
Although it is impossible to directly prove thissasnption, it follows from what we
know about language acquisition and change acrbss lifespan: a structural
innovation of the type documented here could netheeen introduced by adults, due
to the nature of language learning mechanisms viatip the critical period.
Accordingly, we can consider the elimination oftegt subject resumptive pronouns
an example of children acquiring an unmarked gratiwalaoption differing from the
target grammar of their input providers. Since thianlike what we typically observe
in cases of competition between an unmarked oi@ha marked alternative found
in the adult grammar (Kroch 2005), where childreargually acquire the latter, it is
important to consider various factors which mayehallowed it to occur. | examine
two such factors, namely, low input frequency ahd linguistic status which the
children attributed to their non-native parentspaoding that while both may have
played a role, further work is needed to deterntiveer precise contribution. In any
case, the findings support the claim that childname a unique role in the formation
and stabilization of linguistic systems. Moreovérgy show that a tendency to
regularize inconsistent input, possibly rooted inn@an-domain-specific learning
mechanism (Hudson Kam & Newport 2005), is not thie $orce guiding children in
atypical environments for language acquisition.tida® concludes the paper.

2. Background: the emergence of Modern Hebrew

In order to properly understand the case studyetddscribed below, it is necessary to
be familiar with the social and linguistic contexirrounding the formation of Modern

Hebrew. This section first provides the relevantaide based on Chomsky (1957),
Izre'el (2003) and Zuckermann (2006), and thenemsiexisting approaches to the
theoretical issues involved.

Modern Hebrew emerged in the laté"i#nd early 28 century, when a group of
Yiddish-speaking Jewish immigrants to Palestineidiet to shift their day-to-day
vernacular to the ancient language of the Jewsr Ryithis, Hebrew had not been a
spoken language for hundreds of years, having godera gradual decline in its use
from approximately the destruction of the First Tdenby the Babylonians (586
BCE), until its total replacement by Aramaic towstte end of the"® century CE. In
the subsequent period it was used only as a lgakgand literary language, and
occasionally as a lingua franca among Jews fromereéifit linguistic backgrounds. It



can therefore be best described as a dormant, keispanguage, but should not be
regarded as dead (Izre'el 2003). The latB d@ntury saw a general awakening of
interest in the Hebrew language among European,Jasvpart of the "Haskala"
(Enlightenment) movement, leading to a renaissaoiceHebrew literature and
reemphasis on the study of Hebrew grammar in thesBeschool system. Writers of
this period introduced new words and writing stytl@she language, adapting it to the
needs of their day.

It was not until the 1880s, however, that the reablution began, as part of the
modern nationalist movement which swept the JewkerDiaspora and in Palestine.
A general program for the "revival" of Hebrew, aketlanguage planners
("revivalists") then saw it, was undertaken, ledEiezer Ben-Yehuda (1858-1922),
who immigrated to Palestine in 188The goal was to transform the archaic written
language into one which can be spoken in modermesiinand to disseminate it
amongst the various Jewish communities in Palesfitee efforts towards this
vernacularization took some time to bear fruit,hwanly a few Hebrew-speaking
homes until about 1905, the first Hebrew kindemgastappearing in 1903, and the
first high school and teachers' seminary in 1906e $econd wave of large scale
Jewish immigration to Palestine ("The Second Idflax "The Second Aliya"; 1904-
1914) quickly assimilated into this new situatiomdagreatly facilitated the
propagation of the emerging language. By this timeecan also speak of a large first
generation of native speakers, leading to the iafflrecognition of Hebrew, in 1922,
as one of the three official languages of the 8mitlandate government in Palestine,
alongside English and Arabic. Although it is difit to pinpoint the exact time at
which the language stabilized and its status agé¢heral vernacular was secured, one
can say with some certainty that the foundationsloflern Hebrew were laid by this
time (Zuckermann 2006). Subsequent masses of inantigrarriving throughout the
20" century, did little to change its basic grammapddy Modern Hebrew is an
official language of Israel, the native languagehaf Jewish majority, and the second
language of a large population of minorities in toentry.

What, then, is the grammatical basis for Modern rieeh) and to what extent
could have dormant Classical Hebrew provided thisid® For much of the %0
century, the revivalist or traditional view, wheyelModern Hebrew is simply a
continuation of Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew, heddiay (see Rosén 1956, 1977,
Rabin 1974, a.0.). In other words, Biblical Hebr@w10" through f' centuries BCE;
the Hebrew of the Old Testament and of inscriptibboen the First Temple period)
and Mishnaic Hebrew (c.*1century BCE through™ century CE) were revived as
one language, complemented with numerous lexicavations meant to allow the
ancient language to be used in modern tfmascordingly, Modern Hebrew can be
classified as Semitic, on a par with Arabic, AmbaAramaic, etc.

Although evidence for the significant impact of Wish on Modern Hebrew was
documented almost from its inception (Lipschtitz 3,9@ted in Izre'el 2003), it is
only recently that scholars have begun to considternative approaches. The first
major challenge to the received traditional viewswae revisionist or revolutionary
school. According to this view, as an unspoken Uagg, not natively acquired by
children within the window of the critical perioHebrew could not have transmitted
any of its grammar to the modern vernacular (Horvathiv@xler 1994, 1997, Wexler

® For a different take on Ben-Yehuda's role in tealled revival see Nahir (1998).

¢ Although Medieval Hebrew, used in the period froime end of Mishnaic Hebrew until the 19
century, is often said to have introduced innovatioto the language, the fact that it was not spok
entails that these included no major changes.tlius not relevant here.



1990, 2002). Rather, the story goes, Modern Helremstitutes a relexification of
Yiddish”: the preexisting lexical entries of Yiddish (i.¢he substratum) were
substituted into vocabulary strings provided byliddd and/or Mishnaic Hebrew (the
superstratum or “lexifier"), while the grammar reéneal Yiddish as spoken by the
dominant first generation non-natives. Thereforepdktn Hebrew exhibits the
phonological, morphological, syntactic and semaptaperties of Yiddish.

While the revisionist approach points out problemish earlier misguided
preconceptions and rightfully calls attention te gignificant impact of Yiddish on
Modern Hebrew, it ignores important social and liisgc facts, as noted by lzre'el
(2003) and Zuckermann (2006). The result is thddoth exaggerates the place of
Yiddish in present-day Hebrew grammar and belittles contribution of Classical
Hebrew. The former claim is supported by a briginge at the syntax of present-day
Hebrew, which is far from identical to that of Yidd and includes many features
which violate Yiddish syntdx For example, it is not obligatorily V2 in matrix
clauses, allowing a topic-subject-verb order whishungrammatical in Yiddish
(Lowenstamm 1977), and it exhibits no constraint topic movement andvh-
movement, which are incompatible with each otheryiddish (at least in direct
guestions; see Lowenstamm 1977 and Diesing 199&sd observations raise the
guestion of whether, by emphasizing the importanteYiddish, the revisionist
approach has overlooked the role played by otheguages which were spoken in
Palestine and were eventually replaced by Moderbré¥e. Indeed, the Sephardic
Jews in Palestine, speaking either Judeo-Spanisiarmus dialects of Arabic, were
more numerous than the Yiddish-speaking Ashkenfazisnuch of the 19 century
and enjoyed prominent status given to them by tht®n@an rulers. Furthermore,
present-day Hebrew continues to preserve phonabdeatures of the Sephardic
population, adopted originally by the Ashkenazi imgrants of the late ¥century
(Chomsky 1957, Blanc 1968, Izre'el 2003). HoweWeere is strong reason to doubt
that the Sephardic influence extended beyond Asgsnoted in Zuckermann (2006),
members of the Sephardic community did not genepddly a part in the propagation
of Modern Hebrew; rather, this effort was almostlegively led by Yiddish speakers,
who also became more socially dominant in the 1&century. The latter were the
founding population of the new language, and thugdly determined its grammatical
properties (i.e., the Founder Principle; see Zutkem 2006

Beyond overstating the similarities between ModeEebrew and Yiddish, the
revisionist approach also underestimates the péc&assical Hebrew. The Hebrew
language planners managed to retain many of théeatdres of the language, such as
the templatic morphology characteristic of the Semfamily (Izre'el 2003). They
were aided in this endeavor by three facts, thst fwo of which are noted by
Zuckermann (2006). First, Hebrew had remained & vemportant literary and

" Under this approach, Yiddish is itself consider@kvic, rather than Germanic, as commonly
assumed. This hypothesis is orthogonal to the ssatidvand; see the references noted in the text for
details.

& Unfortunately, | know of no study which investigdtwhether this is also true of the Hebrew of the
first, non-native generation, which is what one Imigxpect if they produced an interlanguage, as
claimed in section 1. Some of the data to be pteden section 4 could be viewed as support for the
interlanguage hypothesis; in addition, a cursorgneiration of the database used below revealed
multiple instances of non-Yiddish structures.

° Even if languages other than Yiddish played adangle than acknowledged here, they are not
relevant to most of the work reported. In the congom of GEN1 and GEN2, only Yiddish L1
speakers and children of Yiddish L1 speakers, sy, are considered. This also includes one
father-son pair, in which the father was a natjyeaker of Yiddish.



liturgical language for the Jews, who spent muckhefr childhood and adolescence
studying texts written in it. Second, the revividimade a conscious, well-engineered
effort to bring back the lost vernacular, and &t s$ame time rid themselves of foreign
linguistic element®. Lastly, and perhaps crucially, this effort wasilfeated by the
revivalists' particularly good knowledge of Hebrawd their high level of linguistic
awareness (Versteegh 1993), owing to their edutatibackground and the fact that
they belonged to the intelligentStaThis clearly sets the Modern Hebrew case apart
from the singularly handicapped situations of laagg learning associated with well
known examples of relexification.

An alternative view to the revisionist school, whiakes the Yiddish influence
into account but is more balanced and recognizesstimplexity characterizing the
genetics of Modern Hebrew, is proposed in Zuckenm@006). In this work, Modern
Hebrew is considered a semi-engineered hybrid kapgu Created through a
deliberate process of language planning, albel wérvasive subconscious influence
(hence the termsemiengineered), Modern Hebrew is composed of two g@rym
contributors, Hebrew and Yiddish, in addition tovesal secondary contributors,
among them Arabic, Russian, and English. Furtheerribie two primary contributors
played different roles in the genesis of the lagguadebrew provided mostly forms,
i.e., lexical items and morphology, while Yiddistrged as the basis for many of the
underlying patterns, that is, the phonology, semsardand syntax. As noted above,
Zuckermann views the major impact of Yiddish on ModHebrew as a reflex of the
Founder Principle, whereby the founding populatioh a language shapes its
fundamental properties and the influence of langaagpoken by other communities
iS minor.

Of the existing theories, Zuckermann's hybridizatapproach seems the most
accurate given the social and linguistic facts. ¢lagm that Yiddish influenced many
of the underlying patterns of Modern Hebrew is veeipported (see Eilam 2008 for a
number of case studies), whereas the lexemes anghoiogy are for the most part
Hebraic. However, like the other theories, its gahgoal of genetically classifying
Modern Hebrew entails that the hybridization apploaeglects important details.
First, it lacks detailed diachronic and synchroamalyses of the phenomena which
are argued to illustrate the Yiddish influence. Mgiit such research, and given the
fact that many of the examples provided reflectcpsses which can occur in
languages not in a contact situation (e.g., thestt@n from synthetic to analytic
morphology), one cannot a priori rule out the pofisy that they are the result of
language-internal chantfeSecond, although Zuckermann's approach differs the
revisionist school in recognizing that some rulds Yaddish grammar are not
preserved in Modern Hebrew (see above), it fail&xplain why this is so. Could
unspoken Classical Hebrew have provided grammasitraktures which overrode
conflicting constraints imposed by Yiddish L1 irfegence? Or might the role played
by other languages spoken among the first generatfospeakers have had more
impact than previously thought? While a comprehensinswer to these and other,

% The partial success of the revivalists raisesissae of conscious control in linguistic behavior.
Examples of deliberate change and arguments fosiggificance and pervasiveness, contra the
commonly held view, are provided in Thomason (2007)

| thank Tony Kroch for pointing this out to me. Gime elite status of Hebrew among Eastern
European Jews see also Stampfer (1993).

12n fact, some of the examples intended to dematesthe uniqueness of Modern Hebrew are attested
in Classical Hebrew (for example, the use of freesrather than construct state nominals; Peretz
1967). Although there may be a significant quatitieadifference between the periods, no evidence is
given for such a hypothesis.



related questions requires the type of quantitadivé meticulous studies absent from
the existing literature, the data to be presentdvib suggests that Modern Hebrew
took shape to a large extent within the Yiddishagees' interlanguage and among
their children, the first native speakers. Variopiocesses, possibly guided by
processing considerations, UG constraints and éegireensitivity to frequency in the
input, inter alia, determined the eventual struetoirthe language, filtering out some
Yiddish influences while retaining others.

Before turning to this data, the following sectiotroduces the phenomenon at
issue, namely, resumptive pronouns in relativesgauCrucially, we will see that the
grammars of Yiddish and present-day Hebrew treagehpronouns differently, thus
providing a fitting case study of the type negldat@til now.

3. Resumption in Yiddish and present-day Hebrew relative clauses
Both Yiddish and present-day Hebrew include resumappronouns as an integral
part of their grammatical systéiThis is true for both restrictive relative clasisand
nonrestrictive relative clauses; in general, théoes not seem to be a categorical
distinction between the two types of relatives witspect to the behavior of
resumptives. In other words, if the language rexpua resumptive pronoun in a given
position, this will be true of both types, and darly if it exhibits optionality or bans
the use of resumption for some positfblt. For the sake of convenience, and since
the existing literature deals almost exclusivelyhwestrictive relatives, | use them to
present the details, and note observations regarginrestrictives when relevant.
Yiddish exhibits three relativization strategies:gap strategy, a resumptive
pronoun strategy, and &h-phrase strategy (Lowenstamm 1977, Jacobs 2005; see
Belikova 2007 for a summary). The gap strategy Ive® the obligatory use of the
uninflected complementizetosin C, and a null operator OP in SpecCP, bindirgg th
trace which functions as a variable (in some cases;an also function as a relative
pronoun; see Lowenstamm 1977 for details):

(1) di mayse {p OR *(vos) ikh vel aykh dertseylin]t
the story that |  will yoDaT tell
'the story that | will tell you' (Belikova 2007)

In the second strategy, the variable is realizeahagvert resumptive pronoun, and the
markervosalso obligatorily appears. In (2), the resumppvenoun is fronted, which
is purportedly common (Katz 1987, Belikova 2007).

(2) a shmole kladke ¢ OR *(vos) oyf *(ir;) me hot koym gekent geynt
a narrow footbridge that on it on barely able walk
‘a narrow footbridge one could barely walk on' [(Beva 2007)

13 Thus, they are to be distinguished from langualijes English, which only have “intrusive"
resumptives, appearing in island contexts, whega@ would lead to ungrammaticality, or due to
processing complexity (Sells 1984, McCloskey 2006).

4 To some extent, this is expected under BiancBD94) implicational scale, whereby the option of
using resumptive pronouns in restrictive relatiies given language entails the possibility of thei
appearance in nonrestrictives. Of course, thisesstlll allows for resumptives in nonrestrictivebare
restrictives prohibit them; see below for discussio

| do not claim that there is no distinction betweestrictive and nonrestrictives, since it is well
known that pragmatic and processing consideratwish distinguish the two types may raise the
likelihood for the appearance of an optional restivepPrince 1990, Ariel 1999).



Lastly, it is possible to employ a relative pronpunflected for number, gender and
case, putatively raising to SpecCP, from which ihds the variable trace. As
illustrated in (3), the relative pronoun is not qmatible withvos (i.e., the Doubly
Filled COMP Filter is respected).

(3) der tish  ¢pvelkhen (*vos) ikh hab gekoyft {
the table whichAcC.MASC.SG that | Aux bought
'the table that | bought' (Belikova 2007)

Focusing on the use ofos which in principle allows for either a gap or a
resumptive pronoun, we find that the choice ambmege two options is contingent on
the position of the variable. Thus, a resumptivelbBgatory in oblique and genitive
positions, as in (2) above and (4) below, respeltiv

(4) der bokher vos *(zayne) shpilkhlekh valgern hziigz mayn shvesterkind.
the boy that his toys are.rollkgrLis my  cousin
'The boy whose toys are lying around is my cousin.' (Lowenstamm 1977:206)

However, resumptives are optional both in the dimdsgject position (5), and in the
subject position (6). Furthermore, the same paitefound in nonrestrictive relatives:
mandatory resumption when the relativization stan object of a preposition or NP-
internal, but optional when it is a subject or direbject.

(5) der dokter vos ikh ken (im) iz haynt ongekome
the doctor that I  know (him) is today arrived
‘The doctor that | know arrived today.’ (Katz 198%7)

(6) der yid vos (er) geyt, iz mayn khaver.
the man that (he) walks is my  friend
‘The man who walks is my friend.' (Lowenstamm 1908)

The resumptive pronoun in (6) is particularly urgggince it is not just in any
subject position, but specifically the highest sabjposition, i.e., immediately
subjacent to the head of the relative clause.us Wiolates the robust crosslinguistic
generalization commonly known &ehe Highest Subject RestrictidiMcCloskey
1990, 2006). This ban on highest subject resumptigethought to be close to
universal across languages: Keenan (1985) obsénatsuch resumptives are only
possible in Yiddish and Urhobo, a Kwa language spak Nigeria (see also Keenan
and Comrie 1977), while Haspelmath et al. (2005)e nitneir existence in five
languages, not including Yiddish and Urhobo. Altbbuwall such typological surveys
are partial, and the validity of the claims regagdihe languages counted needs to be
further assesséd it is clear that resumptive pronouns in the higteubject position
are very rare. As for resumptive pronouns in losbject positions, i.e., when the
subject is embedded or preceded by a topicalizedtitoent, these are categorically
different, surfacing in a much wider range of laages, and must thus be considered
separately (see below for present-day Hebrew, Skioh992 for Palestinian Arabic,
and Szczegielniak 2005 for Polish).

Within the generative literature, various attemjatsderive the Highest Subject
Restriction have been suggested, naturally focusimghe many languages which

% Indeed, Keenan and Comrie (1979) remark thatuppased resumptive pronouns of Urhobo may be
some form of verb agreement, rather than prondenghermore, the surveys overlook Spanish, which
is claimed to allow highest subject resumptivesig81998), but whose status is not clear givenithat
is a null subject language. Unsurprisingly, Sufietes that such pronouns are rare and peculiar in
Spanish, which is not the case in Yiddish.



exhibit it (e.g., Irish, Palestinian Arabic, presday Hebrew). McCloskey (1990,
2006), for example, proposes that Principle B o @8inding Theory should be
extended to elements in A'-positions, includingureptive pronouns. In subject
relatives, the relevant functional complex contdims resumptive pronoun and the
subject (=the head of the relative clause), so thatpronoun is not A'-free and
ungrammaticality follows. Of course, the same aotquedicts ungrammaticality in
Yiddish, contra to fact, for which McCloskey has moincipled explanation.
Numerous other analyses attribute some propertthéocomplementizer or to the
relation between Tand € in languages like Yiddish to explain the possipilf
highest subject resumptives (e.g., Boeckx 2003,ukats2006), but give no
independent evidence for this property, nor do theynonstrate its absence in
present-day Hebrew, which does not allow such resiwes, as illustrated below. An
appropriate summary of this state of affairs isvmgted by Suier (1998), referring to
languages exhibiting optionality in the direct atijbut not subject position, like Irish
and present-day Hebrew: "I do not have a deep langssstic explanation for these
contrasts, and my impression is that one is unjikelexist because we are dealing
with idiosyncratic language-particular propertiesoét likely influenced by historical
developments)" (p. 352). While the data presentetk ldoes not enable us to
decisively establish the validity of an alternatesplanation for the Highest Subject
Restriction, it casts further doubts on the gemsgadccounts. | return to this issue in
section 5, and now move on to describe the relepaoyferties of relative clauses in
present-day Hebrew.

Present-day Hebrew, as described in Doron (1988)erB(1984), Demirdache
(1991), Shlonsky (1992), a.o., and summarized iikBea (2007), also exhibits both
gaps and resumptive pronouns in its relative claukie Yiddish, the gap strategy
requires the use of the complementizer, uninflegeor aser'’; it is available in the
subject (7) and direct object (8) positions.

(7) ha-yeled {p OR *(Se-) [pti kana et  ha-sefer]]

the-boy that boughtc the book

'the boy that bought the book’ (Belikova 2007)
(8) ha-sefer {p OR *(Se-) [p ha-yeled kana ]}

the-book that the-boy bought

'the book that the boy bought' (Belikova 2007)

The gap strategy, however, is excluded from obli@)eand genitive (10) positions,
which, as in Yiddislvosrelatives, require a resumptive pronoun:

(9) ha-i5  {pOR *(Se-) [p xaSavti  al-*(av)]]

the-man that  l.thought about-him
'the man that | thought about’ (Shlonsky 1992:445)
(10) ha-is  {pOR *(Se-) [pra'iti et ist-*(0)]]
the-man that l.sawc wife-his
'the man whose wife | saw' (Shlonsky 1992:445)

Crucially, unlike Yiddish, present-day Hebrew does allow resumptive pronouns in
the highest subject position; rather, resumptionggonal only in the direct object
position and in non-highest subject positions. Tladasling a resumptive pronoun to a
sentence like (7) results in ungrammaticality ((kf) Yiddish (6)), while this is not
true of the direct object relativization in (8),wtich a resumptive pronoun has been

" The latter is an archaic form rarely used in sheec



added in (12). As for non-highest subject positiofd8) shows that a resumptive
pronoun is optional in an embedded subject positiod (14)—when a topicalized
phrase precedes the relativization site.

(11) *ha-yeled Se-hu kana et ha-sefer
the-boy that-he boughtc the-book
'the boy that bought the book’

(12) ha-sefer Se-ha-yeled kana oto
the-book that-the-boy bought it
'the book that the boy bought'

(13) ha-is Se-xana amra Se-(hu) ohev arayot
the-man that-Hanna said that-(he) loves lions
'the man who Hanna said loves lions' (Borer 19842

(14) ha-is Se-rak al kesef (hu) xoSev
the-man that-only about money (he) thinks
'the man who only thinks about money' (Borer 198%)

Whether or not present-day Hebrew has a thitdphrase strategy, on a par with
Yiddish, is a matter of contention. Borer (1984)imeins that all fronted resumptive
pronouns, as in (15), are in fact operators, othkisn that only fronted resumptives
with a null complementizé&?, as in (16), are operators, and the rest are gingsles of
topicalization (Demirdache 1991, Belikova 2007),ileha third group views all
fronted resumptives as topicalized, rather thamaipes in SpecCP (Shlonsky 1992).

(15) ha-sefer Se-oto ha-yeled kana
the-book that-it the-boy bought
'the book that the boy bought'

(16) ha-sefer oto ha-yeled kana
the-book it the-boy bought
'the book that the boy bought'

As for nonrestrictive relative clauses, their bebavyollows that of restrictive
relatives in categorical terms. That is, resumppvenouns are necessary in oblique
and genitive positions, optional in the direct @bjposition and non-highest subject
positions, and banned from the highest subjectipasias shown in (17,

(17) *dani, Se-hu hitkonen la-meruc bemeSex Ssigamm  axaron.
Danny that-he prepared to.the-race for yeaistied last
'‘Danny, who prepared for the race for a yearsfied last.’

18 Note that only fronted resumptives permit a nolinplementizer.

In her corpus study of resumption in present-daryversational Hebrew, Ariel (1999) reports 3/37
(8.1%) resumptives in nonrestrictive subject rglatlauses. Although she does not provide the hctua
examples of subject resumptives found in her damhais highly unlikely that they are in the high
subject position, like (17). Ariel herself statdmitt the properties characterizing resumptive redati
clauses in her data are a long or complex headhdadye distance between the head and relativized
position, neither of which is true of examples |{#&). Furthermore, even if Ariel's three tokens iar

the highest subject position, her use of a spokepus raises the possibility of performance errors,
which we do not necessarily wish to count togethign the type of written data examined here (irt,fac
supposed resumptive pronouns in subject positionegan be found in a language like English, if one
uses spoken data and counts tokens which involwestarts, disfluencies, etc.; see Herrmann 2005).
In any case, no such examples were found in thehrarger database of present-day written Hebrew
employed here and analyzed in section 4.

10



Interestingly, present-day Hebrew is not alonexhilgiting the latter restriction:
there appears to be a crosslinguistic disprefereiocesubject resumptives in
nonrestrictive relatives, on a par with restriciv&hus, in Northern Italian dialects
which do not obligatorily display clitic doublinguch as Venetian, and are therefore
relevant to the issue at hand, one finds resumptiecs for the object in
nonrestrictive relatives, but not for the subjeGe¢ilia Poletto, p.c?j. In Greek
nonrestrictive relatives, resumption is obligatary all positions, except for the
highest subject position, where it is barred (Alowlou 2006). Palestinian Arabic
provides similar findings: in restrictive relativagsumptive pronouns are obligatory
in all positions but the highest subject, whereythee disallowed (Shlonsky 1992).
The same is true of nonrestrictives, as illustrated.8):

(18) *balrif muhammadhassanein?illi huwwe faaza bis-sibaaf.
|.know Muhammad Hassanein, that he worthéarace
'I know Muhammad Hassanein, who won the race.'

In other words, the so-called Highest Subject Rggin also applies to
nonrestrictive relatives, a point which has notrbeeted in the literature until now, to
the best of my knowledge. This observation seems$utther weaken UG-based
accounts of the restriction that appeal to bindsugh as McCloskey (1990, 2006): it
is unlikely that the grammatical property respolesitor the use of resumptives in
nonrestrictives is different from that which detames their appearance in restrictive
relatives, but if one attempts to extend McCloskelgeory to nonrestrictives various
problems arise. In particular, binding into nonregtve relatives appears to be
subject to the same constraints as cross-sentdntiding, rather than the type of
intra-sentential binding relevant for restrictiv@atives: cf. the ungrammaticality of
the nonrestrictive in (19) and the cross-senteati@phor in (20) vs. the grammatical
restrictive relative in (21).

(19) *Every student, who was upset, came to the meeting.
(20) Every student came to the meeting. *He was upset.
(21) Every student who was upset came to the meeting.

Assuming that the explanation for these distindi@ to be found in the different
underlying structure of nonrestrictives and resiregs, any account of the Highest
Subject Restriction cannot rely on structural propse associated with one type but
not the other.

Before ending this section, it is necessary to sssHige relative contributions of
Classical Hebrew vs. Yiddish to the form of relatslauses in the Modern Hebrew of
the first generation speakers. Although Belikov@0@) invokes the relexification
hypothesis to account for putative similarities wetn the properties of relative
clauses in Modern Hebrew and Yiddish, there isaeds rethink this approach, both
in general and specifically with respect to relatislauses. As noted in section 2,
GENL1 speakers did not transfer their Yiddish syniholesale into Hebrew, and
relexification seems highly unlikely given both theguistic and social conditions.
With regard to relative clause structure, Yiddishd aModern Hebrew are not
identical; for example, the former has an unamhigucelative pronoun, while the
existence of such a grammatical option in the fdtiages on the debatable claim

2 This explains why Bianchi's (2004) examples fraalian dialects which permit resumption only in
nonrestrictives, in line with her implicational &£@aoted in fn. 14, all involve the object position
2 Judgments were provided by two native speakePatestinian Arabic.
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mentioned above, whereby fronted resumptives wittula complementizer areh-
phrases in Modern Hebrew. Alyona Belikova (p.c.nmoout a further problem with
this hypothesis: the prediction is that subjecatreé clauses with only a subject
resumptive, fronted but typically string-vacuously, should be possible. Moreover,
such constructions should be specifically atteshetbng the first generation of
speakers, if one assumes, as Belikova does, thiatuthderlying structure is modeled
after Yiddish. However, | have found no evidencethese constructions in any stage
of Modern Hebrew.

As for relative clause types present in Modern ldebbut absent from Yiddish,
one example is reduced relative clauses, formek avidefinite article and described
in further detail in section 4. These clearly fallgpatterns established in Classical
Hebrew, even if the constructions used by GEN1 lggrsado not span the entire
range of options present in Hebrew texts (see Pdi@67 for such distinctiorfS)
That we do not find total identity is not surprigirthese speakers were familiar with
the basic form of Hebrew relative clauses, butymebly did not have knowledge of
all their intricacies and peripheral patterns; ertnore, they were also influenced to
some extent by their Yiddish grammar. In particuthe use of resumptive pronouns
among GEN1 speakers, which is examined in secti@edms to have been affected
by Yiddish. While both Yiddish and Classical Hebremploy resumptives, only the
former seems to display them in the highest sulgesition. Thus, in his corpus study
of all relative clauses in the Bible, Holmstedt @2 finds no unambiguous tokens of
subject resumption in a finite relative clause; # examples of alleged subject
resumptive pronouns are contingent on various factdich we do not necessarily
find in Yiddish or in the output of GEN1 speakesed also Peretz 1967 for the
situation in all stages of Classical Hebrew). Tonmarize, | conclude that the first
generation of Modern Hebrew speakers producedvelatauses based on basic and
common Hebraic patterns, with varying degrees oldi&h interference, most notably
affecting their use of resumptive pronouns.

This section has depicted the anchors, so to spdathe quantitative study
presented below: on the one hand, the grammardididt relative clauses, including
the system of resumption, and on the other harel, réthativization strategies of
present-day Hebrew and the way in which they intenath resumptive pronouns. If
we are to believe many of the existing theories@méed in section 2, this should be
the end of the story. That is, we would expectuhderlying patterns of present-day
Hebrew to be those found in Yiddish, while the fershould be Hebraic in origin.
This is, of course, not the case; in particular,olbserved that the behavior of subject
resumptive pronouns distinguishes the two languageen those theories which
recognize that factors other than Yiddish influeneey play a role in Modern Hebrew
grammar neglect to specify how the various facitmeract. Moreover, the possibility
of change affecting components of Yiddish origirtie grammar is never mentioned.

22 One example of a Biblical Hebrew relative clausastruction absent from Modern Hebrew is the
so-called "bare" subject relative without any ov@R material, as in (i) (cited in Holmstedt (2002),
whose transcription | retain). As (i) shows, Moddidebrew requires a complementizer in subject
relatives.

(i) habbta ’el *abraham *hikem w’el $ard @ sholelkem

look.2vP.iMv to Abraham father-your and-to Sarah be=udPF-you

'look to Abraham your father and to Sarah who tyong (Isaiah 51.2)
(i) ha-yeled *(Se)-kana et ha-sefer =7

the-boy  that-boughicc the-book
'the boy that bought the book’
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In the following section we will discover precisellyis type of change occurring
already in the first generation of Modern Hebrewveaspeakers.

4. Resumption in Modern Hebrew: A quantitative analysis of the native and
non-native generations
The first part of the quantitative analysis willatlevith data from the first generation
of speakers (GENL1), establishing that they indedxbé Yiddish interference in their
use of resumptive pronouns in Hebrew. Subsequetdita from the first generation
of native speakers (GEN2), i.e., the descendantbeofirst group, is examined. We
find that their output in terms of resumption ist mentical to their parents; most
noticeably, they do not produce resumptive pronaarthe highest subject position.
Lastly, | introduce data collected from present-dagakers (GEN3), demonstrating
that the patterns set among the first native speglersist.

The data for GEN1 was collected from the Projeat-Behuda websif€. Three
L1 speakers of Yiddish who were part of the fougdaopulation of Modern Hebrew
and behind much of the "revival" effort, and foramh we have sufficient documented
linguistic output, were chosen to represent thisegatios* (1) Hayyim Nahman
Bialik (b. 1873, Ukraine; immigrated to Palestimeli924); (2) Eliezer Ben-Yehuda
(b. 1858, Lithuania; immigrated to Palestine in 1883) Yosef Haim Brenner (b.
1881, Ukraine; immigrated to Palestine in 1909)e Hpeakers are not identical in
terms of their sociolinguistic profile: Ben-Yehudeeaded the "revival® effort in
Palestine from its inception, while the other tweakers arrived in the country at a
time when the language was already prevalent. Eurtbre, Brenner immigrated at
the relatively young age of 28, while Bialik was #hen he moved to Palestine.
Nevertheless, all three were not native speakerbledfrew, being far beyond the
critical period for acquisition when they beganapeg the language. To the extent
that there are any differences between the speakeéesms of Yiddish influence in
their Hebrew, these can be viewed as reflectingatran which must have also
existed among the population at large, and areehehinterest to us to capture.

Two types of linguistic data, listed in Table 1,reveollected for GEN1: formal
written texts, either autobiographical or opinioreges, but certainly not literary
material, and written speeches (note that simitaounts of data were collected for
each speaker, despite the different number of texts

% The Project Ben-Yehuda website (http://benyehudd.is described as a database for “the classics
of Hebrew literature”. In practice, the website stitntes an online repository of texts (poetry, a0
journalistic writing and written speeches) from Nl and early Modern Hebrew, since copyright
law allows posting only works of writers who havied! over seventy years ago and are thus in the
public domain.

4 These speakers were not monolingual. In additoXitidish, GEN1 members also spoke the local
language of the country from which they had immiiggda primarily Russian or Polish. However, the
latter arguably did not have a major impact on Maddebrew (Zuckermann 2006), and in any case
could not have been the source of the L1 interfaeported below, since neither language allows
highest subject resumptives (Szczegielniak 2005).
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Speaker Sour ce Y ear Mode

Bialik Speech before the writers' convention 1927 Speech
(http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebeal_pehtih
"Darkei hateatron haivri" 1933 Speech

[The ways of the Hebrew theater]
(http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebeal pehdbh

"Al ha'agada II" [On the Aggada 1] 1934 Speech
(http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebeal peh#sih
"Al ha'agada Ill" [On the Aggada IlI] 1934 Speech
(http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebeal pehi#sh

Ben-Yehuda  "Hahalom veshivro — haidan harishon" 1881- Written
[The dream come true — The first era] 1922
(http://benyehuda.org/by/haidan_harishon.html)

Brenner "Yankl hanapah" [Yankl the blacksmith] ~1910 Written
(http://benyehuda.org/brenner/baaretz_056.html)
"Behayeinu uv'itonutenu” 1911 Written

[In our lives and in our press]
(http://benyehuda.org/brenner/biyerushalaim_082)htm

"Behayeinu uv'itonutenu” 1911 Written
[In our lives and in our press]
(http://benyehuda.org/brenner/biyerushalaim_084)htm

"Lama ragzu?" [Why were they angry?] 1913 Written
(http://benyehuda.org/brenner/lama_ragzu.html)
"Mitokh pinkasi” [From my notepad] 1913 Written

(http://benyehuda.org/brenner/biyerushalaim_113)htm
Table 1: Sources for GEN1

These texts were chosen for a number of reasonst, ffhe goal was to extract
naturally occurring data which captures the verfaado the extent possible; literary
texts would arguably show more influence from tisdrical layers of Hebrew and
would be very removed from the spoken languagéetimé>. Second, unlike actual
speech, written data has the advantage of havieg edited by the speaker, allowing
us to rule out the possibility of disfluencies aonther low-level performance
considerations in explaining our findings (see d3019). In any case, adequate
documentation of spoken Hebrew from the time peabgsue does not exist: all that
is available is a small number of newsreels andtsims®, the first recordings of
spontaneous speech having been made by linguiktsrothe 1950s (Reshef 2005).
As for the use of both texts intended for reading those intended to be read aloud,
this was mostly a matter of necessity, since no-literary written materials were
available online for Bialik, while no speeches bgnBrehuda and Brenner are
documented. It was not expected to be of importasioee the two types of sources
are very similar; in fact, in his categorization Mdbdern Hebrew contextual styles,
Blanc (1968) groups lectures, public or officiateméinces, letters, and journalistic
writing all under what he terms "average formalestyindeed, the findings for Bialik
are not exceptional among the three speakers, tda$g@ fact that his data consists

% |t is commonly claimed that the written registéodern Hebrew greatly differs from the spoken
one, the former being more strongly connected ¢ogfammar of Classical Hebrew (Berman & Ravid
2000). However, as the data below and in Eilam 82@Dow, Yiddish influence pervades both modes
in early Modern Hebrew as well as present-day Hebre

% Some of this material is available online at theevBn Spielberg Jewish Film Archive:
http://www.spielbergdfilmarchive.org.il/. A brief exination of the films did not reveal any relevant
tokens; future research should look into this gmbfsi more carefully.

14



entirely of speeches. At any rate, both types xftistavere collected from GEN2 (see
below), allowing for a straightforward compariscgtween the generations.

A final comment regarding the database of firstegation Modern Hebrew used
here is in order; namely, the fact that it includesy male speakers. An unavoidable
consequence of the writing habits of the relevantoal, this has ramifications for our
assessment of the input to GEN2. Specifically,ghgreason to believe that the data
available to us underestimates the extent to wthehHebrew heard by GEN2 was
influenced by Yiddish. As noted in Chomsky (1998ar-Adon (1977) and Stampfer
(1993), women were generally excluded from a Heleducation as children, both in
the Diaspora and in the early stages of Jewistesht in 18 century Palestine, and
therefore did not participate in the movement &vilre" Hebrew. In some cases, this
may have resulted in mothers speaking to theirdodil in a language other than
Hebrew, primarily Yiddish, as described in Bar-Add®77), while in others we can
conjecture that they spoke in a form of Hebrew nt@avily Yiddish-tinged than the
men's language. Thus, Ben-Yehuda (1978) descriteshle asked his wife to speak
only Hebrew, after having helped her learn enoumlbe¢ able to converse in the
language. Assuming that the first native speakenrewxposed to this type of Hebrew
at least as much as they were to their father'sitinwe can conclude that the
differences between the Hebrew they heard andwhath they produced are even
greater than those described below.

In the GEN1 database, as in the others, all r&atiauses were counted, in
accordance with Labov's (1972) principle of accability, to enable an accurate
assessment of the occurrences as well as non-enceg of the variable at hand,
resumptive pronouns. Thus, counts include convealicelatives headed by an NP,
free relatives and headless relatives. While theey be semantic or pragmatic
reasons disfavoring the use of resumptive pronautise latter two categories, there
IS no a priori reason to exclude them from the ymsl Moreover, as the free relative
in (22) illustrates, resumptive pronouns are regiwvhenever relativization is from
an oblique or genitive position, regardless oftiipe of relative (cf. (9) and (10)).

(22) mi  Se-medabrim al-*(av) ba-xadaSot nexSav le-mefursam.
who that-they.talk about-him on.the-news is.comgddo-famous
'‘Whoever is talked about on the news is consi&ous.’

Also tallied were reduced relative clauses, whiololve the use of the definite article
ha- in place of the complementiz8e-or aSer In Modern Hebrew, these structures
are available only for subject relativization andyowith participial verbs (so-called
'beynoni' verbs; see Siloni 1995, 1997 for detHils)

(23) iS5 ha-kore iton ba-rexov  hu meragel.
man the-reading newspaper in.the-street is spy
'A man reading a newspaper in the street ig/a sp (Siloni 1997:109)

As expected under analyses which view these stegtas DPs, and hence predict
that external arguments should be unavailableemt(Siloni 1995, 1997), no tokens
of reduced relatives involving subject resumptivenouns are attested in any of the

" Biblical Hebrew reduced relatives of this sort a restricted to participials (Holmstedt 2002),
while Mishnaic and Medieval Hebrew allow for norbgect relativization with these structures (Peretz
1967). Like the bare subject relatives mentionednin22, these are grammatical options which
speakers of Modern Hebrew did not adopt, in albatility because they were not sufficiently familia
with them.
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databases examined h&rd do not discuss them further. Lastly, countdide the
two complementizerge-andasSer, as well as the null complentizer, which is pokesib
with fronted resumptives (see section 3).

Tables 2-5 present the overall counts for the thageakers individually and
combined. Notice that the number of tokens samfdedll speakers are very similar
to each other.

(2) Bialik (3) Ben-Yehuda

RC Type #tokens  Percent RC Type #tokens Per cent
Full 336 85.7% Full 401 94.6%
Reduced 56 14.3% Reduced 23 5.4%
Total 392 100% Total 424 100%
(4) Brenner (5) Combined

RC Type #tokens  Percent RC Type #tokens Per cent
Full 302 78.9% Full 1039 86.7%
Reduced 81 21.1% Reduced 160 13.3%
Total 383 100% Total 1199 100%

Tables 2-5: Full and Reduced Relatives among GEN1

Having excluded reduced relatives from further gsial tables 6-9 show the number
of full relatives for each speaker and for the ¢hspeakers combined, broken down
by the gap/resumptive pronoun position. As one danpect from a sufficiently
large and representative sample, the distributfogap/resumptive pronoun positions
is comparable across the three speakers.

(6) Bialik (7) Ben-Yehuda

Gap/RP Position  #tokens Percent Gap/RP Position  #tokens Percent
Subject 217 64.6% Subject 203 50.6%
Object 46 13.7% Object 89 22.2%
Preposition 61 18.2% Preposition 90 22.4%
Possessor 12 3.6% Possessor 19 4.7%
Total 336 100% Total 401  100%

8 Subject pronouns were, however, found when a fpauticle appeared within the reduced relative
clause:

(i) "xavero  ha-raxok garhu mimeno"
his.friend the-far also he from.him
'His friend, who is also far from him'
(Bialik: http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebgah27.html)

These kinds of examples, also grammatical in pteday Hebrew, pose an interesting problem for the
analysis of reduced relatives. | leave this issuduture research.
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(8) Brenner (9) Combined

Gap/RP Position  #tokens Percent Gap/RP Position  #tokens Percent
Subject 167 55.3% Subject 587 56.5%
Object 35 11.6% Object 170 16.4%
Preposition 71 23.5% Preposition 222 21.4%
Possessor 29 9.6% Possessor 60 5.8%
Total 302 100% Total 1039  100%

Tables 6-9: Distribution of Gap/RP Positions inlRelatives among GEN1

We now focus on subject relative clauses, firstasgiing restrictives from
nonrestrictives, as shown in tables 10-13:

(10) Bialik (11) Ben-Yehuda

Restrictiveness #tokens  Percent Restrictiveness  #tokens Percent
Restrictive 138 63.6% Restrictive 119 58.6%
Nonrestrictive 79 36.4% Nonrestrictive 84 41.4%
Total 217 100% Total 203 100%
(12) Brenner (13) Combined

Restrictiveness #tokens  Percent Restrictiveness ~ #tokens Percent
Restrictive 121 72.5% Restrictive 378 64.4%
Nonrestrictive 46 27.5% Nonrestrictive 209 35.6%
Total 167 100% Total 587 100%

Tables 10-13: Restrictive vs. Nonrestrictive Subfeelatives among GEN1

Moving one step further to look specifically at kagpe of relative clause, we
are faced with a problem: the third person subjechouns in Hebrew, also used as
resumptive pronounshd, hi, hemandhenfor masculine singular, feminine singular,
masculine plural and feminine plural, respectivebre- homophonous with the
copular elements of the langudyeVerbless relative clauses, in which a copular
element could appear, are hence potentially ambiguand it is instructive to
distinguish between three subclasses among themn wie relative clause includes
(1) an NP (whether referential or predicative), é2) adjective, and a (3) participial
(‘beynoni') verb. With respect to the first class @an be fairly confident that the form
at issue is in fact a copula rather than a reswagironoun, since it is obligatory and
does not exhibit variation in GEN1 and in presesmy-eiebrew (as well as in Arabic,
for that matter), as illustrated in (24). Subjeztumptive pronouns are, to the best of
my knowledge, never obligatory in such a way.

(24) "elu halaxot Se-*(hen) gufa Sel tora"
these Halachas that-are her.body of Torah
‘These are Halachas which are the body of the Torah
(Bialik: http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebgah46.html)

2 Doron (1983) argues that these are not the presase forms of the copular verb, but rather the
phonetic realization of AgrS. This distinction istmelevant here.
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As for relative clauses including an adjective artigipial verb, the situation is
less clear, because there is variation both witimd between GEN1 speakers in the
use of the ambiguous pronominal forms in such ¢as®re of these relative clauses
have a pronominal element and some do not. Wehaarfbre conclude that neither a
resumptive pronoun nor a copula was obligatorytf@m in these configurations.
While it would be very surprising to find a context which subject resumptive
pronouns are obligatory, the fact that a copula waisrequired in these cases is
interesting and worthy of further investigatiomeae Yiddish does not allow verbless
clauses. It is also reasonable to assume thatatterp of variation does not reflect
only one of the two grammatical options, resumpfivenouns or copulas, because
neither is banned in other contexts. Rather, thst plausible inference is that GEN1
speakers produced both resumptive pronouns andasojpurelative clauses involving
an adjective or participial verb. Unfortunateljhdve no way to estimate the relative
proportion of each of the two options, and so chosencode all pronominal forms in
verbless relative clauses as copular elementsrrétiaa resumptive pronoutis One
avenue of future research could be to try and patede the rate of copula use in
relative clauses among GEN1 speakers from theasrafincidence in matrix clauses.

Another interesting issue raised by this data s fifict that many speakers,
including myself, judge relative clauses of theetygiitested among GEN1, with a
pronominal form and adjective (25) or participiarly (26), as significantly degraded,
if not ungrammatical.

(25) yeladim Se-(??hem) razim mesaxakim kaduregel.
children that-they/are skinny are.playing soccer
‘Children that are skinny are playing soccer.’

(26) carix letaken et ha-xalon  Se-(??hu) Savur.
necessary to.fixacc the-window that-it/is broken
'It is necessary to fix the window that is broken.'

In other words, we have found another discreparetywden the first generation of

Modern Hebrew speakers and present-day Hebrew. Ywéhere appears to be

another group of present-day speakers, for whoncdipela is necessary before an
adjective, whereas the ability of a participial &ppear without the copula is

contingent on whether it is a verbal or adjectipalksive: the former resists the
copula, but the latter requires it, on a par witeetives. Thus, according to Doron

(2000), if (25) and (26) (in whicBavur 'broken’ is an adjectival passive) lack the
pronominal form, they are ungrammatitall take this to be a true point of

interspeaker variability, possibly resulting frohretexistence of variable input in the
early stages of Modern Hebrew, and obviously nregiturther research.

%0 Of course, | may then be underestimating the nurabsubject resumptive pronouns. Nevertheless,
there is sufficient data to substantiate the argus@ut forth here. Another option is to entirely
exclude all such tokens from the analysis, sincep#akers used a pronominal form as a copula, a
homophonous resumptive pronoun may have not bessilpe in the same clause, at least not with the
same interpretation. Note that in present-day Hebreequences of adjacent’ erson subject
pronouns are interpreted as indicating focus onsthigect, both in matrix and subordinate clauses
(such examples are also found among GEN1):

(i) ani xoSev Se-dani hu hu ha-aSem ha-ikari.
| think that-Danny he he the-culprit the-main
' think that DANNY is the main culprit.’

31 Edit Doron (p.c.) informs me that her son exhiblits same pattern of grammaticality judgments as
her.
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Having decided to count as subject resumptive prosoonly tokens which

unambiguously fall under this category, we encouti® such examples in GEN1

restrictive relatives:

(14) Bialik (15) Ben-Yehuda

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 138 100% Gap 117 98.3%
RP 0 0% RP 2 1.7%
Total 138 100% Total 119 100%
(16) Brenner (17) Combined

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 121 100% Gap 376 99.5%
RP 0 0% RP 2 0.5%
Total 121 100% Total 378 100%

Tables 14-17: Dependency Types in GEN1 Restri@ivigject Relatives

These two tokens from Ben-Yehuda, one of whichivergin (27), are in embedded
clauses (i.e., not the highest subject positiohgyTare thus also possible in present-
day Hebrew and are not relevant to the questiopasisible change between the
generations.
(27) "im kol IS ve-iSa Se-yada'ati-h@n Som'im ivrit..."

with every man and-woman that-1.knew that-they heaHebrew

'With every man and woman who | knew heard Hebrew..

(Ben-Yehuda: http://benyehuda.org/by/haidan_harditml)

The absence of highest subject resumptive pronaunsstrictive relatives is
somewhat surprising in light of the Yiddish integiece in the Hebrew of GEN1
speakers, which has been demonstrated in otheridsr@ckermann 2006, Eilam
2008) and is further established below for noniesie relatives. That is, even if |
have underestimated the number of subject resumgrenouns by not counting
potential tokens of this type in verbless relatbl@uses, we might expect to find at
least a handful of highest subject resumptivesherokinds of restrictive relatives. A
possible explanation for this finding is that tla¢tér are very rare in Yiddish and so
do not show up in my modest database, especiabpebkers reduced their use of
resumptive pronouns in Hebrew compared to Yiddsioss the board. Indeed, in her
corpus study of Yiddish, Prince (1990) found onl/151 (15.9%) resumptive
pronouns in restrictives vs. 4/13 (30.8%) tokensanrestrictive¥, but unfortunately
does not provide their distribution in terms of itiogs. Further corpus work on
Yiddish should allow us to corroborate or refutes fnypothesis. | briefly address the
issue again in section 5.

Nonrestrictive subject relatives provide us witle tkey data in this study, as
shown in tables 18-21:

% Prince (1990) also says that her informants refecésumptive pronouns in restrictive relativeshwit
a definite head, regardless of the position ofpifmmoun; these would include examples like (5) @)d
above, provided by other native speakers. Sincecobesumptives do appear in GENL1 restrictive
relatives (see below), for this to be relevant hare would have to assume that subject relativesela
tend to favor a definite head more than objectirada. | know of no evidence for such a hypothesis.
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(18) Bialik (19) Ben-Yehuda

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 69 87.3% Gap 73 86.9%
RP 10 12.7% RP 11 13.1%
(8) (10.1%) (8) (9.5%)
Total 79 100% Total 84 100%
(20) Brenner (21) Combined
Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 38 82.6% Gap 180 86.1%
RP 8 17.4% RP 29 13.9%
2 (4.3%) (18) (8.6%)
Total 46 100% Total 209 100%

Tables 18-21: Dependency Types in GEN1 Nonrestac@iubject Relatives
(in parentheses: subject RPs which are not possibteesent-day Hebrew)

Crucially, we find among all three speakers tokehsesumptive pronouns in the
highest subject position, which we ruled out asrangnatical in present-day Hebrew
(cf. (17)). In (28)-(30) I provide one example bist construction from each speaker.

(28) "nifgasti gam im cemax, %t amadaz beroS agudat'habima™
.Lmet also with Tsemakh that-he stood thereatdhsociety Habima
'l also met with Tsemakh, who headed the 'Habiroaie®y at the time'
(Bialik: http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebga¢h54.html)

(29) "ve-leSon ha-kode$S Sel ha-xalfan, hge-haya yehudi mizraxi"
and-tongue the-sacred of the-money.changerhthatas jew  Oriental
‘and the holy tongue [Hebrew] of the money changbn was an Oriental Jew'
(Ben-Yehuda: http://benyehuda.org/by/haidan_harigital)

(30) "hamonim yehudiyim, S&em ya'asu ve-hem yeyacru
masses Jewish that-they will.produatthey will.create
tarbut klalit"

culture general
‘Jewish masses, who will produce and create a geodture'
(Brenner: http://benyehuda.org/brenner/lama_ragau)h

In quantitative terms, highest subject resumptaesnot very common. Out of
Ben-Yehuda's eleven tokens of subject resumptivetedn above, one is in an
embedded position, while two of Brenner's tokeresddrthis sort. Furthermore, there
exist two tokens in Bialik's dataset, two in Benhdda's and four in Brenner's which
we may want to consider separately; namely, thogelving a focus particle in the
relative clausegam'also’ oraf 'even’, as in (31):

(31) "ve-ha-yahadut ha-mexkarit, §am hi hayta gorem gadol Sel
and-the-Judaism the-scholarly that-also it wésctor important of
hitpatxut ha-maxSava  ha-le'umit”
development the-philosophy the-national
‘and scholarly Judaism, which was also an impoff@etor in the development
of national philosophy'
(Bialik: http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebgah27.html)
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The addition of a resumptive pronoun in these césast obligatory, but rather aids
in interpretation, ruling out readings in which tfozus particle associates with an
element in the relative clause rather than the .hidagertheless, it can be claimed to
fulfill a function different from that of the resystive pronouns in sentences like (28)-
(30), and moreover, is perfectly acceptable ingmeslay Hebrew.

Accordingly, if we tally only those subject resuimpt pronouns which are
clearly prohibited in present-day Hebrew, we obtdéine figures indicated in
parentheses in the tables: 8/79 (10.1%) for Bid@i84 (9.5%) for Ben-Yehuda and
2/46 (4.3%) for Brennét. Given these low numbers, the obvious questiavhisther
the loss of resumptive pronouns in the highestemulgosition could be explained as a
frequency effect alone. | discuss this issue iticed.

Turning now to object relative clauses, tables 32pPesent the distribution of
restrictives vs. nonrestrictives, and tables 26di9ide the restrictive relatives
according to the type of dependency they exhibémely, gap vs. resumptive
pronoun.

(22) Bialik (23) Ben-Yehuda

Restrictiveness #tokens Percent Restrictiveness #tokens Percent
Restrictive 30 65.2% Restrictive 72 80.9%
Nonrestrictive 16  34.8% Nonrestrictive 17 19.1%
Total 46 100% Total 89 100%
(24) Brenner (25) Combined

Restrictiveness #tokens  Percent Restrictiveness  #tokens Percent
Restrictive 31 88.6% Restrictive 133 78.2%
Nonrestrictive 4 11.4% Nonrestrictive 37 21.8%
Total 35 100% Total 170 100%

Tables 22-25: Restrictive vs. Nonrestrictive Objeetatives among GEN1

(26) Bialik (27) Ben-Yehuda

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 27 90% Gap 70  97.2%
RP 3 10% RP 2 2.8%
Total 30 100% Total 72 100%
(28) Brenner (29) Combined

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 30 96.8% Gap 127 95.5%
RP 1 3.2% RP 6 4.5%
Total 31 100% Total 133 100%

Tables 26-29: Dependency Types in GEN1 Restriclibgct Relatives

3 This brings up the option of entirely excluding tlokens where a resumptive pronoun appears with
a focus particle (see fn. 30).
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Object resumptive pronouns in restrictive relativeffer an interesting
perspective on the situation vis-a-vis highest ectbjesumptives in nonrestrictives:
while both types of pronouns are rare in the lisgaioutput of GEN1, only the
former are grammatical in present-day Hebrew (segan 3). Examples of the use of
object resumptives in GEN1 are provided in (32)}(33

(32) "zu baraita Se-ani meya'ec laxem likrota"
this Baraita that-l1 advise to.you to.read it
‘This is a Baraita [external Mishna] which | advigri to read'
(Bialik: http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebga¢h46.html)

(33) "eS aSer maym rabim Sel Setef ha-xayim axreylxenyaxlu lexaba"
fire that water much of flow the-life later NEG could to.extinguish.it
‘A fire which a great deal of water of the latewl of life could not extinguish'’
(Ben-Yehuda: http://benyehuda.org/by/haidan_harigital)

Comparing these two tokens, we observe a distimetioich has not been noted hence
far; namely, the use of a suffixal pronominal fora,as a resumptive pronoun for the
feminine singular object in (33), correspondinghe independent morphenoga in
(32). Such forms are also available for the remmginigender and number
combinations:-o, -am and -an®* for the masculine singular, masculine plural, and
feminine plural, respectively, in place of the ipdadent morphemesto, otam and
otan Of the tokens collected here, 3/6 (50%) involteel bound morphemes, while
in present-day Hebrew these are considered arendi¢ormal. They are restricted to
high register writing, having been replaced by ftee forms in all environments
where an object pronoun is needed, including asmipve pronouns in relative
clauses. Nevertheless, | argue that there is nolgmrocomparing this dataset to those
representing later generations. First, since thasef for GEN2 consists of the same
types of texts as that for GEN1, maintaining thiewvant parameters of mode and
register constant, it also contains a mix of inaelemt and bound forms as resumptive
pronouns. Second, on a more general note, thefaift bound to free morphemes
was a process independent of the grammar of resummb relative clauses,
involving a crosslinguistically common pattern oforphological change from
synthetic to analytic forms. It applied to all oftjgpronouns (Reshef 2008), of which
resumptive pronouns in relative clauses are omtyireor subclass, and was part of a
general trend favoring analytic forms in Modern kb (Wexler 1990). | see no
reason to believe it had an effect on the undeglgrammar of resumption, and thus
the bound vs. free morpheme distinction has noithgan the issues of interest here.

Lastly, we come to the nonrestrictive object rekdi for which there is relatively
little data:

(30) Bialik (31) Ben-Yehuda

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 6 37.5% Gap 16 94.1%
RP 10 62.5% RP 1 5.9%
Total 16 100% Total 17 100%

3 These forms have a number of allomorphs; | ligy time most frequent of them.
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(32) Brenner (33) Combined

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 1 25% Gap 23  62.2%
RP 3 75% RP 14 37.8%
Total 4 100% Total 37 100%

Tables 30-33: Dependency Types in GEN1 Nonrestadiibject Relatives

Beyond the fact that overall there seems to be &hnmgreater preference for
resumptive pronouns here than in the restrictiventerparts presented above, as was
also the case in subject relatives and seems tordsslinguistically true (Prince
1990), the large difference between Bialik and Bezrvs. Ben-Yehuda in their rates
of use arguably points to the problematic statughisf subset of the data, given the
small numbers. Therefore, it seems best not tahesdata for further analysis.

As for the distribution of gaps vs. resumptive mons in the final two
categories, i.e., where relativization applies fmaition following a preposition or an
NP-internal possessor/genitive position (see ttiobotwo rows of tables 6-9), there
does not seem to be any noteworthy pattern. THer lagpe always requires a
resumptive pronoun (cf. (10)) and shows no chamgesa the generations, while in
the former case a resumptive pronoun is also dbliggcf. (9)) but for one class of
exceptions. That is, gaps are possible when the isemtime, place, manner or reason
circumstantial, as in (34):

(34) "be-xol makom Se-ata moce divrey rabbi eliez"
in-every place that-you find words Rabbieggr
'In every place where you find the words of RableZer...
(Bialik: http://benyehuda.org/bialik/dvarim_shebgah46.html)

However, these sorts of gaps are found across daeg) and are related to the
reduced specificity and referentiality of the headin (Cristofaro & Giacalone Ramat
2002); they are also common in present-day HebAaiel(1999) and do not exhibit a

quantitative or qualitative change between the geivms of speakets Accordingly,

| do not discuss relativization of these two pasis further.

Before moving on to the next generation, | recapto main findings regarding
the first generation of speakers: (1) resumptivapuns in highest subject position in
nonrestrictive relatives are attested, albeit insrmall minority of all subject
nonrestrictive relatives, where the gap strategyréderred; (2) resumptive pronouns
are also available in the object position, bothesstrictive and nonrestrictive relatives;
in the former case, they are even rarer than tmeeggonding pronouns in subject
position in nonrestrictives.

Although a comparison of the abovementioned fingitmga comparable dataset
of present-day Hebrew alone would be sufficientémonstrate the existence of a
change within the history of Modern Hebrew, exartiora of an additional,
intermediate generation of speakers should allofuter insight into the underlying
processes and mechanisms. Moreover, it will enable specifically consider those
who were born to native Yiddish speakers, and heflactor out the possible
influences of other languages on Modern Hebrew, dvaw minor these may have

% There is a difference in frequency between thie i@ft such gaps in my corpora compared to Ariel's
(1999) corpus of colloquial present-day Hebrew; dgample, in GEN1 they constitute 43/222 tokens
(19.4%), whereas Ariel found 10/17 gaps (58.8%\kler, this seems to simply reflect the mode and
register distinction between the two corpora.
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been (see section 2). Accordingly, this analysii wover the first generation of
native speakers (GEN2), whose parents were menob&e&N1 and native Yiddish
speakers. To represent this generation, | chosesfeeakers: (1) Itamar Ben-Avi (b.
1882, Palestine) (2) Nathan Shaham (b. 1925, Rat(3) Moshe Shamir (b. 1924,
Palestine) (4) Haim Guri (b. 1923, Palestine).fallr were born in Palestine prior to
the establishment of Israel, to parents who hadgextéd from Eastern Europe.
Furthermore, Itamar Ben-Avi is commonly known ake"tfirst native speaker of
Modern Hebrew", having been born to Eliezer Ben) the leading promoter of
the "revival" of spoken Hebrew (and one of the &pemused to represent GEN1), at
a time when only a handful of individuals spoke Kb exclusively (see section 2).
Note that in terms of their year of birth, the #rether speakers are at least one
generation removed from Ben-Avi. An inevitable desaf the way in which the
modern vernacular propagated and the fact thasriedl number of native speakers
closer to Ben-Avi's time did not leave recordshadit language, this does not seem to
alter our take on the issues at hand.

Data for this generation is not available onlingd ao was collected from written
sources, presented in table 34 below. In order &cimas closely as possible the
database used for GEN1, the same two types ofifiigulata were used, namely,
formal nonliterary written texts and written text®ant to be read aloud (in this case,
in the context of a panel discussion). The tallgludes the same types of relative
clauses as were counted for GENL1.

Speaker Sour ce Y ear Mode
Ben-Avi Articles from "Hayama" [To the sea] 1912- Written
1922

Article from "Kera'on Lehathiyut Datenu Be'artsa” 1930 Written
[Appeal for the Revival of our Religion in its Cduy]

Articles from "Halomot Umilhamot" 1935 Written
[Dreams and Wars]
Shaham, "Dor HaPalmah Basifrut Uvashirah: Bimelot 50991 Speech
Shamir, Shanim Ledor HaPalmah"
Guri [The Palmach Generation in the Literature and Roetr

In Honor of 50 Years of the Palmach Generation]
Table 34: Sources for GEN2

Tables 35-37 present the overall counts for thealeps, teasing apart full
relatives from reduced relatives. Tables 38-40 @\the breakdown of the former
according to the gap/resumptive pronoun position.

(35) Ben-Avi (36) Shaham, Shamir & Guri®’

RC Type #tokens Percent RC Type #tokens Per cent
Full 320 81.4% Full 208 85.6%
Reduced 73 18.6% Reduced 35 14.4%
Total 393 100% Total 243 100%

% An interesting demonstration of the important rglddish continued to play in the lives of GEN1,
even after they had immigrated to Palestine, izvidem by an anecdote relayed in Harshav (1993):
Nathan Shaham's father, the well-known Hebrew wiliezer Steinman (1892-1970), and Hayyim
Bialik, both pioneers of Modern Hebrew literaturegularly conversed in Yiddish.

37| do not provide a breakdown of the data for eatBhaham, Shamir and Guri, due to the limited
amount of tokens available for these speakers itha@lly. Future research may expand this database
by counting additional texts, to allow for indivialutallies and possible comparisons between spgsaker
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(37) Combined

RC Type #tokens Percent
Full 528 83%
Reduced 108 17%
Total 636 100%

Tables 35-37: Full and Reduced Relatives among GEN2

(38) Ben-Avi
Gap/RP Position

#tokens Percent

Subject 176 55%
Object 52 16.3%
Preposition 60 18.8%
Possessor 32 10%
Total 320 100%

(40) Combined
Gap/RP Position

#tokens Percent

Subject 303 57.4%
Object 92 17.4%
Preposition 96 18.2%
Possessor 37 7%
Total 528 100%

(39) Shaham, Shamir & Guri

Gap/RP Position  #tokens Percent

Subject 127 61.1%
Object 40 19.2%
Preposition 36 17.3%
Possessor 5 24%
Total 208  100%

Tables 38-40: Distribution of Gap/RP Positions ull Relatives among GEN2
As in the case of GEN1, we begin by examining stthjelative clauses, divided

first into restrictives vs. nonrestrictives in tebl41-43, the former being further

classified by dependency type in tables 44-46.

(41) Ben-Avi

Restrictiveness #tokens  Percent
Restrictive 107 60.8%
Nonrestrictive 69 39.2%
Total 176 100%
(43) Combined

Restrictiveness #tokens  Percent
Restrictive 208 68.6%
Nonrestrictive 95 31.4%
Total 303 100%

(42) Shaham, Shamir & Guri

Restrictiveness #tokens Percent

Restrictive 101 79.5%
Nonrestrictive 26 20.5%
Total 127 100%

Tables 41-43: Restrictive vs. Nonrestrictive Subfeelatives among GEN2



(44) Ben-Avi (45) Shaham, Shamir & Guri

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 107 100% Gap 99 98%
RP 0 0% RP 2 2%
Total 107 100% Total 101 100%

(46) Combined
Dependency type #tokens Percent

Gap 206 99%
RP 2 1%
Total 208 100%

Tables 44-46: Dependency Types in GEN2 Restri@ivigject Relatives

As expected, there are no resumptive pronouns ghelst subject position. Two
tokens of an ambiguous subject pronoun in vertdessences in the Ben-Avi dataset
and three such examples among Shaham, Shamir &@uriot included in the tally,
but rather are counted as copular elements, asde@ded for GEN1. Of the two
cases of a subject resumptive pronoun listed abmwe,is in an embedded position,
while the other, given below in (35), appears kiral-sentence:

(35) "ani be-xayay lo ra'iti meSorer Se-miStatnesstereotipim rabim
I in-my.lifeNEG l.saw poet that-uses in-stereotypes many
kol kax ka'aSer meSorer hu adam hge-le'olam lo yiStameS$ be-stereotip.”
SO as poet is person that-hemeweeGwill.use in-stereotype
'l have never seen a poet who uses so many stpesptyince a poet is a person
who will never use a stereotype.'
(Shaham)

Such structures are discussed in Prince (1997), aldw finds them in English and
Yiddish, claiming that in these languages they roe relative clauses but rather
complete subordinate clauses. However, based @em@mgnt patterns, Prince argues
that in Hebrew thewre relative clauses, with true resumptive pronoumsces(35) is
the only token of this sort in all the databaseangred here, it is impossible to
determine what grammar underlies it. | leave thssie for future research.

Crucially, not only are there no cases of resungpfixonouns in highest subject
position in restrictive relatives, but the samealso true of nonrestrictives, as shown
in tables 47-49:

(47) Ben-Avi (48) Shaham, Shamir & Guri

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type  #tokens Percent
Gap 69 100% Gap 26 100%
RP 0 0% RP 0 0%
Total 69 100% Total 26 100%
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(49) Combined
Dependency type #tokens Percent

Gap 95 100%
RP 0 0%
Total 95 100%

Tables 47-49: Dependency Types in GEN2 Nonrestac@iubject Relatives

Thus, while GEN1 produced examples like (28)-(38)we, unmistakably reflecting a
Yiddish grammar, there are no such tokens to badaiready one generation later.
In fact, we can even observe this difference in fatker-son dyad, namely, Eliezer
Ben-Yehuda and his son, Itamar Ben-Avi: the forimed 8/84 (9.5%) unambiguous
resumptive pronouns in the highest subject positidnle the latter has no tokens of
this type among his 69 nonrestrictive subject netat This clear shift in the
grammatical system underlying Modern Hebrew retatiglauses raises many
guestions regarding its causes and possible intigita What role might input
frequency have had? What of a possible UG resiriabn resumptives in the highest
subject position, or the potential influence ofgassing factors? Why did this change
occur in Modern Hebrew, and not earlier in Yiddisitese issues will be discussed
in section 5, after completing the examinationhaf quantitative data.

Looking at the parallel case of object resumptivenpuns, we do not find a
similar categorical change in their use between GENXd GENZ2. Tables 50-52
correspond to tables 22-25 for GEN1, tallying thember of restrictive vs.
nonrestrictive object relatives, while tables 53gbvide the rates of occurrence of a
gap vs. resumptive pronoun in GEN2 restrictive dbjelatives, corresponding to
tables 26-29 for GENL1.

(50) Ben-Avi (51) Shaham, Shamir & Guri

Restrictiveness #tokens Percent Restrictiveness #tokens Percent
Restrictive 40 76.9% Restrictive 35 87.5%
Nonrestrictive 12 23.1% Nonrestrictive 5 12.5%
Total 52 100% Total 40 100%

(52) Combined

Restrictiveness #tokens Percent

Restrictive 75 81.5%
Nonrestrictive 17 18.5%
Total 92 100%

Tables 50-52: Restrictive vs. Nonrestrictive Objeetatives among GEN2

(53) Ben-Avi (54) Shaham, Shamir & Guri

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 30 75% Gap 28 80%
RP 10 25% RP 7 20%
Total 40 100% Total 35 100%
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(55) Combined
Dependency type #tokens Percent

Gap 58 77.3%
RP 17 22.7%
Total 75 100%

Tables 53-55: Dependency Types in GEN2 Restriclibgct Relatives

Recall that resumptive pronouns in restrictive objelatives were also found among
GENL1 speakers: we found occurrence rates of 1088p 2nd 3.2% for Bialik, Ben-
Yehuda and Brenner, respectively, for an average 0b4.5%. Thus, not only did
these pronouns did not disappear; in fact, thee oh occurrence increased between
the generations. As noted above, we find both &e@ bound morphemes used as
resumptive pronouns, as was observed for GEN1, gbpporting the claim that it is
valid to compare the datasets.

The significance of these results for GEN2 restrécbbject relatives lies in the
fact that they provide insight into the role ofduency in the processes at issue. In
spite of the higher rate of occurrence of subjeetumptives in nonrestrictive
relatives, including highest subject resumptivés, latter seem to have fallen out of
use within one generation of speakers. Object rpfugs in restrictive relatives
were, however, retained, and continue to be uselisgaday, as was described above
in section 3 and will be observed below in quatititaterms. Thus, low frequency
alone is not a sufficient explanation for the ladshighest subject resumptives in
nonrestrictive relatives. Furthermore, it is cldaat there was no general eradication
of resumptive pronouns between the generations;edong must have led the
speakers to keep one type of resumptive pronoufevahiandoning the other. As for
the fact that the results for GEN2 restrictive abjeslatives are not a straightforward
replica of GEN1, a number of possible explanaticosme to mind, conceivably
related to whatever underlies the behavior of GEdfi2akers vis-a-vis subject
resumptive pronouns in nonrestrictives. Sectionlbaddress this matter further.

As we saw in the case of GEN1, nonrestrictive dhjelatives are too infrequent
and exhibit too much interspeaker variability tloai for clear conclusions:

(56) Ben-Avi (57) Shaham, Shamir & Guri

Dependency type #tokens Percent Dependency type #tokens Percent
Gap 1 8.3% Gap 3 60%
RP 11 91.7% RP 2 40%
Total 12 100% Total 5 100%

(58) Combined
Dependency type #tokens Percent

Gap 4 23.5%
RP 13 76.5%
Total 17 100%

Tables 56-58: Dependency Types in GEN2 Nonrestadibject Relatives
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Resumptive pronouns are noticeably more common thewre in restrictive relatives,
but it seems unadvisable to deduce anything reggrtie relation between the two
generations from this data. | leave this issudifture research.

Examining the linguistic output of two generatiafsModern Hebrew speakers,
we have discovered changes in the use of resumpteouns in relative clauses;
first and foremost the loss of highest subject mgstives in nonrestrictive relatives.
Despite the relatively low frequency of the lattamong the first, non-native
generation of speakers, this factor cannot byfisstount for this change, given the
patterning of object resumptives in restrictiveatigles among the two generations.
Since the grammar of present-day Hebrew, in pdatidhhat of native speakers born
to native speakers, is available to us in the fofrgrammaticality judgments, we can
already reason that the patterns observed exteymhfidéhe two generations and the
small sample considered here. That is, sectiono®etl that resumptive pronouns in
highest subject position are ungrammatical in preday Hebrew regardless of the
type of relative clause, whereas object resumpgire@ouns are allowed in both types
of relative clause. In other words, speakers maiaththe grammar of resumption
established by the first generation of native spemkand documented here, as
expected. However, since some of the findings ve/gluantitative distinctions rather
than qualitative, categorical ones, it would bephdlto also look at a database of
present-day Hebrew.

To this end, | analyzed a random sample of 555ivelalauses from the Hebrew
Treebank Version 2% which consists of items published in the Ha'aresily
newspaper in 1990. This database is similar toethesed for GEN1 and GENZ2,
involving formal written, albeit not literary, text Although personal details on the
authors of these texts, referred to as GEN3 forddles of convenience, are not
available, it seems reasonable to assume thatateepne generation removed from
GENZ2. In other words, they were probably born acbtire middle of the Z0century,
when Hebrew was already established as the pre@mtnianguage and its grammar
had stabilized. Thus, even if their parents were-mative speakers who had
immigrated to Israel, these speakers acquired Kelimean environment entirely
different from that of GENZ2, for which there were mative speakers who could serve
as linguistic models.

Relative clauses were counted just as they wer&iN1 and GEN2. To save
space, | only provide the relevant findings heagher than a comprehensive analysis
of the entire dataset. First, there are no reswmpbronouns in highest subject
position, regardless of whether the relative clawss restrictive or nonrestrictive.
This is not a surprising finding: this grammaticgltion was already absent from
GEN2 speakers, and once lost could not have beguirad by subsequent
generations. Second, object resumptive pronounssinictive relatives are somewhat
rare; the number of such tokens found in the daw@bas 5/63 (7.9%). Interestingly,
this rate of use is quite different from the radparted for GEN2 speakers, 22.7%,
and much closer to the 4.5% rate attested amonglGipRakers. | explore this result
in section 5. As for object resumptive pronounsnomrestrictive relative clauses,
although they seem to be much more common thandbenterparts in the restrictive
type—5/6 tokens (83.3%)—on a par with GEN1 and GHiN2 sparsity of the data
precludes us from drawing firm conclusions regaydimergenerational changes in

% The corpus was made available by the Knowledge te€erfor Processing Hebrew
(http://www.mila.cs.technion.ac.il). See Itai andnider (to appear) for further details.
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use. Figure 1 presents the primary findings witBpeet to subject nonrestrictive
relatives and object restrictive relatives amorggttiree generations of speakers:

Rates of Resumptive Pronoun Use in
Modern Hebrew Relative Clauses
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Fig. 1: Resumptive Pronoun Use in Modern Hebrevafed Clauses

In this section | attempted to track the use oLingstive pronouns in relative
clauses through different generations of spealsggjnning with the L1 Yiddish
speakers who constituted the core of the Modernré¥elirevivalists”, through their
native-speaking children, who received a variabfat and shaped it into a coherent
grammar, to contemporary speakers who acquired ttokerent grammar.
Unsurprisingly, the first generation exhibited andaage which was heavily
influenced by their native Yiddish, as demonstratsd their use of resumptive
pronouns in the highest subject position in nomicste relatives. While previous
studies have argued for the extensive impact ofli¢ld on the patterns of Modern
Hebrew, they typically do not provide naturally oming data to establish the origins
of this putative influence (e.g., Zuckermann 200@hre importantly, they always
describe cases where the influence persists irepreRy Hebrew, in an attempt to
define and classify its grammar. The findings hilestrate a different type of
phenomenon: the Yiddish patterns are modified direamong the first generation of
native speakers, and hence are not replicatedbsesuent generations. Specifically,
native speakers restrict subject resumptive prosidarpositions not adjacent to the
head of the relative clause, as observed botheitiriguistic output analyzed here and
in grammaticality judgments of current speakersitHarmore, this behavior is not
part of a general eradication of resumptive prospumor does it appear to be
explicable on grounds of low frequency alone. Iafibllowing section | discuss these
findings in the context of efforts to categorize thrammar of Modern Hebrew, as
well as their broader implications for the studylafguage acquisition.
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5. Theoretical Issuesand Implications

Much of the research on the genesis of Modern Hebegolves around the question
of its genetic classification; in other words, wietit is a Semitic language, a form of
the ancient Hebrew language simply reintroduced aative, spoken tongue towards
the end of the f®century, or a different creature, constitutedddaus extents of the
grammars of other, non-Semitic languages. The mefitthis debate are unclear:
deciding if Modern Hebrew is Semitic or not willltas very little about the cognitive
mechanisms and social processes which played @rdteformation, and is therefore
of no use to researchers outside the small circldebraists and historical linguists
involved. Moreover, the arguments in this debateusually based on a small number
of recurring examples, without any quantitativedepth analysis of the phenomena
in question (e.g., the use of analytic rather thamhetic forms to mark possession;
see Wexler 1990 and Zuckermann 2006). In this papsuggest an alternative
perspective, which can arguably provide greaterigims into the general,
crosslinguistic issues researchers are interestedowadays. Unlike most similar
situations of language formation in which childkgaere exposed to variable input, the
first generations of Modern Hebrew speakers doctedera great deal of their
language, if not in spoken, at least in writtemfoAccordingly, the focus should be
on specific case studies which can be examinecttaildusing the available records
of early and present-day Modern Hebrew.

Applying this methodology to the case of resumptm®nouns in relative
clauses, we found that the grammar of the non-easpeakers and that of the
subsequent native generations are not identicaheNw the existing approaches to
Modern Hebrew (Horvath & Wexler 1994, 1997, Wexi&90, 2002, Zuckermann
2006) discuss the possibility that the grammaheffirst generation of speakers could
have been different from that of later generati@m] that this might have included
the loss of some aspects of Yiddish influence bebtnie generations. To explain
why certain Yiddish-based grammatical componentewetained while others were
not, one must appeal to factors that lie outsi@elitie of inquiry of these traditional
approaches, including considerations of proces$iaguency in the input, constraints
imposed by UG, and the unique environment in whiah first generation of native
speakers acquired Modern Hebrew.

The primary task in this section is to examinefthding that the first generation
of native speakers did not use resumptive pronauribe highest subject position,
unlike their parents. | take this to be an examplenative language learners
manipulating their input in the critical period facquisition. Although we have no
direct evidence for this claim in the form of rélat clauses produced by GEN2
speakers when they were children, it hardly seem#raversial: a significant,
structural change of this sort, rather than oné #maply involves the addition or
replacement of vocabulary items, can only be atteit to children. What the children
did, then, is acquire the unmarked grammaticaloopivhich prohibits highest subject
resumptive pronouns. As demonstrated in sectiohighest subject resumptives in
both restrictive and nonrestrictive relative claisee clearly typologically marked,
and we might expect this markedness in crosslitiguidistribution to also be
reflected in acquisition. Specifically, in typicahvironments for language acquisition,
this would translate into a late age for acquisitiand possibly an intermediate stage
in which the unmarked option is attested amonglé¢aener (Kroch 2005). By and
large, however, the learner will eventually coneeon the adult grammar, even if it
is marked. The first generation of native Modernbiégv speakers acquired their
language in an atypical environment, in which tipairents spoke a language they had
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not natively acquired and which was heavily infloeth by their native Yiddish,
resulting in an input to the children which inclddgariation within and across
speakers. We might thus predict the acquisitioarofinmarked grammatical option to
be possible, and much more likely than under nomoalitions for acquisition, but
the question of what exactly allowed this optiorstoface remains. Another way to
phrase this question is: what distinguishes theutirp first generation Modern
Hebrew speakers from that to Yiddish speakers,ngiliat only the latter use highest
subject resumptives? A second question concerngritierlying cause of the marked
status of highest subject resumptives: is thisvdéie from UG, or should we appeal
to a functional explanation? | address both questidut note that the second is a
significantly more general and complex issue, wrliloh data presented here cannot
conclusively resolve one way or the other.

Regarding the first question, one possible explananvolves the relatively low
frequency of highest subject resumptive pronounthéninput provided by the non-
native speakers: only 8.6% of subject nonrestectelatives (see table 21 and figure
1) include them. Thus, perhaps the children sindgtynot hear enough tokens to ever
acquire this grammatical option. Although the ralk input frequency is often
discussed in the acquisition literatiitel have not found any reference to the
possibility that there exists a threshold of fraguyebelow which acquisition might
not occur. Rather, researchers tend to examine ctiteelation between input
frequency and age of acquisition, or between thedéo and frequency of use among
language learners. Since these studies obviouslynablve phenomena that are
eventually acquired, the question raised here newares up. Another reason this
guestion is never addressed may be the fact thialrexn do acquire constructions
which are rare in their input. Consider, for exampubject-auxiliary inversion in
English in non-question contexts (elgat only was John late for class, he also forgot
his homework This is arguably quite a rare construction iesgnt-day English,
required only by clause-initial negative phrases anly-phrases, and obviously
avoidable by positioning the trigger in clause-naédrosition. Nonetheless, it is
acquired and maintained in the current languagerevthe non-inverted counterparts
are clearly ungrammatical fot only John was late for class, he also forga hi
homeworlx

The latter example constitutes a first argumentresg@onsidering low frequency
the sole factor responsible for the disappeararcdighest subject resumptive
pronouns. One might counter, however, that the iatgun of inversion in English
declaratives is facilitated by the existence ofodGt movement in questions.
Furthermore, while declaratives with an initial atge phrase oonly-phrase may be
rare in the input to the child, they always invoimeersion; in other words, unlike the
case of resumptive pronouns in Modern Hebrew, rtpeatiis not variable. A perhaps
more convincing example, for which | can providecwate figures, is the
phenomenon of expletive negation in Modern Hebri@aughly speaking, expletive
negation involves the use of the negative morph@ma function equivalent to
English -ever, albeit only in free relatives and until-clause8ilgm 2007a).
Importantly, while this use of the negative morpleesmwidespread in the speech and
writing of adult speakers, it appears to be verg iia the input to children (Eilam

% Even in approaches which assume that childreerdewed with an innate component, UG, there is
recognition that the frequency of linguistic inpsita relevant factor, for example, in the acquisitof

the lexicon and the phonetic inventory. Althougle ticquisition of the crosslinguistically variable
grammatical options at issue here must be sensditieeexistenceof primary linguistic data, it is not
clear to what extent inpfitequencyis also necessarily involved. See below for furttiscussion.
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2007b). A search of all five Hebrew corpora avddabn the CHILDES database
(MacWhinney 2000) resulted in only four tokens, fatilm the Berman longitudinal
corpus (four children, ages 1;7-3;3, 1;5-3;1, 14-2;9-3;0; corpus contains 341,526
tokens and 16,030 types). Furthermore, all fouenskof expletive negation appeared
in until-clauses and with a corresponding negatroithe matrix clause, neither of
which is a necessary component of these structttew. could children ever learn
this secondary function of the negative morphemergits scarcity, and the fact that
the same morpheme is extremely common in its caabnble? Moreover, the input
may be variable in this case, since the negativekenas not obligatory in these
structures. All in all, it might be that any freaquog slightly above non-occurrence in
the primary linguistic data will enable a childaoquire a given grammatical option.

A second argument against the possibility that fieguency alone is behind the
eradication of highest subject resumptive pronasrmsed on the findings for object
resumptive pronouns in restrictive relatives. Rlettadt among the first generation,
the latter were found on average in 4.5% of resigcrelative clauses (see table 29
and figure 1), which is about half the rate of raptive pronouns in highest subject
position. Nevertheless, these pronouns were notdareed; on the contrary, their rate
of use rose to 22.7% among the native speakerke (band figure 1). One might
claim that the comparison is not entirely validcénese object resumptive pronouns
also appear in nonrestrictive relatives, and atughrhigher rate—37.8% (see table
33)"°. However, even if the latter tokens do facilitatee acquisition of object
resumptive pronouns in general, similar facilitgt@ffects are not observed for
subject resumptives; in particular, their appeagaimc non-initial positions did not
save highest subject resumptives from eliminatitimerefore, whatever frequencies
the native learners may have been tracking in ghisation, if at all, it is clear that
they singled out highest subject resumptive prosoun

Given the line of reasoning outlined above, an obsiquestion concerns the
status of highest subject resumptive pronouns ddigh: if these are also rare, we can
be certain that low frequency by itself does nqilax their disappearance in Modern
Hebrew. | have not conducted the corpus analysisegsary to ascertain this
possibility, and hence all the relevant data weehawmes from Prince's (1990) study
of Yiddish. Prince found a total of 28/164 (17.1%¥umptive pronouns in relative
clauses, with a large difference between restestiand nonrestrictives; 24/151
(15.9%) tokens in the former case, but 4/13 (30.B2the latter. Although we are not
given a breakdown in terms of the position of thesumptive pronoun, this
grammatical option is undoubtedly in the minorityngared to the gap strategy.
Future work should examine the issue in detaihgitihe available Yiddish corpora.

Work on Yiddish corpora may also allow us to addras additional issue raised
by the data presented here; that is, the absertugltést subject resumptive pronouns
in restrictive relatives among the first generatioh Modern Hebrew speakers.
Assuming that such pronouns are possible in Yiddlsh finding may reflect general
differences in the frequency of resumptive pronobesveen Yiddish and the L2
Hebrew of GEN1 speakers. In other words, an exogédrare grammatical option
was driven to virtual nonexistence (although peshapt to ungrammaticality) in the
transition from one language to the other. It isgtlole that universal principles were
operative in bringing about such quantitative, apdrhaps also qualitative,
distinctions between the two languages, if indeled dutput of GEN1 was an
interlanguage, as suggested in section 1. At atg, the finding shows that the

“0With the caveat that the figures for individuaéagers in this case are small and highly variable.
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Hebrew of GEN1 speakers did not merely consistrahdplanting their Yiddish
grammar to Hebraic forms, pace Horvath & Wexlerdd,91997) and Wexler (1990,
2002).

This finding is also worthy of further examinationthe context of the general
debate over the extent to which L1 componentsraresterred into L2. In particular,
it is often claimed that the use of resumptive prors is a general property of L2,
even among speakers whose L1 and L2 do not emesaymptives (Hyltenstam 1984,
see Ellis 1994:417-426 for an overview). Althougibject resumptive pronouns are
claimed to be an exception to this generalizatsanthat they are not produced by L2
learners, | know of no study that examined the tigihaf speakers whose L1 allows
thenf'. Furthermore, in studies that looked at naturakgurring speech, subject
resumptives were found, at least in the first stael2 acquisition (see, e.g.,
Schumann 1980 on Spanish-speaking learners of dmgliAdditional work is
obviously called for.

Returning to the question of what enabled the ukethrabsence of highest
subject resumptives to become part of the findesggammar of native speakers, we
conclude that frequency is not a sufficient explimma A second factor conceivably
involved in this process, which unquestionably efiéhtiates Modern Hebrew from
Yiddish, is the sociolinguistic status of the figeneration of speakers (see also Bar-
Adon 1977 for a similar suggestion). Unlike theuatton in Yiddish, or for that
matter, any typical language acquisition environtneklodern Hebrew was
characterized by an entire generation whose paveaits not native speakers of the
language. In a typical environment, the parentdillfuh monitoring function,
providing a model for the children to follow, eventhout any explicit corrective
action (Versteegh 1993). In a situation like thaearly Modern Hebrew, however,
such a model was not in place, at least not teitent it is in typical environments,
and the native speaking children must have recednthis at some stage. In fact,
Versteegh (1993) tells of one GEN1 speaker whoaid $0 have decided not to
correct the speech of his children, out of condemthe fragile status of Modern
Hebrew in this early period and fearing that thédcen would be discouraged from
speaking it. Given the absence of a proper paremddkel, children naturally turned to
their native-speaking peers as alternative lingursie models.

When and how the native learners became awaresofghrents' non-nativeness
are questions beyond the scope of this paper, wjth@vidence suggests that this
could have happened very early on. On the one harglpossible that the children
noticed the high degree of variability in the adusipeech, without necessarily having
to discern specific differences between it andrtlosvn output. They could then
deduce that it did not constitute an ideal moddbtiow, and would abandon it when
it conflicted with other considerations or souroésnformation. On the other hand,
perhaps the native learners did recognize the digpaetween their grammatical
system and that of their parents, due to variousléwvel frequency-based changes of
the type discussed in Hudson Kam & Newport (2008)ich they introduced at a
very young age. In addition, we know for a facttttiee sound system of GEN2 was
different from that of GEN1: as Blanc (1968) notdse "native General Israeli"
system is used only by speakers born after 191%s Thuld reflect an early
modification of the input by the native learnerdhieh by itself would suffice to
trigger awareness of the distinction between GENdA &EN2 (see, for example,

“1 While Sufier (1998) and Cerrén-Palomino (2006)ncl#iat resumptive pronouns in Spanish are
common, and found even in the highest subject iposiHyltenstam's (1984) study on the use of
resumptive pronouns in an L2 categorized Spanighlasguage which lacks them.
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Kinzler et al. 2007 on children's awareness angrdisrence for speakers with a
foreign accent). Further modifications of the pngnalinguistic data were
subsequently possible, including the eradication hajhest subject resumptive
pronouns: the children did not adopt the parergs’ af highest subject resumptives
due to its marked status, and reinforced each atttérs innovation.

As was the case with the low frequency explanatilbe,sociolinguistic account
also has a problem, possibly making it inadequatéha sole explanation for the
convergence on a non-target grammatical option gn@&EN2. Recall that one of the
GENZ2 speakers sampled here was Itamar Ben-Avip§diiezer Ben-Yehuda, born
in the 1880's, when there existed no real Hebrezaldpg community. Therefore,
Ben-Avi had no native Hebrew-speaking peers anddcoaly use his non-native
parents as models for the language. Neverthelesdpés not employ highest subject
resumptives, on a par with other native speakeis wire born much later and grew
up in a Hebrew-speaking environment. Might it be tiase that the non-native status
of his parents was clear to Ben-Avi, despite thgeabe of a community of Hebrew
speakers, both native and non-native? Perhaps risgence of a native-speaking
cohort at a later stage facilitated the eliminatadrhighest subject resumptives, but
was not a necessary condition for this to happée. details of the way in which the
sociolinguistic conditions affected the outcomed éne more general issue of their
contribution relative to the role played by inptegduency, are questions | must leave
for future research. Whatever the particularss itlear that a constellation of factors
distinguished early Modern Hebrew from Yiddish to extent which allowed an
unmarked grammatical option, which otherwise wcdgie disappeared, to surface.

With regard to the issue of why highest subjectimgstives are marked in terms
of typological frequency, and arguably also in astjion, an enormous amount of ink
has been spilled in both the formal (for exampleQibskey 1990, 2006, Shlonsky
1992, Suier 1998, Boeckx 2003, Otsuka 2006) anduhetional literature (e.qg.,
Kirby 1997, Hawkins 1999, 2004). As discussed intise 3, generative accounts
have attempted to reduce the Highest Subject R#strito a variety of factors,
including Binding Theory (McCloskey 1990, 2006) argloperties of the
complementizer (Shlonsky 1992, Suiier 1998, Boed332 Otsuka 2006), at times
also tying this in to features of other functiomaads or constraints on movement.
While the latter camp may be better positionedxjalan exceptions to the restriction
in languages like Yiddish, since the relevant proee of binding seem less amenable
to crosslinguistic variation, none of these anaysevide any independent evidence
for their claims. Thus, they all fail the basicttegexplanatory adequacy: they do not
show how a child acquiring Modern Hebrew would knihat his grammar includes
some property banning highest subject resumptiwede a child acquiring Yiddish
would not identify such a property. Furthermorepife adopts the commonly held
view whereby all crosslinguistic variation can leeluced to properties of individual
lexical items (Borer 1983), it becomes even lesarchow UG would differentiate
Yiddish from Modern Hebrew. Not only do there appda be no obvious
characteristics distinguishing the Yiddish complatieer vos from Modern Hebrew
Se-or aSer, the content of the latter may be derived front tifahe former, on a par
with many other lexical items in Modern Hebrew (Keamann 2003, Eilam 2008).
As noted in section 3, analyses which rely on Bigdirheory (McCloskey 1990,
2006) face another problem in light of the facttthmhest subject resumptives are
typologically marked not just in restrictive relas, but also in nonrestrictives.

Functional accounts generally view the Highest &ctbjRestriction as a
processing-based dispreference (Kirby 1997, Hawki@99, 2004). Given two
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options to encode a relativization site, namelyillar-gap dependency or a filler-
pronoun dependency, the choice between them reftbet result of a competition
between two functional motivations: processingidifity and production complexity.
The first motivation is hearer-based and favorsriowgarking of a dependency, in
light of the assumption that the latter is easteparse than its gapped counterpart.
The second consideration, speaker-based, workeinther direction: since a gapped
structure contains less material (regardless ofme in which we gauge the amount
of material), it should be preferred over the figonoun option (i.e., economy of
expression, or "Minimize Forms" in Hawkins 2004¥.c0urse, in order to explain the
highest subject-object asymmetry, a third fact@dseto be taken into account, which
is the distance between the filler and the gapfpuanspecifically, the effort involved
in processing a dependency is positively correlateét this distance (see Hawkins'
2004 notion of "Minimize Domains").

Consider how these three factors play out to deternthe crosslinguistic
typology of resumptive pronouns in relative clauaed the corresponding pattern in
acquisition. In the case of object resumptive pumso and embedded subject
resumptive pronouns, the resumption strategy vit#roprevail: given the relatively
large distance between the head and the relatimzaite, the benefit of using a
resumptive pronoun to aid in parsing outweighsdst in terms of production. With
highest subject resumptive pronouns, however, thadéanbe shifts, since the
relativization site is adjacent to the head. Thtie payoff conferred on the
resumption strategy is not sufficient to compengatethe cost of using a pronoun
rather than leaving a gap.

Although this paper cannot settle the question batwunderlies the Highest
Subject Restriction, the processing-based apprsaelms superior to the accounts
resorting to UG, primarily because it is backedbypindependent findings from the
psycholinguistic literature. Moreover, the clainathhe bias against highest subject
resumptives cannot be captured by a theory of Ut@sfisupport in the work of
Newmeyer (2005), according to which all such geiaons are not to be handled
by generative theory. In particular, Newmeyer namg that attempts to include in
UG typological statements of relative frequencyhsas "Most languages prohibit
highest subject resumptive pronouns", are incorbfgawith our conception of UG as
a non-stochastic system. Generative theory wouldbbter off leaving these
typological generalizations to explanations invotyiprocessing and other factors
external to the grammatical module.

Finally, it is important to note an additional risof the quantitative analysis
presented in section 4, which is very conspicuougg. 1; i.e., the varying rates of
use of object resumptive pronouns in restrictivatiees: they appear in less than 5%
of the clauses among GEN1, jump to almost a quaftéokens in GEN2, and then
return to a low rate of use among GEN3. Althougtol not have a satisfactory
explanation for this pattern, it is noteworthy tha diachronic trajectory is similar to
what we find at the individual level, among childracquiring languages that have a
productive system of resumption: young learnersl tienproduce object resumptive
pronouns at a rate much higher than that foundheir input, but as they grow older
this rate decreases (Friedmann et al. in press,zIi&iig-Kerbel, Shvimer &
Friedmann in press), and, | assume, eventuallymeatthat of their parents. Perhaps
the first generation of native speakers did nothgough the stages of decline in use,
for the same reason they did not replicate theieqta' grammar in terms of highest
subject resumptives. Of course, this leaves opengtiestion of why present-day
speakers diverge from the first generation natipeakers, once again producing
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object resumptives quite infrequently. Future reseahould explore this and other
possible hypotheses regarding the patterning @oblbgsumptive pronouns.

In this section | have attempted to move beyondgbges traditionally addressed
in the literature on Modern Hebrew, to questionscihbear on more general lines of
inquiry within first and second language acquisitidhis focus was only natural in
light of the findings of the quantitative analysihich substantiated the claim that a
simplistic classification of Modern Hebrew as bejmg to one language family or
another is uninformative at best. To account faeséh findings, | explored two
putative distinctions between Yiddish and Moderrbtéev which may have led first
generation native learners of Modern Hebrew to betdifferently from learners of
Yiddish. | separated this issue from explanatiomsthe marked status of highest
subject resumptives, given that these are indeperabservations, and surveyed the
two main approaches to the latter, concluding @matargument which relies on
grammar-external considerations is preferable.

6. Conclusion

The development of Modern Hebrew in the lat& a8d early 26 century allows us a
unique glimpse into various mechanisms and prosesg@ch characterize the
acquisition of a language in an atypical environtn&he input provided by the first
generation of speakers was not a coherent gramahatistem, but rather an amalgam
of their native Yiddish, the Hebrew they knew frgmars of reading and studying the
language in educational settings, and possiblyrothere minor components. As
generally believed to be the case in similar situmast of creole formation, the children
exposed to this variable input did not simply rejree it. Instead, they modified it in
various ways, driven by different, and at timeshpgs also conflicting, motivations,
possibly including the frequency and consistencythef given grammatical option,
considerations of parsing and production efficieneynd universal constraints
imposed by UG. Unlike comparable creole situatidhs,data accessible to us in the
case of Modern Hebrew includes not only the judgsiend linguistic output of
current speakers, but also a large amount of doctatien of the language of earlier
generations.

The study presented here constitutes a first attéongpply quantitative methods
to the available data from various stages of Moddebrew. It thus extends the
budding line of inquiry into the behavior of chidlr in atypical language
environments beyond small-scale studies of ASL d8ton & Newport 2004) and
experiments on miniature artificial languages (Hudskam & Newport 2005,
Wonnacott & Newport 2005). The phenomenon examimnesiimptive pronouns in
relative clauses, was chosen in view of the faat the grammars of Yiddish and
present-day Hebrew treat it differently. Accordingit was expected that the first,
non-native generation of speakers would adheréneéopttterns of Yiddish, which
were eventually replaced by the present-day gramB8uae enough, the L1 Yiddish
speakers exhibited highest subject resumptive pmemiowhich are not allowed in
present-day Hebrew; furthermore, already among géeeration raised by these
speakers we find no trace of said forms.

The typological status of highest subject resungstias described in section 3, is
most likely correlated with markedness at the lefell acquisition, and hence it is
not surprising that this type of resumptive, rathigan any other, would be lost.
Nevertheless, one or more additional factor musthaayed a role in this process,
since in the general case an element of the pargraemmmar will eventually be
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adopted by native learners, even if it is marked #his is specifically true of highest
subject resumptives in Yiddish. Two possible fagtof this sort were considered,
input frequency and the sociolinguistic statusha hon-native adults. An important
conclusion of this study, regardless of the precwde played by each factor, is that
general learning mechanisms, which lead to regdtidn of probabilistic input, are
but one facet of the multidimensional picture ofguasition in an atypical
environment. A range of factors may guide childmersuch situations, and we have
only begun to consider what factors these couldthely exact contribution under
different conditions, and how they might interadthneach other.

Current research in a variety of domains may hauehnto learn from the way in
which Modern Hebrew took shape among its firstveatpeakers. To conclude, |
mention two additional phenomena which caught nignéibn while working on the
corpora and warrant further investigation. Firstn@entioned in section 4, one of the
characteristics distinguishing Hebrew from Yiddistthe non-mandatory status of the
copula in the former. Both Classical and presentidabrew allow verbless clauses
in various cases, and at least in present-day Mebre use of a copula in certain
environments gives rise to meaning distinctionsaviss the structure lacking the
copula (Doron 1983), while in Yiddish the copulagsnerally obligatory. Thus,
changes in the use of the copula between the Yidsheakers of the first generation
and subsequent generations are expected, and indesdction 4 | suggested
attributing current interspeaker variation in ttse wf the copula in relative clauses to
the inconsistent input provided by the non-natipeakers. Future research should
explore this issue in a comprehensive manner, exagiboth matrix and relative
clauses, and possibly allowing us to accuratelgeegart tokens of pronouns used as
copular elements vs. resumptive pronouns (seeoset}i

A second interesting observation relates to aivelatlause structure which did
not appear in the small sample used here, but @jg@sar elsewhere in the Hebrew of
the first generation of speakers, as well as irsgmeday Hebrew. This structure is
unusual in that it looks like a free relative, itwing the wh-word mi ‘who' and the
complementizeBe; but also seems to have a head which it modifiesa par with
standard relative clauses. Furthermore, in predaptHebrew thismi Se'structure is
highly restricted in use, being appropriate onlyewhmodifying what Ariel (1983)
labels "VIPs", that is, people of social prominenogerestingly, this is not the case in
the Hebrew of the first generation non-native spesgkrather, there we find multiple
examples in which this structure attaches to noRsyjjust like a standard relative
clause. While a comprehensive analysis of the wtrecawaits future research, one
possibility is that it was originally the result afL transfer from Yiddish, which
exhibits both relative clauses with a relative mnam and relative clauses involving a
complementizer. Perhaps some of the first generaspeakers mixed the two
grammatical options in their Hebrew relative cladmut native learners stabilized the
system in favor of relative clauses with a completizer alone, relegating thmi Se'
structure to the periphery and thus possibly alggaining why it took on such a
circumscribed pragmatic function.
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