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ABSTRACT

We assume that some principle such as the Projection
Principle of Chomsky's Lectures of Government and Binding
is basic in the grammar because of 1ts contribution to the
descriptive part of the grammar since it simplifies the
mapping between the different levels of the grammar, this
simplified mapping also having a contribution to explaining
language acquisition. Such. a principle depends crucially
on empty categories: if determining the properties of ECs
requires specific statements in the grammar, this weakens
the import of the Projection principle, but if the properties
of ECs follow from principles independently motivated in
the grammar, then the Projection principle receives significant
support.

The goal of this thesis is to defend this use of ECs
and to strengthen the theoretical choice of such abstract
elements by showing that no specific statement ever has to
refer to ECs in the grammar. We develop a modular grammar
where the different components apply to categories in
general, and it is the interaction of the systems of the
grammar that allows some categories to be empty in some
cases. Thus this gives crucial support to a model of
grammar where ECs play a role since the properties of ECs
depend on systems of rules and principles that are
independently motivated for categories in general.

Assuming a model of grammar such as the one proposed
in Chomsky and Lasnik (1977), where S-structure is mapped
into two levels that do not interact directly with one
another, Phonological Form and Logical Form, we propose a
complementary approach to ECs: an EC is a category that
has no feature that is "visible" in PF, although it has
the features relevant for interpretation in LF, so that
an EC is simultaneously "empty" in PF but "full" in LF.
Taking the category NP as a case-example, -a general principle



of Lexicalization applies in PF which states that a N is
"pronounced" if it has features and not pronounced if it has
no features. 1In LF, the principle of Denotability requires
that an NP have a R-index for proper interpretation to take
place, and the principle of Agreement governs the need of
proper features of person, number and gender.

A study of lexical anaphors shows that the notion of
Binding, which makes crucial use of government, plays a
central role in determining what an anaphor is. This notion
of Binding extends to ECs, which are shown to be either a
Bound anaphor or a pronoun.

In Chapters 3, 4, and 5, we show that the interaction
of these principles and of the notion of Binding allows us
to derive some of the statements of Chomsky's Lectures on
Government and Binding that referred specifically to ECs,
all the principles and rules that we propose being stated
on categories in general. Thus the ECP, the analysis of
Pro Drop in both configurational and nonconfigurational
languages, and the theory of Control can all be derived
from principles that apply to NPs in general, this giving
crucial support to the Projectiop Principle and the use
of ECs.

Thesis Supervisor: Noam Chomsky

Title: 1Institute Professor
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CHAPTER 1: THBEORETICAL OUTLINE

The basic assumption of generative linguistics has been fram the start
that the purpose of linguistic theory is to understand the nature of the
language faculty and to explain the acquisition of language. So, faced
with the diversity of existing (or even possible) grammars, the
theory must be constructed in such a way that it will be com-
patible with this wide range of often apparently poorly related
grammars on the surface. But at the same time, the theory must
be sufficiently constrained and restricted in the options it
permits to explain the fact that language is acquired on the ba-
sis of impoverished stimuli and despite the unavailability of
direct negative evidence. This problem of constructing a des-
cribtively adequate grammar while maintaining explanatory ade-
quacy with respect to language learning has led to the assumption
that the langqguage faculty is best characterized as a biological
faculty, a mental organ of some sort (cf. Chomsky (1955) and the
work that followed, especially Chomsky (1975)). This mental or-
gan is often referred to as Universal Grammar (UG). UG is as-
sumed to have inherent properties of its own. In order to meet
both conditions of adequacy, the theory of UG is postulated as
highly structured so that UG can narrowly restrict the class of
possible grammars that a child can infer on the basis of limited
and defective data. So the theory of UG is assumed to be "based
on a number of fundamental principles that sharply restrict the

class of attainable grammars and narrowly constrain: their form,
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but with parameters that have to be fixed by experience" (Chom-
Sky (1981a) p. 3-4).

If the theory of UG is sufficiently rich in structure, then
fixing values for the parameters embedded in UG will allow for
a great diversity of languages, since the closely knit structure
of UG will have for effect that the choice of one value for a
Parameter will possibly have repercussions in several components
of the grammar. This approach to UG is meant to solve the pro-
blem of descriptive adequacy. Yet at the same time, it can
solve the problem of explanatory adequacy since it allows the
learner, presented with limited evidence, in fact evidence just
sufficient to fix the parameters of UG, to determine a grammar
that may be very intricate.

Informally speaking, we can imagine UG as a grid with which
the child is equipped, and that his task is to pigeon-hole the
linguistic data to which he is exposed, thus determining the va-
lues of the parameters, with an intricate intertwining net of
consequences on the grammar of the language which the child will
eventually end up with. Such a theory of acquisition is there-
fore not one of testing of hypotheses, but rather one of fixing
parameters.

The approach to learnability sketched above implies that
a certain basis, common to all language learners, i.e. UG, will
have to be very general, and therefore that UG will contain

rather abstract principles and operations if it is to account
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at the same time for language variation. This approach also im-
plies that the structure of UG will be highly modular. One frame-
work which seems to us to meet these conditions and which we will
therefore adopt in its broad outlines is the Government and Bind-
ing (GB) framework, as sketched in Chomsky (1980, 1981a, 1981b)
and related work, which came out of the Extended Standard Theory
(Chomsky 1973, 1975, 1976; Chomsky and Lasnik 1977, and related
literature).

In the GB framework, a core grammar is determined by setting
the values of the parameters of UG. Core grammar is assumed to
have a structure as in (1), féllowing Chomsky and Lasnik (1977).
(1) D-structure

'move o'
S-structure

Phonological Form Logical Form
(PF) (LF)

As it is clear from the diagram in (1), the essential claim
of such a model is that S-structure representations feed into
two components, PF and LF, and that these components do not in-

teract with each other.1

What takes place in one of these two
components is "invisible" to what takes place in the other, so
that an operation taking place in LF cannot have any effect on
rules applying in PF, nor can an operation in PF have any effect
on operations in LF.

The D-structure component in (1) can be factored out in two

subcomponents: the lexicon and the categorial component. The



1
lexicon provides specifications about the abstract morphopho-
nological structure of each lexical item, its syntactic fea-
tures (i.e. categorial and contextual features), arnd also the-
matic and selectional specifications for its complements. The
categorial component contains phrase structure rules which meet
some variety of the X-system (see Chomsky 1970; Jackendoff 1977;
Stowell 1981a; and others). D-structures are generated by in-
serting lexical items into the structures gererated by the
phrase structure rules. D-structure is the level at which the-
matic and subcategorization requirements for interpretation are
met locally: that is, there is a one-to-one correlation holding
between referential expressions and thematic roles, and between
syntactic categories and subcategorization frames.

The transformational component consists essentially of the
rule move a which maps D-structures into S-structures. This rule
leaves traces, that is, empty categories coindexed with their an-
tecedents. The rule move o may also operate in the PF and LF
components. In the former, it performs stylistic movements,
that is, movements that have no bearing on the interpretation of
the sentence but only on the surface order of some constituents
for example. 1In the latter, it is responsible for QR, WH-Raising
and Focus interpretation, rules that have no effect on the sur-
face order of constituents but which modify the structure of a
sentence for interpretive purposes (see May 1977; Chomsky 1981a;

Aoun, Hornstein, Sportiche 1981; and others).
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This is a sketch of the subcomponents of the rule system.
In addition to the rule system, it is assumed in GB that there
are subsystems of principles that interact with each other and
with the rule system. In fact, in recent years, the focus of
linguistic research has shifted from the study of the rule sys-
tem to the study of the subsystems of principles. This shift
is similar to the change of perspective brought about by Ross
(1967) to the approach to transformational rules: instead of
having complex transformations which often showed redundancies
in the statement of their structural descriptions, their struc-
tural changes and the conditions which were stated on their ap-
Plication, Ross proposed to have simpler transformations with
more general conditions that applied t» all transformations.
Another similar search for the properties that underly success-
ful grammars is the case of Conditions on Transformations (1973)
where Chomsky pushes further this quest of the abstract proper-
ties that make successful grammars work. The final outcome of
this change of perspective came about in Chomsky and Lasnik
(1977) where all transformational rules of movement were reduced
to move a, the other interacting systems of the grammar exclu-
ding all the cases of overgeneration.

In the GB framework, the subsystems of principles are the
following:
(2) (i) bounding theory

(ii) guvernment theory

(iii) 6-theory
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(iv) binding theory
(v) case theory

(vi) control theory

Let us have a quick look at what these notions convey, keep-
ing in mind that these notions will be made more precise and in
some cases will be modified as we go along in the next chapters.

The bounding theory states locality conditions on certain
processes: a case-example is Subjacency, which constrains the
application of move o (or its output structure if it is stated
not as a condition on rules but as a condition on structures).2

The notion of government is central in GB. The core notion
of government is meant to express the relation that holds be-
tween a head and its complements: it has a clear thematic con-
tent. The operative notion of government, however, involves

structural configurations which generalize the core notion.

Consider the examples in (3).

(3 a [yp V lyp, ¥, F 1]
b. [yp V [g coMp [ NP, INFL VP ]]]

c. [yp V [4p A of NP, 1]

d. [pp P [N1>1 Np, N 1]

In (a), we want V to govern-NP1} but we do not want V to govern

NPz. Similarly in (b), we do not want V to govern NP, , and in

(c), V must not govern NP,. In (d) , the P must govern NP,, but

not NP,. The notion to capture is that the daughter node o of
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a node y governs all the nodes under y except if a maximal ex-
pansion intervenes between a and the governed node. So the core
notion of government has the following properties: in the struc-

ture [l .. B ...a ... 8...], if o governs B,

=x0

e

2° o is an immediate constituent of y

el

3° Yy =

B is ¢n immediate constituent of y

Note that property 3° is derivable from 1° and 2°: if a is

an Xo, and if a is an immediate constituent of y, then y is neces-
sarily a. So 3° does not have to be stated in the definition of
the core notion of government. Furthermore, if the core notion
of government is meant to express subcategorization relatibns,
then it is not necessary to mention 1° in the core notion of go-
vernment: since subcategorization is a lexical property, only
x° elements can be governors as far as the core notion of govern-
ment is concerned. So properties 1° and 3° do not have to be in-
corporated in the formal definition of the core notion of govern-
ment. Therefore, the core notion of government can be stated as
in (4).

{4) Government>

In the structure [l cee B eee O eee B ooe- ]
a governs B if and only if
(1) a is an immediate constituent of y
(ii) where y is a maximal projection, if y dominates B then

¢ dominates a.
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Maximal expansions are NP, PP, AP and S. Note that we do not
consider VF to be a maximal expansion. The conseguences of this
choice will be explored in the following chapters.

f-theory is concerned with the assignment of thematic roles
(6-roles) such as agent-of-action, theme, etc. (see Gruber (1965),
Jackendoff (1972)). The correlation between the assignment of
a f-role to certain positions and the referential expressions
which fill these positions must be one-to-one. This is captured
by the 6-zriterion which can be informally stated as in (5).

(%)Y ©O-criterion

A, Each f-position is assigned an argument.

B. Each argument is assigned a 6=role.
(For some discussion of these properties, see Freidin 1978; Bo-
rer 1981; Bresnan 1982; and Chomsky 1981a).

Binding theory is concerned with relations of anaphors,
pronouns, names and variables to possible antecedents. The fol-
lowing binding conditions are given in Chomsky (1981a):

(6) Binding conditions:

A. An anaphor is A-bound in its governing category.

B. A prorominal is A-free in its governing category.

C. An R-expression is free everywhere.
The definitions of the notions bound and governing category of
Chomsky (1981a) are given in (7) and (8) respectively.4

(7) a is X~-bound by B iff o and B are coindexed, B c-commands

o and B is in an X-position. (X=A, A)
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(8) B is a governing category for o iff 8 is the minimal cate-
gory containing ¢, a governor of o, and a SUBJECT acces-
sible to a (where SUBJECT is "the most prominent nominal

element" in an expansion, including AGR. Accessible means

informally that linking of o and the SUBJECT must not vio-
late well-formedness conditions like the i-within-i condi-

tion for example).

The notions of anaphor, pronominal and variable will be made
more precise in Chapter 2.

Case theory is concerned with the assignment of abstract
Case and its morphological realization. The Case Filter, infor-

mally stated in (9), sanctions the appearance of liexical NPs.4

(9) ™, if N is lexical and has no Case.

As with government, the core notion of Case is a simple one,
namely that lexical NPs have to bear Case. But when the notion
is made more precise by specifying the structural configurations
where Case can be assigned and how it can be used in the grammar,
then the operative notion of Case is extended to cover a much
wider range of facts as we will see further on.

Control theory is concerned with the potential for reference
of the abstract pronominal PRO, which is the subject of infiniti-
val clauses in the GB framework. As we will see in Chapter 5,
control theory deals primarily with the recoverability of the con-
tent of PRO.

The notion of government is pervasive throughout the GB mo-
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del of grammar. It is directly relevant for subcategorization,
6-marking and Case assignment. Government i. also relevant for
binding theory since it enters in the definition of governing ca-
tegory, to which crucial reference is made in the binding con-
ditions. Attempts have been made to derive at least part of the

bounding condition of Subjacency by the use of the Empty Cate-

gory Principle, once again crucially involving the notion of
government (see Kayne 1981a).

Another element that plays a crucial role in GB is the Pro-
jection Principle of Chomsky (1981a), stated informally in (10).

(10) Lexical requirements must be met at every level.

These lexical requirements include subcategorization frames and
6-role assignment. The levels in (10) are those where these le-
xXical requirements are relevant, namely D-structure, S-structure
and LF. It follows from (10) that at D-structure, there must be
a one-to-one correlation between lexical requirements and single

elements, since no linking mechanisms have applied yet at D-struc-
ture. On the other hand, when S-structure is reached, a network

of links has been established by move a. The lexical requirements
can be satisfied in two ways at S-structure: either the single
element is still in a position where it can satisfy the lexical
requirements, or it is linked to a trace which is in such a posi-
tion, that is, the position from which the single element origi-
nated in D-structure before being displaced by move a .

These links which are created by move a are called Chains.

Chains allow all interpretation to be done at S-structure, since
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the thematic and subcategorization information provided by the
D~structure configurations are preserved at S-structure by means
of the links to the traces left by move a in the D-structure po-

sitions. Consider the example in (11).

(11) a. Cato saw Doug.
b. [Npe] was seen Doug (by Cato)

c. Dougi was seen t. (by Cato).

i
In (11a), the verb saw subcategorizes for an NP complement to
which it assigns a 6-role in post-verbal position, presumably
the 6-role of patient. When the verb appears in its past parti-
cipial form seen as in (11b), we can assume that its subcatego-
rization frame and 6-assignment properties have not changed. So
the Projection Principle is met straightforwardly in (11b). If
we assume that (11b) is the D-structure from which (11c) is de-
rived by move a, we now have an S-structure with a Chain which
consists of Doug, and its coindexed trace. It is this Chain
which alloquhe Projection Principle to be satisfied since the
Chain consists of a trace in the 6-position following seen and
the argument Doug, which can fulfill the lexical requirements of
seen.

The Projection Principle was introduced by Chomsky (1981a)
to overcome the problem of an unwanted redundancy pbetween the
rules of the categorial component and the lexicon. In a gram-
mar of the sort outlined in Chomsky (1965), for example, the
lexicon contained information about the type of complements that

a verb can take. So, for example, it would be specified in the
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laxicon that a verb like persuade takes an NP complement follow-
ed by an S complement. But on the other hand, the fact that a
verb can take an NP and an S complement was also specified in the
phrase structure rule of VP expansion. So in such a model of
grammar, the categorial component was in fact a specification of
redundancy rules of the lexicon, i.e. an explicit formulation of
the class of subcategorization frames that are found in the lexi-
con.5 It is clear that someone learning English will have to
discover in some way what the subcategorization features of a
verb are: 'this is part of learning its meaning. With the intro-
duction of the Projection Principle, and given that the subcate-
gorization features have to be learned anyway, this means that
the bagic properties of the syntactic structures in which a par-
ticular verb appears can be determined by the Projection Princi-
ple and need not be represented independently in the grammar.
This has interesting consequences on aspects of the acquisition

of language, as pointed out by Chomsky:

A person who knows the word persuade (hence knows its le-
xical properties, specifically, its subcategorization fea-
tures) can at once assign an appropriate LF-representation
and S- and D-structure when the word is heard in an utter-
ance, or in producing the word, and will recognize the
sentence to be deviant if other properties of the utterance
conflict with this assignmen:. Hence languages satisfying
the projection principle in their basic design have obvious
advantages with respect to acquisition and use.

(Chomsky, 1981a, p.31)

The Projection Principle has for effect to draw out of the
rules of the categorial component most of their impact: apart

from order, all the rest of the information that they provide
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for syntactic structures can be extracted from the lexicon, gi-
ven the Projection Principle. But even specifications about or-
der can be reduced drastically, as shown in Stowell (1981a), since
many réstrictions on the order of constituents can be derived by
independently motivated restrictions on Case assignment. Stowell
shows that if one adopts a réquirement of strict-adjacency nn Case
assignment (as proposed in Chomsky 1980), the order of NPs with
respect to other complements in a VP for example can be accounted

for without having to specify it in a phrase structure rule as in

(12).
(12) VP -+ V NP PP

If the order of NP and PP were reversed, then the NP would not
be strictly adjacent to V, and so would not be Case-marked. In

the case of S complements as in (13),
(13) vP » V PP §

Stowell assumes that tensed § complements bear a Case assigning
feature (i.e. the NP subject of a tensed § is assigned Case by

INFL). He proposes the Case Resistance Principle in (14).

(14) Case may not be assigned to a category bearing a Case-
assigning feature.

Therefore, a S complement cannot be adjacent to V when Case
is assigned or else it would violate (14) .5

If an approach such as Stowell's turns out to be satisfac-
tory, then specifications about order in the categorial component

can be radically reduced: one could only be required to speci-
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fy if the head of a phrase is in initial or final position. As-
suming this hypothesis to be workable, then the categorial com-
ponent might be reduced to general specifications of the X-type

as in (15) (from Stowell 1981a).

(15) A. A phrase is labelled according to the category of its
head.

B, The head is specified as final or initial.

C. Specifiers appear at the X level, complements at the
X level.

Note that if we assume, as it seems quite plausible, that
specifiers are not subcategorized for but that complements are,
then the specification in (15C) can be derived if subcategoriza-
tion is dependent on government, which we assume, and if the no-
tion of government is the one presented in (4) above. By this
definition of government, a lexical head can only govern nodes
that are under X, not X. So the notioﬂ of government in (4) al-
lows a further simplification of the categorial component.

This general approach to attempt to derive the properties
of the categorial component from other independently motivated
properties of the grammar is a step in the right direction.
There is one problem, however, with fespect to this in Chomsky
(1981a) in that Chomsky keeps a categorial rule of expansion of
S: this rule is given in (16).

(16) S -+ NP INFL VP

Chomsky (1981a) gives this rule as a principle of UG. This is

unfortunate because it weakens the conceptually attractive ap-
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Proach to the categorial component presented above. 1In fact,
Once one such rule is admitted in the grammar, then there is
little motivation not to admit more rules of the same type.
Stating (16) as a principle of UG is no real answer to this
problem. Note furthermore that the three nodes to the right
of S in (16) are obligatory. This is a violation of basic
X~theory, where normally only the head of a phrase is obligatory,
since labelling of the phrasal nodes depends on the syntactic
category of the head. So in (16), one must stipulate what ele-
ment is the head of S (namely INFL for Chomsky) .

The reason why Chomsky (1981a) keeps (16) is because of the
obligatoriness of the subject of a sentence. Thus he wants the

infinitive coemplement in (17) to have a PRO subject.
(17) The barbarians tried [ PRO to destroy the city ]

But the fact that destroy has a subject in (17) is already de-
rivable from the Projection Principle and the 6-criterion since
the VP formed by destroy assigns a 6-role to the subject. Chom-
sky says that this approach to derive (16) cannot work since the
nominal derived from destroy should be subject to the same condi-

tions, and yet it does not require a subject, as we see in (18).
(18) [yp the destruction of Rome]

So Chomsky says that (16) must be stipulated in the grammar in
order to account for the difference in obligatoriness of subject
between S and NP. However, it is interesting to see how we get

a phrase like (18). Compare the sentences in (19) and the phras-
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es in (20).

(19) a. The barbarians destroyed Rome.
b. Rome was destroyed by the barbarians.
c. Rome was destroyed.

(20) a. the barbarians® destruction of Rome

b. Rome's destruction by the barbarians
c. Rome's destruction

The (b) phrases are related to the (a) phrases since they also
have Rome in object position at D-structure, this NP then being
moved into subject position by move a. The by-phrase is base-
generated as such. The (c¢) phrases are passives without the by-
phrase: the agent is simply unspecified. This is exactly the
pProperty of the phrase in (18). Now if we compare (18) and (20c),
it is clear that these phrases are closely related. They have

the same underlying structure (21).
(21) [yp destruction [, Rome ]]

In (21), Rome has no Case assigned to it, so that something has
to take place for Rome to fulfill the Case requirements. In (20c)
move a has applied to Rome and it has moved it into the subject
position where it gets Genitive Case. In (18), of-insertion pro-
vides the Case for Rome.

If we now look at the sentential equivalent in (19¢c), we see
that Rome has been moved into the subject position in order to
be assigned Case. The reason why Rome appears in the subject
position in (19c) is not because a sentence has an obligatory
subject position that must be filled; the NP is moved into sub-

ject position in order to get Case, just like it is in the NP
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in (20c). And the NP must be moved in subject position in S be-
Cause, whereas of-insertion can save Rome from the Case Filter
(or its equivalent) in the NP construction, there is no such rule
that applies after a past participle. The only position where
the NP Rome can get Case is in the subject position: thus the ap-
parent obligatoriness of the subject position in S. But what is
in fact obligatory in this case is for the object NP to get Case
in some way or other, and the movement to the subject position
is the only one available in S.

Another argument presented in favor of (16) has to do with
non-arguments: if there is no obligatory NP position in S, says
Chomsky, why should there be place fillers like it? So although
the obligatoriness of arguments in subject position can be der-
ived from the Projection Principle and the 6-criterion, no such
explanation can account for expletive elements.

It must be observed, however, that expletive it falls into
two categories for Chomsky (1981a): a really semantically empty
element as in‘(22), and A quasi-argument with a quasi-6-role as

in (23).

(22) It seems that John will come.

(23) It often snows here.

In the case of (23), we could in fact derive the obligatoriness
of it in subject position from the 6-theory like other arguments
if it has a quasi-6-role. As for (22), Chomsky himself provides
some arguments for its necessity elsewhere in Chomsky (1981a)

when he says that the expletive element is necessary to cosuper-
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Script the S complement with a Case marked element so that it can
be "visible" for 6-role assignment, since he assumes a visibility

Condition that applies at LF which is stated informally in (24).

(24) A Function Chain can be 8-marked in LF if it has Case or
is headed by PRO.

(This visibility condition allows a derivation of the Case Fil-~
ter on the LF side of the grammar. See Chapter 2 for some com-
ments) .

So in (22), the presence of it might be required to transmit
Case to the post-verbal S with which it is cosuperscripted.

This explanation is not tenable for us, however, since in
Chapter 2 we will reject the visibility condition in (24) in fa-
vor of another principle. How then are we to account for the
obligatoriness of the subject in S without adopting (16), since
we do not want to weaken the results that we have arrived at with
respect to the properties of the categorial component? It would
be unfortunate to have to drop such a strong hypothesis about the
Categorial component. As pointed out by Chomsky about methodolo-
gy ir linguistics, "it has often proven to be a wise move to per-
sist in maintaining principles of UG that had significant expla-
natory power in some domain, even vhen they were faced with what
appeared to be counter-evidence" (Chomsky 1981a, p.281).

Adopting (16) has damaging effects on the head constraint
of X theory, and on the whole approach to the redundancy between
lexical entries and phrase structure rules presented above.

There is a possibility that we could find an elegant solution to
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this problem by assuming an analysis of the tense of infinitives
similar to the one presented in Stowell (1981a,b). (This solu-
tion is also implicit in Marantz (1981)). Stowell assumes that
both tensed and infinitival sentences have the feature [+tense],
but that they differ in that tensed clauses are also marked as

[+past], as we can see in (25).

(25) a. tensed clause: (+N, -V, +tense, + past)

b. to-infinitive: (+N, -V, +tense)

He proposes that tense be considered as a type of operator which
ranges over the whole sentence. The fact that infinitives are
neither present nor past, although they have the feature [+tense],
"has the effect of specifying that the time-frame of the infini-

tival clause is unrealized with respect to the tense of the ma-

trix in which it appears” (Stowell 1981b, p.2).’

Now suppose that the tense operator can only range over a
full proposition: this would automatically account for the fact
that the subject is obligatory since a VP is not a full proposi-
tion. We would be assuming, therefore, that a VP always forms
a sentence with a subject because a predicate always forms a
proposition with an external argument slot. If the VP does not
assign a 6-role to the subject, as in (22), this would mean that
the predicate that the verb organizes does not assign a semantic
role: it is a defective predicate, but it still has an external
argument slot, and therefore has the syntactic structure of a
proposition. Assuming such a solution to be workable, then we

would be provided with an extremely reduced :categorial component,
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most of the specifications that were formally put in this compo-
nent now being derivable from independently motivated principles
of grammar. The only specifications to be made in the catego-

rial component would be those given in (15), repeated here as

(26) .8

(26) A. A phrase is labelled according to the category of its
head.

B! The head is specified as final or initial.

C. Specifiers appear at the X level, complements at the
X level.

The expansion of S would now obey these minimal requirements of
X-theory since the subject would now be optional, just like any
Specifier, its apparent obligatoriness depending on other com-

Ponents of the grammar.
(27) S + (NP) INFL VP

Therefore, we will assume that‘the subject of a S is obli-
gatory but that this obligatoriness can be derived from some
other principle(s) of the grammar, which is the direction that
the theory tells us to take. Exactly how the obligatoriness of
the subject of S can be derived will not be relevant for our dis-
cussion, so we will leave this topic open for further research.

As for the obligatoriness of both INFL and VP, we could
solve this problem by assuming that V is the head of the sentence,
and that affixation of INFL to the verb takes place in the le-
xicon: there would be no INFL node within the syntax. There are

arguments for this position in lexical phonology (see Pesetsky
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1979, KRiparsky 1982, and others), so we will assume it to be
workable.

Another consequence of tune Projection Principle, combined
with the 6-criterion, is that movement of an argument is only
possible into a non-6-position. Since all 6-positions have to
be filled in D-structure, a moved NP will always originate in a
8-position (at least for its first movement) (assuming that ex-
pletive elements like it and idiom phrases have some kind of
quasi-f6-role assigned to them as in Chomsky (1981a)). Therefore
moving into a 6-position would create a Chain where an argument
would be assigned two 6-roles, one from its D-structure position
and one from its S-structure position (or any intermediate posi-
tion). If one assumes that expletive elements and idiom phrases
do not receive a 6-role in their D-structure position, then mov-
ing such an element into a 6-marked position would still be im-
possible since a 6-role would then be assigned in the position
to which it moved to a non-argument.

The fact that lexical requirements have to be met at D-
structure means that an NP could not be generated in a non-6-
position and then moved to a 6-position afterwards. So movement
is strictly to non-6-positions. A non-6-position can be either
the external argument position of a predicate that is not assigned
a g-role by this predicate (i.e. the subject position of the pre-
dicates formed by raising verbs like seem, or of passivized verbs
like was seen), or a non-argument position in D-structure (COMP

for example).
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We have seen that a phrase displaced by movea is coindexed
with its trace. One way to implement this mechanism of indexa-
tion is to say that move o creates an index when it moves an ele-
ment and that the index is given to all the elements in the Chain
that is created. Another mechanism is proposed in Chomsky (1981b)
and we will adcpt it because it has interesting consequences with
respect to parasitic gaps (see Chomsky 1981b), and inversion in
Pro Drop languages (see Chapter 4). Chomsky's proposal is to as-
sume that all MNP pcsitions are freely indexed at D-structure, but
that this indexing procedure is restricted to A-positions, that
is, positions where an argument can appear at D-structure (i.e.
subject position, object position, etc., but not COMP or adjoined
positions).9

This indexing procedure can be at least partially derived
or motivated by considering a pxoposal that Stowell (1981a) makes
about how 6-roles are assigned to complements. For example, con-
sider a verbal complement: Stowell propnses that a 9-role be as-
signed to an argument by tiking the index of this argument and
inserting it in a 6-grid that would be part of a verb's entry.
This could be extended to subcategorization frames and Case-
features, since the unmarked case is for all cf these three rel-
ations between V and complement to be dependent on government
from the V. So if an index is required at D-structure for this
‘identification of the complement in the verb's grid, it can be
assumed that such indices will be provided to all positions where

they are necessary, that is. A-positions. The case of phrases
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base-generated in A-positions (see fn. 9) and of the subject is
a bit more tricky. Since the subject is assigned its 6-role com-
positionally by the VP (see Chomsky 1981a, Marantz 1981, for
discussion), its index does not enter into a grid of any sort.
We could say, however, that it is.required for agreement pur-
poses. We will come back to this issue in Chapter 4 when we
look at the Pro Drop phenomenon.

Coming back to how the indexing procedure functions, if,
for example, a phrase is moved to an A-position like COMP as in
(28) , the index of the A-position is carried along by the moved

phrase.

(28)

[§ [coup S

Whoi] [ dia John, see t, ]]
If the phrase is moved from an A-position to another A-position

as in (29),
(29) Malka, was seen t, by Lori,

the landing position is one that already has an index since it
is A-position and all A-positions get an index at D-structure.
We could either say that move a changes the index of the landing
Position in such cases as in the derivation in (30), or that the
index assigned to the landing position in D-structure prior to
movement has to be the same as the one of the position »f origin,

this being allowed by the free indexing procedure as in (31).

(30) Dp.s. [ ei] was seen Malka, by Lori,

S.S. Malkaj was seen Ej by Lori,
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(31) D.s. [NP ej) was seen Malkaai by I..o:c':l.k

S.S. Malka, was seen t; by Lori,

The first procedure apparently runs into problems since a phrase
could be moved into a position that is already in another Chain
for example, since move a can change indices. But such deriva-
tions would be ruled out by the Projection Principle and the lo-
cality conditions on Chains since the Chain that is moved into
is now broken up. One could also say that it is not the posi-
tions but the elements inserted into these positions that bear
the indices, so that the subject position prior to movement in
(30) would not have an index.

The second procedure is interesting because in this case it
is assumed that the positions ultimately related by move o have
to be coindexed from the start at D-structure: so with a slight
reinterpretation of what a D-structure configuration must be,
Move a could be considered as an interpretive rule. As pointed
out by Chomsky (1981a), it is quite difficult in fact to esta-
blish that there is a difference between move o as a syntactic
rulg of movement and as an interpretive rule: in fact, it is not
gﬂ;g’that the question is of any real interest.10

We have seen, and we will find again later on, that the Pro-
jection Principle has far reaching consequences. It is crucial-
ly dependent on trace theory. It precludes any model of grammar,
like the On Binding model for example, that incorporates "struc-
ture-building" rules, or any theory that has a rule of Raising-

to-Object, if subcategorization entails 6-marking. Furthermore,
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it forces one to adopt a structure for infinitives as in (32)

rather than (33).

(32) catherine, tried [g [NP ei] to call Jacqueline]
(33) Catherine tried [, to call Jacqueline]

It also has for consequence that Pro Drop languages must

have an empty category in the subject position of S as in (34).
(34) [yp €] mangia le mele.

This means that the Projection Principle crucially depends
on the existence of empty categories and their presence in the
structures at the levels at which it is relevant. In fact, the
Central concern of GB is to determine the positions in which dif-
ferent manifestations of NPs can appear. The Projection Princi-
ple, in conjunction with other components like the base and the
6-criterion, determines where an NP must be present. This NP can
be manifested as a lexical NP: a fully realized referential ex-
pression or a lexical anaphor or a lexical pronoun; or it can be
manifested as an empty category: PRO, t (NP trace), variables
(WH traces, traces of move a in LF), or pro (the "missing sub-
ject" in Pro Drop languages). In order to determine what mani-
festation of NP is possible in any given position where its pre-
sence 1is reéuired by the Projection Principle, GB assumes sever-
al subsystems, as we have seen above, and each of these predicts
a certain distribution of nominal elements in a certain domain.
Thus, the lexicon, Case theory, and the binding theory interact

with each other in several ways to determine the type of NP that




33
can appear in any given position. Case theory will determine
whether .the NP can be lexical or not. And the three subsystems
will interact to determine whether the NP can be a name, a vari-
able, an anaphor or a pronominal. Chomsky (1981a) has noted fur-
thermore that since the different types of empty categories cover

the possible partitioning of [ without overlapping, this

np ©]
suggests that there is only one empty category as far as internal
properties are concerned (like che fact that it has person, num=-
ber and gender), and that the different types of empty catego-
ries are determined on functional grounds only (like the fact
that the empty category is governed or not, Case marked or not,
A~ or A-bound).

So we see that there is strong theory internal motivation
to have ECs. Given ECs, one can formulate very general princi-
ples in the grammar that apply to lexical NPs and to ECs, so
that the &erivation of sentences with non-overt elements is great-
ly simplified and is ultimately virtually reduced to derivation
of a sentence with overt elements. There is also empirical mo-
tivation to posit entities such as ECs. One such case has to do
with reflexives and their relation to an antecedent. A minimal
condition on this relation is that the reflexive and the antece-
dent must agree in features of person, number and gender. There
are also structural restrictions on this relation: the antecedent
must be structurally "close enough" to the reflexive in some
sense, as we can see in (35) (we return to the exact formulation

of this structural relation in 2.2.3.3).
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(35) a. The girl said [the boy shaved himself]
b. #The boy said [the girl shaved himself]
But this structural relation seems to be reversed in (36):
the NP which is structurally the farthest from the reflexive
seems to be functioning as the antecedent in (36).

(36) a. Which boy did the girl say shaved himself?
b. wWhich girl did the boy say shaved himself?

The solution to this problem is to posit an EC, the trace
of the WH-phrase, in the subject position of the embedded clause.
This is the now traditional argument of the long dependencies:
the relatiombetween the WH-phrase and the reflexive holds however
distant the WH-phrase is from its original D-structure position.
Once the obligatoriness of the presence of an NP and its
Possible type have been determined, the interpretation of the
sentence is quite straightforward if the NP is lexical. If the
NP is an empty category, however, its content must be determined
for interpretation to take place. So, some kind of recoverabili-
ty process must operate. For example, the content of PRO will
be determined by the theory of control: so the content of PRO
can be the content of an antecedent that PRO is linked to by con-
trol, or PRO can be arbitrary in interpretation. For NP traces
and variables, the Empty Category Principle (ECP) will function
as a recoverability mechanism. The ECP is used extensively in

GB.

(37) The Empty Category Principle11

[a e] must be properly governed.
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(38) Proper Government

o properly governs B if and only if a governsg , and
(1) a is lexical (=x°), or

(i1) o is coindexed with B

Kayne (1981a) has noted that the ECP is some sort of recover-

ability mechanism since, informally, it has the following con-

tent:

An empty category must have an antecedent; the antece-
dent may itself govern the empty category; if not, the
empty category must, through its governor, be "closely
connected" to the antecedent. (Kayne 1981a, p. 103)

As for the fourth type of empty category, the subject of
Pro Drop languages pro, its recoverability depends in some way
on the richness of the inflection of the verb with which it

agrees. This will be made more precise in Chapter 4, but for
now we will simply refer to it as the Pro Drop condition.

To recapitulate what we have seen so far in this sketch of
GB, the picture is one of a highly modular grammar, where compo-
nents act at different levels. The description of the struc-
ture of core grammar that was given in (1) can now be made a

bit more precise as in (39).
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(39) D=-structure
(1) Lexicon
(L1) Categorial component

move o

S-structure
(i) Chain formation
(11) Binding condition

PF coﬁggnent LF component
(1) (Case Filter) (1) move a (QR, WH-R,
(ii) move a (ii1) control Focus)
(iii) ECP
PF LF

(There is no ordering implied by the listings at each level.)

We have put the Case Filter in parentheses since it is ul-
timately derived from the visibility condition in Chomsky (1981a),
this condition applying at LF. Case is presumably assigned (or
checked) at D-structure or S-structure. If Subjacency is a con-
dition on rules, then it presumably holds at S-structure and at
LF. On the other hand, if it is a condition on structures, then
it might be sufficient for bounding theory to apply at LF only
(it could then at least partly be derived from the ECP according
to Kayne 1981a). To (39) must be added the conditions on well-
formedness which are the Projection Principle and the 6-criterion.

We do not intend this summary to be a comprehensive introduc-
tion to GB. We only intend to provide an overview of the theore-

tical considerations in which is embedded the investigation in
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the following chapters. As we have often pointed out, the va-
rious subsystems and notions will be studied in more detail as
the discussion unfolds.

The point that we do want to emphasize is the central part
that empty categories play in GB. The goal of this dissertation
is to defend this use of empty categories and to strengthen the
theoretical choice of such abstract elements by showing that no
statement ever has to refer specifically to empty categories in
the grammar: existence of such elements depends on the interac-
tion of systems of the grammar which are independently needed
for lexical categories. Thus this gives crucial support to a
model of grammar where empty categories play a role.

There are three things that must be determined about an em-
pty category, as we have seen: its presence, its type, and its
content. In GB, the presence of an NP can be determined by the
interaction of the Projection Principle and the 6-criterion; and
the type of an NP can be determined by the interaction of the
lexicon, Case theory and binding theory. All of these subsystems
apply to categories, whefher they are lexical or not, just like
move o for example moves categories, whether they are lexical
or not. But determining the content of NP in GB is not done in
a unified fashion: lexical NPs have inherent content, while the
content of empty categories is dependent on an antecedent and
must be recovered by mechanisms that apply strictly to empty ca-
tegories. Furthermore, there are three such mechanisms: ECP,
control theory, and the Pro Drop condition. It is clear that by

their very nature, empty categories cannot have their content de-
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termined in the same fashion that the content of names is deter-
mined for example. However, this does not mean that their con-
tent has to be determined in a manner that is different from le-
xical NPs: it could be determined in a fashion similar to the way
that the content of lexical anaphors or lexical pronouns is de-
termined.

Recall the thecretical breakthrough that Conditions on

Transformations brought about: it led to a three-fold unifir:ation

of linguistic theory. First, Chomsky (1973) showed that move-
ment transformations do not differ with respect to koundedness:
so an apparently unbounded transformation like WH-movement was
reinterpreted as an iteration of a more local, bounded rule.
The second unifying proposal was to reduce all apparently un-
bounded transformations to the single rule of WH-movement (a
further step was taken in Chomsky and Lasnik (1977) in reducing
all movement rules to the single rule of move a). The third kind
of unification was trace theory. Trace theory is a unifying idea
because it brings the theory of movement rules closer to the theo-
ry of bound anaphora: the only movements affecting NPs that are
allowed are those wiih an output where the antecedent-trace re-
is a possible antecedent-anaphor crelation.

lation/ This considerably reduces the class of possible movements
and it is of a low cost in the grammar since conditions on ana-
Phora are independently needed for lexical anaphors.12

However, this unification of trace theory is greatly weak-
ened if additional stipulations are added in the grammar that re-

state in some other form conditions on the relation between an
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empty category and its antecedent. The goal of this thesis is
to eliminate this weakness by showing that the conditions which
govern the relation between a lexical anaphor or pronoun and its
antecedent, thus determining the content of the lexical anaphor
or pronoun, carry over to all empty categories so that no speci-
fic statement ever has to be made about empty categories.

In Chapter 2, we will propose a model of grammar where no
statement ever refers specifically to the empty category: its
distribution and type will be determined by the same subsystems
that determine the distribution and type of all NPs, whether
they are lexical or not; and the content of the empty category
Will be determined by the same subsystems which determine the
dependency of content of lexical anaphors and pronouns. Since
this model of grammar has only general statements about NPs and
Yet predicts the possibility cf having an empty category, with
its properties and distribution, it provides support to the claim
that a theoretical entity such as an empty category exists.

In the subsequent chapters, we will &bow how the data ac-
counted for by the three recoverability subsystems of GB can be
accounted for in the present model and what further insights the
analysis provides: Chapter 3 will deal with ECP, Chapter 4 with

the Pro Drop phenomenon, and Chapter 5 with facts of control.
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FOOTNOTES: CHAPTER 1

1. In (1), LF and PF denote levels of representation. 1In the
literature, these terms are often used not only to refer to these
levels, but also to the set of rules which map S-structure re-
presentations onto LF and PF. We will also use these terms in

this fashion, hoping that the context will avoid confusions.

2. It is very likely that part of Subjacency is derivable from
the ECP, as suggested by Kayne (1981a), since both of them are
locality conditions on binding if Subjacency is interpreted as

a condition on structures. The fact that "S deletion" allows

to circumvent barriers of both government and Subjacency is also
an indication that they are probably related. We will return to

this topic in Chapter 3.

3. Note that with regard to (3c), we want to say that A governs
its complement of NP (where of might presumably be inserted only
in PF, see 3.2). This means that in (i), we still want the ad-
Jective to govern its complement.
(i) John is very proud of his story.
But in (i), the modifier very and the adjective proud seem

to form a constituent of which the complement of his story is not

a part, as can be seen by the fact that just this constituent can
be extracted without the complement. ‘
(i1) How proud is John t of his story?
What this suggests is that there is a small constituent as

in (iii), call it A*, which is similar to Williams' "small VP"
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(see also fn. 5).

(1i1) A

t"ﬁ\‘~

ADV/A\A 7\

of his story

very proud

This seems to call for a modification of the notion of go-
vernment given in (4) since according to clause (i) of (4), proud
does not govern its complement in (iii) because of the presence
of very. But since there is only a small qlass of specifiers that
can appear under A’, or more generally x', we will consider that
the core notion of government still holds in these cases, so
that elements under X* are closely related so that they form a
unit that can govern complements for example. If we did not
allow this for the core nction of government which is used for
subcategorization, then we would have to consider that the second
property of the core notion of government given above (i.e.
clause (i) of (4)) must be modified so that it would now be as in
(iv).

(iv) In the structure [Y eee B eee @ «ve B ...], a governs
8 if and only if
1° o = x°

IR

2° y is a projection of o
3° B is an immediate constituent of Y
Note that the third basic property, that y = a, would not
hold under this new modification. This description o: the notion

of government runs into the problem that subjects would now be
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governed in structures like (v).
(v) z. [vmaxNP [VV]]

b. [(p ¥ [ v ...]]

But subjects are not part of the subiategorization frame
of a V or N (see Marantz 1981, Burzio 1981, Chomsky 1981a for
arguments). Thus (iv) cannot be a description of the properties
of the core notion of government and something to the effect
that X* is a low-level unit that allows government by the X has
to be assumed. Note that an extended notion of government with
properties like 2° in (iv) is proposed by Aoun and Sportiche, so
that this extended notion must incorporate a specification to the
effect that only a narrower notion of government is relevant for
subcategorization (see Chapter 2, fn. 24, and also the discussion

on gerunds in 5.2.1.2.1.)

4. In Chomsky (1981a), the Case Filter is given as in (i).

(1) #NP, i£ NP is lexical and has no Case.

The reason for this change is that gerunds must be assign-
ed Case like any other NP. But in Chomsky (1981a), it is assumed
that gerunds have the structure in (ii).

(11) [gp NP's VP ]

Since gerunds do not have a N head in such an analysis, and
yet still require Case marking, the Case Filter is given as in
(1). Note that this is the only motivation for the change in the
filter. However, we will see in Chapter 5 that there are reasons
to believe that gerunds do have a nominal head and that the Case

Filter can be stated as in (9) (although we will ultimately de-
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rive the Case Filter from some other principle of the grammar).

5. As noted by Chomsky in class lectures at MIT in the winter
of 1982, phrase structure rules are not really redundancy rules.
A redundancy rule has the following form: if A has F, then it
has F'. Phrase structure rules are not of this form: they do
not allow us to extract anything out of the lexicon and simpli-
fy it. So phrase structure rules have the status of generaliza-

tions rather than that of redundancy rules.

6. See Stowell (1981a) for the details of this analysis. The
condition of strict-adjacency on Case-assignment could be ex-
plained if we assumed, as in Bouchard (1979), that labelling of
syntactic nodes is done by lexical insertion, and that structural
relations are strictly binary. For example, two adjacent ele-~
ments in a string can only be bracketed as in (i) or (ii).

(1) [, a B ]

(11) [ A B]
This has for consequence that three adjacent nodes could nevex

be all three immediate daughters of a same higher node since

three adjacent elements can only be bracketed as in (iii).

(111) a. [z [z & B] (] a'. [g & [g B cl]
b. [ [ a B] c] b'. [z a [z B cll
c. [zlz a B] c] c'. [z a [g B c]]
a. [z (3 a 8] ] ar. [ a [z B dl

In (iii), A and C could never be immediate daughters of the same

node, so that A could never govern C according to the definition
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of government given in (4) above; therefore, A could never assign
Case to C. In fact, no lexical node in the position of A could
govern more than one position. This can be rela;ed to Marantz's
(1981) proposal that a semantic role assigner can only assign one
Semantic role. So for example, in (iv),

(iv) Elmer gave a porcupine to Hortense.

the verb gave assigns a semantic role to a porcupine, the prepo-

sition to assigns a semantic role to Hortense, and the predicate

gave a porcupine to Hortemnse assigns a semantic role to-Elmer.

This approach toc node-labelling also has far reaching conse-
quences on bzr-levels and government which I will not pursue here.
See Farmer (1980) and Nash (1980) for some discussion of related
topics. This type of node-labelling is also akin to Williams'
(1980) notion of small verb phrase for the English double NP

construction.

7. Stowell notes that this interpretation is similar to Bresnan's
(1972) observation that an infinitival complement describes "some-

thing hypothetical or unrealized".

8. We have seen that (26C) can be derived if the notion of go-
vernment given in (4) is used for subcategorization. As for
(26a), it amounts to saying that lexical insertion is responsible
for node-labelling. If we adopted the labelling procedure brief-
ly described in footnote 3, therefore, (26A) could also be ac-
counted for. So (26B) might be the only specification to be

made in the categorial component. And even then, a part of the

possibilities for the combinations of Subject, Verb and Object
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for example, would be highly marked in a node-labelling of the

type presented in footnote 3, as we can see in (i).

(1) s [v o] sV S O
S ['0 v ] [o v]s
[v o]s #0 S V

This seems to fit with the studies that have been done on this
kind of language typology (cf. Greenberg (1963)). However, we
will see in Chapter 4 that an additional stipulation will have
to be made to account for the difference between so called non-

configurational languages and configurational languages.

9. Chomsky's proposal is in fact to index A-positions at S-struc-
ture. The proposal made here to index these positions at D-struc-
ture keeps the important distinction that Chomsky wants to make
between indexation of A- and A-positions, and it allows an ele-
gant account of indexing by move o as we will see directly. The
distinctien that Chomsky wants to make is between A-position in-
dexing anqlhdexing of a phrase base-generated in COMP and/$R (1).

(1) ?Who, do you think that Mary would prefer that he;

stay home?

Such instances of the resumptive pronoun strategy, where a phrase
in COMP binds a pronoun in the sentence, indicate that there must
be an indexing procedure for A-positions too. However, A-posi-
tion indices are only relevant at LF: so we will say that these
indices are only assigned or visible at LF, to differentiate them
from A-position indices. So, depending on whether they have a
resumptive pronoun strategy or not, languages will differ as to

whether they allow such indexing of an A-position at LF {see
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Chomsky 1981b).

10. However, the relation between an A-position like COMP and

an A-position in the sentence seems to favor a syntactic movement
analysis of move o since, in the treatment of parasitic gaps for
example, the difference in indexing between a phrase moved to
COMP and one base-generated in COMP is crucial: the former is
indexed at D-structure, while the latter's index is only rele-
vant at LF, and it is only in the case that the phrase is moved

to COMP that it can license a parasitic gap.

11. We give here one version of the ECP. There are several dif-
ferent versions that have been proposed in the literature. This
version will suffice for our purposes since we will see shortly
that such stipulations as the ECP must be eliminated from the

grammar on principled conceptual grounds.

12. Note also that the fact that trace theory allowed all inter-
pretation to be done at surface structure was a precursor to the

Projection Principle.
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CHAPTER 2: DETERMINING THE PROPERTIES OF THE EMPTY CATEGORY
2.1 The issue.

In this chapter, we will propose some modifications of the
GB framework in order to satisfy the conditions that must be met
so that the null hypothesis about empty categories can be made:
the distribution, type and content of [&Pg] must be fully deter-
mined by conditions and principles that apply to the category
NP, without discriminating as far as lexical content is concern-
ed. This, we hope, will strengthen the claim that a theoretic-

al entity like [y, e] exists.
The study of empty categories is particularly fascinating.
The properties of empty categories can hardly be determined by

observation of overt data; therefore, it is reasonable to assume
that they reflect deeper principles of UG, so that empty catego-
ries are "windows" into the nature of the human language facul-
ty. This might be the reason why the study of empty categories
has proven to be such an important probe for determining proper-
ties of syntactic and semantic representations.

Once one postulates the existence of empty categories with
statements that refer to them like the ECP, control theory or the
Pro Drop condition, this does not resolve the problem of empty
categories, it poses the problem: one must then explain why the
Phenémenon exists with the properties it has. Chomsky (1981b)
takes up this question with respect to parasitic gaps: once one
has a statement about the conditions under which a parasitic gap

may appear in a sentence, the problem is to explain why the phe-
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nomenon of parasitic gaps exists with certain given properties.

Chomsky's answer is the following:

It is highly likely that the answer is that the phenomenon
exists with the properties it has because of other proper-
ties of UG and the particular grammar that are gquite inde-
pendent of parasitic gaps; it is, again, most unlikely
that particular grammars have rules governing parasitic
gaps or that UG has some specific principles bearing on
this phenomenon, which is a particularly interesting one
for just this reason. While this seems a very plausible
assumption, it amounts to quite a strong claim, as noted
earlier. It means, for example, that all of the quite in-
tricate properties of parasitic gaps must be reducible to
general principles of UG, given rules and structures of the
particular grammar that are established on other grounds;
and it also means that if languages appear to differ with
respect to the existence or properties of parasitic gaps,
these differences must be complete’y explained on the ba-
sis of other structural differences among the languages

in question. The task for the linguist, then, is to show
how independent properties of a particular grammar interact
to yield the distribution gnd interpretation of parasitic
gaps. (Chomsky, 1981b, p. 43g-44)

Our intention in this thesis is to apply this approach to
all gaps. This is an important test for the theory. As we have
seen, the validity of the Projection Principle crucially depends
on whether the other interacting components of the grammar can
provide an independently motivated account of the properties and
distribution of different manifestationsof the empty category.
If these components do not provide such an account in any reason-
able fashion, then we could doubt the validity of the Projection
Principle and of the whole approach of using empty categories
(the two being closely linked in an optimal theory), since this
account would have to be supplemented by stipulations referring
specifically to empty categories. But on the other hand, if

these components do provide such an account, then the Projection
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Principle receives significant support. We have seen that, in
GB, at least three stipulations have to be made strictly about

empty categories, so that they are not independently motivated:

the ECP, control theory, and the Pro Drop condition. The task
therefore is to eliminate these stipulations from the grammar.
This could be done because one sees some redundancy between these
stipulationsand other components of the grammar: it would there-
fore be good methodology to try to derive them from these other
components. But the reason why we want to eliminate them is

more principled: they must be eliminated because they weaken the
whole approach.given the null hypothesis about ECs. Furthermore,
by removing these stipulations from the grammar and deriving the
Properties of empty categories from principles and conditions that
apply to NPs in general, one reduces the class of possible gram-
mars since no special kind of (abstract) element is allowed to
be introduced in the grammar anymore, but the existence of such
an element must be independently motivated. (Recall the advan-
tage of trace theory which reduces the possible transformations
to those which have for output configurations that are like those
of independently motivated antecedent-anaphor relations).

If the properties of gaps are determined by components that
operate on NPs in general, then it is most likely that gaps
should share properties with iexical NPs. Off-hand, this seems
to be the case. So, for example, a gap can bear a 6-role; it
seems to function like an anaphor or a pronominal in some cases;

and it enters into agreement with elements that agree with lexi-
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cal NPs, like lexical anaphors as in (1), attributive adjectives
in (2) and tensed verbs in (3).

(1) a. Anne seems [t to have hurt herself/#himself ]
b. Lisa tried [PRO to hide herself/#himself behind the door ]

(2) a. sébastien semble [t &tre trés content/#-te de son coup]
b. Pierrot a encore essayé [PRO de ne pas sembler surpris/
#-se ]

(3) Which men did you say [t [t were, was at the door]]

These shared properties have to do with what the type of an
NP is (pronominal, anaphor, variable) and what its content is
(for example, agreement features). The need fo: an NP in a gi-
ven position we will consider to be determined by the Projection
Principle and the 6-criterion without further discussion. Let
us now consider how the content and the type of an empty category
can be determined from the stipulations independently motivated

to account for properties of lexical NPs.

2.2 What is an empty category?
2.2.1 The content of an empty category.

A strong hypothesis to hold with respect to the content of
empty categories is that these internal properties of gaps are
a subset of the set of properties of lexical NPs, and that this
subset contains the minimal properties required for arn NP to be
an argument: the properties necessary and sufficient for an NP
to be an argument would be the properties of a NP gap.

In order to determine what these minimal properties are, it

is interesting to look at what the three GB stipulations on reco-



51
verability of the content of empty categories have in common.
First, consider control theory. Control theory establishes a
link between PRO and an antecedent, or it assigns (or checks pos-
sibly) the referential index arbitrary to PRO. So it seems that
PRO must have a referential index, either by being indentified
as coreferent with an antededent, or by getting the specific
index arbitrary. On the other hand, the Pro Drop condition re-
quires that the verbal inflection be "rich enough", that is,
that it possess certain grammatical features like person, number,
and gender that can be assigned to the pro subject, pro and AGR
forming a sort of discontinuous element.

As for ECP, it requires that the empty category be either
coindexed with an antededent or governed by a lexical element.
If one adopts Stowell's (1981a) idea of a verbal grid in which
the index of the complement is inserted for 6-role assignment
and if, as is quite likely, one extends this to all lexical
heads that assign 6-roles (and/or assign Case and have subcate-
gorization frames as we have seen in Chapter 1), then the dispa-
rity in the notion of proper government is eliminated and what
emerges is that the empty category must be governed by an ele-
ment with which it is coindexed. We return to this topic in
2.2.4.3. So once again, just like in control situations, an in-
dex seems to be crucizl for an empty category. Note that this
index is also needed for pro since we will want to say that it
enters into coreference or disjoint reference relations with other

NPs in a sentence. In this case, we could either say that pro
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has an index of its own, or that it gets one from the AGR on the
verb.1

S0 a referential index (henceforth R-index) seems to be an
important feature of the internal properties of an empty cate-
gory. As for the grammatical features of person, number, and
gender (henceforth F-features), they also seem to be relevant for
all four manifestations of the empty category in GB. 1In Chomsky
(1981a) , PRO has these features intrinsically, hence its pronomi-

nal status. According to Chomsky, NP trace and variable also have
these features since they also enter into agreement with other

elements: these features are said to be "left behind" by move a .
And we have seen the dependency of pro on AGR for these features.
What we see, therefore, is that a R-index and F-features seem to
be part of the crucial content of a gap. This seems to be intui-
tively right: determining the reference of the empty category is
Certainly required if it is to be an argument, and the agreement
facts suggest that F-features are also part of the content of an
empty category.

We noted at the beginning of this section that we were look-
ing for the minimal properties required for an NP to be an argu-
ment. We expect therefore that these properties will be rele-
vant at LF, where the properties of arguments are ultimately ne-
cessary for proper interpretation to take place. It is interes-
ting to nde with respect to this that, in GB, the stipulations
for recoverability of the content of three out of four of the

manifestations of the empty category are stated to apply at LF.



53
Thus, the ECP and control theory apply at LF. It is not clear
where the Pro Drop condition applies, however. In Chomsky (1981b),
where the manifestation of the empty category as pro_is intro-
duced, the indexing relation between AGR and pro is established
at D-structure; but this is not the same kind of indexing as the
one that takes place between the other three empty categories and
their antecedents. It is a co-superscripting, and co-superscrip-
ting is not relevant for the binding theory, for example. It
seems that the minimal properties which are necessary to be an
argument could be relevant only at LF, so it might turn out that
these properties are recovered only at LF. But this raises the
question of the status of the F-features as part of these minimal
properties for argumenthood. Could it be that F-features are re-
levant only at LF, or is it simply that we were wrong in assuming
that F-features are part of these minimal properties, this being
only an apparent phenomenon? If the former is true, then this
raigses questions about how and where the theory of agreement ap-

plies. 1If the latter is true, then one might want to explain
this accidental relation of F-features and argumenthood. 1In or-

der to answer these questions about R-indices and F-features,
We will explore what exactly would be the use of these elements
in LF.
2.2,2 F-features and Domain D

Consider the domain D of individudls associated with argu-
ments at LF as values of variables, denotata of names, etc.,

which is presented in Chomsky (1981a). This is the domain that
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contains "mental objects" to which language can refer. Thus
domain D contains mental objects which are the mental represent-
ations of real world objects like chairs and linguists, and birth-
day cards. But domain D also contains objects which have no real

world egquivalents, like flaws in arguments, unicorns and the like.

Domain D stands at the interface between real world and "linguis-
tic world". This domain D even contains objects which are not

~_—
really mental objects, since they are not possibly conceivable,

like square circleg, for example.

When we use the term 'referential expression', therefore,
we mean to refer to objects in domain D, not in the real world,

since we clearly want flaws and unicorns and square circles to

"be referential expressions as far as linguistic rules and prin-
ciples are concerned. This is because NPs like these behave
like truly referential expressions with respect to grammatical
processes like establishing coreference with a pronoun or taking
a 9-role. So, for example, we want to account for the grammati-
éality'judgements in (4) in the same way that we account for
those in (5) (where underlined NPs are meant to be read as co-
referential).
(4) a. John believes that a_dog will chase its shadow.

b. #John believes that it will chase a dog's shadow.

(5) a. John believes that a unicorn will chase its shadow.
b. sJohn believes that it will chase a unicorn's shadow.

Note that this step in the process of interpretation is not
to be confused with what might be called "real semantics",
that is, the study of the relation between language or
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language use and the world. Rather, it should be con-
sidered to be in effect an extensibm: of syntax, the con-
struction of another level of mental representation be-
yond LF, a level at which arguments of LF are paired with
entities of mental representation, this further level then

entering into "real semantic interpretation”.
(Chomsky 1981a, p. 324)

Assuming, therefore, that there is such a domain D, what
can be said about the individuals in it? First, we can say that
the individuals in domain D can be divided into subsets of indi-
viduals that can or cannot have a property P predicated of them.
For example, each of the following predicates subdivides domain
D into two sets of individuals: the individuals that can fill

the subject position of the predicate, and those that cannot.

(6) a. x saw Mary.
b. x saw that Mary was a smart girl.
C. X is turning green.

But this tells us little that can be useful in grammar about the
individuals in domain D. A more interesting approach would be

to see if the individuals in domain D have features that are lin-
guistically relevant. For example, these individuals seem to be

marked for selectional features: the examples in (7) and (8)
show that these individuals can be grouped into subsets of do-
main D depending on whether they have the feature [+human].
(7) a. Who hit Bill?

b. For which x, x a person, x hit Bill

A: a. John hit Bill.
b. #The rock hit Bill.
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(8) a. What is on the table:
b. For which x, x an object, x is on the table

A: a. The book is on the table.
g.??Bill is on the table.

However, since selectional features can be attributed to indivi-
duals in the real world, the above facts tell us little about the
existence of a domain D which would be an interface between the
real world and the linguistic werld. The interesting question,
therefore, is whether strictly grammatical features can define
subsets of individuals in domain D. The answer is yes. Consider
(9) and (10).
(9) a. Laquellepréféres-tu?

b. Which x, such that x is feminine in French, you prefer x
(10) a. Which ones do you prefer?

b. Which x, x a set of individuals, you prefer x

c. Which x, such that x is plural in English, you prefer x

In (9), the individuals in domain D are divided into two
subsets, depending on their gender in French: the answer to the
question can be anything that is feminine in French. Similarly,
in (10), under reading (10c), the individuals in domain D are
divided into two subsets, depending on their number: the answer
to the question can be anything that has the intrinsic feature

plural in English (e.g. trousers, scissors, etc.). The reading

in (10b) is the case where a plural in the real world is a pro-
Per answer, i.e. more than one individual.
The same observation can be made about pronouns as in (11)

and (12).
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(11) a., cCcette table es:t belle et elle irait bien dans notre
salon.

b. These scissors are sharp because they are new.

(12) a. Elle est belle (la table, la lune,la fille d'a cété...)
b. They are new (the scissors, the trousers, ...)

In (11), we have instances of pronouns- which are coreferen-
tial with NPs expressed in the sentence. In (12), the pronouns
are deictic, that is, pronouns that are considered to be pragma-
tically controlled. What we see is that even the deictic pronouns
are sensitive to some aspects of linguistic form: deictic pro-
nouns can only refer to mental objects which have matching F-
features, even if these F-features are not recoverable from the
syntactic context.

This observation is not new. Hust and Brame (1976) for ex-
ample, showed that whether a pronoun is deictic or not, it must
agree, and it must do it in a consistent way. By this, they
mean that in the case of a noun like ship, for example, both it
and she can be used to refer tc the same entity that ship refers
to. Yet, in a sentence like (13), it is not natural for it and

she to refer to the same entity.

(13) Sne is not as fast as it once was.

Similarly, in German, where we may refer to an automobile

as das Auto and der Wagen, the same judgement holds as to the

coreferentiality of es and er in (14).
(14) Es war schneller als er friher war.

This type of deviance is due to the fact that coreference is de-
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termined on linguistic objects in domain D; which have grammat-
ical features, and that coreferential NPs, i.e. NPs with the same
R-index, must agree in F-features, as it will be made explicit
shortly.2

What this discussion on gender and number suggests is that
individuals in domain D have grammatical features, so that domain
D is really an interface between real world and linguistic world.
Because of this, we can assume that there exists a general prin-
ciple which governs the pairing of NPs with entities of mental
represantation, i.e. the individuals in domain D, and that this
principle crucially makes stipulations about F-features. Further-
more, we must also assume that some device is used to indicate
reference: so we will assume that NPs bear referential indices
(R-indices) to account for facts of coreference and disjoint
reference. We will call this principle which governs the pair-
ing of NPs with individuals in domain D the principle of Denota-
bility. We will assume that the principle of Denotability ope-
rates on the mapping of NPs in LF onto individuals in domain D.
It can be stated as in (15).

(15) Principle of Denotability I

An NP will denote an object in domain D iff that NP has an \
R-index and that NP has F-features (= person, number, gender).

This principle can have quite far reaching eonsegquences on
the analysis of empty categories since it requires that an empty
category that is in an argument position bear both an R-index and

F-features at the level of LF. This then will be the content of
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the empty category that must be recovered at LF.
2.2.3. The principle of Denotability and lexical NPs.

Before looking at the effects of the principle of Denotabi-
lity on empty categories, let us look at how it deals with lexi-
cal NPs, since we want to respect the general conceptual approach
presented above and make sure that all the principles and rules
that we propose apply to the category NP in general.
2.2.3.1. Names.

First consider the case of a name. This is the most straight-
forward case since we will make the reasonable assumption that
the lexical entry of a name contains F-features as part of the
abstract morphophonological structure of this item, and that names
are assigned an R-index when they are inserted in D-structure.4
2.2.3.2. Pronouns.

Lexical pronouns will be like names as far as their F-feat-
ures are concerned. However, the R-index of a pronoun is differ-
ent from that of a name in that the R-index of a name is fixed
in some sense, whereas a pronoun can freely pick any index at
all, subject to coreference (or disjoint reference) conditioning
which operates independently from this free choice of R—index.5
Apart from the coreference conditioning, to which we will return
in 2.3., there is also.an agreement conditioning on pronouns,
whether they are pragmatically or syntactically contrclled as we
have seen in (9)-(14) above. This can be stated as in (16).

(16) ‘Agreement
o assigns (redundantly) its F-features to g if g and g

have the same R-index.
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The introduction of redundantly in parentineses allows the rule

to be a feature checking rule or a feature assigning rule, de-

pending on whether redundantly is taken into consideration or

not, respectively. This will be made clearer as we go along.
2.2.3.3. Anaphors.

The last instance of a lexical NP to consider is that of
a lexical anaphor, i.e. a reflexive or a reciprocal. Lexical ana-
hors are like names and pronouns in that they have F-features
specified in their lexical entry as part of their abstact mor-
phophonological structure,_and they are like pronouns in that
there is an agreement requirement on their F-features. We have
seen in (16) that agreement takes place when an item's R-index
is the same as the R-index of another item. The fact that lex-
ical anaphors must agree with - some element is expected since,
by definition, anaphors are referentially dependent elements.
We have seen that pronouns are also referentially dependent in
some sense since, although they can freely pick any index (sub-
ject to coreference and agreement restrictions), they do not
have a specific R-index of their own like names do. But there
is a difference between pronouns and anaphors in that the depen-
dency of the anaphor is much stronger and also more local. The
dependency is much stronger in that the anaphor must have a syn-
tactic antecedent from which it can pick its reference, whereas
the pronoun's reference can possibly be only pragmatically con-

trolled. This can be seen in the contrast between (17) and (18).



(17) a. Johni hurt himselfi.

b. #Himself came for dinner.

(18) a. John, saw that he; was going to pe late.

b. He came for dinner.

To express this difference between lexical anaphors and
Pronouns, we will postulate that lexical anaphors do not have an

R-index in their lexical entry, so that an R-index must be as-
signed to the lexical anaphor by its antecedent in order to sa-

tisfy the principle of Denotability. This lack of an R-index
would capture the intuitive idea that anaphors are referential-
ly dependent. The fact that this dependency is very strong, in
that the reference of the anaéhor must be syntactically control-
led, suggests that the assignment of an R-index to an anaphor is
determined by a rule, hence is grammatically determined. This
rule, or possibly a compdnent interacting with it, will also
express the locality requirements on the antecedent-anaphor

relation that are violated in (19).
(19) »Martin said that himself would come alone.

The fact that the R-index of an anaphor is assigned by a
rule would also account for the fact that the antecedent of an

anaphor is unique, whereas a pronoun can be coreferential with

more than one NP.

(19') a. Johni told Maryj that 1:heyj_+j should leave early.

b. llJohni believes Mary. to like only themselvesi+j.

J
Let us call the linking between antecedent and anaphor gram-
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matical binding. We turn now to the task of determining what

this grammatical binding is, and where it takes place in the
grammar.

The first thing to determine is when we are indeed dealing
with such an anaphoric relation. It is often assumed that this
can be easily done since anaphors have morphalogical features
that identify them as such, Thus, for reflexives for example,
English has the suffix -self attached to a pronoun to indicate
that this is an instance of an anaphor. Similarly, Dutch has
the suffix -zelf, and French has the suffix -méme. Furthermore,
in Romance languages, some clitic forms can be Inherently refle-
xive, like French se or Italian gi. It is also generally assumed
that pronouns and anaphors are in complementary distribution, in
the sense that pronouns enter obligatorily into disjoint refer-
ence where anaphors may appear. Thus, in (20b), John and him
are obligatorily disjoint in reference.

(20) a. John, shaved himself, .

b. John shaved him.

Z But this complementary distribution is blatantly violated
if the distinction is a purely morphological one. This can be
seen in (21)-(22), where both pronominal and anaphoric forms are
acceptable, and in (23)-(24), where pronouns and anaphors seem
to appear in the same syntactic context, although in this case
pronominal and anaphoric forms are not interchangeable with one

another.
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(21) a. John heard stories about him/himself

b. John says that a picture of him/himself was hanging
on the wall.

read each other's/their books.

E

(22) Victor est content de lui/lui-méme.

(23) a. John always keeps his wits about himghimself.
b. John is always talking about himself/#him.

(24) a. Victor a toute l'équipe avec lui/#lui-méme.
b. Victor bavarde avec lui-méme/#1lui.

One early attempt to account for these facts was presented
in Chomsky (1965). There, Chomsky proposed to account for the
contrast between the sentences in (25a) and (25b) by assigning
them different structures, as in (26a) and (26b), respectively.
(25) a. I kept it near me.

b. I aimed it at myself.
(26) a. I kept it [g it is near me]

b. I aimed it [, at myself]
Chomsky (1965) assumes a rule of reflexization that applies

only sentence internally, so that I and me are not both immedi-

ately dominated by the same S node, and reflexivization does not
apply in (26a). But even such a powerful grammar could not ac-
count for sentences like those in (27), which Chomsky (1965)

points out as problematic.

(27) a. I pushed it away from me.
b. I drew it toward me.

Here, deep structures with S complements are difficult to motiv-

ate in Chomsky's (1965) framework, and yet reflexivization is
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is impossible.

The attempt in Chomsky (1980) to account for these facts
is very similar to the one in Chomsky (1965). Thus a sentence
like (28a) is given the underlying structure (28b), with to be
deletion applying subsequently.
(28) a. John considers Mary angry at him.

b. John considers [S Mary to be angry at him]

So him in (28) is in an opaque domain, the domain of the sub-
ject Mary, and so it can have John as its antecedent since John
is not in this domain. But this runs into the problem of the non-
synonymy of pairs like (29) and (30), which was pointed out in
Chomsky (1970).

(29) John considers Mary silly.
(30) John considers Mary to be silly.

In Chomsky (1981a), a new attempt is made at solving this
problem. First Chomsky postulates the binding conditions in
(1-(6)), repeated here as (31), to account for different possi-
bilities of coreference.

(31) A. An anaphor is A-bound in its governing category.

B. A pronominal is A-free in its governing category.
C. An R-expression is A-free everywhere.

Governing category is defined in (32).

(32) B is a governing category for o iff 8 is the minimal ca-
tegory containing o, a governor of a, and a SUBJECT ac-
cessible to a.
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So, in a sentence like (25b), an anaphoric relation can be
established between I and myself because, although myself is
governed by at, the PP is not its governing category because the
PP at myself has no accessible SUBJECT. But then to account for
sentences like the one in (33a), one is forced to postulate that
PPs can have PRO subjects, as suggested by Manzini (1980), and

that the D-structure of the PP is similar to the one of an AP like
in (34).

(33) a. ‘John saw a snake near him.
b. John saw a snake [PRO near him].

(34) a. John considers Mary [PRO angry at him]
b. John left the room [PRO angry]

So the PP in (33) is a governing category, and him is there-
fore free in its governing category in accord with the binding
condition B. This solution is very similar to the one presented
in Chomsky (1965). And Chomsky has the same qualms about this
solution that he had in Chomsky (1965): The idea seems quite in-
appropriate in other cases. For example, compare the sentences

in (35).

(35) a. John turned the child against him/¥himself.
b. John turned the argument against #him/himsgelf.

In order to account for this difference by a structural dif-
fereﬁce between the two sentences, one would have to claim that
turn takes a clausal complement in (35a) but not in (35b). This
is not very appealing, and furthermore, there is no independent

LF form John-turn-clause.
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Chomsky (1981a) also points out that Manzini (1980) shows
on the basis comparative evidence that thgblausibility of this
structural solution is illusory. Manzini compares the Italian
analogues of (34a) and (34b) in (36a) and (36b) respectively.
(36) a. Gianni considera Maria arrabbiata con lui/#se/#se stesso.

b. Gianni vide un serpente vicino a lui/se/#se stesso.

Italian has two reflexive elements, se and se stesso, which
correspond roughly to the English X-self. Manzini points out
that se stesso can appear only in a subclass of the environments
where se can appear, and that the additional restrictions on the
distribution of se stesso do not relate to the theory of binding.
She suggests that the English X-self is more closely related to
se stesso than to se, and that the same irrelevant reasons which
prohibit the occurrence of se stesso in (36b) are responsible
for the impossibility of X-self in (33).

Chomsky's conclusion from this set of data is that a uni-
fied treatment of (33) and (34) is not warranted and that the ap-
parent similarities between these sentences "may be an artifact
based on peculiarities of English reflexivization. It is highly
doubtful, then, that such facts as (33) should be used as the
basis for any structural argument" (Chomsky, 1981a, p.291).

This conclusion seems justified since constructions of the
type [PP P NP] with respect to reflexivization (considered not
as a rule but as a phenomenon here) show all the typical pro-
perties of marked constructions, and therefore should not be in-
cluded in the core analysis of reflexivization. Thus, judgements

of acceptability about these constructions tend to waver, as it
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has often been noted. For example, Helke (1970) noted that there
is variability from speaker to speaker in these constructions,
and furthermore, that the same speaker will sometimes have a dif-
ferent treatment of the same structure depending on the lexic:il

items.

In particular cases, some speakers allow either a pronoun
or a reflexive, others allow only a pronoun, and yet others
only a reflexive. It is doubtful, however, that those for
whom a particular pair of examples ... is questionable do
not have other examples in the dialects they speak in which
a pronoun and a reflexive may alternate. To account for
the diversity of dialects on this point, one might choose
ad hoc markings in the lexical entry for each of these ex-
pressions indicating whether an anaphoric pronoun or a re-
flexive would be considered acceptable. Such ad hoc mark-
ings are quite appropriate in this case, since they reflect
the absence of a systematic variation from one dialect to
another. (Helke 1970, p.4)

There is also variation across languages that does not seem

to be explainable on the basis of structural arguments. We have
seen differences between English and Italian above; other exam-

ples of such contrasts can be found, for example, between En-
glish and Dutch, as' in (37), and between English and French, as

in (38).

(37) (from Koster 1978b)
a. Tom believed that the paper had been written by Ann

and himself.

b. #Tom geloofde dat de paper was geschreven door Ann en
zichzelf.

(38) a. Victor est content de lui/lui-méme.
b. Victor is proud of #him/himself.

Another standard feature of marked constructions is the sus-

ceptibility to lexical and non-grammatical complexity factors.
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An illustration of this for the construction at hand is given

in Zribi-Hertz (1981). She shows that there seems to be a sig-
nificant generalization to make about when a pronoun or a reflex-
ive will be used in a [, P NP] construction in French. She
shows that there seems to be a correlation between the degree of
possibility of coreference that the predicate formed by the V
allows between the subject and a [, P NP] complement, and the
choice of pronoun or reflexive. We summarize her proposal in
(39), with respective examples in (40).

(39) a. obligatory coreference: 1lui #lui-méme

b. possible coreference: lui lui-méme
c. improbable coreference: #lui lui-méme

(40) a. Victor a toute 1l'équipe avec lui/#lui-méme.
b. Victor est content deilui/lui-méme.
¢. Victor bavarde avec #lui/lui-méme.

The generalization seems to be that the more the corefe-
rence is forced by the predicate, the less there is the need of
an obligatory bound reflexive form, since a pronoun will have
to be coreferent anyhow for pragmatic reasons. And conversely,
the less coreference is probable, the more the reflexive form is
needed, being forced by pragmatic reasons to get this improbable
reading.

Note that these, or similar, pragmatic tendencies seem to
hold in English also: (21a) would be an instance of possible
coreference,hence the optionality of choice between a pronominal

and an anaphoric form; (23a) would be an instance of obligatory



69
coreference, hence the obligatoriness of the pronominal form;
and (23b) would be an instance of improbable coreference, hence
the obligatoriness of the anaphoric form.

We would normally expect pragmatic factors to be identical
from one language to another. The slight differences between
French and English in the distribution of reflexives and pronouns
could be due to additional factors of the following kind:
1° syntactic factors (reanalysis, etc.); 2° lexical factors: the
fact that lexical items are rarely fully equivalent cognates;
possibility of other unknown factors interacting.

Another example of this type of markedness factor is pre-
sented in Koster (1978a). KXoster compares the Dutch sentences
in (41) and in (42).

(41) Peteri zag Mary naar zichi toe komen

Peter saw Mary to himself (part) come
(Peter saw Mary come towards him.)

(42) %Peteri zag Mary zichi wassen
Peter saw Mary himself wash
. (Peter saw Mary wash himself.)

Koster proposes to account for this contrast by adding condition

(1ii) to his Locality Principle given in (43).

(43) Locality Principle (Koster 1978a)6

No rule involves o, Y (where o c-commands Y) in

+1

A P A R R BT .. (121)
unless (i) .4 (ory) is more prominent than g

(ii) g, is coindexed with a phrase properly con-
taining Y.
(111) o, and a reflexive Y are (linked to) co-ar-

guments of an irreflexive predicate W that
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does not include a transitive verb.

So again we see that lexical and pragmatic factors have some
influence on reflexivization in QP P NP]constructions. Note
also, by the way, that one could not simplify the complexity of
the factors involved in cross-language differences by saying that
the distribution of the Dutch reflexive is more restricted than
that of the English reflexive because of the contrast in (37)
where a reflexive form is possible in English but not in Dutch,
since just the opposite is true in (41): the English equivalent
to (41) with a reflexive is ungrammatical.

So we see that constructions of the type [, P NP], with
respect to reflexivization, exhibit all the standard features of
marked constructions: there is variation in judgements of accep-
tability, there are differences across languages, and there is
susceptibility to lexical and non-grammatical complexity factors.
This is implicitly recognized by Chomsky (1981a) and explicitly
by Koster (1978a, b), and others.’

There are two possible attitudes in the face of these data
depending on how one construes opacity: the first one is to as-
sume that the pronominal forms are marked here since they occur
in the domains of reflexive constructions; the second one is to
assume that the reflexive forms are marked here since they occur
in the domains of pronominal constructions. Chomsky (1981a) as-
sumes the former: for him, PP constructions like those discussed
here are constructions where reflexives should generally be pos-

sible, but some additional conditions, which do not relate to
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the binding theory, block the possibility of having these reflex-
ives and this is why pronouns appear in positions where anaphors
are expected. However, a closer look at the facts suggests that
the second attitude is to be preferred, as we will show immediate-
1y,

We will assume that reflexives are not to be defined on a
strict morphological basis, but rather &n the basis of a specific
type of structural relation with an antecedent in addition to the
morphological basis. The domain in which this type of relation
can be established will be very strictly limited as we will see
immediately, and elements which will have the morphological struc-
ture of reflexives but which will not fall under these strict
limi tations in their relation to an antecedent will be consider-
ed as deviant forms which are in fact pronouns. So elements with
the morphological form of a reflexive will not be automatically
determined to be typologically classified as anaphors: the type
anaphor will be functionally determined by specific properties.
As we will see, there are four of these properties: 1° obligato-
riness of the antecedent; 2° 3 one-to-one relation between ante-
cedeat and anaphor; 3° locality of the relation; 4° a structural
condition on the relation. This way of dealing with anaphors
on a functjcinal basis rather than a morphological basis is simi-
lar to Chomsky's (1981a) approach to ECs. ECs are all of a si-
milar morphological form, and this can presuinably give a general
basis for their distribution: so for example, some ECs can ap-

pear where no Case is assigned, but this is not possible for
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lexical NPs. But one wants to say more about ECs: it seems that
different types of ECs are at hand, i.e. anaphors, pronouns and
that it is the distribution by type which is interesting. This
distribution by type cannot be determined morphologically for
the EC: it must be functionally determined. Our claim is that
the same is true of reflexive forms: although they form a cche-
rent morphological class, they do not form a coherent typologi-
cal class, i.e. they are not all anaphors. Let us try to deter-
mine what is tﬁis restricted domain in which an anaphoric rela-
tion can be established between two noun phrases.

One structural relation which must always be an antecedent-
anaphor relation is the one between subject and object, if they
are to be coreferential.

(44) a. John shaved himself.
b. #John shaved him.

(45) a. John's hitting himself on the foot was not accidental.
b. #E;E;'s hitting him on the foot was not accidental.

This appears to be true cross-limuistically, and we will
consider it to be the core case of an anaphoric structural re-
lation.

The only other structural positions where a lexical NP,
hence a lexical anaphor, can occur are subject position and in
a PP as object of the P. This is because these are the only other
positions where Case assignment is possible, and the requirement
of Case for lexical NPs proscribes all other pmsitions, however

this requirement will be stated in the grammar. We have already
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seen that in the case of the PP construction, it seems that the
choice between a proximate pronoun or a reflexive is quite er-
ratic and depends on factors that are not of the type that one
would want to incorporate in a formal binding theory. However,
there are two subclasses of PP constructions that seem to fall
into the core case of the anaphoric structural relation. One is
when the P has been reanalyzed with preceding elements. But
first, consider the other one which is when the PP is the result
of the insertion of a dummy Case marking preposition like of or
de before the object of a non-Case assigner, like a noun or an

adjective, as (46) and (47).

(46) a. A man's destruction of himself/#him is a.ways sad to
see.

b. Ronald is proud of himself/#him.

(47) a. Sa peur de lui-méme/#lui 1'a perdu.
b. Victor est content de lui/lui-méme.
b'. Victor est égal 4 lui-méme/*lui.

The example in (47b) seems to contradict this claim, but we
return to it shortly. Consider first the cases where the general-
ization holds. The explanation for the fact that these construc-

tions behave like the core case of the subject/object relation
as in (44)-(45) could be that, at the level where this relation

is relevant, the two constructions are identical: the reflexive
would not be in a PP at that level. One way in which this could
be possible is by assuming that of or de insertion in these cas-
es only takes place at PF, for example. As for the problem of

accounting for (47b), it could be solved by assuming that (at
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least some) prepositions inserted before adjective complements
in French are not inserted in PF but at D-structure. There
are independent reasons to believe that dummy Case marking pre-
positions in French do not all behave uniformly and that this
depends on lexical conditions: for example, there are the well-
known facts about cliticization of 34 complements. The PP com-
Plements with d can either cliticize as a third person dative
Clitic lui/leur, or as the clitic y.

(48) a. Tim a donné son adresse a Anne.
b. Tim lui/#y a donné son adresse.
(49) a. Eric a pensé a son chat.
b. Eric y/#lui a pensé.

We will see in Chapter 3 when we deal with French relative
Clauses that there are reasons to believe that the d of penser
is a dummy Case marker, just like the dative d in (48) has
been analyzed as a dummy Case marker (see Rouveret & Vergnaud
1980, for example). But to account for the contrast between
(48) and (49), we will have to assume some difference between
the two manners in which & is introduced. We will assume that
the d of penser, contrary to the dative &, is not inserted at
PF, but is inserted at D-structure. It is most likely that this
independently motivated distinction which is responsible for the
contrast betweell (4g) 559 (49) is also relevant in (47b): the

NP lui/lui-méme is in a PP throughout the derivation in (47b)

assuming that dummy de can also be inserted at different levels

like a. This difference in the level of insertion of the dummy
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Case marking preposition has effects that are visible elsewhere
in the grammar. For example, the clitic y is a pro=preposition
since it can also be a locative clitic as in (50).
(50) a. Je vais & Montréal demain.
b. J'y vais demain.

On the other hand, lui, although it is marked for dative
when it is cliticized, can also be a stressed (but not necessa-
rily emphatic) pronoun as in (51) when cliticization is impos-
sible, so that it seems to be more nominal than prepositional

in nature.

[

(51) a. Je rends ces lettres d vous et a lui (Vigny).
b. Un paquet & lui adressé
¢. Clest lui qui me 1'a dit.
d. On n'admire que lui.
e. Racine était contre lui.
f. Cela lui fera plaisir, a lui.
g. Paul et lui sont de bons amis.

Vergnaud (1974) also provides two tests that show that some
indirect objects in French are NPs rather than PPs. The first
test shows that while objects of prepositions can be conjoined,
this is not the case for objects of dative prepositions, which
indicates that dative & is more like a clitic on the noun than
a proposition that creates a PP.

(52) a. ¥Ils ont parlé 3 Marie et le directeur.

b. Ils se sont assis sur la table et les chaises.
c. Ile ont pensé d Marie et le directeur.

The second test has to do with the fact that conjoined PPs
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cannot be heads of relative clauses, whereas conjoined NPs can

be.

(53) a. Il a parlé a 1l'homme et & la femme qui se sont ren-
contrés hier.
b. Il a vu l'homme et la femme qui se sont rencontrés hier.
c. #I1 a compté sur l'homme et sur la femme qui se con-
naissaient.
d. #I1 a pensé 3 l'homme et 4 la femme qui se connaissaient.
So considering that the clitic corresponding to the a-phrase
of verbs like penser has a prepositional nature, whereas the cli-
tic corresponding to the dative d-phrase has a pronominal nature,
Plus the facts presented in (52)-(53), we expect the d of pen-
ser to be present throughout the derivation, whereas the dative
4 is probably inserted late in the derivation possibly only in
PF. The prediction with respect to reflexivization, therefore,
is that it should be subject to erratic variations with the pen-
ser-j type, but that the dative 3 type should be a core case of
anaphoric structural relation, so that a reflexive should be ok~
ligatory in this case. This prediction is borne out as we can

see by the contrast between the sentences in (54) and (55).8

(54) Dpative a
a. Pierre s'est donné des coups.

b. %Pierre a donné des coups a4 lui.
c. #Pierre lui a donné des coups.

(55) Non-dative &

a. Pierre pense 4 lui/#lui-méme avant de penser aux autres.

b. Pierre s'intéresse seulement & lui/lui-méme.
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In the constructions with a dative d-phrase like in (54),
the reflexive is obligatory, whereas in the non-dative a-phrase
constructions like (55), the choice between a reflexive and a
pronominal form is subiect to conditions like those put forth
by Zribi-Hertz (1981). So if we now reconsider the sentence in

(47b) given here as (56),

(56) Victor est content de lui-méme/lui.

we see that the erratic choice of NP form can be explained by
the fact that the dummy Case marker de here is presert through-
Oout the derivation so that the NP is in a PP throughout the de-~
rivation, hence not in a core anaphoric reldtion with the sub-
Ject victor.

What we have seen so far is that reflexives are obligato-
ry in the underlined positions in(57).

(57) Obligatory reflexives:

a. N, [, V NP, ]

b. NP [ X J,, P# NP.]] (i) where P#= dummy P Case
i xp PP —1 assigner in NPs, APs,
dative in French.

Another construction that seems to be part of the core ana-
phoric structures is a construction where Reanalysis has applied,
(cf. Hornstein & Weinberg (1981), Reimsdijk (1978), Rothstein
(1981)). Recall that sentences like (58), anaphoric forms are
obligatory.

(58) a. They spoke to each other/themselves/#them.
b. They are sorry for each other/themselves/#them.
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There might be a functional explanation for why Reanaly-
8is is obligatory here. Since what one wants is a coreferen-
tial relation inside an S, and since the core reflexive relation
can be established after Reanalysis, it might force Reanalysis
to apply, thus allowing a contrast between coreferential and non-
coreferential relations in the sentence. If Reanalysis did not
apply, this contrast would be lost since a pronoun would be am-
biguous between a coreferential and a non-coreferential inter-
pretation.9

Since anaphoric forms are obligatory in constructions where

reanalysis has applied, we will add these to the core cases gi-

ven in (57).
(59) (57) ... (ii) where P® is reanalyzed with other material.

There are other facts that suggest that the reflexive forms
- €hat show up in constructions which are not the core reflexive
constructions as described in (59) are more like reflexive

forms functioning as pronouns than like true anaphors. For
example, some of these "false anaphors" can appear in construc-

tions where they do not have a syntactic antecedent, as in (60a),

and "false anaphors" can also appear in constructions where the
not

usual c-command relation between anaphor and antededent does/hold

as in (60b).
(60) a. Faith in yourself is important in this job. (F%ggg?

a'. This is a picture of myself/me which was taken years
ago. (Koster 1978b)

a''. Physicists like herself are rare. (Fiengo 1977)
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b. This is a book by John about himself.
b'. Pictures of himself amused him.
"False anaphors" also enter into pronominal constructions
like coordination: in these cases, there is variation across

languages, as expected.

(61) a. Tom believed that the paper had been written by Ann
and himself.

b. #Tom geloofde dat de paper was geschreven door Ann
en zichzelf.

"False anaphors" can also have more than one antecedent.

(62) Johni showed Maryj pictures of themselvesi+j/themi+j.

Similar facts are also presented in Helke (1970). For in-
stance, Helke shows that "false reflexives" differ from "true
reflexives®™ in that they can have multiple antecedents, as in

sentences like the rich girl showed her husband a picture of

themselves, and that they can violate the usual linear order

(1.e. hierarchical relation) of true reflexives, as in sen-

tences like that the picture of himself in the paper is ugly

enrages John. So the fact that reflexives form a heterogene-

ous class is well established (see Helke 1970, Koster 1978a,b,
among others). Furthermore, Ken Hale informs us (personal
communication) that many languages have only the core cases of
reflexives, and have no pronominal reflexives, so that in such
languages, there is a one-to-one correspondance between. the
morphological form reflexive and the type anaphor.

All of this suggests that "false anaphors" behave more like
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Pronouns than like true anaphors.10

There is one more fact that must be accounted for about the
pPosgibility of a reflexive relation between a subject and the
complements of a phrase: although proncuns inside PPs can be
coreferential with the subject, this is never possible for a

clitic PP (or any non-reflexive clitic).11

(63) a. Jean a parlé de lui.
a'.+Jean en parle.
b. Jean pense 3@ lui (avant de penser aux autres).
b'.+Jean y pense.

Chomsky (1981a) suggests that, in languages that allow
cliticization, it might be the case that it is clitics rather
than full pronouns which fall under condition B of the binding
theory. This would explain the contrasts shown in (63). How-
ever, when Chomsky (1981a) later takes into account the facts
about pronouns and reflexives in PPs, he concludes that any
structural argument seems to be doubtful.

In our analysis, reflexives are obligatory when the rela-
tion between the subject and the bound position is direct, in
the sense that there is no structural PP node intervening at the
relevant level (cf. (59)). The corollary of this is that pro-
nouns coreferential with the subject are barred from such posi-
tions where direct binding can be established. Consider the

S-structure of (63a'), given in (64).



81

o0 "’,///’§\\\\\\\
P VP
\' PPi
Jean eni-parle ey

In (64), the relation between Jean and PP, is direct, in

i
the same sense described above, since Jean binds the PP itself.
So Jedn and PPi cannot be coreferential. The same conclusion

holds if one considers that it is en rather than PP, that is

bound here. Note that one could not appeal to a condition that
would block coindexing of NPs and PPs, since such a relation is

possible in configurations where the generalization in (59) is

not contradicted.

(65) Jeani aime Mariej et ili enj parle souvent.

So the fact that clitics cannot be coreferential with the
Subject falls into the generalization in (59). There is no
difference in the operation of the binding theory between lan-

guages that allow cliticization and languages that do not: the
binding theory 3pplies in:the same way to the core cases des-

cribed in (59), and PPs are opaque in both-- types of languages.
The only difference is that clitics are always in a direct rela-
tion with the subject since no PP node intervenes between the
two. So clitics are not like English pronouns in general, but
like English pronouns in object position. .

So far, we have looked at two of the three positions where

a lexical NP can appear and the possibility of having anaphors
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in such positions: the object position of a verb, and the ob-
ject position of a preposition. There is a third position where
a lexical anaphor could potentially appear as far as Case re-
quirements are concerned: in some subject positions. We now
turn to the task of determining which, if any, of the subject
positions are core positions for anaphoric elements, i.e. positions
where we can find only truly anaphoric phrases, and no pronouns.
Consider the following phrases.
(66) a. They read [, their books])

b. They read [y, each other's books]

In (66), we see that both pronouns and reciprocals can ap-
Pear in the subject position of a NP. Reflexives are not possi-
ble in such position, but it might be due to morphological fac-
tors: genitive Case might be incompatible with reflexive mor-
phology. One could make an argument in favor of the view that
these positions are in fact accessible for reflexivization but
that this morphological constraint forces the use of a pronoun,
thus supporting an analysis where most of the positions that we
have discussnd so far are in fact possible positions for ana-
phors and that pronouns are marked cases. This attitude is the
opposite of the one that we are taking, as we have mentioned

earlier. This would explain why each other is possible in (66b).

But it would be at a loss to explain why the accidental clash
between reflexive and genitive morphology is pervasive in lan-
guages. Surely one would not want to make the ad hoc claim that
such a condition on reflexive and genitive morphology is univer-

sal.
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On the other hand, if we say that the subject position of
an NP is opaQue, then we must explain the possibility of having
each other in (66b). Intuitively, we say that each other is an

anaphor because it must be linked to another element in the sen-

tence. So let us define an anaphor very generally as in (67).
(67) Anaphor = an element requiring an antecedent.

What we must then determine is what creates this dependen-
cy of anaphors on an antecedent. We have already proposed that
reflexives must have an antecedent in order to get an R-index
to satisfy the prirciple of Denotability. We will assume that
reciprocals must have an antecedent for a different reason: -
along the lines of an analysis by A. Belletti (personal communi-
cation), we will assume that some element of a reciprocal must
be moved by an LF rule of each movement to the antecedent for
the reciprocal to be properly interpreted at LF. We already
know that each is subject to such a rule in a sentence like

(68) .
(68) The diplomats were assigned one interpreter each.
Furthermore, there are languages like French where the re-

ciprocal can actually be separated into its two elements which

then occupy two 6-positions, as in (69b).

(69) a. Ils doutent les uns des autres.

b. Les uns doutent des autres. (reciprocal or distribu-
tive)

If a reciprocal is linked to its antecedent by an LF rule

of each movement, then we have an explanation for the fact that
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each other is possible in an opaque position in (66b): this po-

sition might be opaque for grammatical binding, which is the
process that relates an anaphor to its antecedent (and which
we will make more precise shortly); but each movement is a rule

that is clause bound, so that it can link they and each other

in (66b) since they are in the same S. Assuming this analys.s
to be on the right track, we consider that the subject of an NP
is not a position accessible by grammatical binding, i.e. not

a possible position for an anaphoric reflexive form.12

Another reason to distinguish between the way in which a
reflexive and the way in which a reciprocal is linked to its an-
tecedent is that reciprocals can appear in some PPs where re-
flexives are impossible.

(70) a. #They saw snakes near themselves.
b. They saw snakes near them.
c. They saw snakes near each other.

The facts in (70) also show that an analysis of the distri-
bution of anaphors and pronouns in such constructions cannot be
derived from the binding theory by simply positing a PRO in the
structure which creates an opaque domain. So, for example, in
such an analysis, the contrast between (70b) and (70c) could
be due to the presence of a PRO in the former but not in the
latter, as in (71a) and (71b) respectively.

PRO near them]
near each other]

(71) a. They saw snakes rPP

b. They saw snakes |pp
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But then there is no explanation as for why this option of
not inserting a PRO in the structure is not available for a re-
flexive as in (70a). So again, it seems that the distribution
of reflexives and pronouns in PPs cannot be determined on struc-
tural grounds (except in cases of reanalysis and dummy Ps, where
a reflexive form is obligatory: but then there is no PP at the
relevant level as we saw above).

Note that given an analysis as in Chomsky (1981a) where the
distribution of PRO is dependent on government, and given the
notion of government of Aoun and Sportiche adopted by Chomsky
(1981a), PRO wcald not be possible in (71a) anyhow for theory
internal reasons: the PRO would be governed by the P. This
would also hold for picture phrases, where the N would govern
the subj:ct position. Turthermore, chat EC could not be a trace
since movement is generally impossible from that position, and
there would be no antecedent available for the trace. Finally,
the EC could not be a pro, the pure pronominal EC of Chomsky
(1981b) , since the dlstribution of this element seems to be
dependent on features of iINFL in that analysis, and such fea-
tures are not available fcr pro in these positions.

Consider the ser’.ences in (72).

(72) a. They thought [§ that they/#themselves/%each other

would come]
b. They want [z for each other/?themselves/#them to win]

b'.?#They would be happy [§ for each other/themselves
‘ to win]
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c. They believe [, each other/themselves/#them to be
intelligent]

In (72a), we see that the subject of a tensed clause is
not accessible by grammatical binding.13

In (72b) and (72b'), we see that for subjects in infini-
tives are generally not accessitle by grammatical binding, ex-
cept for the want-type verbs which are marginally better.

Some speakers accept sentences like (72b'), others, like Chom-
sky, for example, consider them "marginal at best". So we will
consider these not to be core anaphoric structures. (We will
return to the analysis of want in Chapters 3 and 5.)

Finally, in (72b) and (72b'), we have an instance of an
Exceptional Case Marking (ECM) construction. 1In this type of
construction, we will assume with Chomsky (1980, 1981a) that
Case is assigned to the embedded subject by the matrix verb be-

cause "S-deletion" has taken place, so that the S-structure of

(72¢) is (73).
(73) They believe [S each other/themselves to be intelligent]

The subject position of the infinitive in (73) is a posi-
tion where a reflexive is obligatory if coreference is intended,

as we can see in (74).
(74) #They believe [, them to be intelligent]

So we will consider the subject position in an ECM con-
struction to be a core anaphoric position. Note that this is

the only Case-marked subject position to be a core anaphoric
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position: the subject of an NP (cf. (66)), the subject of a
tensed clause (cf. (72a)) and the subject of a for infiniti-
Ve (cf. (72b,b')) are all non-accessible by grammatical bin-
ding.

We are now in a position to deicrmine what grammatical
binding is. The core structures where we assume grammatical
binding to apply are those described in (59), with the addition
of the ECM constructions that we have just seen. Those are
the structures in which a reflexive form is obligatory, and a
coreferent pronoun is impossible. These structures are given

in (75), with respective examples in (76).

(75) a. NP, EVPV NP[i] : ]
b. NP .o P+ NP e (where P# = a dummy
i *%p PP 1 Case assigner not pre-
sent at relevant level
or reanalyzed P)
c. NP, V [ NP, ...]

(76) a. John shaved himself/#him.

b. [A man's destruction of himself/shim] is always sad
to see.

b'. Ronald is proud of himself/shim.
b''.They spoke to themselves/#them.

c. John believes [ himself/shim to be intelligent]

The generalization that emerges from (75) is that grammati-
cal binding holds between an antecedent and an anaphoric reflex-
ive only in structures where no maximal expansion intervenes
between them. For example, in (76a), we assume VP not to be a
maximal expansion, as we have already stated in Chapter 1. 1In

(76b) and (76b'), the PP node does not count as a maximal expan-
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sion because the P+ is not present at the relevant level: for
example, one could say that the P+ is inserted only at PF, so
that there is no PP in the syntax. In (76b''), reanalysis
has applied, so that there is no PP node at the relevant level.
Finally, in (76c¢c), S has been delated, so that again no maxi-
mal expansion intervenes between the two NPs.

We already have a type of relation in the grammar which
holds only where no maximal expansion breaks the relation.
This relation, for which there is very strong independent mo-
tivation, is the notion of government presented in Chapter 1
and repeated here as (77).

(77) Government
In the structure [ ... B ... @ ...B ...],

a governs 8 if and only if
(1) o is an immediate constituent of y

(ii) where Yy is a maximal projection, if y dominates g,
then Y dominates a.

(where maximal projections are NP, PP, AP, s (=Vmax))

In all of the structures in (75), the binder governs the
bindee. This indicates that the notion of government plays a
crucial role in binding and must be iacorporated in the defini-
tion of binding as in (78).

14

(78) Binding
a binds B if and only if

o governs B and o assigns its R-index to §.

The formulation of Binding in (78) has immediate consequen-
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Ces on the relation between an antecedent and an anaphor. The
relation will be very local because of the government require-
ment; this requirement of government will also force a special
structural relation to be established between the two elements.
Binding will force the antecedent to be unique since it cannot
apply twice to the same element: it assigns indices only to NPs
that do not already have one; so if it applies once, it cannot
reapply because the NP now has an index. Finally, the principle
of Denotability will force the relation to be obligatory, or
else the anaphor would lack a crucial property in the mapping
from LF to domain D, i.e. an R-index, and thus would be uninter-
pretable.
2.2.3.4. Summary.

To sum up section 2.2.3., we have seen how the requirements
of the principle of Denotability are met by the three different
manifestations of a lexical NP. A name lias an R-index and F-
features intrinsically. A prcnoun can freely pick any k-index
at S-structure, and it must agree in F-features with the name
of which it picked up the R-index. A lexical anaphor has no
inherent R-index; it gets one from an antecedent that Binds it
in the sense of (78), and it must a¢.ee in F-features with its
antecedent. In both cases of pronoun and anapnor, agreement
is determined by the principle of Agreement (16).

2.2.4 The principle of Denotability and [Npe].

In this section, we will'see how an EC meets the require-
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ments of the principle of Denotability. We have seen that a NP
must ﬁave two properties to satisfy the principle of Denotabili-
ty: it must have an R-index, and it must have F-features.
2.2.4.1. Assignment of R-indices.

First, consider how EC gets an R-index in Chomsky (1981a).
There are three different ways in which an EC gets its R-index.
In the first case, the EC gets its R-index from an antecedent
to which it is related by the rule of move a: this is the case
of NP trace and WH trace. The second case is that of pro in
Pro Drop languages: this pro has its own index, but it must ob-
ligatorily agree with AGR. The third case is PRO in infinitives:
it gets its R-index by the theory of control which either relates
PRO to an antecedent, or assigns it the R-index arbitrary. Let
us look at these three cases in turn. We will give a very gene-
ral outline of the analysis of these cases in this section and
we will return to each of them in a more detailed analysis in
Chapters 3, 4, and 5.

Consider ECs that get their R-index from an antecedent to
which they are related by move o. We already have an instance
of this type of obligatory relation to an antecedent in order
to get an R-index which is independently motivated in the gram-
mar: it is the relation between an antecedent and an anaphor
which is mediated by Binding. In line with our commitment to
have general principles that apply to categories, regardless of
whether they are lexical or not, we will assume that Binding as

described in (78) is the relation that holds between a trace and
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its antecedent, unless serious difficulties force us to adopt
a weaker position.

In the case of pro, we can assume that the agreement with
AGR depends on the same factors cn which the agreement of other
nominal elements depends, since these are independently moti-
vated in the grammar. So we can assume that AGR is a nominal
element that has an R-index, and that it is the identity of R-
index between pro and AGR that triggers the agreement. The fact
that this agreement is obligatory indicates that the indexing
between pro and AGR is obligatory: again, this looks a lot like

the relation between an antecedent and an ar.aphor which is me-
diated by Binding, so we will assume that Bianding is operative
in this case, too.

As for PRO, we see that the assignment of an R-index to it
is not dealt with in a uaiform fashion in Chomsky (1981a). We
could assume that at least some cases where PRO gets its R-index
from an antecedent fall along the lines of the analysis for the
other ECs above: some instances of PRO are likely to be related
to an antecedent by Binding. However, this cannot be the case

for PRO for example, since it does not have an antecedent.

arb’

But we will see that this problem is just apparent, and that
arbitrary PRO and "long distance control" PRO are strictly pro-
nominal, not anaphoric.

This analysis of how ECs get their R-indices assumes a

slightly different indexing procedure than the one presented in
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Chapter 1. There, we suggested that all A-positions get an R-
index at D-structure, relating this indexing to the assignment
of a 6-role by inserting the R-index of a complement into the
6-grid of the head of the phrase, as propused by Stowell (1981a).
The procedure that we are now assuming is that names and quan-
tified phrases index their A-position by being inserted in such
a position at D-structure. Other A-positions, i.e. positions
where pronouns or anaphors have been inserted, which do not get
an R-index at D-structure by lexical insertion, either get one
by binding from an antecedent when they are in the right confi-
guration, or are freely indexed at S-structure. This free in-~
dexing of A-positions at S-structure is similar to the index-
ing procedure proposed in Chomsky (1981b) for all A-positions.
So we have a hybrid indexing procedure: we assume Chomsky's
(1981b) free indexing nf A-positioans at S-structure, but only
for those A-positions which were not provided with an R-index
previously in the derivation, either by insertion of material
bearing an R-index, or by Binding. So A-positions where names
and quantified phrases are inserted get an R-index at D-struc-
ture (79a); lexical anaphors get an R-index at D-structure by
Binding (79b), or after application of move o by Binding if
Passive applied in an ECM construction for example (79b'); pro
gets an R-index at S~structure by Binding by AGR, which itself
is freely indexed at S-structure (79c); trace gets an R-index
at the application of move a by Binding by its antecedent (724d);

PRO can get an R-index at D-structure by Binding by an antece-
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dent (79e), or after move o by Binding by an antecedent when it
is moved in subject position (by raising or passive) (79%9e');
or PRO is freely assigned an R-index at S-structure, this PRO
being coreferential with other NPs in the sentence (79f) or free
in reference (79g); this free assignment of R-index at S-struc-
ture also covers the case of lexical pronouns (79h) and "false

anaphors" (791i).

(79) a. John, said that everyonej was happy.

b. Johnishaved himselfi.

b'. John believes himselfi to have been cheated t.

C. Pproy mangiai le mele.

d. Billi was seen ti at the movies.

e. Johni tried PROi to leave on time.

e'. Johni tried PROi to be allowed ti at the meeting.

f. Johni said that it would be difficult PR.Oi to feed
himselfi.

g. dJohn said that it would be difficult PROi to feed
oneselfi.

h. Hei said that hei/j would come.

i. John, said that a picture of himi/himself

i was hanging

ion the wall.

One distinctive feature of the hybrid indexing procedure
adopted here is that the two manners of indexing differ in the
relation that is egtablished between the coindexed elements.
The free indexing »rocedure is a symmetric indexing, whereas
indexing by Binding is an agymmetric indexing. One conseguence
of this difference will be that symmetric indexing allows more
than one antecedent for a given NP, whereas asymmetric indexing

is restricted to only one antecedent. So this difference in
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the possible number of antecedents can also be used as a clue
to determine what kind of indexing is at stake. There is also
a structural relation, namely that of government (cf. (78))
which is present in Binding but not in free indexing, this
structural relation creating a locality condition on Binding
which is not found in free indexing. Furthermore, Binding by
an antecedent of an NP lacking an R-index is obligatory, where-
as free indexing can assign any index to an NP, including one
not previously assigned in the sentence. So the relation of
Binding between an antecedent and an anaphor explains why these
core antecedent-anaphor relation have the four basic properties
that we saw in 2.2.3.3 when a reflexive is obligatory: 1° obli-
gatoriness of the antecedent; 2° a one-to-one relation; 3° lo-
cality of the relation; 4° a structural condition on the relation.

What goes on in the indexing procedure is that once the nar-
row procedures of indexing because of lexical specifications
(names and Q-phrases) and indexing by Binding have taken place,
then the NPs left without an index get one by an Elsewhere assign-
ment of index, namely free indexing at S-structure. So this pro-
vides us with a simple and comceptually attractive indexing pro-
cedure.
2.2.4.2. F-features and the EC

The second thing that we must determine is how and when the
EC gets its F-features. We must assume that ECs have F-features
since they are required by the principle of Denotability. 1In

Chomsky (1981a) and current analyses in GB, it is also assumed



95
that the EC has F-features. Thus in GB, if the F-features are
ba s e-generated without a corresponding phonological matrix,
then the EC is PRO if it is ungoverned, pro if it is governed.
If the F-features are left behind by move o, then the EC is
a trace; if the trace is locally A-bound, it is a variable, and
if not, it is an anaphor (NP trace).

So we see that some ECs get their F-features at D-struc-
ture (PRO and pro), but others (traces) get them at S-structure,
Since the traces were created by move a and so were not present
in D-structure. The fact that all ECs have F-features gives
empirical support to the claim that there is only one EC, as no-
ted in Chomsky (1981a). We can see in (80) that the four mani-
festations of the EC agree with other elements.

(80) a. John seems t to be proud of himself. (NP trace)
b. Who [t saw himself in the mirror] (variable)
c. John tried [PRO to shave himself] (PRO)
d. pro se vede (pro)

We now have an answer as to where and how ECs get their
F-features in GB. But notice that this approach to the F-fea-
tures of ECs is dependent on what the theory of agreement is
and where it applies. However, no explicit theory of agreement
is given in Chomsky (1981a), where the above argument is pre-
sented. From the places in the derivation where Chomsky (1981a)
assumes that ECs get their F-features, we could infer that a-

greement applies at S-structure, or at PF, or at LF, if, as
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what seems to be assumed by Chomsky (1981a), agreement is check-
ing that the features of coindexed elements match. 1In fact, a-
greement could be said to apply "when possible”, so that it could
apply at all levels, including D-structure.

In our analysis, we will assume that the how of agreement
is determined by the principle of Agreement already stated in
(16) (repeated here as (81)).

(81) Agreement:
o assigns (redundantly) its F-features to 8 if o and g
have the same R-index.

As for when agreement applies, it will be dependent on
our answer to the question "Do ECs have F-features?". If one
assumes a model of grammar where what goes on in LF is "invisi-
ble" to what goes on in PF, and vice versa, then one expects
the answer to the question "Do ECs have F-features or not?"
not to be yes or no, but yes and no, that is, that ECs have
F-features at LF but not at PF. The/iﬁgt an NP must have F-fea-
tures at least at LF comes from the principle of Denotability.
But if an NP could be assigned F-features by some operation at
LF only, then this NP might not have F-features at all before
LF since it could meet the requirements of the principle of
Denotability anyhow. So an EC could be inserted in D-structure
withcut any F-features and be assigned F—features at LF only.
This we will call the complementary approach to ECs.

If the principle of Agreement is responsible for checking

and assignment of F-features, then the complementary approach
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to ECs implies that Agreement takes place on the LF side of the
grammar. But we have already seen in dealing with the facts
about agreement of deictic pronouns in (12-13) thac this is in-
dependently motivated. So let us assume that Agreement takes
place only on the LF side of the grammar.15

The derivation of an EC is now the following. The EC is
either generated directly in the base (PRO, pro), or it is cre-
ated by move a. In both cases, the EC has no F-features and no
R-index. 1In order to satisfy the principle of Denotability on
the LF side of the grammar, the EC must be provided with F-
features and an R-index. If the EC has an antecedent which
binds it, then it has the R-index of this antecedent by Binding,
and hence it is amsigned the F-features of its antecedent by
Agreement. Another possibility for-the EC is to be simply core-
ferentizl with some NP bearing F-features: in this case, the EC
is not bound by the NP bearing F-features in the sense of (78),
it is only picking its F-features from an NP with which it was
randomly coindexed at S-structure. A last possibility is for
the EC not to be bound to nor coreferential with any NP, in
which case the EC would have no F-features at all. There is
such an EC, namely what is referred to 1s PRoarb’ which is sim-
Ply assigned an index at S-structure that is ;;; coreferential
with any other NP in the sentence: PRoarb is essentially "free
PRO". We return to the case of PRoarb—;;ortly. But first, let
us look at the consequences of adop;I;g the complementary ap-

proach to ECs on the analysis of these ECs.
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2.2.4.3. Consequences of the complementary apprcach to ECs.

The complewnentary approach to ECs has a direct ccnsequence
on the distribution of ECs. First, consider how the distribu-
ticn of NPs is determined in Chomsky (1981a,b) and other work
in the GB framework. The distribution of lexical NPs is depen-
dent on Case assignment: a lexical NP must bear Case (oxr have
its Case checked) to satisfy the Case Filter at PF (or to sa-
tisfy the visibility condition at LF if the Case Filter is de-
rived from this condition). However, Case assignment has no
explicit bearing on the distribution of ECs in general in GB.
ECs may have Case or not: it is assumed that variables and pro
have Case, but that NP trace and PRC do not have Case.16 The
distribution of ECs in GB depends on three distinct components
of the grammar, as we have already mentioned: ECP, control the-
ory, and the Pro Drop condition. These components all have the
property of allowing in some way to recover the content of the
EC. So they can determine where an EC may appear, but they do
not determine where the NP must be empty. This is implicitly
determined by Case theory for PRO and NP trace since no Case is
assigned to the positions where such ECs occur, and therefore
no lexical NP could appear there. With WH-traces and pro, the
explanation is different since in GB, these positions where WH-
trace and pro can occur are Case marked. The reason given as
for why a language will have a WH-trace rather than a resumptive
pronoun is that the language will be specified in some way as

having a resumptive pronoun strategy or not, or, in other woids,
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whether the language has a rule spelling out Case or not: so
there is an indirect connection with Case here. As for pro,
Chomsky (1981b) says that its distribution depends on whether
a language has such an element in its lexicon or not, subject
to recoverability of its content by a "rich enough" inflection
on the verb: so there are no clear reasons why pro should have
Case or not in this analysis.

Consider now the following idea of Jaeggli (1381). Jaeggli
proposes to account for the distribtion of PRO vs lexical pro-
nouns with a statement, given informaily here, to the eifect
that PRO is pronounced if it has Case and is C-governed (i.e.
governed structurally by an x°) . Suppose that we extend this
idea to all the manifestations of the EC in the following way:
an EC will be pronounced, i.e. i:vical, if it has Case. And
let us generalize this to all features that might have a morpho-
logical realization in PF: lexicalization of the NP will there-
fore be obligatory if the NP bears any morphological features
at PF. This can be stated as in (82).

(82) Principle of Lexicalization
A noun N will be lexicalized if and only if y-features
are present in the entry of N at PF, where y = person,
number, gender, Case.

Informally, what this principle says is that a lexical noun
must have all y-features at PF, i.e. person, number, gender,
Case, whereas a non-lexical noun, i.e. an empty category, must

not have any of these fesatures at PF. The Principle of Lexical-
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ization will account for the distribution of lexical and empty
NPs. First, we have seen that lexical NPs all have F-features
since they can directly satisfy the Principle of Denotability
at LF: so by the biconditional of (82), they will be forced to
have Case also. Thus we trivially derive the Case Filter. Now
consider the different manifestations of the EC. PRO and NP
trace do not have Case; neither do they have F-features at PF
since we now assume that they are assigned these features by
agreement with their antecedent. on the LF side of thé grammar;
so ExO and NP trace are not lexicalized since they do not have
any y-features at PF as required by (82) for an N to be an EC.
As for pro, we will show in Chapter 4 that it is a property of
Pro Drop languages that the subject of a tensed clause may be
Caseless at PF; and pro gets its F-features by agreement with
AGR at LF, so that pro has no "visible" feature at PF and is
not pronounced. Note that if the inflection of the verb could
not provide all of the F-features to pro on the LF side of the
grammar, then pro would have to be provided with the missing
feature(9d before LF in order to meet the requirements of the prin-
ciple of Denotability, i.e. at S- or D-structure; hence pro
would have "visible" features on the PF side of the grammar:
since an N with one or more of the y-features in PF cannot be
an empty category by (82), it would have to be lexical in order
for the missing feature(s) to be provided, hence it would have
all y-features. We return to the details of such cases in Chap-

ter 4. Finally, WH-trace, we assume, does not have Case, but
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the Case is absorbed by the WH-phrase itself; since the WH-
trace also gets its F-features from its antecedent by Agree-
ment at LF, it has no y-features at PF and so is not pronounced.
If the Case is not absorbed by the WH-phrase, then the trace is
lexicalized as a resumptive prconoun since, havdng at least one
y-feature, the N cannot be an empty category, hence must be le-
xical and have all yYy-features by (82). (We return to the cases
of resumptive pronouns and to the facts of contraction like

want to/wanna in Chapter 3.)

So we see that the principle of Lexicalization, which is
a very general principle applying to the category N, gives us
the distribution of lexical NPs and empty NPs if we assume the
complementary approach to ECs. The principles introduced so

far fit into the model of the grammar as in (83).
(83) . D-structure

S-structure

PF LF
Principle of Lexicalization Principle of Denotability
l (82) \\\$ (15)
Surface structure Domain D

Binding is not placed anywhere in (83) because we assume
that it applies whenever it can, that is, whenever an NP is
without an R-index and that NP is governed by an R-index bearing

NP, then a Binding relation is established between the two NPs.17
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Note that the principles in (83) never have to refer spe-
cifically tc EC: they are all stated on NPs or N for (82).
This is clear for the principle of Lexicalization and the prin-
ciple of Denotability. Agreement also applies to all Ns for
which it is relevant, regardless of whether they are lexical or
not: so lexical pronouns, lexical anaphors and ECs are all sub-
ject to Agreement (so are attributive names of the class like

gardien/gardienne, travailleur/travailleuse, etc. in French).

Similarly, Binding applies to all NPs for which it is relevant,
i.e. NPs with no R-index, regardless of whether they are lexical
or not: so lexical anaphors and ECs are all subject to Binding.

The general requirements to have an EC are the following:
the NP must not have y-features at PF, but it must have F-fea-
tures at LF.

The complementary approach to ECs has the direct consequence
that it ailows the formulation of a general principle of Lexical-
ization, and thus accounts for the distribution of lexical and
empty NPs. The complementary approach to ECs also has for indi-
rect consequence that, by interacting with the other components
of the grammar in (83), the principle of Lexicalization allows
all the statements that refer specifically to an EC to be elimi-
nated from the grammar.

First consider the Case Filter, which applies only to le-
xical NPs and so should be eliminated from the grammar accor-
ding to our general methodological approach. The effects of

the Case Filter are essentially covered by the principle of Le-



103
Xicalization. As for the visibility condition (1 (24)), repeat-
ed here as (84), from which the effects or the Case Filter are
derived in Chomsky (1981a), it must also be eliminated from the
grammar, according to our hypothesis, since it refers specifical-
ly to an EC, namely PRO, which is singled out.
(84) A chain can be 0-marked in LF if it has Case or is headed

by PRO.

There are two ways to be "visible" in LF according to (84).
Consider the first one which says that Case makes a chain visi-
ble. 1In our approach, it is the Principle of Denotability which
wWill determine if an NP can denote in Domain D, hence bear a
8-role. If an NP has Case, by the Principle of Lexicalization
it will also have F-features, and it will be headed by a lexical
N. Lexical Ns either have an irherent R-index, i.e. names and
quantified phrases, or they get one by Binding, i.e. anaphors,
or they are freely assigned one at S-structure, i.e. pronominals.
So any NP with Case will have an R-index and F-features, as re-
quired by the principle of Denotability. If such an NP is in
a chain, then the chain can bear a 6-role since the position in
the chain where the 6-role is assigned will either be filled by
the lexical NP itself, or by an EC bound to the lexical NP, hence
an EC having the appropriate features to bear a 6-role.

The second possibility of being "visible" at LF is by being
PRO. Although PRO does not transmit a 6-role to a lexical NP
like trace does, it can nevertheless be bound by a lexical NP

or be coreferential with a lexical NP, so that it has its R-



104
index either by Binding or free indexing at S-structure, and
dets its F-features by agreeing with its antecedent. So PRO
also meets the requirements of the principle of Denotability
(we return shortly to PROarb). Therefore, we see that the ef-
fects of the condition of-;zsibility are derivable from the
interaction of the components in (83) (see the discussion of
the condition of visibility in 3.3.2.4.).

Next, consider the three recoverability mechanisms propo-
sed in GB. The ECP can be derived in the following way: in or-
der for a trace to denote in domain D, and hence to bear a
8-role, it must satisfy the principle of Denotability; so a
trace must have an R-index and F-features, like any NP. If
we assume that a trace -gets its R-index and its F-features by
being bound by its antecedent and agreeing with it, then we de-
rive the ECP since Binding involves government. We will see in
Chapter 3 that, assuming that VP is not the maximal expansion
of Vv and that Binding is as in (78), then the ECP as a recovera-
bility condition is totally recoverable since clause (ii) of the
ECP, i.e. government by an antecedent, can cover all of the ca-
ses: it reduces in fact to proper Binding. Clause (i), i.e.
government by a lexical head, appears to be part of Proper Go-
vernment because lexical government is necessary for a trace in
some positions for reasons that are not relevant to the "proper
identification" of the trace: such a trace must be lexically go-

verned to receive a 6-role, so that lexical government is an ac-
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cidental property of Proper Government. As for successive cy-
Clicity, it will be an iteration of the Binding relation. The
details of the operations involved will be the topic of Chap-
ter 3.

The Pro Drop condition requires that pro be linked to a
"rich enough" AGR. If we assume that there is a Binding relation
which is established between pro and AGR, then the F-features
of pro will necessarily be those of AGR, since pro and AGR will
share the same R-index. If AGR lacks some feature(s) required
by the principle of Denotability, then the feature(s) will have
to be specified by pro itself: but then, by the principle of
Lexicalization, pro will have to be pronounced. Thus we derive
the effects of the Pro Drop condition, which states that a
"missing subject" is possible only if AGR is rich enough. We
will see in Chapter 4 that some languages can have Pro Drop in-
dependently from the richness of AGR because of other ways which
they have to provide the proper F-features to pro, thus support-
ing our analysis of the Pro Drop phenomenon, and hence the com-
plementary approach to ECs.

Control theory assigns an antecedent to PRO. We will see
in Chapter 5 that this is not a uniform process, but rather that
assignment of an antecedent can be dcne locally by Binding, and
that "long distance" control is also possible when PRO is rela-
ted to an NP by free indexing at S-structure rather than by Bin-
ding. The R-index and F-features of PRO being rrovided in these

manners, the requirements of the principle of Denctability are
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therefore met, and this part of control theory is derived from
the components in (83). The case of PROarb is slightly differ-
ent since it has no antecedent. But bef;;; turning to the ana-
lysis of PRoarb’ we must discuss a redundancy that we have in-
troduced in ;;; grammar, since it is directly relevant to the
analysis of PROEEE'

Consider the principle of Denotability: it states that both
an R-index and F-features are necessary to denote in domain D.
But we have another mechanism operating in the grammar that al-
so deals with R-indices and F-features: Agreement, which is a
well-formedness condition on coindexed nominal elements.18 In
fact, Agreement is even stronger than that since, as we have
seen in (12)-(13), deictic pronouns must "agree" with elements
that might never be actually mentioned in the discourse. Sup-
pose that we say that objects in domain D have an inherent R-
index in some sense: then we could assume that agreement gener-
alizes in a straightforward fashion to these cases.19 But then
the part of the principle of Denotability that refers to F-fea-
tures can be derived in the following way. We assume that ob-
jects in domain D are marked for F-features in some sense, so
that names have inherent F-features. Pronouns, lexical anaphors
and ECs have F-features because they have an R-index, and so they
agree with the name which has the same R-index, whether the a-
greement is syntactic or pragmatic, as in the case of deictic

pronouns. So by the very fact that the principle of Denotabil-

ity states that an R-index is required for an NP to denote, it
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implies, given Agreement, that F-features will be specified for
such an NP. So the part of the principle of Denotability that
states that F-features are required is redundant since this is
already covered by Agreement. Furthermore, since to denote in
domain D basically means to be an argument, and since an argu-
ment must bear a 6-role according to the 6-criterion, what the
principle of Denotability amounts to is stating that some ele-
ment is an argument if and only if it has an R-index. And what
can be deduced from this is that 6-roles are assigned only to
elements that bear an R-index. This fits nicely with Stowell's
(1981a) claim that 6-roles are assigned by inserting the R-in-
dex of an NP in a 6-grid of some sort. So we can now revise
the principle of Denotability as in (85).

(85) Principle of Denotability II

An NP will denote an object in domain D if and only if

that NP has an R-index.

Given the assumption that Agreement takes place on the LF
Side of the grammar, then all of the results that we obtained
above still hold.

Having properly distributed its task to each component of
the grammar, we can now look into the case of PRO_ . with the

right perspective.20

PRoarb' as we have hinted at abowve, is
simply PRO that is free, ;;—[Npe]that is free for that matter.
This means that positions where PROarb appears are all positions
which are not accessible for Bindin;—gy an antecedent. The de-

tails of the reasons for why Binding is not possible in these
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cases will be given in Chapter 5. A PRO in such a position will
therefore be freely indexed at S-structure. The instances when
there will be a PRO with arbitrary interpretation in such a po-
Sition will be when the index assigned to PRO is not shared by
any other NP in the utterance. This means that PRO in such po-
sitions is always potentially ambiguous between a coreferential
and a free interpretation, depending possibly on pragmatic fac-
tors and factors of agreement with other elements, as can be
seen in (79f-g) above for example. These factors-will be exa-
mined in more detail in Chapter 5.

When PRO is not coreferential with any element, then that
means that Agreement applies vacuously, since there is no ele-
ment that has F-features for PRO to agree with. Consequently,

PRO has no F-features at LF according to our analysis. At

arb
first thought, this seems a bit curious, but then we now have

an explanation for why PROarb is interpreted as a variable-like

element, although it is not technically a variable, i.e. it is

not A-bound: having no F-features, PROarb can range over all the

individuals in domain D that can satisfy the predicate of which
PROarb is subject, regardless of the grammatical features asso-
ciazgg with these individuals.21

But then we must consider an argument put forth in Chomsky
(1981a) in favor of saying that ECs have F-features: this is the
fact that PROEEQ
dent since it does not have an antecedent, nevertheless must

, which cannot get its features from an antece-

have F-features since it agrees with a reflexive, for example.
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Furthermore, the features of PROarb vary from one language to
another: it is singular in Frenc;_;nd English, but plural in
Italian, for example. But unanalysed data tell us nothing about
what is going on. The argument that PRO has features depends
crucially on what one's theory of agreement is, and where it
applies. If the theory of agreement is that coindexed elements
must have matching features and that this theory applies at PF,
then the argument holds: PRO is going to have F-features all
along. But if we assume that agreement takes place at LF, then
PROEEE has no F-features at LF.

The question then is what are those features thatc show up
on the elements that agree with PROarb.
are the unmarked features of the la;;;age. Note that arbitrary

We propose that they

PRO is often used with reflexives that do not seem to have the
"normal" features of the language, these features often being
used only with PRO_ ,, or indefinite pronouns like on, chacun

in French, for example.

(86) [PRO to praise oneself] is a bad habit.

(87) [PRO parler de soi continuellement] est emmerdant pour
les autres.

In the case of Italian, Luigi Burzio points out to us (per-
sonal communication) that in sentences corresponding to (86) and
(87), PRO_ , seems to be picking a single indiViduél in domain
D, suggesgg;g that the plural marking on the reflexive is only

an unmarked feature of the language.

These peculiarities in the facts about agreement give em-
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pPirical support to our analysis of PROarb since the interpreta-
tion given to PRO does not necessarily—;;rrespond to the one ex-
pected by the features showing up on the coindexed elements.

We will also see in Chapter 5 that there are conceptual reasons
to favor this analysis since it predicts the distribution of

PRO without having to add any particular mechanism to the

arb
gra;;;r, contrary to analyses that incorporate a theory of con-
trol that specifically statas where PROarb can occur.
2.2.4.4. Summary. o

To recapitulate what we have seen in section 2.2.4., we
assume that Binding assigns an R-index to NPs that do not have
such an index and that it applies whenever it can. Names and
quantified phrases have an inherent R-index when they are in-
serted at D-structure, but lexical pronouns and anaphors, and
ECs do not have an inherent R-index. (We could assume that
names and Q-phrases do not have an inherent R-index but that
they must pick one freely, subject to a condition like condi-
tion C of the binding theory of Chomsky (1981a). We will dis-
cuss this topic in 2.3.) The principle of Denotability is as-
sumed to be a well-formedness condition on R-indices for argu-
ments, thch has for consequence that 6-roles are assigned only
to elements that bear an R-index. Agreement is a well-formed-
ness condition on the F-features of coindexed elements. The
interaction of these components results in a complementary ap-

proach to ECs which has for consequence that the realization

of an NP as a lexical NP or an EC can be simply predicted by
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the principle of Lexicalization. All of these components are
stated on NPs in jgeneral, and allow to derive the componeuts
of GB where specific reference is made to ECs only or, con-
versely, to lexical NPs only. Thus the complementary approach
to ECs is in line with the strong hypothesis that we have set
as our goal, that no statement in the grammar should ever re-
fer specifically only to ECs or to lexical NPs.

2.2.5 The partitioning of the EC.

We now turn to the different types of ECs that are mani-
fested in the grammar. The idea that there is only one EC with
different manifestations or types which are functionally deter-
mined was first presented in Chomsky (1981a). There, Chomsky
Observed that the types of ECs that he was proposing then vir-
tually exhausted the partitioning of the EC. Thus, an ungovern-
ed EC is PRO, and a governed category is trace, a variable if
Case-marked, an NP trace if not. This can hardly be accidental
as was observed by Chomsky, and one immediate explanation of
this fact is to assume that there is only one EC, and that its
different manifestations are determined functionally. Chomsky
(1981a) noted, however, that this partition was not perfectly
exhaustive since there remained the possibility of a governed
EC which would not be properly governed, as required by the ECP.

Chomsky (1981b) proposes to rethink the status of the EC
by consgidering principles A and B in the following way:

These principles identify two categories of expressions:
anaphors and pronominals. Principle (A) holds of anaphors,
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Principle (E) of pronominals. If the binding theory is
correct, then in the best of all possikle worlds we would
expect to find four categories of expressions:

(Chomsky 1981b, p. 44f)

(88) (i) (+anaphor, =-pronominal) overt anaphors and NP traces

(ii) (-anaphor, +pronominal) overt pronouns and pro

PRD

(iii) (+anaphovr, +pronominal)

(iv) (-anaphor, -pronominal) names, variables

There can be no lexical element falling under (iii), says
Chomsky, since it would have to be ungoverned this being derived
from the fact that a pronominal anaphor is subject to Principles
A and B, and hence could not get Case, thus violating the Case
Filter.22

Chomsky (1981b) assumes that the type of the occurrence of
an EC is determined by the grammatical properties of the struc-
ture in which the EC appears. We agree with this approach where
there is only one EC and its different types are functionally
determined. However, we disagree with Chomsky's partitioning:
we believe that the premise on which it is based, namely a bin-
ding theory with his principles A and B, is wrong as we will
see in 2.3. Furthermore, we do not see any convincing argument
to the effect that an element like a pronominal anaphor exists:
rather, PRO is either anaphoric or pronominal, and we will see
in Chapter 5 that there are empirical reasons to believe this,
as well as conceptual ones.

In our analysis, the prediction as to where an EC can ap-

pear is the following: an EC will be possible if it bears no
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y-features (as in (82)) when it reaches PF, and if it can be
assigned F-features on the LF side of the grammar in order not
to be lexicalized.

The consequences of adopting the complementary appreoach to
ECs with the components in (83) are interesting conceptually
since this allows to drop from the grammar statements that re-
fer specifically to ECs, thus strengthening the claim that the-
oretical entities like ECs exist since their existence is predic-
ted by general statements about NPs, like the principle of Deno-
tability, the principle of Lexicalization, Binding, Agreement,
which are independently needed for lexical anaphors, for example.
This move will ask for some technical revisions on the function-
ing of some components of the grammar, and some explanations
will be technically different, although not conceptually differ-
ent. For example, the distribution of PRO, one realization of
the EC, is dependent on whether a position is governed or not
in GB. 1In the present analysis, the distribution of PRO will
depend on a subcase of government, namely on Case, by the prin-
ciple of Lexicalization. Note, incidently, that all the differ-
ent realizations of EC will be dependent on Case and so will
all the different types of lexical NPs, thus providing a unified
account of the distribution of the EC and lexical NPs.

We assume, along the lines of Chomsky (1981a), that there
is only one EC and that when we use the terms NP trace, WH-trace,
PRO, QR-trace, pro, we are in fact referring to different func-

tional uses of the EC. We propose a partitioning of the EC that
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is also determined functionally since it depends on the nature
of the relation that the EC has with an antecedent and how it

is established in the grammar. The partition is given in (89).

(89) EC
+Bound W -Bound
A-bound A-bound -coref +coref
+more -move +move -moye
NP t Plo variable pro PRO, .}, PRO
(locally CLIT-e £== (non-locally
controlled) controlled)

The notions (+bound), (+ coreferential) are not intended to be
used as features in any way here, but only as descriptions of
functional relations. For example, (+ move) is simply to indi-
cate how the EC was created: by non-insertion of lexical mater-
ial, or by movement. Some examples of the elements in (89) are

given in (90).

(90) a. John seems t to be happy. (NP trace)
a'.John was seen t at the park. (NP trace)

b. John tried PRO to go. (locally controlled PRO by
Binding)

c. Who 4id John see t? (variable)

d. Je le; vois g;. (CLIT-e)

d'.e ho trovato il libro. (pro)

e. PRO to jog on Main Street is unhealthy. (PRO_., )

f. John told Mary that PRO to leave early would be impor-
tant. (PRO non-
locally controlled)
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The same partitioning holds for lexical NP, except for the
(+move) empty elements which are created by the movement rule

which vacates a position, hence cannot be lexical.

(91) lexical NP
+Bound -Bound
- ~
A-Bound A-bound -coref +c?xef
anaphors resumptive R-expressions pronouns
pronouns deictic pro~

nouns

The partitioning iﬁ (89) respects the two interesting hypo-
theses made about the partitioning of the EC in Chomsky (1981a):
there is only one EC, with different manifestations of the EC
exhausting this partitioning, and the principles used to deter-
mine the different types are all independently motivated, name-

ly Binding, coreferential index, and the rule move a.

2.3. Some consequences with respect to coreference.

In Chapter 1, we briefly reviewed the elements that parti-
cipate in the processes of the binding theory in GB but with-
out going into the details of the processes involved. We will
now consider the binding theory of GB, looking at some of the
reasons that are given for some choices in the analysis of co-
reference facts, pointing out some problems, and then presenting
an analysis of coreference that is compatible with the general
approach to ECs presented in the preceding sections.

Recall how facts about coreference are dealt with in GB.

In Chomsky (1981a) for example, the binding conditions in (92)
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govern the relations of anaphors, pronouns, names and variables

to possible antecedents.
(92) Binding conditions:
A - An anaphor is A-bound in its GC.

B - A pronominal is A-free in its GC.
C - An R-expression is A-free everywhere.

The definitions of bound and governing category are as

follows:

(93) a. Bound:
2 is X-bound by B iff o and B are coindexed, B8 c-com-
mands o, and B is in an X-position. (X = A, A)

b. o is locally X-bound by 8 iff o is X-bound by 8, and
if ¥ Y-binds a, then either y Y-binds 8 or y = 8.

(94) Governing category: 8 is a GC for o iff 8 is the minimal
category containing &, a governor of o, and a SUBJECT ac-
cessible to oa. (where SUBJECT is "the most prominent no-
minal element" in an expansion, including AGR; accessible
means that linking of a and the SUBJECT must not violate
well-formedness conditions like the i-within-i condition
fof'exampie (cf. Chomsky 1981a)).

The notion 'accessible SUBJECT' is introduced in Chomsky
(1981a) to replace a stipulation that a GC can only be NP or S
of previous analyses: Chomsky says that this can be explained
by the fact that NP and S are the two categories that can con-
tain.SUBJECTs, and that it is the SUBJECT that creates the o-
paque domain. But note that this choice of what is a GC cru-
cially depends on the assumption that all morphological ana-

phors are true anaphors with respect to the binding theory.
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So in this approach, all the reflexive forms in (95)—(96), for
example, are true anaphors with respect to the binding theory.
(95) a. John shaved himself/%him.

b. John is always talking about himself/#him.
c. John believes himself/#him to be happy.

(96) a. They saw snakes near each other/them.

b. Victor est content de lui-méme/lui.

On the other hand, it must also be assumed that some pro-=-
nominals function as anaphors in this analysis, like them in
(96a) and lui in (96b) for example, since there does not seem
to be any structural way to distinguish between such sentences
where a pronominal and an anaphoric form are equally possible.

In GB, the notion of accessible SUBJECT allows PPs to be
transparent, thus explaining why reflexive forms are allowed in
thegse contexts, but there does not appear to be any structural
reason why the PPs should be opaque when a pronoun is involved
(cf. the discussion of (70)-(71) above), so it is not clear how
the presence of a pronoun is allowed in cases where both a pro-
noun and an anaphor are possible. Such an analysis also bases
its typology of lexical anaphors and pronouns on strictly mor-
Phological factors, so that it does not distinguish between
the two types of reflexives which we saw above: an anaphoric
reflexive with obligatory, unique, local, and structurally re-
Stricted antecedent, and a pronominal reflexive with converse

properties. In our analysis, some of these reflexive forms are
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not anaphors, but rather pronouns: this is the case whenever
the reflexive form is not governed by its antecedent, hence
not Bound by it. So we have to assume that some reflexive forms
are in fact false reflexives and are pronouns, not anaphors.
Note that this has to be assumed both in GB and in our approach

for cases like sentence (97).
(97) That is a picture of myself.

The only difference between the two approaches in this re-
Spect is in the extension of the domain where such false ana-
phors can occur. Our analysis predicts where anaphoric forms
are obligatéry, however.

So although introducing the notion of SUBJECT in the gram-
mar allows us to reduce the number of instances where it must
be assumed that a reflexive form functiors like a pronominal,
and thus allowing condition A of the binding theory to cover
more of the reflexive forms, though not all of them, it seems
to create a problem in allowing violations of condition B by
having pronouns bound in their GC in sentences where a refle-
xive or a reciprocal can occur in the same position where a pro-
noun can occur as in (70) or (96). The problem, again, is that
it does not seem that a structural argument can be made to avoid
this result, like postulating a PRO subject for some PPs in some
cases. This lack of structural argument makes if: difficult for
such an analysis to predict where these violations of condition

B will take place, thus weakening the binding theory proposed
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in such an analysis.

In our analysis, we have one assumption to make: that is,
that the notion of anaphor relevant for the binding theory is
not strictly dependent on the morphological form of the elements;
but rather on the manner in which they relate to their antece-
dent. It allows us to make the hypothesis that conditions A and
B, however they are expressed in the grammar, are always res-
pected. The only apparent exceptions like some of the reflexives
in PPs for example, are not anaphors in the sense of the binding
theory and do not have the four basic properties of anaphors.
(We return to the definition of what is an anaphor and how con-
ditions A and B are stated in the grammar shortly). Therefore,
one should make the strongest hypothesis and adopt the analysis
proposed in 2.2.3.3. over the GB analysis, unless one has strong
reasons not to do so.

There are also technical problems with the notion of GC as

defined in (94). For exampie, consider sentence (98).
(98) *[For PRO to leave] would be. too bad.

In (98), PRO is governed, but it has no accessible SUBJECT
since AGR ies assumed to be coindexed with the subject of the

sentence, which is For PRO to leave: thus coindexing AGR and

PRO would violate the i-within-i well-formedness condition, so
AGR is not an accessible SUBJECT for PRO in (98). This means
that, strictly speaking, PRO has no GC in (98) if GC is defined

as in (94), and therefore, PRO, which is a pronominal anaphor
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in Chomsky's analysis, should be allowed here. Note that the
fact that PRO must be ungoverned in GB cannot be i:he reason
why (98) is ungrammatical since the non-governwent of PRO is
a theorem that is derived from the fact that PRO must not have
a GC. If two things are necessary for PRO to have a GC, i.e.

a governor and an accessible SUBJECT, then the theorem that is
derivable is that PRO must not be governed:-land have an access-
ible SUBJECT at the same time. So in order to rule out cases
like (98), something additional has to be said. One possibility
is to stipulate, as in Chomsky (1981a), that when a category has
a governor but no accessible SUBJECT, as in (98), then the whole
sentence counts as a GC: so, a root sentence is a GC for a go-
verned element.

This makes the analysis work, but one may wonder why there
is a disparity between the two elements that enter in the defi-
nition of a GC. So a higher S is considered to be the GC if
there is no accessible SUBJECT, but there is a governor. How-
ever, this is not the case when there is no governor but there

is an accessible SUBJECT as in (99), for example.
(99) John tried [PRO to win]

Here, PRO is not governed in Chomsky's analysis since there
is no S deletion after try, but it has an accessible SUBJECT
John. PRO must not have a GC in his analysis since PRO is both
pronominal and an anaphor, hence is subject to both conditions

A and B. So there must be a disparity between accessible SUBJECT
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and governor, as in (98), but one cannot have a GC if there is
only an accessible SUBJECT, as in (99).

In our analysis, the facts about PRO in (98) and (99) are
accounted for in the following way. Sentence (98) is ungram-
matical because the position governed by for is assigned Case,
and therefore it must be lexical by the principle of Lexicaliza-
tion. And (99) is grammatical because no Case is assigned to
the position of PRO in PF, as we will see in Chapter 5 where a
detailed analysis of control sentences will be given.

Another technical problem with respect to the binding the-
ory of GB has to do with the definitions of the elements invol-
ved in the binding theory. For example, Chomsky (1981a) gives
the following definitions of a variable and of a pronominal.
(100) a. o is a variable if and only if it is locally A-bound

and in an A-position.

b. g is a pronominal if and only if g=[, ., F,(P)], where
P is a phonological matrix and F< y (person, number,
gender, Case) and either (i) or (ii)

(1) o is free
(11) o is locally A-bound by 8 in a 6-position.

If o = [yp F], it is PRO; otherwise, g is a lexical pronoun.

Chomsky (1981a) also gives the principle in (101).

(101) If o is an empty category and not a variable, then it is
an anaphor.

Some additional statement obviously has to be made to the

effect that some lexical elements like reflexives and reciprocals
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are inherently anaphors, something to the effect that anaphors
do not have independent reference, suggests Chomsky. Note that
(101) goes against our general approach to ECs since it is a
sStatement that deals specifically with ECs.

Consider (102).
(102) John tried [PRO to leave]

Analyzing PRO as a pronominal anaphor in cases like (102),
and deducing from this that PRO must not have a GC in order not
to violate conditions A and B of the binding theory has for con-
sequence that anv anaphor having the properties in (100b) should
be a pronominal anaphor, and hence have no GC. But a reflexive
is such a case and should not have a GC since a reflexive can
be locally A-bound by an antecedent in a 8-position or free
since we have seen that there are cases where reflexive forms
are used as pronouns, and hence have independent reference.

These technical problems witn the notion of GC in GB are
related to an attempt made in Chomsky (1981a) to replace the no-
tion of GC by the notion of Binding category in the theory of

binding.23

(103) Binding category:
8 is a binding category for if and only if B is the

and a SUBJECT accessible

e Ie

minimal category containing
to a.

Chomsky shows that this simplified definition accounts for all

the facts that the notion of GC accounts for, except for one
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remaining problem illustrated in (104).
{(104) (i) John expected [him to win]

(11) John tried [PRO to win]
(1ii) John knows [how TPRO to win]]

In (i), him cannot be coindexed with John or (condition B)

will be violated. But exactly the same argument shows
that PRO cannot be coindexed with John in (ii), (iii),
an incorrect result. Replacement of "binding category"
by "governing category" gives the correct results, in this
case. It therefore appears to be necessary to introduce
a crucial reference to government in the binding theory,
as in (94), though its effects are so narrow as to sug-
gest that an error may be lurking somewhere.

(Chomsky 1981a, p.221)

But note that if PRO is only an anaphor in (104ii) as we
suggest, then the simplification of the definition to binding

24 We return to this topic in Chapter 5.

- category is possible.

Now consider again the theorem that states that PRO must
be ungoverned. We have seen that, in fact, the theorem states
that PRO cannot have a GC, and that means that PRO cannot have
a governor and an accessible SUBJECT at the same time, assuming
that PRO is a pronominal anaphor.

In order for the analysis to work, some stipulation has to
be made to the effect that having a governor is enough to have
a GC, but that having only an accessible SUBJECT is not enough
to have a GC, as we have seen in the discussion of (98) and
(99) . Furthermore, we now see in Chomsky's discussion of (104)
that the effects of the reference to government in the binding

theory are extremely narrow: it is not relevant in any other case

than the one of the pronominal anaphor PRO. So, first, the re-
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ference to government has to be given a privileged status over
that of accessible SUBJECT in the definition of GC to account
for PRO, this privileged status of government holding only in
the case of PRO; and furthermore, government is relevant only
for PRO in the binding theory and has no effect on lexical cate-
gories. This means that the reference to government is neces+
sary in the binding theory only to account for PRO. So in or-
der to get the result that PRO is ungoverned, one must add to
the binding theory a reference to government that has no inde-
pendent motivation and is introduced in the binding theory
strictly to derive the effect that PRO must be ungoverned.

This means that the non-government of PRO is not a theorem of
the binding theory since there are some elements of the binding
theory from which such a theorem is derived which are not in-
dependently motivated: the introduction of the reference to go-
vernment in the binding theory is derived from the theory-inter-
nal decision to have such an element as an ungoverned pronominal
anaphor and it has no other effect in the grammar. So it seems
that the non-governed status of PRO should be used in this per-
spective as a factor to determine the distribution of PRO, and
it should not be considered as a point for or against any ana-
lysis whether or not it has an element with the properties that
PRO is assumed to have in GB. In fact, since there does not

seem to exist any lexical item which is a pronominal anaphor,
one would have to have very strong reasons to postulate that

there exists such an EC, and the burden of proof is on the side
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of one who claims that such an element exists.

It is possible that these technical problems can be over-
come by changing some notions or refining them. But the inter-
action of these problems suggests that it is the assumption a-
bout what is an anaphoric relation that is not right from the
start in this type of analysis, and that an anaphoric relation
should rather be approached in the way proposed in 2.2.3.3.,
where the anaphoric relation is much more restrictive than it
is in GB.

Let us now turn to the analysis that is to follow from
our general assumptions. In our analysis of coreference facts,
the technical problems described above do not arise since we
do not make the assumptions that create them from the start.

The distribution of pronouns is straightforward in our analysis:
pronouns never occur in transparent domains, they are never
bound in the sense of (78).25 As for anaphors, we have assumed
that they are not to be defined only on morphdlogical grounds,
but on the grounds of their relation with their antecedent:

this explains why and where some reflexive forms are obligator-
ily anaphoric. The remaining reflexive forms, we have assumed
to function as pronouns. A class of false anaphors is necessary
in any analysis, as we have seen in dealing with sentences like
(97); we only extend this class of elements, and we assume that
pragmatic factors, possibly of the type proposed by Zribi-~Hertz,
account for the distribution of these false anaphors and pro-

nouns, with possibly additional factors that are not well under-
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stood yet. The definitions of the different manifestations of

NP, whether lexical or not, are the following:

(105) a is an anaphor if and only if g is Bound.

(106) o is a pronominal if and only if g is freely indexed at
S-structure.

(107) a is a variable if and only if g is A-Bound and in an
A-position.

The notion of anaphor as defined in (105) captures the in-
tuitive description of an anaphor given earlier: an anaphor is
an element which is referentially dependent on an antecedent:
it has something missing. If an anaphor is Bound as in (105),
then this implies that the anaphor is missing an R-index. The
notion of anaphor as defined in (105) covers the cases of NP
trace and locally controlled PRO, and lexical anaphors, i.e.
the A-Bound elements in the partitioning of the EC in (89) and
of the lexical NP in (91). Note that it does so without having
to refer to the notion of EC, as in Chomsky (1981a) in his prin-
ciple given in (101), where specific reference is made to the
EC. The fact that no reference is made to the EC in the defi-
nition of anaphor (105) is in line with our general conceptual
approach to ECs. This notion of anaphor also covers variables,
which are a subcase of anaphors; it also covers the traces in
COMP when successive cyclic movement has applied. So variables
are assumed to have the same relation with their antecedent that
anavhors have, except that the antecedent is in an A-position

for variables. Bound pronouns, for which we will assume an
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analysis similar to the one in Reinhart (1976) and Haik (1982),
can also be interpreted as variables of LF, and the resumptive
pronoun strategy will be considered as an extension of the: use
of bound pronouns (see 3.3.2.2 for an analysis of resumptive
pronouns in Québec French).

This analysis of anaphors applying to both lexical anaphors
and some ECs is in line with the original formulations of trace
theory (Chomsky 1977a,b , Fiengo 1977). The basic idea was
that trace theory is of very little cost since traces are ana-
phors and independently motivated principles are needed to ac-
count for lexical anaphors in any case. The present theory
differs from those early formulations in that it claims that
not all elements which have the morphological shape of a re-
flexive are true anaphors. For example, we claim that himself
in a sentence like (108) is not an anaphor (i.e. is not Bound
by its antecedent), but is rather a pronominal, a "false ana-

phor".
(1C8) Pictures of himself amused John.

In Fiengo (1977) for example, himself is considered to
be an anaphor in a sentence like (108), and the condition in
(109) is given to account for this.
(109) The antecedent of a reflexive pronoun must precede or a-
symmetrically command it (where command is the notion

Kommand proposed by Lasnik: "A kommands B if the minimal
cyclic node dominating A also dominates B.")
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Fiengo then proposes to extend (109) to traces. He notes

however that there are no known rules that yield a structure '
like ...[ ...[e]ly "']g cee [xi] where o is a cyclic node.
So the second part of (109) is relevant only for reflexives,

it seems. Moreover, note that such structures with reflexives

allow more than one antecedent, as in seatences like Pictures

of themselves at the party amused Mary but enraged Bill.

All of this tends to show that there are not traces found
in this context because this is not a structure where real ana-
phors are found, but rather false andphors which behave like
pronominals. Therefore, the second part of Fiengo's condition
(109) should be removed from the condition on anaphors. The
first part about precedence has to be refined, as has long been
recognized in the literature. Our proposal is that it should
be as in our definition of Binding in (78).

Pronominals, on the other hand, are elements that are free-
ly indexed at S-structure, this being subject to a coreference
condition similar to condition C of the binding theory in (Chom-
sky 1981a) and to which we return shortly. Pronominals can be
lexical pronouns, or ECs that are not Bound, i.e. "long distance"
Controlled PRO and PROarb’ or finally reflexive forms that are
not bound by an anteceE;;t. These three elements have in common
the fact that they are freely assigned an R-index as S-s*ructure,
and so fall into the class of pronominals as defined in (106).

Turning now to the binding conditions (92), we see that con-



129
dition A can be derived from the definition of an anaphor in
(105) and the principle of Denotability, assuming that the no-

tion of GC is changed to binding category as in (110).26

(110) B is the binding category for o iff 8 contains a Binder
for a.

Since an anaphor always gets its R-index from an antece-
dent which binds it by definition, then an anaphor will always
be bound in its binding category: so condition A of-the bin-
ding theory is derivable as a theorem.

Given that condition A is derivable as above, we expect
condition B to be derivable too since it is a mirror image of
condition A: pronouns can never appear in positions where true
anaphors ‘show up.

We have seen that there are three kinds of pronominals.
Consider first the case of the EC pronominal, i.e. "long dis-
tance" control PRO and PRoarb' and also the second kind of pro-
nominal which is the non-B;;;d reflexive form. The derivation
of condition B is straightforward for these two kinds of pro-
nominals since they are pronominals only when they are freely
indexed at S-structure, that is, when they are not Bound by an
antecedent when they reach S-structure, since in this latter
case they would be functionally defined as anaphors. So the EC
pronominal and the reflexive form pronominal have to be free at
S-structure or else they are functionally determined to be ana-
phors and hence are not subject to condition B but to condition

A. And we have seen that condition A is derivable from Binding
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(78) .
The third kind of pronominal is a lexical pronoun. Since
a lexical pronoun has no R-index when it is inserted at D-struc-
ture, it could be inserted in a position where a Binding rela-
gion can be established, so that it is assigned the R-index

of the antecedent, as in (111).

(111) 'lJohni saw himi.

A pronoun like him in (111) is functionally defined as an
anaphor according to the assumptions made above. But we have
seen that pronouns cannot function as anaphors since a corefer-
ential pronoun is never possible in the core cases of Binding
relations given in (75): thus (111) is ungrammatical. This is
what is expected in condition B of GB, and this is what we want
to derive. We could always state that there is a lexical re-
quirement on pronouns to the effect that they must be freely in-
dexed at S-structure: but this amounts to restating condition B.

What we want to express is that, although technically a der-
ivation where him in (111) is Bound by John is possible, some
additional mechanism blocks this Binding relation because of the
pronominal form of the bound element. According to the analysis
presented above, it is not in the technicality of the derivation
that there is a hitch since the Binding relation between John
and him in (111) is technically possible because him has the
same bindee status that himself has: they both lack an R-index

when inserted at D-structure. We could always say that pronouns
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do have an R-index at D-structure, and that they differ from re-
fl2xive forms in this respect. But this would weaken the analy-
8is of "false reflexives" which would not be on a par with true
pronominal forms anymore in their indexing procedure. Further-
more, we will see in the discussion of (117) and following that
the conceptual advantage of dealing with the indexing of these
elements in a unified fashion is empirically motivated. So it
has to be at the level of the form of the pronoun that something
is blocking. Therefore, our analysis seems to push us to the
formulation of a condition on the morphological form of the pro-
nouns like (112) or (112').

(112) A Bound element (in the sense of (78)) cannot have a
pronominal form.

(112') A Bound element must have the form of a reflexive.

Although it might seem a bit straige at first that condi-
tion B of the binding theory should be reduced to a morphologi-
cal condition on Bound elements, there are reasons to believe
that this is the case, and that the condition must be stated as
in (112') rather than (112). We could see the effects of con-
dition (112') in a language where some (or all) pronominal forms
were identical to reflexive forms. In such a case, condition
(112') predicts that a pronominal could appear in a Binding re-
lation without having a reflexive interpretation: it would only
be identical in form with the reflexive, not in meaning. There

are some facts in French that seem to have precisely these pro-
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perties.
In French, there are strong reflexive forms which are
formed by adding the suffix méme (s) to the strong form of the

pronoun: elle-méme, lui-mé€me, nous-mémes, etc. But there are

also clitic reflexive forms. In the third person singular or
Plural, the clitic reflexive form is se, as opposed to the
pronominal forms for objects and dative complements which are

le, la, les, lui, leur.

(113) a. Jean se lave.
b. Jean se parle.

(114) a. Jean le/la/les lave.

b. Jean lui/leur parle.

As we have observed in 2.2.3.3 above,lcoreference between clitic
and the subject in cases like (114) is impossible.

But in the first and second person, the clitic reflexive
forms and the clitic pronominal forms of objects and dative com-
Plements are identical.

(115) a. Je me regarde.
b. Tu te regardes.

c. Nous nous regardons.
d. Vous vous regardez.

(116) a. Jean me regarde.
b. Jean te regarde.
c. Jean nous regarde.
d. Jean vous regarde.
The prediction that condition (112') makes is that it should
be possible to have the first and second person object clitics

in French Bound by an antecedent that would not receive a re-

flexive interpretation but rather a pronominal interpretation.
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And in contrast, this situation should not be possible for third
person pronominal forms.27
Consider the five following sets of facts about first and
second person clitics in French (which are all drawn from ﬁorin

1979). First, consider (117).
(117) Je me plains.

In (117), me can have a reflexive or a pronominal interpretation,
and the sentence is ambiguous between the two readings in (118).
(118) a. I am complaining. (inherent reflexive interpretation)
b. I am taking pity on myself. (pronominal interpretation)
On the other hand, when the forms are not ambiguous as in
the third person, then the reflexive form can only get a re-
flexive interpretation, and the pronominal form must be disjoint
in reference with the subject.
(119) Jean se plaint.

= Jean complains.
# Jean is taking pity on himself.

(120) Jean le plaint.
# Jean complains about him. .
= Jean takes pity on him. (him#Jean)

In fact, there is no way to express the pronominal meaning of
plaindre in the third person with this verb, and so a paraphrase
like (121a) is needed, although in a few non-transparent con-
structions, this is possible, like in (121b).

(121) a. Jean a pitié de lui-méme.

b. Jean ne plaint que lui. ('Jean takes pity only on
himseif.')
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We see that condition (112') makes the right prediction here:
a clitic pronoun can be coreferential with the subject if it
has the form of a reflexive although it does not have a reflex-
ive interpretation but it has a strictly pronominal interpreta-
tion.

A second set of facts has to do with reduced coordinate
sentences as in the following:

(122) a. Je me trouvais béte, et ma soeur aussi.

b. Je me trouvais b&te, et ma soceur se trouvait béte .
aussi.

c. Je me trouvais béte, et ma soeur me trouvait béte
aussi.

(123) a. Jean se trouvait b&te, et sa soeur aussi.

b. Jean se trouvait b&te, et sa soeur se trouvait béte
aussi.

c. #Jean se trouvait béte, et sa soeur le trouvait béte
aussi.

Again, the non-ambiguous form se imposes a reflexive interpre-
tation, so that (123a) cannot have the pronominal interpretation
in (123c¢) whereas the ambiguous form me allows an interpretation
where me is pronominal and Bound by the subject, the reading in
(122¢).

A third set of facts involves adjectives. Adjectives in
French do not allow reflexive cliticization. So (124a) is un-
grammatical, whereas (124b) is grammatical only if ils and
leur do not corefer.

(124) a. *Ils se sont fidéles.

b. Ils leur sont fidéles.
c. 2Je me suis fidéle.
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But as noted by Morin, some speakers accept quite freely sen-
tences like (124c). This can be explained if me is not inter-
preted as a reflexive here, but as a pronominal Bound by the
subject. Again, this is what is predicted by condition (112').

The same judgements hold for avoir constructions as in
(125).

(125) a. Heureusement que je t'ai.
b. +Heureusement gqu'ils s'ont.
c. Heureusement que je m'ai.

For some reason, avoir does not allow clitics with reflex-
ive interpretation, as we see in (125b). Yet a clitic Bound by
the subject is possible in (125c): so it must be that the clitic
gets a pronominal interpretation here, and that it is allowed
to be Bound by the subject because it satisfies condition (112').

The last set of facts has to do with some lexical items
which are sensitive to the distinction between reflexive and

pronominal interpretation. Morin gives the example of comprendre

quelqu'un, which is ambiguous between the two meanings "to under-
stand what someone says" and "to understand someone's nature".
Morin notes that for many speakers, the second meaning can never

be reflexive. If one puts comprendre in a context where only

the second interpretation is possible, then the reflexive in-

terpretation is not possible, as we see in (126a).

(126) a. *I1l n'y a que lui pour se comprendre.
b. Il n'y a que moi pour me comprendre.
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However, as can be seen in (126b), a clitic can be Bound by the
subject in such cases if it is not a reflexive, but a pronominal
with the form of a reflexive (the subject being PRO which is
coreferential with moi here).
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