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ABSTRACT 

We assume t h a t  some p r i n c i p l e  such a s  t h e  P ro jec t ion  
P r i n c i p l e  of Chomskyts Lectures  of Government and Binding 
i s  b a s i c  i n  t h e  grammar because of i t s  con t r ibu t ion  t o  t h e  
d e s c r i p t i v e  p a r t  of t h e  grammar s i n c e  it s i m p l i f i e s  t h e  
mapping between t h e  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  of t h e  grammar, t h i s  
s i m p l i f i e d  mapping a l s o  h a v b  a con t r ibu t ion  t o  expla in ing  
language a c q u i s i t i o n .  Such. a. p r i n c i p l e  depends c r u c i a l l y  
on empty ca tegor ies :  i f  determining t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of E C s  
r equ i res  s p e c i f i c  s ta tements  i n  t h e  grammar, t h i s  weakens 
t h e  import of t h e  Projection principle, but if the p m e s  
of ECs  fol low from p r i n c i p l e s  independently motivated i n  
t h e  grammar, then  t h e  Pro j ection ~ r i n c i p l e  receives significant 
support .  

The g o a l  of t h i s  t h e s i s  is  t o  defend t h i s  use of E C s  
and t o  s t r eng then  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  choice of such a b s t r a c t  
elements by showing t h a t  no s p e c i f i c  s ta tement  eve r  has t o  
r e f e r  t o  E C s  i n  t h e  grammar. We develop a modular grammar 
where t h e  d i f f e r e n t  components apply t o  c a t e g o r i e s  i n  
genera l ,  and it is t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of  t h e  systems of t h e  
grammar t h a t  a l lows some c a t e g o r i e s  t o  be empty i n  some 
cases .  Thus t h i s  g i v e s  c r u c i a l  support  t o  a model of 
grammar where ECs  p lay  a r o l e  s i n c e  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of ECs  
depend on systems of r u l e s  and p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  a r e  
independently motivated for c a t e g o r i e s  i n  genera l .  

Assuming a model of grammar such a s  t h e  one proposed 
i n  Chomsky and Lasnik (1977),  where S - s t ruc tu re  i s  mapped 
i n t o  two l e v e l s  t h a t  do no t  i n t e r a c t  d i r e c t l y  with one 
another ,  Phonological Form and Logical Form, we propose a 
complementary approach t o  ECs:  an EC i s  a category t h a t  
has no f e a t u r e  t h a t  is " v i s i b l e "  i n  PF, although it has 
t h e  f e a t u r e s  r e l e v a n t  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  LF, s o  t h a t  
an EC i s  simultaneously "empty" i n  PF but  " f u l l "  i n  LF. 
Taking t h e  category NP a s  a case-examp1e;a genera l  p r i n c i p l e  



of L e x i c a l i z a t i o n  a p p l i e s  i n  PF which s t a t e s  t h a t  a  N is  
"pronounced" i f  it has  f e a t u r e s  and no t  pronounced i f  it has  
no f e a t u r e s .  I n  LF, t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of D e n o t a b i l i t y  r e q u i r e s  
t h a t  an NP have a R-index f o r  p rope r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  t a k e  
p l a c e ,  and t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Agreement governs t h e  need of 
proper  f e a t u r e s  o f  person,  number and gender.  

A s t u d y  of l e x i c a l  anaphors shows t h a t  t h e  no t ion  of 
Binding,  which makes c r u c i a l  use of government, p l a y s  a 
c e n t r a l  ro le  i n  de te rmin ing  what an anaphor is .  This  no t ion  
of Binding ex t ends  t o  ECs, which a r e  shown t o  be e i t h e r  a  
Bound anaphor o r  a pronoun. 

I n  Chapters  3 ,  4 ,  and 5, w e  show t h a t  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  
of  t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  and of t h e  n o t i o n  of Binding a l lows  u s  
t o  d e r i v e  some of the s ta tementsof  Chomskv's Lec tu re s  on 
Government and Binding t h a t  r e f e r r e d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  E C s ,  
a l l  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  and r u l e s  t h a t  w e  propose beinq s t a t e d  
on c a t e g o r i e s  i n  g e n e r a l .  Thus t h e  ~ C ~ , - t h e  a n a l y s i s  of 
P ro  Drop i n  both c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l  and nonconf igu ra t iona l  
languages ,  and t h e  t heo ry  of  Cont ro l  can a l l  be de r ived  
from p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  app ly  t o  NPs i n  g e n e r a l ,  t h i s  g i v i n g  
c r u c i a l  suppor t  t o  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  and t h e  use  
of ECs .  

Thes i s  Superv isor :  Noam Chomsky 

T i t l e :  I n s t i t u t e  P ro fe s so r  
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~ P L E R I :  T H E x m r I c A L ~  

The basic a s s w o n  of generawe linguistics has been fmn the start 

t h a r t ~ ~ ~ f l l r a g u i s t i ~ t h e a r y i s t o ~ r s t a n d t b e n a t u r e ~ f t h e  

language faculty and to  =splafn the acquisition of language. So, f a ~ d  

1Jith the d i w r s i t y  of e x i s t i n g  ( o r  even poss ib le )  grammars, t h e  

theory must be cons t ruc ted  i n  such a way t h a t  it w i l l  be com- 

p a t i b l e  with t h i s  wide rznge of  o f t e n  apparent ly  poorly r e l a t e d  

grammars on t h e  su r face .  But a t  t h e  same t ime,  t h e  theory must 

be s u f f i c i e n t l y  cons t ra ined  and r e s t r i c t e d  i n  t h e  opt ions  it 

permits  t o  exp la in  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  language i s  acquired on t h e  ba- 

sis of impoverished s t i m u l i  and d e s p i t e  t h e  u n a v a i l a b i l i t y  of 

d i r e c t  negat ive  evidence.  This  problem of cons t ruc t ing  a des- 

c r i b t i v e l y  adequate grammar while  maintaining explanatory ade- 

quacy with r e spec t  t o  language l e a r n i n g  has  l e d  t o  t h e  assumption 

t h a t  t h e  language f a c u l t y  i s  b e s t  cha rac te r i zed  as a b i o l o g i c a l  

f a c u l t y ,  a mental organ of  some s o r t  ( c f .  Chomsky (1955) and t h e  

work that followed, e s p e c i a l l y  Chomsky ( 1 9 7 5 ) ) .  This  mental or-  

gan i s  o f t e n  r e f e r r e d  t o  as Universal  Grammar  ( U G ) .  UG i s  as- 

sumed t o  have inheren t  p r o p e r t i e s  of i ts  own. I n  o rde r  t o  meet 

both condi t ions  of adequacy, t h e  theory  of  UG is  pos tu la ted  a s  

h igh ly  s t r u c t u r e d  so t h a t  UG can narrowly r e s t r i c t  t h e  c l a s s  of 

p o s s i b l e  grammars t h a t  a c h i l d  can i n f e r  on t h e  b a s i s  of l imi ted  

and de fec t ive  da ta .  So t h e  theory of UG is assumed t o  be "based 

on a number of fundamental p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  sha rp ly  r e s t r i c t  t h e  

class of a t t a i n a b l e  grammars and narrowly c o n s t r a i n q  t h e i r  form, 



b u t  with parameters t h a t  have t o  b e  f i x e d  by experience" (Chom- 

sky (1981a) p. 3-4) .  

If t h e  theory  of UG is s u f f i c i e n t l y  r i c h  i n  s t r u c t u r e ,  then  

f i x i n g  va lues  f o r  t h e  parameters embedded i n  UG w i l l  al low f o r  

a g r e a t  d i v e r s i t y  of languages, s i n c e  t h e  c l o s e l y  k n i t  s t r u c t u r e  

of UG w i l l  have f o r  e f f e c t  t h a t  t h e  choice of one value f o r  a 

parameter w i l l  poss ib ly  have repercuss ions  i n  s e v e r a l  components 

of t h e  grammar. This  approach t o  UG is  meant t o  so lve  t h e  pro- 

blem of d e s c r i p t i v e  adequacy. Yet a t  t h e  same t ime,  it can 

so lve  t h e  problem of expldnatory adequacy s i n c e  it allows t h e  

l e a r n e r ,  presented with l i m i t e d  evidence,  i n  f a c t  evidence j u s t  

s u f f i c i e n t  t o  f i x  t h e  parameters of UG, t o  determine a grammar 

t h a t  may be very i n t r i c a t e .  

Informally speaking, w e  can imagine UG a s  a g r i d  w i t h  which 

t h e  c h i l d  is  equipped, and t h a t  h i s  t a s k  is t o  pigeon-hole t h e  

l i n g u i s t i c  d a t a  t o  which he is exposed, t h u s  determining t h e  va- 

l u e s  of t h e  parameters,  w i t h  an i n t r i c a t e  i n t e r t w i n i n g  n e t  of 

consequences on t h e  grammar of the language which t h e  c h i l d  w i l l  

even tua l ly  end up w i t h .  Such a kheory of a c q u i s i t i o n  is  there-  

fo re  no t  one of t e s t i n g  of  hypotheses,  b u t  r a t h e r  one of f i x i n g  

parameters.  

The approach t o  l e a r n a b i l i t y  sketched above impl ies  t h a t  

a c e r t a i n  b a s i s ,  common t o  a l l  language l e a r n e r s ,  i . e .  LTG, w i l l  

have t o  be very genera l ,  and t h e r e f o r e  t h a t  UG w i l l  conta in  

r a t h e r  a b s t r a c t  p r i n c i p l e s  and opera t ions  i f  it i s  t o  account 



a t  t h e  same t i m e  f o r  language v a r i a t i o n .  This  approach a l s o  i m -  

p l i e s  t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of UG w i l l  be h igh ly  modular. One frame- 

Work which seems t o  us t o  m e e t  t h e s e  condi t ions  and which we w i l l  

t h e r e f o r e  adopt i n  i ts broad o u t l i n e s  is t h e  Government and Bind- 

i n g  (GB) framework, as sketched i n  Chomsky (1980, 1981a, 1981b) 

and r e l a t e d  work, which came ou t  of t h e  Extended S t a n d a ~ d  Theory 

(Chomsky 1973, 1975, 1976; Chomsky and Lasnik 1977, and r e l a t e d  

l i t e r a t u r e ) .  

I n  t h e  GB framework, a core grammar is determined by s e t t i n g  

t h e  va lues  of  t h e  parameters of UG. Core grammar i s  assumed t o  

have a s t r u c t u r e  as i n  ( 1 )  , f ~ l l o w i n g  Chomsky and Lasnik (1 977) . 
(1  D-structure 

I 
'move a' 

I 
S -s t ruc ture  
/ \ 

Phonological Form Logical  Form 
(PF 1 (LF 1 

A s  it i s  c l e a r  from t h e  diagram i n  ( I ) ,  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  c laim 

of such a model is t h a t  S-s t ruc ture  r ep resen ta t ions  feed  i n t o  

two components, PF and LF, and t h a t  t h e s e  components do not  in-  

t e r a c t  with each o ther . '  What t a k e s  p lace  i n  one of these  two 

components is  " i n v i s i b l e n  t o  what t a k e s  p lace  i n  t h e  o t h e r ,  s o  

t h a t  an opera t ion  t a k i n g  p lace  i n  LF cannot have any e f f e c t  on 

r u l e s  applying i n  PF, nor  can an opera t ion  i n  PF have any e f f e c t  

on opera t ions  i n  LF. 

The D-structure component i n  (1)  can be fac to red  out  i n  two 

subcomponents: t h e  lexicon and the c a t e g o r i a l  component. The 
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lex icon provides s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  &out t h e  a b s t r a c t  rnorphopho- 

no log ica l  s t r u c t u r e  of each l e x i c a l  i tem, i t s  s y n t a c t i c  fea- 

t u r e s  ( i . e .  c a t e g o r i a l  and con tex tua l  f e a t u r e s ) ,  and a l s o  the-  

matic  and s e l e c t i o n a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  i t s  complements. The 

c a t e g o r i a l  component con ta ins  phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  which meet 

some v a r i e t y  of t h e  g-system (see Chomsky 1970; Jackendoff 1977; 

Stowell  1981a; and o t h e r s ) .  D-structures a r e  generated by in-  

s e r t i n g  l e x i c a l  items i n t o  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  generated by t h e  

phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s .  D-structure i s  t h e  l e v e l  a t  which the-  

matic and subcategor iza t ion  requirements f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a r e  

m e t  l o c a l l y :  t h a t  is, t h e r e  i s  a  one-to-one c o r r e l a t i o n  holding 

between r e f e r e n t i a l  express ions  and thematic  r o l e s ,  and between 

s y n t a c t i c  c a t e g o r i e s  and subcategor iza t ion  frames. 

The t r ans fo rmat iona l  component c o n s i s t s  e s s e n t i a l l y  of t h e  

r u l e  move a which maps D-structures  i n t o  S-s t ruc tures .  This  r u l e  

leaves  t r a c e s ,  that is, empty c a t e g o r i e s  coindexcd with t h e i r  an- 

tecederits .  The r u l e  move a may a l s o  opera te  i n  t h e  PF and LF 

components. I n  t h e  former, it performs s t y l i s t i c  movements, 

t h a t  is, movements t h a t  have no bear ing  on t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

t h e  sentence bu t  only on t h e  su r face  o rde r  of some c o n s t i t u e n t s  

f o r  example. I n  t h e  la t te r ,  it is respons ib le  f o r  QR, WH-Raising 

and Focus i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  r u l e s  that have no e f f e c t  on t h e  sur -  

f ace  o rde r  of c o n s t i t u e n t s  bu t  which modify t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of a 

sentence f o r  i n t e r p r e t i v e  purposes ( see  May 1977; Chomsky 1981a; 

Aoun, Hornstein,  Spor t iche  1981; and o t h e r s ) .  
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This  is  a ske tch  of t h e  subcomponents of t h e  r u l e  system. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  r u l e  system, it i s  assumed i n  GB t h a t  t h e r e  

a r e  subsystems of p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  i n t e r a c t  w i t h  each o t h e r  and 

with t h e  r u l e  system. I n  f a c t ,  i n  r ecen t  y e a r s ,  t h e  focus of 

l i n g u i s t i c  research  has s h i f t e d  from t h e  s tudy of t h e  r u l e  sys- 

t e m  t o  the study of t h e  subsystems of p r i n c i p l e s .  This  s h i f t  

is  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  change of pe r spec t ive  brought about by Ross 

(1967) t o  t h e  asproach t o  t ransformat ional  r u l e s :  i n s t e a d  of 

having complex t ransformat ions  which o f t e n  showed redundancies 

i n  t h e  s ta tement  of  t h e i r  s t r u c t u r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  t h e i r  s t r u c -  

t u r a l  changes and t h e  condi t ions  which w e r e  s t a t e d  on t h e i r  ap- 

p l i c a t i o n ,  Ross proposed t o  have s impler  t ransformat ions  with 

more genera l  condi t ions  t h a t  app l i ed  t~ a l l  t ransformations.  

Another similar search f o r  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  underly success- 

f u l  grammars i s  t h e  case of Conditions on Transformations (1973)  

where Chomsky pushes f u r t h e r  t h i s  ques t  of t h e  a b s t r a c t  proper- 

t ies  t h a t  make s u c c e s s f u l  grammars work. The f i n a l  outcome of 

t h i s  change of  pe r spec t ive  came about i n  Chomsky and Lasnik 

( 19 77) where a l l  t ransformat ional  r u l e s  of  movement were reduced 

t o  move a ,  t h e  o t h e r  i n t e r a c t i n g  systems of t h e  grammar exclu- 

d ing  a l l  t h e  cases  of overgenerat ion.  

I n  t h e  GB framework, t h e  subsystems of p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  t h e  

following: 

( 2 )  (i) bounding theory 

(ii) government theory  

(iii) 0-theory 



( i v )  binding theory  

(v)  Case theory 

( v i )  c o n t r d  theory  

L e t  us have a  quick look a t  what t h e s e  not ions  convey, keep- 

i n g  i n  mind t h a t  t h e s e  not ions  w i l l  be made more p r e c i s e  and i n  

some cases w i l l  be modified as w e  go along i n  t h e  next  chapters .  

The bounding theory  s t a t e s  l o c a l i t y  condi t ions  on c e r t a i n  

processes:  a case-example i s  Subjacency, which cons t ra ins  t h e  

a p p l i c a t i o n  of  move a ( o r  i ts  output  s t r u c t u r e  i f  it i s  s t a t e d  

no t  as a condi t ion  on r u l e s  b u t  a s  a condi t ion  on s t r u c t u r e s ) .  2 

The not ion  of government is c e n t r a l  i n  GB. The core not ion  

of government is meant t o  express  t h e  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  holds  be- 

tween a head and its complements: it has  a c l e a r  thematic  con- 

t e n t .  The opera t ive  not ion  of government, however, involves 

s t r u c t u r a l  conf igura t ions  which genera l i ze  t h e  core  not ion.  

Consider t h e  examples i n  (3) . 

I n  (a) , we want V t o  govern NPl , b u t  we do no t  want V t o  govern 

NP2. Simi la r ly  i n  ( b ) ,  we do no t  want V t o  govern NP,, and i n  

( c )  , V must n o t  govern NP, . I n  (d)  , t h e  P must govern NP, , but  

n o t  NP2. The not ion  t o  capture  is t h a t  t h e  daughter node 2 of 



a node 1 governs a l l  t h e  nodes under y except  i f  a maximal ex- 

pansion in te rvenes  between 2 and t h e  governednlnode. So t h e  core 

not ion  of  government has  t h e  fol lowing p r o p e r t i e s :  i n  t h e  s t ruc -  

t u r e  [ ... 0 ... a ... 0 ...I , i f  a governs g,  
1Y. - - - - 

O = X0 1 L! 

2' - a is an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of y 

4O is in immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of y 

Note t h a t  proper ty  3O is de r ivab le  from l o  and 2O: i f  - a i s  

an xO, and i f  2 is an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of r, then I is  neces- 

s a r i l y  E. So 3O does not  have t o  be s t a t e d  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i c n  of 

t h e  core not ion  of  government. Furthermore, i f  t h e  core not ion 

of government is  meant t o  express  subcategor iza t ion  r e l a t i o n s ,  

then it i s  n o t  necessary t o  mention l o  i n  t h e  core not ion of go- 

vernment: s i n c e  subcategor iza t ion  is  a l e x i c a l  proper ty ,  only 

XO elements can be governors as f a r  a s  t h e  core not ion of govern- 

ment is  concerned. So p r o p e r t i e s  l o  and 3 O  do n o t  have t o  be in- 

corpora ted  i n  t h e  formal d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  core not ion of govern- 

ment. Therefore,  t h e  core not ion  of government can be s t a t e d  as 

in ( 4 ) .  

Government ' 
I n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  [, ... - B ... - a ... g ..- 1, 
a governs i f  and only i f  - 
(i) 2 is  an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of 1 

(ii) where $! is a maximal p r o j e c t i o n ,  i f  - + dominates - B then 



Maximal expansions a r e  NP, PP, AP and g. Note t h a t  w e  do not  

cons ider  VF t o  be a maximal expansion. The consequences of t h i s  

choice w i l l  be  explored i n  t h e  fol lowing chapters .  

0-theory is concerned with t h e  assignment of thematic  r o l e s  

(8- ro les)  such a s  agent-of-action, theme, e t c .  (see Gruber  ( 1 9 6 5 )  , 
Jackendoff ( 1 9 7 2 ) ) .  The c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  assignment of 

a 8-role t o  c e r t a i n  p o s i t i o n s  and t h e  r e f e r 2 n t i a l  express ions  

which f i l l  t h e s e  p o s i t i o n s  must be one-to-one.   his' i s  captured 

by the 8 - z r i t e r i o n  which can be informal ly  s t a t e d  a s  i n  (5). 

A. Each 8-posi t ion is  assigned an argument. 

B i  Each argument is assigned a & r o l e .  

(For some d i scuss ion  o f  t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s ,  s e e  F r e i d i n  1978; Bo- 

rer 1981; Bresnan 1982; and Chomsky 1981a).  

Binding theory  is concerned with r e l a t i o n s  of anaphors, 

pronouns, names and v a r i a b l e s  t o  p o s s i b l e  an tecedents .  The fo l -  

lowing b inding  condi t ions  a r e  given i n  Chomsky (1  9 81 a )  : 

( 6 )  Binding condit ions:  

A. An anaphor is A-bound i n  i ts  governing category.  

B- A p r o ~ o m i n a l  is A-free i n  i t s  governing category.  

C. An R-expression i s  f r e e  everywhere. 

The d e f i n i t i o n s  of t h e  not ions  bound and governing category of 

Chornsky (1981a)  a r e  given i n  ( 7 )  and (8 )  r e spec t ive ly .  4 

( 7 )  - a is  - X-botlnd by - f3 i f f  - a and - f3 a r e  coindexed, 1 c-commands 

a and is  i n  ar. X-position. (X=AI I )  - - 
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(8)  is a governing category f o r  - a i f f  - f3 i s  t h e  minimal ca te-  

gory conta in ing  - a, a governor of 2, and a SUBJECT acces- 

s i b l e  t o  2 (where SUBJECT i s  " the  most prominent nominal 

element" i n  an expansion, inc luding  AGR. Accessible moans 

informal ly  t h a t  l i n k i n g  of 2 and t h e  SUBJECT must n o t  vio- 

late well-formedness condi t ions  l i k e  t h e  i -within- i  condi- 

t i o n  f o r  example) . 
The not ions  of anaphor, pronominal and v a r i a b l e  w i l l  be made 

more p r e c i s e  i n  Chapter 2.  

Case theory  is concerned with t h e  assignment of a b s t r a c t  

Case and i t s  morphological r e a l i z a t i o n .  The Case F i l t e r ,  i n f o r -  

mally s t a t e d  i n  ( 9 ) ,  sanc t ions  t h e  appearance of  l e x i c a l  NPs. 4 

( 9 )  rU, i f  N is  l e x i c a l  and has  no Case. 

A s  w i t h  government, t h e  core not ion  of Case is a simple one, 

namely t h a t  1 e x i c a l N P s  have t o  bea r  Case. But when t h e  not ion 

is  made more p r e c i s e  by spec i fy ing  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  conf igura t ions  

where Case can be assigned and how it can be used i n  t h e  grammar, 

then  t h e  opera t ive  not ion  of Case is extended t o  cover a much 

wider range o f  f a c t s  as wa w i l l  see f u r t h e r  on. 

Control  theory  i s  concerned with t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  re ference  

of t h e  a b s t r a c t  pronominal PRO, which i s  t h e  s u b j e c t  of i n f i n i t i -  

v a l  c l a u s e s  i n  t h e  GB framework. A s  w e  w i l l  see i n  Chapter 5 ,  

c o n t r o l  theory  d e a l s  p r imar i ly  with t h e  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of t h e  con- 

t e n t  of PRO. 

The not ion  of  government i s  pervasive throughout t h e  GB mo- 



d e l  of grammar. It is  d i r e c t l y  r e l e v a n t  for s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n ,  

0-marking and Case assignment.  Government i, a l s o  r e l e v a n t  f o r  

b inding  theory  since it e n t e r s  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of governing ca- 

t egory ,  , t o  which c r u c i a l  r e f e r e n c e  is made i n  t h e  b inding  con- 

d i t i o n s .  A t t e m p t s  have been made t o  d e r i v e  at leas t  part of t h e  

bounding cond i t ion  of Subjacency by t h e  use o f  t h e  Empty Cate- 

gory P r i n c i p l e ,  once again  c r u c i a l l y  invo lv ing  t h e  not ion  of  

government (see Kayne 19 81 a)  . 
Another element t h a t  p l a y s  a c r u c i a l  role i n  GB is t h e  Pro- 

j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  of  Chomsky (1981a) , stated in fo rmal ly  i n  (10) . 
(10) Lex ica l  requirements  must be met a t  every  l e v e l .  

These l e x i c a l  requirements  inc lude  subca tegor iza t ion  frames and 

0-role  assignment. The l e v e l s  i n  (10) are those  where t h e s e  le- 

x i c a l  requirements  are r e l e v a n t ,  namely D-structure , S-s t ruc tu re  

and LF. It fo l lows from (10) t h a t  a t  D-s t ruc ture ,  t h e r e  must be 

a one-to-one c o r r e l a t i o n  between l e x i c a l  requirements  and s i n g l e  

elements ,  s i n c e  no l i n k i n g  mechanisms have a p p l i e d  y e t  a t  D-struc- 

t u r e  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, when S-s t ruc tu re  is reached,  a network 

of l i n k s  h a s  been e s t a b l i s h e d  by move a. The l e x i c a l  requirements  

can  be s a t i s f i e d  i n  two ways a t  S - s t ruc tu re :  e i t h e r  t h e  s i n g l e  

element i s  s t i l l  i n  a p o s i t i o n  where it can s a t i s f y  t h e  l e x i c a l  

requirements ,  or it is l i n k e d  t o  a t r a c e  which is i n  such a pos i -  

t i o n ,  t h a t  is ,  t h e  p o s i t i o n  from which t h e  s i n g l e  element o r i g i -  

n a t e d  i n  D-structure before be ing  d i s p l a c e d  by move a . 
These l i n k s  which are created by move a are c a l l e d  Chains. 

Chains allow a l l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  be done a t  S- s t ruc tu re ,  s i n c e  
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t h e  thematic  and subcategor iza t ion  information provided by t h e  

D-structure conf igura t ions  a r e  preserved a t  S-s t ruc tQre  by means 

of t h e  l i n k s  t o  t h e  t r a c e s  l e f t  by move a i n  t h e  D-structure po- 

s i t i o n s .  Consider t h e  example i n  (1 1 ) . 
(11) a. Cato s a w  Doug. 

b. tNpe] was seen Doug (by Cato) 

c.  Dougi w a s  seen t (by Cato) . -i 

I n  ( I l a ) ,  t h e  verb - s a w  subcategor izes  f o r  an N P  complement t o  

which it ass igns  a 8-raie i n  post-verbal  p o s i t i o n ,  presumably 

t h e  8-role of p a t i e n t .  When the verb appears i n  i ts  p a s t  p a r t i -  

c i p i a l  form - seen a s  i n  (1 l b )  , we can assume t h a t  i t s  subcatego- 

r i z a t i o n  frame and 8-assignment p r o p e r t i e s  have no t  changed. So 

t h e  P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  is  met s t r a igh t fo rward ly  i n  ( I l b ) .  If 

w e  assume t h a t  (1 l b )  is  the D-s t ruc ture  from which ( I  l c )  i s  de- 

r i v e d  by move a r  we now have an S-s t ruc tu re  with a Chain which 

c o n s i s t s  of  Dougi and i ts coindexed trace. It is t h i s  Chain 

which allow he Pro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  t o  be s a t i s f i e d  s i n c e  t h e  "rC 
Chain c o n s i s t s  of a trace i n  the 0-posit ion fol lowing seen and 

t h e  argument Dous, which can f u l f i l l  the l e x i c a l  requirements of 

seen. 

The Pro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  w a s  introduaed by Chomsky ( 19 81 a) 

t o  overcome t h e  problem of an unwanted redundancy between t h e  

r u l e s  of t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component and t h e  lexicon.  I n  a gram- 

mar of t h e  s o r t  o u t l i n e d  i n  Chomsky (1 965) , f o r  example, the  

lexicon contained information about t h e  type  of complements t h a t  

a verb can take .  So, f o r  example, it would be s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h e  



lex icon that a verb l i k e  persuade t a k e s  an N P  complement follow- 

e d  by an s complement. But on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a 

verb can t ake  an NP and an complement w a s  a l s o  s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h e  

phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e  of VP expansion. So i n  such a model of  

grammar, t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component was i n  f a c t  a s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of 

redundancy r u l e s  of t h e  lex icon,  i . e .  an e x p l i c i t  formulat ion of 

t h e  c l a s s  of subcategor iza t ion  frames t h a t  a r e  found i n  t h e  l e x i -  

con. I t  is  c l e a r  that someone learnlrng English w i l l  have t o  

d iscover  i n  some way what t h e  subcategor iza t ion  f e a t u r e s  of a 

verb are: '.&is is p a r t  of  l e a r n i n g  i t s  meaning. With t h e  i n t r o -  

duct ion of t h e  P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e ,  and given t h a t  t h e  subcate- 

g o r i z a t i o n  f e a t u r e s  have t o  be learned  anyway, t h i s  means t h a t  

t h e  b a s k  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  s y n t a c t i c  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  which a par- 

t i c u l a r  verb appears  can be aetermined by the Pro jec t ion  Pr inc i -  

p l e  and need n o t  be represented  independently i n  t h e  grammar. 

This  has  i n t e r e s t i n g  consequences on aspec t s  of t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  

of language, as poin ted  ou t  by Chomsky: 

A person who knows t h e  word persuade (hence knows i t s  le- 
x i c a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i t s  subcategor iza t ion  fea- 
tures) can a t  once ass ign  an appropr ia t e  LF-representation 
and S- and D-structure when t h e  word is  heard i n  an u t t e r -  
ance,  o r  i n  producing t h e  word, and w i l l  recognize t h e  
sentence t o  be dev ian t  if o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  u t t e rance  
c o n f l i c t  with this assignment. Hence languages s a t i s f y i n g  
t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  i n  t h e i r  b a s i c  design have obvious 
advantages wi th  res~ect t o  a c q u i s i t i o n  and use.  

(Choinsky, 1981a, p.31)  

The Pro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  has  f o r  e f f e c t  t o  draw out  of t h e  

r u l e s  of t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component most of t h e i r  impact: a p a r t  

from orde r ,  a l l  t h e  rest of  t h e  information t h a t  they  provide 
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f o r  s y n t a c t i c  S t r u c t u r e s  can be e x t r a c t e d  from t h e  lex icon,  g i -  

ven t h e  P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e .  But even s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  about or- 

d e r  can be reduced d r a s t i c a l l y ,  as shown i n  Stowell  (1981a)  , s i n c e  

many r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  o rde r  of c o n s t i t u e n t s  can be der ived  by 

independently motivated r e s t r i c t i o n s  on Case assignment. Stowell  

shows t h a t  i f  one adopts  a requirement of s t r i c t - ad jacency  an Case 

assignment ( a s  proposed i n  Chomsky 1980) ,  t h e  o rde r  of NPs with 

r e spec t  t o  o t h e r  complements i n  a VP f o r  example can be accounted 

f o r  without  having t o  spec i fy  it i n  a phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e  a s  i n  

( 1 2 ) .  

I f  t h e  o rde r  of NP and PP w e r e  reversed ,  then  t h e  N P  would no t  

be s t r i c t l y  ad jacen t  t o  V,  and s o  would not  he Case-marked. I n  

t h e  case of complements as i n  ( 1 3 ) ,  

Stowell  assumes t h a t  tensed  5 complements bea r  a Case as s ign ing  

f e a t u r e  (i.e. t h e  NP s u b j e c t  of a tensed  is assigned Case by 

INFL). H e  proposes t h e  C a s e  Resis tance P r i n c i p l e  i n  (14) .  

( 1 4 )  Case may n o t  be assigned t o  a category bea r ing  a Case- 
ass ign ing  f e a t u r e .  

Therefore,  a 3 complement cannot be adjacent  t o  V when Case 

i s  assigned o r  e l s e  it would v i o l a t e  (1 4 )  . 6 

I f  an approach such a s  S towel l ' s  t u r n s  ou t  t o  be s a t i s f a c -  

t o r y ,  then  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  about o rde r  i n  t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component 

can be r a d i c a l p j  reduced: one could only be requi red  t o  speci-  
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f y  i f  t h e  head of  a phrase is i n  i n i t i a l  o r  f i n a l  p o s i t i o n .  As- 

suming t h i s  hypothesis  t o  be workable, then  t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  com- 

ponent might be reduced t o  genera l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  of t h e  x-type 

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

( 1  5 )  A. A phrase is  l a b e l l e d  according t o  t h e  category of i t s  
head. 

B; The head is s p e c i f i e d  as f i n a l  o r  i n i t i a l .  

C. - Specif ier .  appear a t  t h e  l e v e l ,  complements a t  t h e  
X l e v e l .  

Note t h a t  if we assunle, as it seems q u i t e  p l a u s i b l e ,  t h a t  

s p e c i f i e r s  are n o t  subcategorized f o r  bu t  t h a t  complements are, 

then  the s p e c i f i c a t i o n  i n  (15C) can be der ived  i f  subcategoriza- 

t i o n  is dependent on government, which we assume, and i f  t h e  no- 

t i o n  of government is  t h e  one presented  i n  ( 4 )  above. By t h i s  

d e f i n i t i o n  of  government, a l e x i c a l  head can only  govern nodes 

that are under X, n o t  g., So t h e  not ion  of government i n  ( 4 )  a l -  

lows a f u r t h e r  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  of  t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component. 

This  genera l  approach t o  at tempt  t o  de r ive  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  

of t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component from o t h e r  independently motivated 

p r o p e r t i e s  of  t h e  grammar i s  a s t e p  i n  t h e  r i g h t  d i r e c t i o n .  

There is one problem, however, with r e s p e c t  t o  t h i s  i n  Chomsky 

(1981a) i n  t h a t  Chomsky keeps a c a t e g o r i a l  r u l e  of expansion of 

S: t h i s  r u l e  is  given i n  ( 1 6 )  - 

(16) S + N P  INFL VP 

Chomsky (1981a) g ives  t h i s  r u l e  as a p r i n c i p l e  of UG. This  is  

unfor tunate  because it weakens the conceptua l ly  a t t r a c t i v e  ap- 
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Proach t o  t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component presented above. I n  f a c t ,  

Once one such r u l e  is  admitted i n  the grammar, then t h e r e  is  

l i t t l e  motivat ion n o t  t o  admit more r u l e s  o f  t h e  same type. 

S t a t i n g  (16)  a s  a p r i n c i p l e  of UG i s  no r e a l  answer t o  t h i s  

problem. Note furthermore t h a t  t h e  t h r e e  nodes t o  t h e  r i g h t  

of S i n  (16) are ob l iga to ry .  This  i s  a v i o l a t i o n  of b a s i c  
- 
X-theory, where normally only  t h e  head of a phrase is ob l iga to ry ,  

s i n c e  l a b e l l i n g  of t h e  phrasa l  nodes depends on t h e  s y n t a c t i c  

category of t h e  head. So i n  ( 1 6 ) ,  one must s t i p u l a t e  what e l e -  

ment is  t h e  head o f  - S (namely INFL f o r  Chomsky) . 
The reason why Chomsky (1 981a) keeps ( 1 6 )  is  because of t h e  

o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of  the s u b j e c t  of a sentence.  Thus he wants t h e  

i n f i n i t i v e  cnmplement i n  (17) t o  have a PRO subject. 

(17) The ba rba r i ans  tried rS PRO t o  des t roy  t h e  c i t y  ] 

But t h e  fact t h a t  d e s t r o y  h a s  a s u b j e c t  i n  (17)  is a l ready  de- 

r i v a b l e  from the Pro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  and t h e  9 -c r i t e r ion  s i n c e  

t h e  VP formed by des t roy  ass igns  a 8-role t o  t h e  s u b j e c t .  Chom- 

sky says  t h a t  this approach t o  d e r i v e  (16) cannot work s i n c e  t h e  

nominal der ived  from des t roy  should be s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  same condi- 

t i o n s ,  and y e t  it does no t  r e q u i r e  a s u b j e c t ,  as w e  see  i n  (18) .  

(18) [,, t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of  R O ~ ]  

So Chomsky says t h a t  (16) must be s t i p u l a t e d  i n  t h e  grammar i n  

o rde r  t o  account f o r  t h e  d i f fe rence  i n  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of s u b j e c t  

between S and NP. However, it i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  see  how w e  g e t  

a phrase l i k e  (1 8)  . Compare t h e  sentences i n  (1 9 )  and t h e  phras- 



(19) a. The barbar ians  destroyed Rome. 
b. Rome was destroyed by t h e  barbar ians .  
c. Rome was destroyed. 

120) a. t h e  barbar ians  Qest ruct ion  of Rome 
b. Rome's des t ruc t ion  by t h e  barbar ians  
c. Rome's des t ruc t ion  

The (b) phrases a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  (a) phrases s ince  they a l s o  

have - Rome i n  ob j ec t  pos i t ion  a t  D-structure,  t h i s  N P  then being 

moved i n t o  sub jec t  pos i t ion  by move a, The bg-phrase i s  base- 

generated a s  such. The (c) phrases a r e  pass ives  without t h e  &- 

phrase: the agent is  simply unspecified. This  is  exac t ly  t h e  

property of the phrase i n  (1 8) . Now if we compare ( 18) and ( 2 0 ~ )  , 
it is c l e a r  t h a t  these  phrases a r e  c lose ly  r e l a t ed .  They have 

t h e  sarme underlying s t r u c t u r e  (21  ) . 
(21 ) LNP des t ruc t ion  INp Rome ]] 

I n  (21 ) , Rome has no Case assigned t o  it, s o  t h a t  something has 

t o  t ake  p lace  f o r  - Rome t o  f u l f i l l  t h e  Case requirements. In  (20c )  

move a has appl ied  t o  Rome and it has moved it i n t o  t h e  sub jec t  

Pos i t ion  where it g e t s  ~ e n i ' t i v e  Case. I n  ( 1  8) , - of- inser t ion  pro- 

~ i d e s  the Case f o r  Rome. 

If we  now look a t  t he  s e n t e n t i a l  equivalent  i n  (19c ) ,  w e  see 

that Rome has been moved i n t o  t h e  sub jec t  pos i t ion  i n  order  t o  

be assigned Case. The reason why - Rome appears i n  t he  sub jec t  

pos i t ion  i n  (19c) is  not  because a sentence has an obl iga tory  

sub jec t  pos i t ion  t h a t  must be f i l l e d ;  t he  NP is moved i n t o  sub- 

ject pos i t i on  i n  order  t o  g e t  Case, j u s t  l i k e  it is  i n  t h e  NP 
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i n  ( 20c ) .  And t h e  N P  must be moved i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  S be- 

cause, whereas o f - inse r t ion  can save Rome from t h e  Case F i l t e r  - 
( o r  i t s  equ iva len t )  i n  t h e  N P  cons t ruc t ion ,  t h e r e  is  no such r u l e  

t h a t  a p p l i e s  a f t e r  a p a s t  p a r t i c i p l e .  The only p o s i t i o n  where 

the N P  Rome can g e t  Case is i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n :  t h u s  t h e  ap- - 
paren t  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  S. But what i s  

i n  f a c t  ob l iga to ry  i n  t h i s  case  is  f o r  t h e  o b j e c t  NP t o  g e t  Case 

i n  some way o r  o t h e r ,  and t h e  movement t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

is t h e  only one a v a i l a b l e  i n  S. 

Another argument presented  i n  f avor  of ( 1 6 )  has  t o  do with 

non-arguments: i f  t h e r e  i s  no ob l iga to ry  NP p o s i t i o n  i n  S ,  says  

Chomsky, why should t h e r e  be p lace  f i l l e r s  l i k e  it? So although 

t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  o f  arguments i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  can be der- 

ived  from the Pro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  and t h e  8 - c r i t e r i o n ,  no such 

explanat ion  can account for e x p l e t i v e  elements. 

It  must be observed, however, t h a t  e x p l e t i v e  - it f a l l s  i n t o  

two c a t e g o r i e s  f o r  Chomsky (1 981 a)  : a r e a l l y  semant ica l ly  empty 

element a s  i n  (22) , and a quasi-argument with a quasi-0-role a s  

i n  (23) .  

(22) I t  seems t h a t  John w i l l  come. 

(23) It o f t e n  snows here .  

I n  t h e  case of (23), w e  could i n  f a c t  d e r i v e  t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  

of i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  from t h e  8-theory l i k e  o t h e r  arguments 

i f  - it has  a quasi-8-role. As f o r  ( 2 2 ) ,  Chomsky himself provides 

some arguments f o r  i ts n e c e s s i t y  elsewhere i n  Chomsky (1981a)  

when he says  t h a t  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  element is necessary t o  cosuper- 
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s c r i p t  t h e  complement with a Case marked element s o  t h a t  it can 

be " v i s i b l e R  f o r  8-role assignment, s i n c e  he assumes a v i s i b i l i t y  

condi t ion  t h a t  a p p l i e s  a t  LF which i s  s t a t e d  informal ly  i n  ( 2 4 ) .  

(24) A Function Chain can be 0-marked i n  LF i f  it has Case or  
is  headed by PRO. 

(This v i s i b i l i t y  condi t ion  allows a d e r i v a t i o n  of t h e  Case F i l -  

t e r  on t h e  LF s i d e  of  t h e  grammar. See Chapter 2 f o r  some corn- 

ments) . 
So i n  ( 2 2 ) ,  t h e  presence of  - it might be requi red  t o  t r ansmi t  

Case t o  t h e  post-verbal  5 with which it i s  cosuperscr ip ted .  

This  explanat ion  i s  n o t  t enab le  f o r  us ,  however, s ince  i n  

Chapter 2 w e  w i l l  r e j e c t  t h e  v i s i b i l i t y  condi t ion  i n  ( 2 4 )  i n  fa- 

vor  of  another  p r i n c i p l e .  How then  a r e  w e  t o  account f o r  t h e  

o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of t h e  s u b j e c t  i n  S without  adopt ing ( 1 6 ) ,  s i n c e  

we  do n o t  want t o  weaken t h e  r e s u l t s  t h a t  we  have a r r i v e d  a t  with 

r e spec t  t o  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component? It would 

be unfortunate  t o  have t o  drop such a s t r o n g  hypothesis  about t h e  

c a t e g o r i a l  component. ?is pointed  ou t  by Chomsky about methodolo- 

gy i n  l i n g u i s t i c s ,  "it has  o f t e n  proven t o  be a w i s e  move t o  per- 

sist i n  maintaining p r i n c i p l e s  of UG t h a t  had s i g n i f i c a n t  expla- 

natory power i n  some domain, even vrhen they  w e r e  faced with what 

appeared t o  be counter-evidencen (Chomsky 19 81 a,  p. 281 ) . 
Adopting (16 )  has  damaging e f f e c t s  on t h e  head c o n s t r a i n t  

of theory ,  and on t h e  whole approach t o  t h e  redundancy between 

l e x i c a l  e n t r i e s  and phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  presented above. 

There is a p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  we  could f i n d  an e l e g a n t  s o l u t i o n  t o  
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t h i s  problem by assuming an a n a l y s i s  of t h e  t e n s e  of  i n f i n i t i v e s  

similar t o  t h e  one presented  i n  Stow611 (1981a,b) . (This solu-  

t i o n  is a l s o  i m p l i c i t  i n  Marantz (1981)) .  Stowell  assumes t h a t  

both tensed  and i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences have t h e  f e a t u r e  [+tense] , 

b u t  t h a t  they  d i f f e r  i n  t h a t  tensed  c lauses  a r e  a l s o  marked a s  

[+past], as w e  can s e e  i n  (25) .  

( 2 5 )  a. tensed  clause:  (+N, -V, + tense ,  p a s t )  

b. t o - i n f i n i t i v e :  (+N, -V, +tense )  - 
H e  proposes t h a t  t e n s e  be considered a s  a type  of opera to r  which 

ranges over  t h e  whole sentence.  The f a c t  t h a t  i n f i n i t i v e s  a r e  

n e i t h e r  p resen t  nor  p a s t ,  al though they  have t h e  f e a t u r e  [+tense],  

"has the e f f e c t  of  spec i fy ing  t h a t  t h e  time-frame of  t h e  i n f i n i -  

t i v a l  c l ause  i s  unrea l ized  with r e spec t  t o  t h e  t e n s e  of t h e  ma- 

t r i x  i n  which it appearsn (Stowell  1981b, p .2 ) .  7 

Now suppose t h a t  t h e  t e n s e  opera to r  can only range over a 

f u l l  proposi t ion:  t h i s  would automat ica l ly  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  is ob l iga to ry  s i n c e  a W is no t  a f u l l  proposi-  

t i o n .  W e  would be assuming, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  a VP always forms 

a sentence with a s u b j e c t  because a p r e d i c a t e  always forms a 

propos i t ion  with an e x t e r n a l  argument s l o t .  I f  t h e  VP does no t  

a s s ign  a 8-role t o  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  as i n  ( 2 2 ) ,  t h i s  would mean t h a t  

t h e  p r e d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  verb organizes  does n o t  a s s ign  a semantic 

ro le :  it is a d e f e c t i v e  p r e d i c a t e ,  b u t  it s t i l l  has an e x t e r n a l  

argument s lo t ,  and t h e r e f o r e  has  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  s t r u c t u r e  of a 

propos i t ion .  Ass~uning such a s o l u t i o n  t o  be workable, then  w e  

would be provided with an extremely reduced.rcategoria1 component, 



m o s t  of  t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  t h a t  were formally pu t  i n  t h i s  compo- 

nent  now being de r ivab le  from independently motivated p r i n c i p l e s  

of grammar. The only  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  t o  be made i n  t h e  catego- 

r i a l  component would be those  given i n  (15) , repeated here  a s  

(26)  .* 
(26) A. A phrase i s  l a b e l l e d  according t o  t h e  category of i t s  

head. 

B. The head i s  s p e c i f i e d  a s  f i n a l  o r  i n i t i a l .  

C. +cifiers appear a t  t h e  ? l e v e l ,  compbements a t  t h e  
X l e v e l .  

The expansion of S would now obey these  minimal requirements of 
- 
X-theory s i n c e  t h e  s u b j e c t  would now be o p t i o n a l ,  j u s t  l i k e  any 

s p e c i f i e r ,  i ts  apparent  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  depending on o t h e r  com- 

ponents of  the grammar. 

(27) S + (NP) INFL VP 

Therefore,  w e  w i l l  assume t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  of a S is  o b l i -  

ga tory  bu t  t h a t  t h i s  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  can be der ived  from some 

o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e  (s) of  t h e  grammar, which is t h e  d i r e c t i o n  t h a t  

the theory  tel ls  us t o  take .  Exact ly how t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of 

t h e  s u b j e c t  of S can be der ived  w i l l  n o t  be r e l e v a n t  f o r  our  d i s -  

cuss ion ,  s o  we  w i l l  l eave  t h i s  t o p i c  open f o r  f u r t h e r  research .  

As f o r  t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of  both INFL and VP,  we could 

s o l v e  this problem by assuming t h a t  V i s  t h e  head of t h e  sentence,  

and that a f f i x a t i o n  of INFL t o  the verb t a k e s  p lace  i n  t h e  l e -  

xicon: t h e r e  would be no INFL node wi th in  t h e  syntax. There are 

arguments f o r  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  i n  l e x i c a l  phonology ( see  Pesetsky 



1979, Riparsky 1982, and o t h e r s ) ,  s o  we w i l l  assume it t o  be 

workable. 

Another consequence of  t i le P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e ,  combined 

with t h e  8 -c r i t e r ion ,  is t h a t  movement of an argument i s  only 

poss ib le  i n t o  a non-8-position. Since a l l  8-posit ions have t o  

be f i l l e d  i n  D-structure,  a moved N P  w i l l  always o r i g i n a t e  i n  a 

8-posit ion (a t  l e a s t  f o r  i ts  f i r s t  movement) (assuming t h a t  ex-  

p l e t i v e  elements l i k e  it and idiom phrases  have some kind of - 
quasi-8-role assigned t o  them a s  i n  Chomsky (1 981 a))  . Therefore 

movi.ng i n t o  a 8-posit ion would c r e a t e  a Chain where an argument 

would be assigned two 0-roles,  one from i ts  D-structure p o s i t i o n  

and one from i ts  S-s t ruc ture  p o s i t i o n  ( o r  any in termedia te  posi-  

t i o n ) .  I f  one assumes t h a t  e x p l e t i v e  elements and idiom phrases  

do n o t  r ece ive  a 0-role i n  t h e i r  D-structure p o s i t i o n ,  then mov- 

i n g  such an element i n t o  a 8-marked p o s i t i o n  would s t i l l  be i m -  

p o s s i b l e  s i n c e  a 8-role would then  be assigned i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  

t o  which it moved t o  a non-argument. 

The fact t h a t  l e x i c a l  requirements have t o  be m e t  a t  D- 

s t r u c t u r e  means t h a t  an N P  could n o t  be generated i n  a non-8- 

p o s i t i o n  and then  moved t o  a 0-posit ion af te rwards .  So movement 

is s t r i c t l y  t o  non-8-positions. A non-8-position can be e i t h e r  

the e x t e r n a l  argument p o s i t i o n  of a p red ica te  t h a t  is  not  assigned 

a 8-role by t h i s  p red ica te  (i.e. t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  pre- 

d i c a t e s  formed by r a i s i n g  verbs l i k e  p' seem o r  of pass iv ized  verbs 

l i k e  was s e e n ) ,  o r  a non-argument p o s i t i o n  i n  D-structure (COMP 

f o r  example). 
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We have seen that a phrase d isp laced  by movea i s  coindexed 

with i t s  trace, One way t o  implement t h i s  mechanism of indexa- 

t i o n  i s  t o  say t h a t  move a c r e a t e s  an index when it moves an e l e -  

ment and t h a t  t h e  index i s  given t o  a l l  t h e  elements i n  t h e  Chain 

t h a t  is c rea ted .  Another mechani~m is  proposed i n  Chomsky (1981b) 

and w e  w i l l  adopt it because it has  i n t e r e s t i n g  consequences with 

r e spec t  t o  p a r a s i t i c  gaps (see  Chomsky 1981b), and invers ion  i n  

Pro Drop languages (see Chapter 4 ) .  Chomskyls proposal is t o  as- 

sume t h a t  a l l  MP p o s i t i o n s  a r e  f r e e l y  indexed a t  D-structure,  bu t  

t h a t  t h i s  indexing procedure is r e s t r i c t e d  t o  A-posit ions,  t h a t  

is, p o s i t i o n s  where an argument can appear a t  D-structure (i.e. 

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  e t c . ,  but no t  COMP o r  adjoined 

p o s i t i o n s )  . 9 

This  indexing procedure can be a t  least p a r t i a l l y  der ived  

o r  motivated by cons ider ing  a p x o p ~ c a l  t h a t  Stowell  (1981a) makes 

aboct how 8-roles are assigned t o  complements. For example, con- 

s i d e r  a ve rba l  complement: S t m l X  proposes t h a t  a e-role be as- 

s igned t o  an argument by t A i n g  t h e  index of  t h i s  argument and 

i n s e r t i n g  it i n  a 8-grid t h a t  would be p a r t  of a v e r b ' s  e n t r y .  

This  could bs extended t o  suhcategor iza t ion  frames and Case- 

f e a t u r e s ,  s i n c e  t h e  unmarked case  is  f o r  a l l  cf these  t h r e e  r e l -  

a t i o n s  betweeu V and complement t o  be dependent on government 

from t h e  17. So i f  an index i s  requi red  a t  D-structure for t h i s  

' i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  complement i n  t h e  v e r b ' s  g r i d ,  it can be 

assumed t h a t  such i n d i c e s  w i l l  be provided t o  a l l  p o s i t i o n s  where 

they  a r e  necessary,  t h a t  is ,  A-positions. The case of  phrases  



base-generated i n  %pos i t ions  (see fn.  9 )  and of t h e  s u b j e c t  is  

a b i t  more t r i c k y .  Since t h e  s u b j e c t  is assigned i t s  8-role com- 

p o s i t i o n a l l y  by t h e  VP (see Chomsky 1981a, Marantz 1981, f o r  

d i s c u s s i o n ) ,  i t s  index does no t  e n t e r  i n t o  a g r i d  of any sor t .  

W e  could say,  however, t h a t  it is requ i red  f o r  agreement pur- 

poses. We w i l l  come back t o  t h i s  i s s u e  i n  Chapter 4 when we 

look at t h e  Pro Drop phenomenon. 

Coming back t o  how t h e  indexing procedure func t ions ,  i f  , 
f o r  example, a phrase is moved t o  an x-pos i t ion  l i k e  COMP a s  i n  

(28 )  , t h e  index of t h e  A-position is c a r r i e d  along by t h e  moved 

phrase.  

(28)  rg lCOm whoi] rS d i d  Johnk see ti] J 

I f  t h e  phrase is moved from an A-position t o  another  A-position 

as i n  ( 2 9 ) ,  

( 2 9 )  Malkai was seen ti by Lorik 

t h e  landing p o s i t i o n  is one t h a t  a l r eady  has  an index s i n c e  it 

is A-position and a l l  A-positions g e t  an index a t  D-structure.  

W e  could e i t h e r  say  that move a changes the  index of t h e  landing 

P o s i t i o n  i n  such cases a s  i n  the d e r i v a t i o n  i n  (30), o r  t h a t  t h e  

index assigned t o  t h e  landing  p o s i t i o n  i n  D-structure p r i o r  t o  

movement has  t o  be t h e  same as t h e  one of t h e  p o s i t i o n  of o r i g i n ,  

t h i s  being allowed by t h e  f r e e  indexing procedure as i n  (31 1 .  

(30) D.S. [gp ei] w a s  seen Malka by Lorik 
j 

S.S. Malka. w a s  seen t by Lorik 
I -1 



a 1 was seen Malkai by L o r i k  (31)  D.S. rNp 
S.S. Malkai w a s  seen  ti by Lorik 

The first procedure apparent ly  runs  i n t o  problems s i n c e  a phrase 

could be moved i n t o  a p o s i t i o n  t h a t  is  a l ready  i n  another  Chain 

f o r  example, s i n c e  move a can change ind ices .  But such der iva-  

t i o n s  would be r u l e d  o u t  by t h e  P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  and t h e  lo- 

c a l i t y  condi t ions  on Chains s i n c e  t h e  Chain t h a t  i s  moved i n t o  

is now broken up. One could also say  t h a t  it i s  n o t  t h e  posi-  

t i o n s  b u t  t h e  elements i n s e r t e d  i n t o  t h e s e  p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  bea r  

the i n d i c e s ,  so t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  p r i o r  t o  movement i n  

(30) would n o t  have an index. 

The second procedure is i n t e r e s t i n g  because i n  t h i s  case  it 

is assumed t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n s  u l t i m a t e l y  r e l a t e d  by move a have 

t o  be coindexed from t h e  s t a r t  a t  D-structure:  s o  w i t h  a s l i g h t  . 

r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  what a D-structure conf igura t ion  must be ,  

move a could be considered a s  an i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u l e .  A s  poin ted  

o u t  by Chomsky (1981a), it is q u i t e  d i f f i c u l t  i n  f a c t  t o  esta- 

b l i s h  t h a t  t h e r e  is a d i f f e r e n c e  between move a as a s y n t a c t i c  

r u l e  o f  movement and as an i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u l e :  i n  f a c t ,  it is  no t  
c l e w  
suze t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  is of any real i n t e r e s t .  10 

W e  have seen,  and w e  w i l l  f i n d  again l a t e r  on, t h a t  the Pro- 

j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  has  f a r  reaching consequences. I t  i s  c r u c i a l -  

l y  dependent on trace theory .  I t  precludes any model of grammar, 

l i k e  t h e  On Bindinq model f o r  example, t h a t  incorpora tes  " s t ruc -  

ture-bui ld ingn r u l e s ,  o r  any theory  t h a t  has a r u l e  of Raising- 

to-Object, i f  subcategor iza t ion  e n t a i l s  8-marking. Furthermore, 
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it f o r c e s  one t o  adopt a s t r u c t u r e  f o r  i n f i n i t i v e s  as i n  ( 3 2 )  

r a t h e r  than  (33) . 
(32) Catherinei t r i e d  IS [NP ei] t o  c a l l  Jacqueline] 

(33) Catherine t r i e d  rVp t o  c a l l  Jacquel ine]  

It a l s o  has  for consequence t h a t  Pro Drop languages must 

have an empty category i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  o f  S as i n  ( 3 4 ) .  

( 34 )  [NP e] mangia le mele. 

This  means t h a t  t h e  P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  c r u c i a l l y  depends 

on t h e  ex i s t ence  o f  empty c a t e g o r i e s  and t h e i r  prasence i n  t h e  

s t r u c t u r e s  a t  t h e  l e v e l s  a t  which it is re levan t .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e  

c e n t r a l  concern o f  GB is t o  determine t h e  p o s i t i o n s  i n  which d i f -  

f e r e n t  mani fes ta t ions  o f  NPs can appear. The Pro jec t ion  Pr inc i -  

p l e ,  i n  conjunct ion wi th  o t h e r  components l i k e  t h e  base and t h e  

+ c r i t e r i o n ,  determines where an NP must be present .  This  N P  can 

be manifested as a l e x i c a l  NP: a f u l l y  r e a l i z e d  r e f e r e n t i a l  ex- 

p ress ion  o r  a l e x i c a l  anaphor o r  a l e x i c a l  pronoun; o r  it can be 

manifested as an empty category: PRO, t (NP t race) ,  v a r i a b l e s  - 
(WH t.races, t r a c e s  of  move a i n  LF), o r  pro ( t h e  "missing sub- 

ject" i n  Pro Drop languages) . I n  o r d e r  t o  determine what mani- 

f e s t a t i o n  of  NP is p o s s i b l e  i n  any given p o s i t i o n  where i ts pre- 

sence is requ i red  by t h e  P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e ,  GB assumes sever- 

a l  subsystems, as we have seen above, and each of t h e s e  p r e d i c t s  

a c e r t a i n  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  nominal elements i n  a c e r t a i n  domain. 

Thus, t h e  lex icon,  Case theory ,  and t h e  binding theory  i n t e r a c t  

With each o t h e r  i n  s e v e r a l  ways t o  determine the t ype  of N P  t h a t  
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can appear i n  any given p o s i t i o n .  Case theory  w i l l  determine 

whether. : the NP can be l e x i c a l  o r  not .  And t h e  t h r e e  subsystems 

w i l l  i n t e r a c t  t o  determine whether t h e  NP can be a name, a va r i -  

a b l e ,  an anaphor o r  a proriominal. Chomsky (1981a) has  noted fur -  

thermore t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  types  of  empty c a t e g o r i e s  cover 

t h e  p o s s i b l e  p a r t i t i o n i n g  of  [Np e] without  overlapping,  t h i s  

sugges ts  t h a t  t h e r e  is only  one empty category a s  f a r  a s  i n t e r n a l  

p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  concerned ( l i k e  ihe  f a c t  t h a t  it has  person, num- 

b e r  and gender) ,  and t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  types  of empty catego- 

ries are determined on f u n c t i o n a l  grounds only  ( l i k e  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h e  empty category is  governed o r  n o t ,  Case marked or n o t ,  

A- o r  %bound). 

So w e  see t h a t  t h e r e  i s  s t r o n g  theory  i n t e r n a l  motivat ion 

t o  have ECs. Given ECs,  one can formulate very genera l  p r i n c i -  

p l e s  i n  t h e  grammar that apply t o  l e x i c a l  NPs and t o  ECs, s o  

t h a t  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  of  sentences  with non-overt elements is g rea t -  

l y  s i m p l i f i e d  and is u l t i m a t e l y  v i r t u a l l y  reduced t o  d e r i v a t i o n  

of a sentence with o v e r t  elements. There i s  a l s o  empi r i ca l  mo- 

t i v a t i o n  t o  p o s i t  e n t i t i e s  such a s  ECs.  One such case has t o  do 

with r e f l e x i v e s  and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  t o  an antecedent .  A minimal 

condi t ion  on t h i s  r e l a t i o n  is t h a t  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  and t h e  antece- 

dent  must agree  i n  f e a t u r e s  of person, number and gender. There 

a r e  a l s o  s t r u c t u r a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h i s  r e l a t i o n :  t h e  antecedent  

must be s t r u c t u r a l l y  "c lose  enoughn t o  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  i n  some 

sense ,  as we can see i n  (35) ( w e  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  exac t  formulat ion 

of t h i s  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  i n  2.2.3.3) . 



(35) a. The g i r l  s a i d  [the boy shaved h imsel f ]  

b. *The boy s a i d  [the g i r l  shaved himself ] 

But t h i s  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  seems t o  be reversed i n  ( 3 6 ) :  

t h e  NP which is s t r u c t u r a l l y  t h e  f a r t h e s t  from t h e  r e f l e x i v e  

seems t o  be funct ioning  a s  t h e  antecedent  i n  (36)  . 
(36)  a. Which boy d i d  t h e  g i r l  say shaved h imsel f?  

b. +Which g i r l  d i d  t h e  boy say shaved himself?  

The s o l u t i o n  t o  t h i s  problem i s  t o  p o s i t  an EC, t h e  t r a c e  

of t h e  WH-phrase, i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of  t h e  embedded c lause .  

This  is  t h e  now t r a d i t i o n a l  argument of  t h e  long dependencies: 

t h e  relatiombetween the WH-phrase and t h e  r e f l e x i v e  holds however 

d i s t a n t  t h e  WH-phrase is from i ts  o r i g i n a l  D-structure pos i t ion .  

Once t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of  t h e  presence o f  an NP and its 

Poss ib le  type  have been determined, t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  

sentence i s  q u i t e  s t r a igh t fo rward  i f  t h e  NP i s  l e x i c a l .  I f  t h e  

NP is an empty category,  however, i ts  con ten t  must be determined 

f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  t a k e  p lace .  So, some kind of  r ecoverab i l i -  

t y  process  must opera te .  For example, t h e  content  of PRO w i l l  

be determined by t h e  theory  of  con t ro l :  s o  t h e  content  of PRO 

can be  t h e  content  of an antecedent  t h a t  PRO is l inked t o  by con- 

t r o l ,  o r  PRO can be a r b i t r a r y  i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  For N P  t r a c e s  

and v a r i a b l e s ,  t h e  Empty Category P r i n c i p l e  (ECP) w i l l  funct ion  

a s  a  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  mechanism. The ECP is used ex tens ive ly  i n  

GB . 
(37)  The Empty Category p r i n c i p l e 1  l  

[, e] must be proper ly  governed. 



( 3 8 ) Proper Government 

a properly governs 4 if and only i f  g governsf!-, and - 
(i) - a is l e x i c a l  (=xO) , o r  

(ii) - a is coindexed w i t h  - B 

Kayne (1981a) has noted t h a t  t h e  ECP i s  some s o r t  of recover- 

a b i l i t y  mechanism s ince ,  informally, it has the  following con- 

t e n t  : 

An empty category must have an antecedent; t h e  antece- 
dent may i t s e l f  govern t h e  empty category; i f  not ,  t he  
empty category must, through its governor, be "c lose ly  
connectedn t o  the antecedent. (Kayne 1981a, p. 103) 

A s  f o r  the four th  t y p  of empty category, t h e  subject  of 

Pro Drop languages m, its recoverab i l i ty  depends i n  some way 

on the  r ichness of t h e  I n f l e c t i o n  of t h e  verb with which it 

agrees. This w i l l  be made more prec i se  i n  Chapter 4 ,  but  f o r  

now w e  w i l l  simply r e f e r  t o  it a s  t h e  Pro Drop condition. 

To r ecap i tu l a t e  what we  have seen s o  f a r  i n  t h i s  sketch of 

GB, the p i c tu re  is one of a highly modular grammar, where compo- 

nents act a t  d i f f e r en t  levels .  The descr ip t ion of t he  s t ruc-  

t u r e  of core grammar t h a t  was given i n  (1)  can now be made a 

b i t  more prec i se  a s  i n  (39) . 



D-structure 
(i) Lexicon 

(Li 1 Categor ia l  component 
I 

move a 

S-s t ruc tu re  
(i) Chain formation 

(ii) Binding condi t ion  

/ \ 
PF c&nent LF component 

(i) (Case F i l t e r )  

(ii) move a 

(i) move a (OR, WH-R, 

(ii) c o n t r o l  Focus) 

(iii) ECP 

(There is no o rde r ing  implied by t h e  l i s t i n g s  a t  each l e v e l . )  

W e  have put  the Case F i l t e r  i n  parentheses  s i n c e  i t  is u i -  

t i m a t e l y  der ived  from t h e  v i s i b i l i t y  condi t ion  i n  Chomsky (1981a1, 

t h i s  condi t ion  applying a t  LP. Case i s  presumably assigned ( o r  

checked) a t  D-structure or S-s t ruc ture .  I f  Subjacency is  a don- 

d i t i o n  on r u l e s ,  then  it presumably holds a t  S-s t ruc ture  and at 

LF. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  it is  a condi t ion  on s t r u c t u r e s ,  then  

it might be s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  bounding theory  t o  apply a t  LF only 

(it could then  a t  l e a s t  p a r t l y  be der ived  from t h e  ECP according 

t o  Kayne 1981a). To  (39) must be added t h e  condi t ions  on w e l l -  

formedness which a r e  t h e  P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  and t h e  8-cr i . ter ion.  

W e  do no t  in tend  t h i s  summary t o  be a comprehensive introduc-  

t i o n  t o  GB. W e  only in tend  t o  provide an overview of t h e  theore-  

t i c a l  cons ide ra t ions  i n  which is embedded t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i n  
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t h e  fol lowing chapters .  A s  w e  have o f t e n  pointed o u t ,  t h e  va- 

r i o u s  subsystems and not ions  w i l l  be  s t u d i e d  i n  more d e t a i l  a s  

t h e  d i scuss ion  unfolds.  

The p o i n t  t h a t  w e  do want t o  emphasize is t h e  c e n t r a l  p a r t  

that empty c a t e g o r i e s  p lay  i n  GB. The goal  of t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n  

i s  t o  defend t h i s  use of empty c a t e g o r i e s  and t o  s t r eng then  t h e  

t h e o r e t i c a l  choice of such a b s t r a c t  elements by showing t h a t  no 

s tatement  e v e r  has  t o  refer s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  empty c a t e g o r i e s  i n  

t h e  grammar: ex i s t ence  of  such elements depends on t h e  i n t e r a c -  

t i o n  of systems of t h e  grammar which are independently needed 

f o r  l e x i c a l  ca tegor ies .  Thus t h i s  g ives  c r u c i a l  support  t o  a 

model of grammar where empty c a t e g o r i e s  p lay  a r o l e .  

There are t h r e e  t h i n g s  t h a t  must be determined about an em- 

p t y  category,  as w e  have seen: i t s  presence,  i ts  type ,  and i ts 

content .  I n  GB, t h e  presence of an N P  can be determined by t h e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  of  t h e  P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  and t h e  8 -c r i t e r ion ;  and 

t h e  type  of  an NP can be determined by t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of t h e  

lex icon,  Case theory  and binding theory.  A l l  o f  t h e s e  subsystems 

apply t o  c a t e g o r i e s ,  whether they  are l e x i c a l  o r  n o t ,  j u s t  l i k e  

move a f o r  example moves c a t e g o r i e s ,  whether they  a r e  l e x i c a l  

o r  not.  But determining t h e  content  of  NP i n  GB is n o t  done i n  

a u n i f i e d  fashion: l e x i c a l  NPs have inheren t  content ,  while t h e  

content  of empty c a t e g o r i e s  is dependent on an antecedent  and 

must be recovered by mechanisms t h a t  apply s t r i c t l y  t o  empty ca- 

t e g o r i e s .  Furthermore, t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  such mechanisms : ECP, 

c o n t r o l  theory ,  and t h e  Pro Drop condi t ion .  I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  by 

their very n a t u r e ,  empty c a t e g o r i e s  cannot have t h e i r  content  de- 
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termined i n  t h e  same fashion t h a t  t h e  content  of names is  de te r -  

mined f o r  example. However, t h i s  does no t  mean t h a t  t h e i r  con- 

t e n t  has  t o  be determined i n  a manner t h a t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from le- 

x i c a l  NPs: it could be determined i n  a fashion similar t o  t h e  way 

t h a t  t h e  content  of  l e x i c a l  anaphors o r  l e x i c a l  pronouns is  de- 

termined. 

Recal l  t h e  t h e o r e k i c a l  breakthrough t h a t  Conditions on 

Transformations brought about: it l e d  t o  a three- fo ld  u n i f i f : a t i o n  

of l i n g u i s t i c  theory.  F i r s t ,  Chomsky (1973) showed t h a t  move- 

ment t ransformat ions  do not  d i f f e r  with r e spec t  t o  boundedness: 

so an apparent ly  unbounded t ransformat ion  l i k e  WH-movement was 

r e i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  an i t e r a t i o n  of a more l o c a l ,  bounded r u l e .  

The second uni fy ing  Proposal w a s  t o  reduce a l l  apparent ly  un- 

bounded t ransformat ions  t o  t h e  s i n g l e  r u l e  o f  WH-movement ( a  

f u r t h e r  s t e p  was taken i n  Chomsky and Lasnik (1977)  i n  reducing 

a l l  movement r u l e s  t o  t h e  s i n g l e  r u l e  o f  move a ) .  The t h i r d  k ind  

o f  u n i f i c a t i o n  w a s  t r a c e  theory.  Trace theory  i s  a unifying idea  

because it b r i n g s  t h e  theory  of movement r u l e s  c l o s e r  t o  t h e  theo- 

ry of bound anaphora: t h e  only movements a f f e c t i n g  NPs t h a t  a r e  

allowed are those  with an output  where t h e  antecedent- t race re-  
is a p o s s i b l e  antecedent-anaphor r e l a t i o n .  

l a t i o n l  Th i s  considerably reduces t h e  c l a s s  of p o s s i b l e  movements 

and it is of a low c o s t  i n  t h e  grammar s i n c e  condi t ions  on ana- 

~ h o r a  a r e  independently needed f o r  l e x i c a l  anaphors. 1 2  

However, t h i s  u n i f i c a t i o n  of t r a c e  theory i s  g r e a t l y  weak- 

ened i f  a d d i t i o n a l  s t i p u l a t i o n s  a r e  added i n  t h e  grammar t h a t  re-  

s t a t e  i n  same o t h e r  form condi t ions  on t h e  r e l a t i o n  between an 
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empty category and i ts  antecedent .  The goal  of  t h i s  t h e s i s  is 

t o  e l imina te  t h i s  weakness by showing t h a t  t h e  condi t ions  which 

govern t h e  r e l a t i o n  between a l e x i c a l  anaphor o r  pronoun and i t s  

antecedent ,  t hus  determining t h e  content  of t h e  l e x i c a l  anaphor 

o r  pronoun, c a r r y  over  t o  - a l l  empty c a t e g o r i e s  s o  t h a t  no spec i -  

fit s ta tement  eve r  has  t o  be made about empty ca tegor ies .  

I n  Chapter 2,  w e  w i l l  propose a model o f  grammar where no 

s tatement  e v e r  r e f e r s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  t h e  empty category: i t s  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  and type  w i l l  be determined by t h e  same subsystems 

t h a t  determine t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and type  o f  a l l  NPs, whether 

t?iey a r e  l e x i c a l  o r  not ;  and t h e  content  of t h e  empty category 

w i l l  be determined by t h e  same subsystems which determine t h e  

dependency of content  o f  l e x i c a l  anaphors and pronouns. Since 

t h i s  model of  grammar has  only genera l  s ta tements  about NPs and 

Y e t  p r e d i c t s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  cf having an empty category,  with 

i t s  p r o p e r t i e s  and d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  it provides support  t o  t h e  claim 

t h a t  a t h e o r e t i c a l  e n t i t y  such as an empty category e x i s t s .  

I n  the subsequent chap te r s ,  we w i l l  &how how t h e  d a t a  ac- 

counted f o r  by t h e  t h r e e  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  subsystems of GB can be 

accounted f o r  i n  t h e  p resen t  model and what f u r t h e r  i n s i g h t s  t h e  

a n a l y s i s  provides:  Chapter 3 w i l l  d e a l  with ECP, Chapter 4 with 

t h e  Pro Drop phenomenon, and Chapter 5 w i t h  f a c t s  of con t ro l .  



FOOTNOTES: CHAPTER 1 

1. I n  (1 ) , LF and PF denote l e v e l s  of r ep resen ta t ion .  I n  t h e  

l i t e r a t u r e ,  t h e s e  terms are o f t e n  used no t  only t o  r e f e r  t o  these  

levels, b u t  a l s o  t o  t h e  set of r u l e s  which map S-s t ruc tu re  re-  

p resen ta t ions  onto  LF and PF. We w i l l  a l s o  use t h e s e  terms i n  

t h i s  fashion ,  hoping t h a t  t h e  context  w i l l  avoid confusions.  

2. I t  is very l i k e l y  that p a r t  of Subjacency i s  de r ivab le  from 

t h e  ECP, as suggested by Kayne (1981a),  s i n c e  both of them a r e  

l o c a l i t y  condi t ions  on binding i f  Subjacency i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as 

a condi t ion  on s t r u c t u r e s .  The f a c t  t h a t  "g d e l e t i o n n  allows 

t o  circumvent b a r r i e r s  of  both government and Subjacency is a l s o  

an i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  they  a r e  probably r e l a t e d .  W e  w i l l  r e t u r n  t o  

t h i s  t o p i c  i n  Chapter 3. 

3. Note that with regard  t o  ( 3 ~ 1 ,  w e  want t o  say  t h a t  A governs 

i ts  complement of N P  (where of might presumably be i n s e r t e d  only 

i n  PF, see 3.2) . This  means t h a t  i n  (i) , w e  s t i l l  want t h e  ad- 

j e c t i v e  t o  govern i ts  complement. 

(i) John is very proud of  h i s  s t o r y .  

But i n  {i) , t h e  modif ier  very and t h e  a d j e c t i v e  proud seem 

c o n s t i t u e n t  which t h e  complement of his s t o r y  i s  not  

a p a r t ,  a s  can be seen by the f a c t  t h a t  j u s t  t h i s  c o n s t i t u e n t  can 

be e x t r a c t e d  without  t h e  complement. 

(ii) How proud is  John - t of h i s  s t o r y ?  

mat t h i s  sugges ts  is t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a small  c o n s t i t u e n t  a s  

i n  (iii) , c a l l  it A*, which is similar t o  Williams8 "small  VP" 



(see a l so  fn. 5 ) .  

ADV '-l d 
of h i s  s to ry  

very proud 

This seems t o  c a l l  f o r  a modification of t h e  notion of go- 

vernment given i n  ( 4 )  s ince  according t o  clause (i) of ( 4 )  , proud 

does not  govern i ts  complement i n  (iii) because of the  presence 

of very. But s ince  there  is only a small c l a s s  of s p e c i f i e r s  t h a t  

can appear under A*, o r  more general ly x*, w e  w i l l  consider t h a t  

the  core notion of government s t i l l  holds i n  these cases,  so 

t h a t  elements under X* are closthly related s o  t h a t  they form a 

un i t  t h a t  can govern complements f o r  example. If w e  d i d  not 

allow t h i s  f o r  the  core nat ion of government which is used f o r  

subcategorizat ion,  then we would have t o  consider t h a t  the second 

property of the  core notion of governnrent given above (i .e.  

clause (i) of (4)) must be modified so  t h a t  it would now be a s  i n  

( i v )  I n  the  s t r u c t u r e  [y . . . - f3 . . . - a . . . - f3 . . .] , a governs - 
8 i f  and only i f  - 

2O - Y is a project ion of - a 

3O - 8 is an immediate cons t i tuen t  of - y 
- 

Note t h a t  t h e  t h i r d  bas ic  property, t h a t  y = a, would n o t  

hold under t h i s  new modification. This deacr ip t ion of t h e  n o t i o n  

of government runs i n t o  t he  problem t h a t  sub jec t s  would now be 



governed i n  s t r u c t u r e s  l i k e  ( 7 :  j . 

But s u b j e c t s  a r e  not  p a r t  of  t h e  sub:;ategorization frame 

of  a V o r  N (see Marantz 1981, Burzio 1981, Chomsky 1981a f o r  

a r g u m n t s ) .  Thus ( iv )  cannot be a d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  

of t h e  core  not ion  of government and something t o  t h e  e f f e c t  

that X* is a low-level unit t h a t  allows government by t h e  X has  

t o  be assumed. N o t e  t h a t  an extended not ion  of government with 

p r o p e r t i e s  l i k e  2O i n  ( i v )  is proposed by Aoun and Spor t iche ,  s o  

t h a t  t h i s  extended not ion  must incorpora te  a s p e c i f i c a t i o n  t o  t h e  

e f f e c t  that only  a narrower not ion  of government i s  re levan t  f o r  

subcategor iza t ion  (see Chapter 2 ,  fn .  2 4 ,  and a l s o  t h e  d iscuss ion  

on gerunds i n  5.2.1.2.1,) 

4. I n  Chomsky (1981a),  t h e  Case F i l t e r  i s  given a s  i n  (i). 

(i) UNP, i s - N P  is l e x i c a l  and has  no Case. 

The reason for this change is t h a t  gerunds must be assign-  

ed  Case l i k e  any o t h e r  NP. But i n  Chomsky (1 981 a) , it is  assumed 

t h a t  gerunds have the s t r u c t u r e  i n  (ii). 

LNP NP' s VP ] 

Since gerunds do n o t  have a N head i n  such an a n a l y s i s ,  and 

y e t  s t i l l  r e q u i r e  Case marking, t h e  Case F i l t e r  is  given a s  i n  

(1). Note t h a t  t h i s  is t h e  only motivat ion f o r  the  change i n  t h e  

f i l t e r .  However, we w i l l  see i n  Chapter 5 t h a t  t h e r e  are reasons 

t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  gerunds do have a nominal head and t h a t  t h e  Case 

F i l t e r  can be s t a t e d  as i n  (9 )  (although we w i l l  u l t ima te ly  de- 
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r i v e  t h e  Case k l i l t e r  f ron  some o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e  of t h e  grammar). 

5. A s  noted by Chomsky i n  class Lectures  a t  MLT i n  t h e  winter  

of  1982,  phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  are n o t  r e a l l y  redundancy r u l e s .  

A redundancy r u l e  has  t h e  fol lowing form: i f  A has  F ,  then  it 

has F'. Phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  a r e  not  of  t h i s  form: they  do 

n o t  allow us t o  e x t r a c t  anything out  of t h e  lexicon and s i n p l i -  

f y  it. So ~ h r a s e  s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  have t h e  s t a t u s  of genera l iza-  

t i o n s  r a t h e r  than  t h a t  of redundancy r u l e s .  

6 .  See Stowell  (1981a) f o r  t h e  d e t a i l s  of t h i s  ana lys i s .  The 

condi t ion  of s t r i c t - ad jacency  on Case-assignment could be ex- 

p la ined  i f  we  assluned, a s  i n  Bouchard (1979) , t h a t  l a b e l l i n g  of  

s y n t a c t i c  nodes i s  done by l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n ,  and that s t r u c t u r a l  

r e l a t i o n s  a r e  s t r i c t l y  b inary .  For example, two ad jacen t  ele- 

ments i n  a s t r i n g  can only  be bracketed  as i n  (i) o r  (ii). 

This  has  f o r  consequence t h a t  t h r e e  adjacent  nodes could never 

be a l l  t h r e e  immediate daughters  of a same h igher  node s i n c e  

t h r e e  adjacent  elements can only be bracketed as i n  (iii). 

b -  [: [E A B] C] b ' .  [, A [ B c]] 

I n  (iii), A and C could never be immediate daughters of t h e  same 

node, s o  t h a t  A could never govern C according t o  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  
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of government given i n  ( 4 )  above; t h e r e f o r e ,  A could never a s s ign  

Case t o  C. I n  fact,  no l e x i c a l  node i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  of  A cnuld 

govern more than  one pos i t ion .  This  can be r e l a t e d  t o  Marantz 's  

(1981) proposal  t h a t  a semantic r o l e  a s s i g n e r  can only ass ign  one 

semantic r o l e .  So f o r  example, i n  ( i v )  , 
( i v )  Elmer gave a porcupine t o  Hortense. 

t h e  verb gave ass igns  a semantic r o l e  t o  a porcupine, t h e  prepo- 

s i t i o n  - t o  a s s igns  a semantic r o l e  t o  Hortense, and t h e  p r e d i c a t e  

gave a porcupine t o  Hortense - ass igns  a semantic r o l e  to-Elmer. 

This  approach to node-label l ing also has  f a r  reaching conse- 

quences on bzr - leve ls  and government which I w i l l  no t  pursue he re .  

See F z m e r  (1980) and Nash (1980) f o r  same d i scuss ion  of  r e l a t e d  

top ics .  This  type  of  node-label l ing is also ak in  t o  W i l l i a m s '  

(1980) not ion  of s m a l l  verb phrase f o r  t h e  English double N P  

cons t ruc t ion .  

7. Stowell  no tes  that t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is s i m i l a r  t o  Bresnan's 

(1972) observat ion  t h a t  an i n f i n i t i v a l  complement desc r ibes  "some- 

t h i n g  hypo the t i ca l  o r  unrea l i zedn ,  

8. W e  have seen  t h a t  (26C) can be der ived  i f  t h e  not ion  of go- 

vernment given i n  ( 4 )  is  used f o r  subzategor iza t ion .  A s  f o r  

( 2 6 ~ ) ,  it amounts t o  saying t h a t  l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  is  respons ib le  

f o r  node-labell ing.  I f  we  adopted t h e  l a b e l l i n g  proce' lure b r i e f -  

l y  descr ibed i n  footnote  3, t h e r e f o r e ,  (26Aj  could a l s o  be ac- 

counted f o r .  So (26B) might be t h e  only  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  t o  be 

made i n  t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  component. And even then ,  a p a r t  of t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  t h e  combinations of  Sub jez t ,  Verb and Object 
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f o r  exaxnple, would be highly marked i n  a node-labelling of the  

type presented i n  footnote 3, a s  we can see i n  (i) . 
(i) S [ V  0 1  +v S 0 

10 v l  [ o  v l s  
r v  0 1 s  +O S v 

This seems t o  f i t  with the  s tud i e s  t h a t  have been done on t h i s  

kind of language typology ( c f .  Greenberg ( 1 9 6 3 ) ) .  However, we 

w i l l  see i n  Chapter 4 t h a t  an add i t iona l  s t i p u l a t i o n  w i l l  have 

t o  be made t o  account f o r  the  d i f ference  between s o  ca l l ed  non- 

conf igurat ional  languages and conf igurat ional  languages. 

9.  Chomsky's proposal is i n  f a c t  t o  index A-positions a t  S-struc- 

tu re .  The proposal made here t o  index these  pos i t ions  a t  D-struc- 

t u r e  keps the  important d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  Chomsky wants t o  make 

between indexation of A- and ~ - p o s i t i o n s ,  and it allows an ele- 

gant account of indexing by move a a s  w e  w i l l  see d i r e c t l y .  The 

d i s t i n c t i e n  t h a t  Chomsky wants t o  make is between A-position in-  

dexing an&ndexing of a phrase base-generated i n  COMP and/?: (i) . 
(1) ?Whoi do you think t h a t  Mary would p re fe r  t h a t  hei 

s t a y  home? 

Such ins tances  of the resumptive pronoun s t r a t egy ,  where a phrase 

i n  binds a pronoun i n  the  sentence, ind ica te  t h a t  the re  must 

be an indexing procedure f o r  x-posi t ions too. However, x-posi- 

t i o n  indices  a r e  only re levant  a t  LF: so  we w i l l  say t h a t  these 

indices  a r e  only assigned o r  v i s i b l e  a t  LF, t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  them 

from A-position indices.  S3, depending on whether they have a 

r e s ~ t i v e  Pronoun s t r a t egy  o r  not ,  languages w i l l  d i f f e r  a s  t o  

whether they allow such indexing of an &posit ion a t  LF :(see 



Chomsky 1981b). 

10. However, t h e  r e l a t i o n  between an &pos i t ion  l i k e  COMP and 

an A-position i n  t h e  sentence seems t o  favor  a s y n t a c t i c  movement 

a n a l y s i s  of move a s i n c e ,  i n  t h e  t rea tment  of p a r a s i t i c  gaps f o r  

example, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  indexing between a phrase moved t o  

COMP and one base-generated i n  COMP i s  c r u c i a l :  t h e  former i s  

indexed a t  D-structure,  while  t h e  la t ter 's  index i s  only rele- 

vant  a t  LF, and it is only i n  t h e  case t h a t  t h e  phrase i s  moved 

t o  COMP t h a t  it can l i c e n s e  a p a r a s i t i c  gap. 

11. W e  g ive  here  one vers ion  of t h e  ECP. There a r e  s e v e r a l  d i f -  

f e r e n t  ve r s ions  t h a t  have been proposed i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  This  

vers ion  w i l l  s u f f i c e  f o r  our  purposes s i n c e  w e  w i l l  s ee  s h o r t l y  

that such s t i p u l a t i o n s  a s  t h e  ECP must be e l imina ted  from t h e  

grammar on p r i n c i p l e d  conceptual grounds. 

12. Note a l s o  t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  trace theory  allowed a l l  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n  t o  be done a t  su r face  s t r u c t u r e  w a s  a precursor  t o  t h e  

P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e .  
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CHAPTER 2: DETERMINING THE PROPERTIES OF THE EMPTY CATEGORY 

2.1 The i s sue .  

I n  t h i s  chap te r ,  w e  w i l l  propose some modif ica t ions  of t h e  

GB framework i n  o rde r  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  condi t ions  t h a t  must be met 

s o  t h a t  t h e  n u l l  hypothesis  about empty c a t e g o r i e s  can be made: 

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  type and content  of kP=] must be f u l l y  de te r -  

mined by cond i t ions  and p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  apply t o  t h e  category 

NP, without  d i sc r imina t ing  a s  f a r  es l e x i c a l  content  i s  concern- 

ed. This ,  w e  hope, w i l l  s t r eng then  t h e  claim t h a t  a t h e o r e t i c -  

a l  e n t i t y  l i k e  [NP =] e x i s t s .  

The s tudy of empty c a t e g o r i e s  is p a r t i c u l a r l y  f a s c i n a t i n g -  

The p r o p e r t i e s  of empty c a t e g o r i e s  can ha rd ly  be determined by 

observat ion of o v e r t  da ta ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  it is reasonable t o  assume 

t h a t  they  r e f l e c t  deeper p r i n c i p l e s  of UG, so that empty catego- 

ries a r e  "windows" i n t o  t h e  na tu re  of t h e  human language facul -  

t y .  This  might be t h e  reason why t h e  s tudy of  empty c a t e g o r i e s  

has  proven t o  be  such an important probe f o r  determining proper- 

t i e s  of s y n t a c t i c  and semantic r ep resen ta t ions .  

Once one p o s t u l a t e s  t h e  ex i s t ence  of empty c a t e g o r i e s  w i t h  

s ta tements  t h a t  refer t o  them l i k e  t h e  ECP, c o n t r o l  theory o r  t h e  

Pro Drop condi t ion ,  t h i s  does no t  resolve  t h e  problem of empty 

c a t e g o r i e s ,  it poses t h e  problem: one must then  expla in  why t h e  

phenomenon e x i s t s  wi th  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  it has.  Chomsky (1981b) 

t a k e s  up t h i s  ques t ion  with r e spec t  t o  p a r a s i t i c  gaps: once one 

has  a s ta tement  about t h e  condi t ions  under which a p a r a s i t i c  gap 

may appear i n  a sentence,  t h e  problem is t o  exp la in  why t h e  phe- 



nomenon of  p a r a s i t i c  gaps e x i s t s  with c e r t a i n  given p r o p e r t i e s .  

Ch-ky's answer is t h e  following: 

It i s  h igh ly  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  answer i s  t h a t  t h e  phenomenon 
e x i s t s  with the p r o p e r t i e s  it has  because of o t h e r  proper- 
t ies  ,of UG and t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  grammar t h a t  a r e  q u i t e  inde- 
pendent of  p a r a s i t i c  gaps; it is ,  again ,  most un l ike ly  
t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  grammars have r u l e s  governing p a r a s i t i c  
gaps o r  that UG has  some s p e c i f i c  p r i n c i p l e s  bear ing  on 
t h i s  phenomenon, which is a p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  one 
f o r  j u s t  t h i s  reason. While t h i s  seems a very p l a u s i b l e  
assumption, it amounts t o  q u i t e  a s t r o n g  claim, as noted 
earlier. It means, f o r  example, t h a t  a l l  of  t h e  q u i t e  in-  
tricate p r o p e r t i e s  o f  p a r a s i t i c  gaps must be reducib le  t o  
genera l  p r i n c i p l e s  of  UG, given r u l e s  and s t r u c t u r e s  of t h e  
p a r t i c u l a r  grammar t h a t  a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  on o t h e r  grounds; 
and it a l s o  means t h a t  i f  languages appear t o  d i f f e r  with 
r e spec t  t o  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o r  p r o p e r t i e s  of p a r a s i t i c  gaps, 
these d i f f e r e n c e s  must be complete?y explained on t h e  ba- 
sis of o t h e r  s t r u c t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  among t h e  languages 
i n  ques t ion .  The t a s k  f o r  t h e  l i n g u i s t ,  then ,  is t o  show 
how independent p r o p e r t i e s  of a  p a r t i c u l a r  grammar in te raek  
t o  y i e l d  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  qnd i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of p a r a s i t i c  
gaps (Chomsky, 1981bt p.  4 3 ~ ~ - 4 4 )  

Our i n t e n t i o n  i n  t h i s  t h e s i s  is  t o  apply t h i s  approach t o  

a l l  gaps. Th i s  is  an important test f o r  t h e  theory.  As w e  have - 
seen,  the v a l i d i t y  of  t h e  P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  c r u c i a l l y  depends 

on whether t h e  o t h e r  i n t e r a c t i n g  components of the grammar can 

provide an independently motivated account of  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  and 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  d i f f e r e n t  mani fes ta t ionsof  t h e  empty category. 

I f  t h e s e  components do n o t  provide such an account i n  any reason- 

a b l e  fashion ,  then  we could doubt t h e  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  P ro jec t ion  

P r i n c i p l e  and of t h e  whole approach of  using empty c a t e g o r i e s  

( t h e  t w o  being c l o s e l y  l inked  i n  an opt imal  t h e o r y ) ,  s i n c e  t h i s  

account would have t o  be supplemented by s t i p u l a t i o n s  r e f e r r i n g  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  empty ca teyor ies .  But on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  

t h e s e  components do provide such an account,  then t h e  P ro jec t ion  
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P r i n c i p l e  r ece ives  s i g n i f i c a n t  support .  We have seen t h a t ,  i n  

GB, a t  least t h r e e  s t i p u l a t i o n s  have t o  be made s t r i c t l y  about 

empty c a t e g o r i e s ,  s o  t h a t  they  are not  independently motivated: 

t h e  ECP, c o n t r o l  theory ,  and t h e  Pro Drop condi t ion .  The t a s k  

t h e r e f o r e  i s  t o  e l imina te  these  s t i p u l a t i o n s  from t h e  gramme. 

This  could be done because one s e e s  some redundancy between t h e s e  

s t i p u l a t i o n s a n d  o t h e r  components o f  t h e  grammar: it would the re -  

f o r e  be good methodology t o  try t o  de r ive  them from t h e s e  o t h e r  

components. But t h e  reason why w e  want t o  e l imina te  them is  

more pr inc ip led :  they  must be e l iminated  because they  weaken t h e  - 
whole approach-given t h e  n u l l  hypothesis  about ECs .  Furthermore, 

by removing t h e s e  s t i p u l a t i o n s  from t h e  grammar and de r iv ing  t h e  

P r o p e r t i e s  of empty c a t e g o r i e s  from p r i n c i p l e s  and condi t ions  t h a t  

apply t o  NPs i n  genera l ,  one reduces the class of p o s s i b l e  gram- 

mars s i n c e  no s p e c i a l  kind o f  ( a b s t r a c t )  element is allowed t o  

be introduced i n  t h e  9r-r anymore, b u t  t h e  ex i s t ence  of such 

an element must be independently motivated. (Recall t h e  advan- 

t a g e  of trace theory  which reduces t h e  poss ib le  t ransformat ions  

t o  those  which have for output  conf igura t ions  t h a t  a r e  l i k e  those 

of independently motivated antecedent-anaphor r e l a t i o n s ) .  

If t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of gaps a r e  determined by components t h a t  

ope ra te  on NPs i n  genera l ,  then it is most l i k e l y  t h a t  gaps 

should sha re  p r o p e r t i e s  with i e x i c a l  NPs. Off-hand, t h i s  seems 

t o  be t h e  case .  So, f o r  example, a gap can bear  a 0-role;  it 

seems t o  funct ion  l i k e  an anaphor o r  a pronominal i n  some cases ;  

and it e n t e r s  i n t o  agreement with elements t h a t  agree with l e x i -  



50 

c a l  NPs, l i k e  l e x i c a l  anaphors as i n  ( I ) ,  a t t r i b u t i v e  a d j e c t i v e s  

i n  (2) and tensed  verbs i n  (3)  . 
(1 ) a. Anne seems t o  have h u r t  he r se l f / rh imse l f  ] 

b. L i s a  t r i e d  [PRO t o  h ide  herself/*himself behind t h e  door] 

(2)  a.  b bas ti en semble &re t r 6 s  content/*-te de son coup] 

b. P i e r r o t  a encore essay6 [PRO de ne pas  sembler s u r p r i s /  

( 3 )  Which men d i d  you say  were,:?;ras a t  t h e  door] 1 

These shared  p r o p e r t i e s  have t o  do with what t h e  type of an 

NP is (pronominal, anaphor, v a r i a b l e )  and what i t s  content  is 

( f o r  example, agreement f e a t u r e s ) .  The need fo:. an NP i n  a g i -  

ven p o s i t i o n  w e  w i l l  cons ider  t o  be determined by t h e  P ro jec t ion  

P r i n c i p l e  and t h e  8 -c r i t e r ion  without  f u r t h e r  d iscuss ion .  Let 

us now cons ider  how t h e  content  and t h e  type  of  an empty category 

can be determined from t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n s  independently motivated 

t o  account f o r  p r o p e r t i e s  of l e x i c a l  NPs. 

2.2 What is  an empty category? 

2.2.1 The content  of an empty category.  

A s t r o n g  hypothesis  t o  hold  with r e spec t  t o  t h e  content  of 

empty c a t e g o r i e s  is t h a t  t h e s e  i n t e r n a l  p r o p e r t i e s  of gaps a r e  

a subse t  of  t h e  set of p r o p e r t i e s  of  l e x i c a l  NPs,' and t h a t  t h i s  

subse t  con ta ins  t h e  minimal p r o p e r t i e s  requi red  f o r  an NP t o  be 

an argument: t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  an N P  

t o  be an argument would be t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of a NP gap* 

I n  o r d e r  t o  determine what t h e s e  minimal p r o p e r t i e s  a r e ,  it 

is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  look a t  what the t h r e e  GB s t i p u l a t i o n s  on reco- 
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v e r a b i l i t y  of the content  of empty c a t e g o r i e s  have i n  common. 

F i r s t ,  cons ider  c o n t r o l  theory.  Control  theory  e s t a b l i s h e s  a 

l i n k  between PRO and an antecedent ,  o r  it ass igns  ( o r  checks pos- 

s i b l y )  the r e f e r e n t i a l  index a r b i t r a r y  t o  PRO. So it seems t h a t  

PRO must have a r e f e r e n t i a l  index, e i t h e r  by being i n d e n t i f i e d  

a s  c o r e f e r e n t  with an antededent ,  o r  by g e t t i n g  t h e  s p e c i f i c  

index a r b i t r a r y .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  Pro Drop condi t ion  re- 

q u i r e s  t h a t  t h e  ve rba l  i n f l e c t i o n  be ' r i ch  enoughn, t h a t  is ,  

t h a t  it possess  c e r t a i n  grammatical f e a t u r e s  l i k e  person, number, 

and gender t h a t  can be assigned t o  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  and AGR 

forming a sort of discont inuous element. 

A s  f o r  ECP, it r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t h e  empty category be e i t h e r  

coindexed with an antededent o r  governed by a l e x i c a l  element. 

I f  one adopts  S towel l ' s  (1981a) i d e a  of  a ve rba l  g r i d  i n  which 

the index of t h e  complement i s  i n s e r t e d  f o r  9-role assignment 

and i f ,  as is q u i t e  l i k e l y ,  one extends t h i s  t o  a l l  l e x i c a l  

heads that a s s i g n  0-roles (and/or a s s i g n  Case and have subcate- 

g o r i z a t i o n  frames a s  we have seen i n  Chapter I ) ,  then t h e  dispa-  

r i t y  i n  t h e  not ion  of proper  government is eliminated and what 

emerges is t h a t  t h e  empty category must be governed by an e le -  

ment with which it is coindexed. W e  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  t o p i c  i n  

2 . 2 . 4 . 3 -  So once again,  j u s t  l i k e  i n  c o n t r o l  s i t u a t i o n s ,  an in- 

dex seems t o  be c r u c i e l  f o r  an empty category.  Note t h a t  t h i s  

index is a l s o  needed for  p ro  s i n c e  we w i l l  want t o  say t h a t  it - 
e n t e r s  i n t o  coreference o r  d i s j o i n t  re ference  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  o t h e r  

NPs i n  a sentence.  I n  t h i s  case, w e  could e i t h e r  say  t h a t  
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has  an index of its own, o r  that it gets one from t h e  AGR on t h e  

verb. 1 

So a r e f e r e n t i a l  index (henceforth R-index) seems ta be an 

important f e a t u r e  of t h e  i n t e r n a l  p r o p e r t i e s  of an empty cate- 

gory. A s  f o r  t h e  grammatical f e a t u r e s  of  person, number, and 

gender (henceforth F - fea tu res ) ,  they  a l s o  seem t o  be re l evan t  f o r  

a l l  f o u r  manifes ta t ions  of t h e  empty category i n  GB. I n  Chomsky 

(1981a1, PRO has  t h e s e  f e a t u r e s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y ,  hence i t s  pronomi- 

n a l  s t a t u s .  According t o  Chomsky, N P  t r a c e  and v a r i a b l e  a l s o  have 
these f e a t u r e s  s i n c e  they  also e n t e r  i n t o  agreement with o t h e r  

elements: t h e s e  f e a t u r e s  a r e  s a i d  t o  be " l e f t  behind" by move a . 
And we have seen the dependency of  pro on AGR f o r  t h e s e  fei i tures .  

What we see, t h e r e f o r e ,  is t h a t  a R-index and F-features  seen  t o  

be p a r t  of t h e  c r u c i a l  content  of  a gap. This  seems t o  be i n t u i -  

t i v e l y  r i g h t :  determining t h e  r e fe rence  of t h e  empty category i s  

Cer ta in ly  r equ i red  i f  it is t o  be an argument, and t h e  agreement 

facts suggest  t h a t  F-features  are a l s o  p a r t  of t h e  content  of an 

empty category.  

W e  noted a t  t h e  beginning of  t h i s  s e c t i o n  t h a t  w e  sere look- 

i n g  f o r  t h e  minimal p r o p e r t i e s  requi red  f o r  an N P  t o  be an argu- 

ment. W e  expect  t h e r e f o r e  t h a t  t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  w i l l  be r e l e -  

vant  a t  LF, where t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of arguments a r e  u l t ima te ly  ne- 

cessa ry  f o r  proper  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  t a k e  p lace .  It i s  i n t e r e s -  

t i n g  t o  n&ewith  re spec t  t o  t h i s  t h a t ,  i n  GB, t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n s  

f o r  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of t h e  content  of t h r e e  o u t  of four  of t h e  

manifes ta t ions  of t h e  empty category a r e  s t a t e d  t o  apply a t  LF. 
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Thus, t h e  ECP and c o n t r o l  theory  apply a t  LF. It is  no t  c l e a r  

where t h e  Pro Drop condi t ion  a p p l i e s ,  however. I n  Chomsky (1981b) , 
where t h e  manifes ta t ion  of  t h e  empty category a s  p ro  is i n t r o -  

duced, t h e  indexing r e l a t i o n  between AGR and pro i s  e s t a b l i s h e d  

a t  D-structure;  b u t  t h i s  is  n o t  t h e  same kind  of indexing a s  t h e  

one t h a t  t a k e s  p lace  between t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  empty c a t e g o r i e s  and 

a e i r  antecedents .  It is a co-superscr ip t ing ,  and co-superscrip- 

t i n g  is no t  r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  b inding  theory ,  f o r  example. I t  

seems t h a t  t h e  minimal p r o p e r t i e s  which are necessary t o  be an 

argument could be r e l e v a n t  only a t  LF, so it might t u r n  ou t  t h a t  

t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  are recovered only a t  LF. But t h i s  r a i s e s  t h e  

ques t ion  of t h e  s t a t u s  of  t h e  F-features  a s  p a r t  of  t h e s e  minimal 

p r o p e r t i e s  f o r  argumenthood. Could it be t h a t  F-features  are re- 

l evan t  only a t  LF, o r  is it simply t h a t  w e  were wrong i n  assuming 

that F-features  are p a r t  of these minimal p r o p e r t i e s ,  t h i s  be ing  

only an apparent  phenomenon? I f  t h e  former i s  t r u e ,  then  t h i s  

raises ques t ions  about how and where t h e  theory  of agreement ap- 

p l i e s .  If t h e  latter i s  t r u z ,  then  one might want t o  exp la in  

this a c c i d e n t a l  r e l a t i o n  of F-features  and argumenthood. I n  or -  

d e r  t o  answer t h e s e  ques t ions  about R-indices and F-fea tures ,  

we w i l l  explore  what e x a c t l y  would be t h e  use of  t h e s e  elements 

i n  LF. 

2 . 2 - 2  F-features  and Domain D 

Consider t h e  domain D of ind iv idud l s  a s soc ia ted  w i t h  argu- 

ments a t  LF as values of v a r i a b l e s ,  denota ta  of names, e t c . ,  

which is presented  i n  Chomsky (1981a) , This  is  t h e  domain t h a t  



con ta ins  "mental ob jec t s "  t o  which language can r e f e r .  Thus 

domain D con ta ins  mental o b j e c t s  which are t h e  mental represent -  

a t i o n s  of  real world o b j e c t s  l i k e  c h a i r s  and - l i n g u i s t s ,  and b i r t h -  

day cards .  But domain D a l s o  con ta ins  o b j e c t s  which have no rea l  

world s q u i v a l e n t s ,  l i k e  f l a w s  i n  arguments, unicorns and t h e  l i k e .  

Domain D s t ands  a t  the i n t e r f a c e  between r e a l  world and " l ingu i s -  

t i c  worldn. This  domain D even con ta ins  o b j e c t s  which a r e  not  
\ 1-- 

r e a l l y  mental o b j e c t s ,  s i n c e  they a r e  n o t  poss ib ly  conceivable,  

l i k e  w p  circles, f o r  example. 

When w e  use t h e  term ' r e f e r e n t i a l  express ion ' ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

we mean t o  refer t o  o b j e c t s  i n  domain D ,  no t  i n  t h e  real world, 

s inca  we c l e a r l y  want flaws and unicorns and square c i r c l e s  t o  

be r e f e r e n t i a l  express ions  as f a r  a s  l i n g u i s t i c  r u l e s  and pri.n- 

c i p l e s  a r e  coficerned. Th i s  is because NPs l i k e  t h e s e  behave 

l i k e  t r u l y  r e f e r e n t i a l  express ions  with r e spec t  t o  grammatical 

processes  l i k e  e s t a b l i s h i n g  coreference  with a pronoun o r  t ak ing  

a @-role.  So, f o r  example, we want t a  account f o r  t h e  .grammati- 

c a l i t p  judgerhsnts i n  ( 4 )  i n  ' t h e  same way t h a t  ue  account f d r  

those  i n  ( 5 )  (where underl ined NPs are me:mt t o  be read as co- 

r e f e r e n t i a l ) .  

( 4 )  a. John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  a dog w i l l  chase its shadow. 
b. *John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  - it w i l l  chase a doq ' s  shadow. 

( 5 )  a. John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  a unicorn w i l l  chase i& shadow. 

b.  *John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  - it w i l l  chase a unicorn ' s  shadow. 

Mote t h a t  t h i s  s t e p  i n  t h e  process  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  n o t  
t o  be confused with what might be c a l l e d  " r e a l  semantics" ,  
t h a t  is, t h e  s tudy of  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between language o r  



language use and t h e  world. Rather,  it should be con- 
s ide red  t o  be i n  e f f e c t  an e x t e m i b a  of  syntax,  t h e  con- 
s t r u c t i o n  of another  l e v e l  of mental r ep resen ta t ion  be- 
yond LF, a l e v e l  a t  which arguments of LF a r e  pa i red  with 
e n t i t i e s  of mental r ep resen ta t ion ,  t h i s  f u r t h e r  l e v e l  then 
e n t e r i n g  i n t o  nreal semantic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n " .  

(Chomsky 1981a, p. 324)  

Assuming, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h e r e  is such a domain D,  what 

can be s a i d  about t h e  ind iv idua l s  i n  i t ?  F i r s t ,  w e  can say t h a t  

t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D can be divided i n t o  subse t s  of i n d i -  

v idua l s  t h a t  can o r  cannot have a proper ty  P predica ted  of them. 

For example, each of t h e  fol lowing predica ted  subdivides domain 

D i n t o  two sets of indiv iduals :  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  t h a t  can f i l l  

t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  p red ica te ,  and those  t h a t  cannot. 

( 6 )  a. - x s a w  Mary. 

b. - x s a w  t h a t  Mary w a s  a smart g i r l .  

c .  - x is t u r n i n g  green. 

But t h i s  tells us l i t t l e  t h a t  can be u s e f u l  i n  grarmnar about t h e  

ind iv idua l s  i n  domain D. A more i n t e r e s t i n g  approach would be 

t o  see i f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D have f e a t u r e s  t h a t  a r e  l i n -  

g E i s t i c a l l y  relevant.  For example, t h e s e  i n d i v i d u a l s  seem t o  be 

marked f o r  s e l e c t i o n a l  f ea tu res :  t h e  examples i n  ( 7 )  and (81 

show t h a t  t h e s e  i n d i v i d u a l s  can be grouped i n t o  subse t s  of do- 

main D depending on whether they  have t h e  f e a t u r e  [chuman]. 

(7 )  a. Who h i t  B i l l ?  

b. For which 5 ,  5 a person, g h i t  B i l l  

A: a .  John h i t  B i l l .  

b. *The rock h i t  B i l l .  



(8) a. What is on t h e  t a b l e :  
b. For w h i c h  - X, - x an o b j e c t ,  - x is on t h e  t a b l e  

A: a. The book is  on t h e  tnble. 

Q.??Bil l  is on the t a b l e .  
. .. 

However, s i n c e  s e l e c t i o n a l  f e a t u r e s  can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  ind iv i -  

a u a l s  i n  the r e a l  world, t h e  above f a c t s  t e l l  u s  l i t t l e  about t h e  

ex i s t ence  of  a domain D which would be an i n t e r f a c e  between t h e  

real world and t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  wbrld. The i n t e r e s t i n g  ques t ion ,  

t h e r e f o r e ,  is whether s t r i c t l y  grammatical f e a t u r e s  can def ine  

s u b s e t s  of i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D. The answer i s  yes. Consider 

(9) and (10) . 
(91 a. Laquelle prkf6res- tu? 

b. Which - x, such t h a t  - x 13 feminine i n  French, you p r e f e r  - x 

(10) a. Which ones do you p r e f e r ?  
b. Which - x, - x a set o f  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  you p r e f e r  - x 

c.  Which x, such that 5 is p l u r a l  i n  English,  you p r e f e r  - x 

I n  ( 9 ) ,  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D a r e  divided i n t o  two 

subse t s ,  depending on t h e i r  gender i n  French: t h e  answer t o  t h e  

ques t ion  can be anything t h a t  is feminine i n  French. S imi la r ly ,  

i n  (10) , under reading (10c) , the i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D are 

divided i n t o  two s u b s e t s ,  depending on t h e i r  dumber: t h e  answer 

t o  t h e  ques t ion  can be anything t h a t  has  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  f e a t u r e  

p l u r a l  i n  English (e.g. t r o u s e r s ,  s c i s s o r s ,  e t c . ) .  The reading 

i n  ( lob)  is the case where a p l u r a l  i n  t h e  r e a l  world is a pro- 

p e r  answer, 1.e. more than  one ind iv idua l .  

The same observat ion  can be made about pronouns a s  i n  (11) 

and (12) .  



(11) a. Cette t a b l e  e s t  b e l l e  e t  e l l e  i r a i t  b ien  dans n o t r e  - 
salon.  

b. Theae s c i s s o r s  are sharp  because they  a r e  new. 

(12) a .  E l l e  est  b e l l e  ( l a  t a b l e ,  l a  l u n e , l a  f i l l e  d g $  c6tg. .  .) 

b. They a r e  new ( t h e  s c i s s o r s ,  t h e  t r o u s e r s ,  ) 

I n  ( 11 ) , w e  have ins tances  of  pronouns- which a r e  coreferen-  

t i a l  with NPs expressed i n  t h e  sentence.  I n  ( 1 2 ) ,  t h e  pronouns 

a r e  d e i c t i c ,  t h a t  is, pronouns t h a t  are considered t o  be pragma- 

t i c a l l y  con t ro l l ed .  What w e  see is t h a t  even t h e  d e i c t i c  pronouns 

a r e  s e n s i t i v e  t o  some a s p e c t s  of l i n g u i s t i c  form: d e i c t i c  pro- 

nouns can only  r e f e r  t o  mental o b j e c t s  which have matching F- 

f e a t u r e s ,  even i f  t h e s e  F-features  a r e  no t  recoverable  from t h e  

s y n t a c t i c  context ,  

This  observat ion is no t  new, Hust and Brame (1976) f o r  ex- 

ample, showed t h a t  whether a pronoun is  d e i c t i c  o r  n o t ,  it must 

agree,  and it must do it i n  a c o n s i s t e n t  way. By t h i s ,  they  

mean t h a t  i n  the case of  a noun like s h i g ,  f o r  example, both - it 

and - she can be used t o  refer to t h e  same e n t i t y  t h a t  s h i p  r e f e r s  

t o .  Y e t ,  i n  a sentence l i k e  ( 1 3 ) ,  it i s  no t  n a t u r a l  f o r  - it and 

she t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  same e n t i t y ,  - 
(1 3) She is no t  as f a s t  a s  - it once was. 

S imi la r ly ,  i n  German, where we may r e f e r  t o  an automobile 

a s  das  Auto and d e r  Wagen, t h e  same judgement holds as t o  t h e  

c o r e f e r e n t i a l i t y  of - e s  and - e r  i n  ( 1  4 )  . 
( 1 4 )  w a r  s c h n e l l e r  a l s  er fri iher war. 

This  type of deviance is  due t o  t h e  f a c t  that coreference is  de- 
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termined on l i n g u i s t i c  o b j e c t s  i n  domain D; which have grammat- 

i c a l  f e a t u r e s ,  and t h a t  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  NPs, i . e .  NPs with t h e  same 

R-index, must agree i n  F-features ,  a s  it w i l l  be made e x p l i c i t  

s h o r t l y .  2 

What t h i s  d i scuss ion  on gender and number sugges ts  is t h a t  

ind iv idua l s  i n  domain D have grammatical f e a t u r e s ,  s o  t h a t  domain 

D is r e a l l y  an i n t e r f a c e  between r e a l  world and l i n g u i s t i c  world. 

Because of t h i s ,  we  can assume t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  a genera l  pr in-  

c i p l e  which governs t h e  p a i r i n g  of  NPs with e n t i t i e s  of  mental 

r ep reszn ta t ion ,  i.e. t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D,  and t h a t  t h i s  

p r i n c i p l e  c r u c i a l l y  makes s t i p u l a t i o n s  about F-features.  Further-  

more, we must a l s o  assume t h a t  same device i s  used t o  i n d i c a t e  

reference:  so we w i l l  assume t h a t  NPs bea r  r e f e r e n t i a l  i n d i c e s  

(R-indices) t o  account f o r  f a c t s  of  coreference and d i s j o i n t  

re ference .  W e  w i l l  ca l l  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  which governs t h e  pa i r -  

i n g  of  NPs with i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Denota- 

b i l i t y .  W e  w i l l  assume t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Denotabi l i ty  ope- 

rates on the mapping of  NPs i n  LF onto  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D. 

I t  can be s t a t e d  a s  i n  ( 1 5 ) .  

(15) P r i n c i p l e  of  Deno tab i l i ty  I 
An NP w i l l  denote an o b j e c t  i n  domain D i f f  t h a t  N P  has  an 

3 
R-index and t h a t  NP has  F-features  (= person, number, gender ) .  

This  p r i n c i p l e  can have q u i t e  f a r  reaching eonsequences on 

t h e  a n a l y s i s  of empty c a t e g o r i e s  s i n c e  it requ i res  t h a t  an empty 

category t h a t  is  i n  an argument p o s i t i o n  Gear both an R-index and 

F-features  a t  t h e  l e v e l  of LF. This  then  w i l l  be t h e  content  of 



t h e  empty category t h a t  must be recovered a t  LF, 

2.2.3. The p r i n c i p l e  of  Denotabi l i ty  and l e x i c a l  NPs. 

Before looking a t  t h e  e f f e c t s  of  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Denotabi- 

l i t y  on empty c a t e g o r i e s ,  l e t  us look a t  how it d e a l s  with l e x i -  

c a l  NPs, s i n c e  w e  want t o  r e spec t  t h e  genera l  conceptual approach 

presented above and make su re  t h a t  a l l  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  and r u l e s  

that w e  propose apply t o  t h e  category NP i n  genera l .  

2-2.3.1. Names. 

F i r s t  cons ider  t h e  case of a name. This  is t h e  most s t r a i g h t -  

forward case s i n c e  w e  w i l l  make t h e  reasonable assumption t h a t  

t h e  l e x i c a l  e n t r y  of a name con ta ins  F-features  as p a r t  of t h e  

abstract morphophonolog&cal s t r u c t u r e  of t h i s  i t e m ,  and t h a t  names 

a r e  assigned an R-index when they  are i n s e r t e d  i n  D-structure.  
4 

2.2.3.2. Pronouns. 

Lexica l  pronouns w i l l  be l i k e  names a s  f a r  as t h e i r  F-feat- 

ures a r e  concerned. However, t h e  R-index of  a pronoun i s  d i f f e r -  

e n t  from t h a t  of a name i n  t h a t  t h e  R-index of  a name i s  f ixed  

i n  some sense ,  whereas a pronoun can f r e e l y  pick any index a t  

a l l ,  s u b j e c t  t o  coreference ( o r  d i s j o i n t  r e fe rence )  condi t ioning  

which opera tes  independently from t h i s  f r e e  choice of  R-index. 
5 

Apart from t h e  coreference condi t ioning ,  t o  which we  w i l l  r e t u r n  

i n  2.3., t h e r e  i s  a l s o  an agreement condi t ioning  on pronouns, 

whether they are pragmatical ly  o r  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  c o n t r ~ 7 i l e d  as w e  

have seen i n  ( 9 )  - ( 1  4 )  above. This  can be s t a t e d  a s  i n  ( 1  6 )  . 
( 1 6 )  Agreement 

a a s s i g n s  (redundantly) i ts F-features  t o  B i f  g a~.ld g - 
have t h e  same R-index. 
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The in t roduc t ion  of  redundantly i n  parentheses  al lows t h e  r u l e  

t o  be a f e a t u r e  checking r u l e  o r  a f e a t u r e  a s s ign ing  r u l e ,  de- 

Pending on whether redundantly is taken i n t o  cons idera t ion  o r  

n o t ,  r e spec t ive ly .  This  w i l l  be made c l e a r e r  a s  w e  go along. 

2.2.3.3. Anaphors. 

The las t  ins tance  of a l e x i c a l  NP t o  cons ider  i s  t h a t  of 

a l e x i c a l  anaphor, i . e .  a r e f l e x i v e  o r  a r ec ip roca l .  Lexica l  ana- 

hers a r e  l i k e  names and pronouns i n  t h a t  they  have F-features  

s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h e i r  l e x i c a l  e n t r y  as p a r t  of t h e i r  a b s t a c t  mor- 

phophonological s t r u c t u r e ,  and they  a r e  l i k e  pronouns i n  t h a t  

t h e r e  is an agreement requirement on t h e i r  F-features .  W e  have 

seen i n  (16)  t h a t  agreement t a k e s  p lace  when an i tem's  R-index 

is t h e  same a s  t h e  R-index of  another  i t e m .  The f a c t  t h a t  lex- 

ical  anaphors must agree w i t h .  some element is expected s i n c e ,  

by d e f i n i t i o n ,  anaphors a r e  r e f e r e n t i a l l y  dependent elements. 

W e  have seen t h a t  pronouns a r e  a l s o  r e f e r e n t i a l l y  dependent i n  

some sense s i n c e ,  although they  can f r e e l y  pick any index (sub- 

j e c t  t o  coreference and agreement r e s t r i c t i o n s ) ,  they  do n o t  

have a s p e c i f i c  R-index of theAr own l i k e  names do. But t h e r e  

i s  a d i f f e r e n c e  between pronouns and anaphors i n  t h a t  t h e  depen- 

dency of t h e  anaphor i s  much s t r o n g e r  and a l s o  more l o c a l .  The 

dependency is much s t r o n g e r  i n  t h a t  t h e  anaphor must have a syn- 

t a c t i c  antecedent  from which it can pick its re fe rence ,  whereas 

t h e  pronoun's re ference  can poss ib ly  be only    rag ma tic ally con- 

t r o l l e d .  This  can be seen i n  t h e  c o n t r a s t  between ( 1  7)  and ( 1  8)  . 



(17) a. Johni h u r t  himselfi .  

b .  *Himself came f o r  dinner .  

( 1 8 )  a -  Johni s a w  that hei w a s  going t o  be l a t e .  
b. H e  cam f o r  dinner .  

To express  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  between l e x i c a l  a n a ~ k o r s  and 

Pronouns, w e  w i l l  p o s t u l a t e  t h a t  l e x i c a l  anaphors do n o t  have an 

R-index i n  t h e i r  l e x i c a l  e n t r y ,  s o  t h a t  an R-index must be as- 

s igned t o  the l e x i c a l  anaphor by i ts  antecedent  i n  o rde r  t o  sa- 

t i s f y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty .  This lack  of an R-index 

would capture  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  i d e a  t h a t  anaphors a r e  r e f e r e n t i a l -  

l y  dependent. The f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  dependency i s  very s t rong ,  i n  

t h a t  t h e  r e fe rence  of t h e  anaphor must be s y n t a c t i c a l l y  cont ro l -  

l e d ,  sugges ts  t h a t  t h e  assignment of an R-index t o  an anaphor i s  

determined by a r u l e ,  hence is grammatically determined. This  

r u l e ,  o r  poss ib ly  a compdnent i n t e r a c t i n g  with it, w i l l  a l s o  

express  t h e  l o c a l i t y  requirements on t h e  antecedent-anaphor 

r e l a t i o n  t h a t  are v i o l a t e d  i n  ( 19 . 
(19) +Martin s a i d  t h a t  himself would come alone.  

The f a c t  t h a t  the H-index of an anaphor is assigned by a 

r u l e  would a l s o  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  antecedent  of an 

anaphor is unique, whereas a pronoun can be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with 

more than  one NP. 

( 1 9 ' )  a. Johni t o l d  Mary t h a t   the^^,^ should leave e a r l y .  
j 

b. *Johni b e l i e v e s  Mary t o  l i k e  only t h e r n s e l ~ e s ~ , ~ .  
j 

L e t  u s  c a l l  t h e  l i n k i n g  between antecedent  and anaphor gram- 
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matical binding. W e  t u r n  now t o  t h e  t a s k  o f  determining what 

t h i s  binding is ,  and where it t a k e s  p lace  i n  t h e  

grammar. 

The f i r s t  t h i n g  t o  determine is  when w e  a r e  indeed dea l ing  

with such an anaphoric r e l a t i o n .  I t  i s  o f t e n  assumed t h a t  t h i s  

can be e a s i l y  done s i n c e  anaphors have morphdlogical f e a t u r e s  

t h a t  i d e n t i f y  them a s  such, Thus, f o r  r e f l e x i v e s  f o r  example, 

English has  t h e  s u f f i x  -self a t t ached  t o  a pronoun t o  i n d i c a t e  

t h a t  t h i s  i s  an ins tance  of an anaphor. S imi la r ly ,  Dutch has  

t h e  s u f f i x  - z e l f ,  and French has  t h e  s u f f i x  -m$me. Furthermore, 

i n  Romance languages, some c l i t i c  forms can be h h e r e n t l y  r e f l e -  

x ive ,  l i k e  French - se o r  I t a l i a n  &. It is a l s o  genera l ly  assumed 

t h a t  pronouns and anaphors are i n  complementary d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  i n  

the sense t h a t  pronouns e n t e r  o b l i g a t o r i l y  i n t o  d i s j o i n t  r e f e r -  

ence where anaphors may appear. Thus, i n  (20b) ,  John - and h_im 

a r e  o b l i g a t o r i l y  d i s j o i n t  i n  re ference .  

(20 )  a. Johni shaved himselfi .  
b. John shaved him. 

But t h i s  complementary d i s t r i b u t i o n  is  b l a t a n t l y  v i o l a t e d  

i f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  is a pure ly  morphological one. This  can be 

seen i n  ( 21 - (22) , where both pronominal and anaphoric f o m s  are 

a ~ c ~ e p t a b l e ,  and i n  (23) - ( 2 4 )  , where pronouns and anaphors seem 

t o  &ppear i n  t h e  same s y n t a c t i c  con tex t ,  al though i n  t h i s  case 

pronominal and anaphoric forms a r e  not  interchangeable with one 

another .  



(21 ) a. John heard s t o r i e s  about him/himself - - 
b. - John says  that a p i c t u r z  of him/himself -- w a s  hanging 

on t h e  wal l .  
c. They read each o t h e r l s / t h e i r  books. 

(22) Vic to r  est content  de - lui / lui-m&m. 

(23)  a .  - John always keeps h i s  w i t s  about w h i m s e l f .  

b. - John i s  always t a l k i n g  &out  himself/*him. - 
( 2 4 )  a. Vic to r  a t o u t e  l w 6 q u i p e  avec =/+lui-&me. 

b . Vic to r  bavarde avec lui-meme/*lui. - 
One e a r l y  at tempt  t o  account f o r  t h e s e  f a c t s  was presented 

i n  Chomsky ( 1965) . There, Chomsky proposed t o  account f o r  t h e  

c o n t r a s t  between the sentences i n  (25a) and (25b) by ass ign ing  

them d i f f e r e n t  s t r u c t u r e s ,  a s  i n  ( 2 6 4  and (26b)  , r e s p e c t i v e l y  

(25) a. I kept  it near  me .  
b. I aimed it a t  myself. 

( 2 6 )  a .  I kept  it LS it is near  m e 1  
b. I aiwd it Lpp a t  mynelfl 

Chomsky (1965) assumes a r u l e  of  r e f l e x i z a t i o n  t h a t  a p p l i e s  

only sentence i n t e r n a l l y ,  s o  that - I and m e  a r e  not  both immedi- - 
a t e l y  dominated by t h e  same 2 node, and r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  does n o t  

apply i n  (26a).  But even such a powerful grammar could no t  ac- 

count f o r  sentences l i k e  those i n  ( 2 7 )  , which Chomsky (1965) 

p o i n t s  ou t  a s  problematic.  

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

Here, deep s t r u c t u r e s  with S complements a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  motiv- 

ate i n  Chomsky's (1965) framework, and y e t  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  is 



is impossible.  

The at tempt  i n  Chomsky (1980)  t o  account f o r  t h e s e  f a c t s  

is very similar t o  t h e  one i n  Chomsky ( 1 9 6 5 ) .  Thus a sentence 

l i k e  (28a)  is  given t h e  underlying s t r u c t u r e  (28b) ,  with t o  be 

d e l e t i o n  applying subsequently.  

(28)  a. John cons iders  Mary angry a t  him. 

b. John cons iders  [s Mary t o  be =gry a t  h im]  

So - him i n  (28 )  is i n  an opaque domain, t h e  domain of t h e  sub- 

ject Mary, and s o  it can have John a s  i ts  antecedent  s i n c e  John - 
i s  n o t  i n  t h i s  domain. 3 u t  t h i s  runs i n t o  t h e  problem of t h e  non- 

synonymy of p a i r s  l i k e  (29)  and (30) , which was pointed ou t  i n  

Chomsky ( 1 9 7 0 ) .  

(29)  John cons iders  Mary s i l l y .  

(30) John cons iders  Mary t o  be s i l l y .  

I n  Chomsky (1981a ) ,  a new at tempt  i s  made a t  so lv ing  t h i s  

problem. F i r s t  Chomsky p o s t u l a t e s  t h e  binding condi t ions  i n  

(1- ( 6 )  ) , repeated he re  as (31 ) , t o  account f o r  d i f f e r e n t  possi-  

b i l i t i e s  of  coreference.  

(31 )  A. An anaphor is A-bound i n  i t s  governing category. 
B. A pronominal i s  A-free i n  i t s  governing category. 
C.  An R-expression i s  A-free everywhere. 

Governing category is def ined  i n  ( 3 2 ) .  

( 32 )  i s  a governing category f o r  - a i f f  - 0 is t h e  minimal ca- 

teg0ry  conta in ing  z, a governor of - a ,  and a SUBJECT ac- 

c e s s i b l e  t o  - a. 
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So, i n  a sentence l i k e  (25b) ,  an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  can be 

e s t a b l i s h e d  between - I and myself because, although mys&lf i s  

governed by - a t ,  the PP i s  no t  i ts  governing category because t h e  

PP a t  myself has  no a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT. But then  t o  account f o r  

sentences l i k e  t h e  one i n  (33a) ,  one i s  forced  t o  p o s t u l a t e  t h a t  

PPs can have PRO s u b j e c t s ,  as suggested by Manzini (19801, and 

t h a t  t h e  D-structure of t h e  PP i s  similar t o  t h e  one of an AP l i k e  

i n  (34) .  

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

(34) a. John cons iders  Mary [PRO angry a t  him] 

b. John l e f t  t h e  room [PRO angry] 

So t h e  PP i n  (33) is a governing category,  and - h i m  i s  there-  

f o r e  f r e e  i n  i ts governing category i n  accord with t h e  binding 

condi t ion  B. This s o l u t i o n  is very s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  one presented 

i n  Chomsky (1965). And Chomsky has  t h e  same qualms about t h i s  

s o l u t i o n  t h a t  he had i n  Chomsky (1965): The i d e a  seems q u i t e  in-  

appropr ia t e  i n  o t h e r  cases .  For example, compare t h e  sentences 

i n  (35) 

(35) a .  John turned  t h e  c h i l d  a g a i n s t  =/+himself. 
b. - John turned  t h e  argument a g a i n s t  *him/himself. - 

I n  o r d e r  t o  account f o r  t h i s  d i f f e rence  by a s t r u c t u r a l  dif- 

ference between t h e  two sentences ,  one would have t o  claim t h a t  

t u r n  t a k e s  a c l a u s a l  complement i n  (35a) bu t  not  i n  (35b) . T h i s  - 
is not  very appeal ing,  and furthermore,  t h e r e  is no independent 

LF form John-turn-clause. 
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Chomsky (1981a) a l s o  p o i n t s  out  t h a t  Manzini . (1980) shows 

on t h e  b a s i s  comparative evidence t h a t  t h + l a u s i b i l i t y  of t h i s  

s t r u c t u r a l  s o l u t i o n  is  i l l u s o r y .  Manzini compares t h e  I t a l i a n  

analogues of (34a) and (34b) i n  (36a) and (36b) r e spec t ive ly .  

(36) a. Gianni considera Maria a r r a b b i a t a  con lui/*se/*se s t e s s o .  
G. Gianni v ide  un serpente  v ic ino  a lui /se/*se s t e s s o .  

I t a l i a n  h a s  two r e f l e x i v e  elements,  se and se s t e s s o ,  which 

correspond roughly t o  the English X-self. Manzini p o i n t s  ou t  

t h a t  se s t e s s o  can aFpear only  i n  a subclass  of t h e  environments 

where - se can appear,  and t h a t  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of se s t e s s o  do no t  relate t o  t h e  theory  of binding. 

She suggests  t h a t  t h e  English X - s e l f  i s  more c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  

se s t e s s o  than  t o  E, ana t h a t  t h e  same i r r e l e v a n t  reasons which 

p r o h i b i t  t h e  occurrence of  se s t e s s o  i n  (36b) a r e  respons ib le  

f o r  t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of X-self i n  ( 3 3 ) .  

Chomskyls conclusion from t h i s  set of d a t a  i s  t h a t  a uni- 

f i e d  t rea tment  of (33) and (34) is no t  warranted and t h a t  t h e  ap- 

Parent  s i m i l a r i t i e s  between t h e s e  sentences "may be an a r t i f a c t  

based on ~ e c u l i a r i t i e s  of  English r e f  l e x i v i z a t i o n .  It is  h ighly  

doubt fu l ,  then ,  t h a t  such f a c t s  as (33) should be used a s  t h e  

b a s i s  f o r  any s t r u c t u r a l  argument" (Chomsky, 1981a, p.291).  

This  conclusion seems j u s t i f i e d  s i n c e  cons t ruc t ions  of t h e  

type  Ipp P NP] with respec t  t o  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  (considered not  

a s  a r u l e  bu t  a s  a phenomenon he re )  show a l l  t h e  t y p i c a l  pro- 

p e r t i e s  of marked cons t ruc t ions ,  and t h e r e f o r e  should not  be in -  

cluded i n  t h e  c a r e  a n a l y s i s  of  r e f  l e x i v i z a t i o n .  Thus, judgements 

of a c c e p t a b i l i t y  about t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  t end  t o  waver, a s  it 



has  o f t e n  been noted. For example, Helke ( 1970 )  noted t h a t  t h e r e  

is  v a r i a b i l i t y  from speaker t o  speaker i n  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions ,  

and furthermore,  t h a t  t h e  same speaker w i l l  sometimes have a d i f -  

f e r e n t  t reatment  of t h e  same s t r u c t u r e  depending on t h e  l e x i c i - 1  

i t e m s .  

I n  par t ic th lar  cases ,  some speakers  allow e i t h e r  a pronoun 
o r  a r e f l e x i v e ,  o t h e r s  a l low only a pronoun, and y e t  o t h e r s  
only a r e f l e x i v e .  I t  i s  doubt fu l ,  however, t h a t  those f o r  
whom a p a r t i c u l a r  p a i r  of examples . . . is ques t ionable  do 
n o t  have o t h e r  examples i n  t h e  d i a l e c t s  they  speak i n  which 
a pronoun and a r e f l e x i v e  may a l t e r n a t e .  To account f o r  
t h e  d i v e r s i t y  of d i a l e c t s  on t h i s  p o i n t ,  one might choose 
ad hoc markings i n  t h e  l e x i c a l  e n t r y  f o r  each of t h e s e  ex- 
p ress ions  i n d i c a t i n g  whether an anaphoric pronoun o r  a re- 
f l e x i v e  would be considered acceptable .  Such ad hoc mark- 
i n g s  a r e  q u i t e  appropr ia t e  i n  t h i s  case ,  s ince  they  r e f l e c t  
t h e  absence of  a sys temat ic  v a r i a t i o n  from one d i a l e c t  t o  
another.  (Helke 1970,  p.4) 

There is a l s o  v a r i a t i o n  ac ross  languages t h a t  does no t  seem 

t o  be expla inable  on t h e  b a s i s  of  s t r u c t u r a l  arguments. We have 

seen d i f f e r e n c e s  between English and I t a l i a n  above; o t h e r  exam- 

p l e s  of such c o n t r a s t s  can be found, f o r  example, between En- 

g l i s h  and Dutch, as* i n  ( 3 7 ) ,  and between English and French, a s  

(37) (from Koster 1978b) 

a. Tom - bel ieved t h a t  t h e  paper had been w r i t t e n  by Ann 
and h imsel f .  

b. *TAm geloofde d a t  de paper w a s  geschreven door Ann en 

(38) a. Vic to r  est content  de - lu i / lu i -mihe .  

b. Vic tor  is proud of +him/himself. - 

Another s tandard  f e a t u r e  of marked cons t ruc t ions  is t h e  sus- 

c e p t i b i l i t y  t o  l e x i c a l  and non-graxtrnatical complexity f a c t o r s .  
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An i l l u s t r a t i o n  of  this f o r  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  a t  hand is  given 

i n  Zribi-Hertz ( 1 9 8 1 ) .  She shows t h a t  t h e r e  seems t o  be a s i g -  

n i f i c a n t  genera l i za t ion  t o  make about when a pronoun o r  a r e f l ex -  

ive w i l l  be used i n  a [Pp P NP] cons t ruc t ion  i n  French. She 

shows t h a t  t h e r e  seems t o  be a c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  degree of 

p o s s i b i l i t y  of coreference t h a t  t h e  p red ica te  formed by t h e  V 

a l lows between t h e  s u b j e c t  and a [pp P NP] complement, and t h e  

choice of pronoun o r  r e f l e x i v e .  W e  summarize h e r  proposal  i n  

(39) , with respec t ive  exismples i n  ( 4 0 )  . 
( 39 )  a. ob l iga to ry  coreference : l u i  *lui-mQme 

b. p o s s i b l e  coreference:  l u i  lui-meme 
c. improbable coreference:  Q l u i  lui-m6me 

( 4 0 )  a. Vic to r  a t o u t e  l 'bquipe  avec lui/*lui-mSme. 
b. Vic tor  est  content  deilui/lui-mSme. 

E .  V i c t o ~  bavarde avec *lui/lui-&me . 
The g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  seems t o  be t h a t  t h e  more the corefe-  

rence is forced by t h e  p r e d i c a t e ,  t h e  less t h e r e  is t h e  need of 

an ob l iga to ry  bound r e f l e x i v e  form, s i n c e  a pronoun w i l l  have 

t o  be core fe ren t  anyhow f o r  pragmatic reasons.  And conversely,  

t h e  less coreference is probable,  t h e  more t h e  r e f l e x i v e  form i s  

needed, be ing  forced  by pragmatic reasons t o  g e t  t h i s  improbable 

reading.  

Note t h a t  t h e s e ,  o r  s i m i l a r ,  pragmatic tendencies  seem t o  

hold  i n  English a l so :  (21a) would be an ins tance  of poss ib le  

coreference,hence t h e  o p t i o n a l i t y  of choice between a pronominal 

and an anaphoric form; (23a) would be an ins tance  of ob l iga to ry  



coreference,  hence the o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of t h e  pronominal form; 

and (23b) would be an ins tance  of i m p r o b a l e  coreference ,  hence 

t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of  t h e  anaphoric form. 

W e  would normally expect  pragmatic f a c t o r s  t o  be i d e n t i c a l  

from one lansuage t o  another .  The s l i g h t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

French a d  English i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of r e f l e x i v e s  and pronouns 

could be due t o  a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  of t h e  fol lowing kind: 

lo s y n t a c t i c  f a c t o r s  ( r e a n a l y s i s ,  e t c . )  1 2O l e x i c a l  f a c t o r s :  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  l e x i c a l  items are r a r e l y  Eul ly equiva lent  cognates;  

p o s s i b i l i t y  of  o t h e r  unknown f a c t o r s  i n t e r a c t i n g .  

Another example of t h i s  type of markedness f a c t o r  is pre- 

sen ted  i n  Koster (1978a).  Koater compares t h e  Dutch sentences 

i n  (-41) and i n  ( 4 2 ) .  

( 4 1 )  Peter i  zag Mary naar  zichi  t o e  komen 
P e t e r  s a w  Mary t o  himself ( p a r t )  come 
( P e t e r  saw Mary come towards him.) 

( 4 2 )  *Peteri zag Mary zichi  wassen 
P e t e r  s a w  Mary himself wash 

. ( P e t e r  s a w  Mary wash h imsel f . )  

Koster proposes t o  account f o r  t h i s  c o n t r a s t  by adding condi t ion  

(iii) t o  h i s  Loca l i ty  P r i n c i p l e  given i n  ( 4 3 )  . 
(43) Loca l i ty  P r i n c i p l e  (Koster 1978a) 6 

No r u l e  involves - ai+, , y (where - a c-commands 1) i n  

. Oi+l ... zi ... - y... -i a - * *  CY -i+ 1 ... ( i k l )  

unless  (1) -%+I ( o r y  - ) is  more prominent than  si 
(ii) is  coindexed with a phrase proper ly  con- 

t a i n i n g  - Y. 

(iii) zi and a r e f l e x i v e  - Y are ( l i n k e d  t o )  co-ar- 
guments of  an i r r e f l e x i v e  p red ica te  - 4' t h a t  



does no t  include a  t r a n s i t i v e  verb. 

So again w e  see t h a t  l e x i c a l  and pragmatic f a c t o r s  have some 

in f luence  on r e f  l e x i v i z a t i o n  i n  Lp NP] cons t ruc t ions .  N o t e  

a 1 8 ~ 8  by t h e  way, t h a t  one could not  s impl i fy  the complexity of 

t h e  f a c t o r s  involved i n  cross-language d i f f e r e n c e s  by saying t h a t  

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  t h e  Dutch r e f l e x i v e  i s  more r e s t r i c t e d  than 

t h a t  of t h e  English r e f l e x i v e  because of  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i n  ( 3 7 )  

where a  r e f l e x i v e  form is poss ib le  i n  English b u t  not  i n  Dutch, 

s i n c e  l u s t  t h e  oppos i te  is  t r u e  i n  ( 4 1 ) :  t h e  English equiva lent  

t o  ( 4 1 )  with a r e f l e x i v e  is ungrammatical. 

So we see t h a t  cons t ruc t ions  of the type L p p  P N P J ,  with 

respec t  t o  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n ,  e x h i b i t  a l l  t h e  s tandard  f e a t u r e s  of 

marked cons t ruc t ions :  there is  v a r i a t i o n  i n  judgements of accep- 

t a b i l i t y ,  t h e r e  a r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  across  languages, and t h e r e  is  

s u s c e p t i b i l i t y  t o  l e x i c a l  and non-grammatical complexity f a c t o r s .  

Th i s  is i m p l i c i t l y  recognized by Chomsky (1981a) and e x p l i c i t l y  

by Koster ( 1  978a, b) , and o the r s .  7 

There are t w o  p o s s i b l e  a t t i t u d e s  i n  t h e  face  of t h e s e  d a t a  

depending on how one cons t rues  opaci ty:  t h e  f i r s t  one is t o  as- 

sume that t h e  pronominal forms a r e  marked here  s i n c e  they  occur 

i n  the domains of  r e f l e x i v e  cons t ruc t ions ;  t h e  second one i s  t o  

a s s m e  t h a t  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  forms a r e  marked here  s i n c e  they occur 

i n  t h e  domains of pronominal cons t ruc t ions .  Chomsky (1981a)  as-  

sumes t h e  former: f o r  him, PP cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  those discussed 

he re  are cons t ruc t ions  where r e f l e x i v e s  should genera l ly  be pos- 

sible, b u t  some a d d i t i o n a l  condi t ions ,  which ao no t  r e l a t e  t o  
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the binding theory ,  block t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of having t h e s e  r e f l e x -  

i v e s  and t h i s  i s  why 2 r o n o u ~ s  appear i n  p o s i t i o n s  where anaphors 

are expected. However, a c l o s e r  look a t  t h e  f a c t s  sugges ts  t h a t  

t h e  second a t t i t u d e  i s  t o  be p r e f e r r e d ,  a s  we w i l l  show immediate- 

l y .  

W e  w i l l  aissum9 t h a t  r e f l e x i v e s  axe no t  t o  be def ined  on a  

s t r i c t  morphological b a s i s ,  b u t  r a t h e r  bn t h e  b a s i s  of a s p e c i f i c  

type  of  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  with an antecedent  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  

morphological b a s i s .  The domain i n  which t h i s  type of r e l a t i o n  

can be e s t a b l i s h e d  w i l l  be very s t r i c t l y  l i m i t e d  as we w i l l  s ee  

immediately, and elements which w i l l  have t h e  morphological s t r u c -  

t u r e  of  r e f l e x i v e s  but which w i l l  no t  f a l l  under t h e s e  s t r i c t  

l i m i t a t i o n s  i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  t o  an antecedent  w i l l  be consider- 

ed a s  deviant  foms which a r e  i n  f a c t  pronouns. So elements with 

t h e  morphological form of a r e f l e x i v e  w i l l  no t  be automat ica l ly  

determined t o  be t y p o l o g i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  anaphors: t h e  type 

anaphor w i l l  be  f u n c t i o n a l l y  determined by s p e c i f i c  p r o p e r t i e s .  - 
A s  w e  w i l l  see, t h e r e  a r e  f o u r  of t h e s e  p roper t i e s :  l o  obl iga to-  

r i n e s s  of t h e  antecedent ;  2O a one-to-one r e l a t i o n  between ante-  

cedeak and anaphor; 3O l o c a l i t y  of t h e  r e l a t i o n ;  4O a  s t r u c t u r a l  

condi t ion  on t h e  r e l a t i o n .  This  way of dea l ing  with anaphors 

on a f ~ n c t i ~ n a l  b a s i s  r a t h e r  than a  morphological b a s i s  is  s i m i -  

l a r  t o  Chomsky's (1981a) approach t o  ECs .  E C s  a r e  a l l  of a  si- 

mi lar  morphological form, and t h i s  can presuinably give a genera l  

b a s i s  f o r  t h e i r  d i s t r i b u t i o n :  s o  f o r  example, some E C s  can ap- 

pear  where no Case is  assigned,  bu t  t h i s  is  not  poss ib le  f o r  
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l e x i c a l  NPs. But one wants t o  say more about ECs:  it seems t h a t  

d i f f e r e n t  types  of ECs  a r e  a t  hand, i .e . anaphors , pronouns and 

t h a t  it is t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  by type which i s  i n t e r e s t i n g .  This 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  by type  cannot be determined morphologically f o r  

t h e  EC: it must be f u n c t i o n a l l y  determined. Our claim is t h a t  

t h e  same i s  t r u e  of r e f l e x i v e  forms: although they  form a cohe- 

r e n t  morphological c l a s s ,  they  do no t  farm a coherent  typologi-  

c a l  c l a s s ,  i.e. they  a r e  no t  a12 anaphors. Let  us t r y  ko d e t e r -  

mine what i s  t h i s  r e s t r i c t e d  domain i n  which an anaphoric r e l a -  

t i o n  can be e s t a b l i s h e d  between two noun 2hrases .  

One s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  which must always be an antecedent-  

anaphor r e l a t i o n  is t h e  one between s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t ,  i f  they  

are t o  be c o r e f e r e n t i a l .  

( 4 4 )  a .  John shaved himself .  - 
b. +John shaved him. - - 

( 4 5 )  a .  - John 's  h i t t i n g  himself on t h e  f o o t  w a s  not  acc iden ta l .  

b. *John's h i t t i n g  him on t h e  f o o t  was not  acc iden ta l .  - 
This  appears t o  be t r u e  c ross - l i ryu i s t i ca l ly ,  and we w i l l  

cons ider  it t o  be t h e  core case  of an anaphoric s t r u c t u r a l  re- 

l a t  ion.  

The only o t h e r  s t r u c t u r a l  p o s i t i o n s  where a  l e x i c a l  N P ,  

hence a  l e x i c a l  anaphor, can occur  a r e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  and i n  

a  PP a s  o b j e c t  of  t h e  P. This  is because t h e s e  a r e  t h e  only o t h e r  

p o s i t i o n s  where Case assignment is  p o s s i b l e ,  and t h e  requirement 

of Case f o r  l e x i c a l  NPs p rosc r ibes  a l l  o t h e r  p o s i t i o n s ,  however 

t h i s  requirement w i l l  be s t a t e d  i n  t h e  grammar. W e  have a l ready 
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seen t h a t  i n  t h e  case  of  t h e  PI? cons t ruc t ion ,  it seems t h a t  t h e  

choice between a proximate pronoun o r  a r e f l e x i v e  is  q u i t e  e r -  

r a t i c  and depends on f a c t o r s  t h a t  a r e  n o t  of the type t h a t  one 

would want t o  incorpora te  i n  a formal binding theory.  However, 

t h e r e  a r e  two subclasses  of  PP cons t ruc t ions  t h a t  s e e m  t o  f a l l  

i n t o  t h e  core  case of t h e  anaphoric s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n .  One i s  

when t h e  P has  been reanalyzed with preceding elements.  But 

f irst ,  Consider t h e  o t h e r  one which is  when t h e  PP i s  t h e  r e s u l t  

of  t h e  i n s e r t i o n  of  a dummy Case marking p repos i t ion  l i k e  of o r  - 
de before  t h e  o b j e c t  of  a non-Case a s s i g n e r ,  l i k e  a noun o r  an - 
a d j e c t i v e ,  as (46 )  and (47) .  

( 4 6 )  a .  A man's d e s t r u c t i o n  of himself/*him is  anways sad t o  - 
see.. 

b. Ronald is  proud of  himself/*him. - 
(47) a. - Sa peur de lui-m&me/*lui l ' a  perdu. - 

b. Vic to r  est content  de lui/lui-m%me. - 
b ' .  V ic to r  e s t  & g a l  lui-me^me/*lui. - 

The example i n  (47b) s e e m s  t o  c o n t r a d i c t  t h i s  c l a i m ,  bu t  w e  

r e t u r n  t o  it s h o r t l y .  Consider f i r s t  t h e  cases  where t h e  general-  

i z a t i o n  holds.  The explanat ion  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  these  construc- 

t i o n s  behave l i k e  t h e  core  case of t h e  sub jec t /ob jec t  r e l a t i o n  

a s  i n  (44)-(453 could be t h a t ,  a t  t h e  l e v e l  where t h i s  r e l a t i o n  

i s  r e l e v a n t ,  t h e  two cons t ruc t ions  a r e  i d e n t i c a l :  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  

Would no t  be i n  a PP a t  t h a t  l e v e l .  One way i n  which t h i s  could 

be poss ib le  i s  by assuming t h a t  of o r  de i n s e r t i o n  i n  these  cas- - - 
e s  only t a k e s  p lace  a t  PF, f o r  example. A s  f o r  t h e  problem of 

accounting f o r  (47b) , it could be solved by assuming t h a t  (at 
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l e a s t  some) p r e p o s i t i o n s  i n s e r t e d  before  a d j e c t i v e  complements 

i n  French are no t  i n s e r t e d  i n  PF bu t  a t  D-structure.  There 

a r e  independent reasons t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  dummy Case marking pre- 

p o s i t i o n s  i n  French do n o t  a l l  behave uniformly and t h a t  t h i s  

depends on l e x i c a l  condi t ions :  f o r  example, t h e r e  a r e  t h e  wel l-  

known f a c t s  about c l i t i c i z a t i o n  of - & complements. The PP con.- 

Plements with - can e i t h e r  c l i t i c i z e  a s  a t h i r d  person d a t i v e  

c l i t i c  l u i / l e u r ,  o r  as t h e  c l i t i c  y. -- 
(48) a. T i m  a donn4 son adresse  2 Anne. 

b .  T i m  lui/*y a don& son adresse .  

(49) a. E r i c  a pens& son c h a t .  

b. E r i c  y/*lui a pens&. 

We w i l l  see i n  Chapter 3 when we d e a l  with French r e l a t i v e  

c l auses  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  reasons t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  - ii oh penser 

is a dummy C a s e  marker, j u s t  l i k e  t h e  d a t i v e  - 2 i n  (48) has 

been analyzed a s  a dummy Case marker ( see  Rouveret & Vergnaud 

1980, f o r  example). But t o  account f o r  t h e  c o n t r a s t  between 

(48) and (49) , w e  w i l l  have t o  assume some d i f f e r e n c e  between 

t h e  two manners i n  which - d is introduced.  We w i l l  assume t h a t  

t h e  - d of penser ,  con t ra ry  t o  t h e  d a t i v e  - 2, i s  no t  i n s e r t e d  a t  

PF, bu t  is i n s e r t e d  a t  D-structure.  I t  is most l i k e l y  t h a t  t h i s  

independently mot.ivated d i s t i n c t i o n  which i s  respons ib le  f o r  t h e  

c o n t r a s t  between (48) and (49) i s  a l s o  re l evan t  i n  (47b) : t h e  

NP - lui/lui-msme is  i n  a PP throughout the  de r iva t ion  i n  (47b) 

assuming t h a t  dummy - de can a l s o  be i n s e r t e d  a t  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  

l i k e  - 2. This  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  l e v e l  of i n s e r t i o n  of t h e  dummy 
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Case marking p repos i t ion  has  e f f e c t s  t h a t  a r e  v i s i b l e  elsewhere 

i n  t h e  grammar. For example, t h e  c l i t i c  y i s  a proLpreposit ion 

s i n c e  it can a l s o  be a  loca t ive .  c l i t i c  as i n  (50) .  

(50) a. Je v a i s  d ~ o n t r h a l  demain. 
b . J y v a i s  demain . 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, - l u i ,  al though it i s  marked f o r  d a t i v e  

when it is  c l i t i c i z e d ,  can a l s o  be a  s t r e s s e d  (but  not  necessa- 

r i l y  emphatic) pronoun a s  i n  ( 5 1 )  when c l i t i c i z a t i o n  is  impos- 

s i b l e ,  s o  t h a t  it seems t o  be more nominal t h a n  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  

i n  na tu re .  

( 5  1 ) a. Jz rends c e s  lettres h vous e t  a - l u i  (Vigny) . 
b. Un paquet $ - l u i  adress6 
6. C g e s t  l u i  q u i  me l g a  d i t .  - 
d. On ngadmire que - l u i .  
e. Racine Q t a i t  con t re  l u i .  - 
f. Cela l u i  f e r a  p l a i s i r ,  - l u i .  

g. Paul e t  - l u i  s o n t  de bons amis. 

Vergnaud (1974)  a l s o  provides two tests t h a t  show t h a t  some 

i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s  i n  French are NPs r a t h e r  than  PPs. The f i r . s t  

test  shows t h a t  while  o b j e c t s  of p repos i t ions  can be conjoined, 

1s not  t h e  case f o r  o b j e c t s  of d a t i v e  p r e p o s i t i o n s ,  which 

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  d a t i v e  - 2 is  more l i k e  a  c l i t i c  on t h e  noun than 

a  propos i t ion  t h a t  c r e a t e s  a  PP. 

( 5 2 )  a .  W I l s  on t  par16 d Marie e t  le d i r e c t e u r .  
b. 11s s e  sont  a s s i s  s u r  l a  t a b l e  e t  les cha i ses .  

c .  I ls on t  pens6 2 Marie e t  l e  d i r e c t e u r .  

The second test has  t o  do with t h e  f a c t  t h a t  conjoined PPs  



cannot  be heads  o f  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  whereas conjo ined  NPs can 

be. 

(53) a. I1 a par16 d l'homme e t  d l a  femme q u i  se s o n t  ren- 
c o n t r & s  h i e r .  

b.  I1 a vu l'homme e t  l a  f e m m e  q u i  se s o n t  r encon t rbs  h i e r .  
c. *11 a comptb s u r  l'homme e t  s u r  l a  femme q u i  se con- 

n a i s s a i e n t  . 
d. + I 1  a pens6 $ llhomme e t  2 l a  femme q u i  se c o n n a i s s a i e n t .  

So c o n s i d e r i n g  t h a t  t h e  c l i t i c  corresponding t o  t h e  - d-phrase 

of Verbs l i k e  pense r  h a s  a p r e p o s i t i o n a l  n a t u r e ,  whereas t h e  c l i -  

t i c  cor responding  t o  t h e  d a t i v e  - 2-phrase h a s  a pronominal n a t u r e ,  

p l u s  t h e  f a c t s  p re sen ted  i n  (52)-(531, w e  expec t  t h e  - d of pen- 

ser t o  be p r e s e n t  throughout  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n ,  whereas t h e  d a t i v e  - 
i s  probably i n s e r t e d  late i n  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  p o s s i b l y  on ly  i n  - 

PF. The p r e d i c t i o n  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

is  t h a t  it should  be  s u b j e c t  t o  errat ic  v a r i a t i o n s  wi th  t h e  pen- 

ser-h  t y p e ,  b u t  t h a t  t h e  d a t i v e  t ype  should  be a c o r e  c a s e  of  - 
a n a ~ h o r i c  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n ,  so t h a t  a r e f l e x i v e  should be oh- 

l i g a t o r y  i n  t h i s  case. T h i s  p r e d i c t i o n  is borne o u t  a s  w e  can 

see by t h e  c o n t r a s t  between t h e  s en t ences  i n  (54) and (55)  . 8 

( 5 4 )  Dat ive  - d 
a. Pierre - slest  don& d e s  coups. 

b.  + P i e r r e  a donne d e s  coups ii - l u i .  

c. * P i e r r e  - l u i  a donn6 d e s  coups. 

(55)  Non-dative - d 
a .  Pierre pense 2 l&/+lui-meme avant  de pense r  aux a u t r e s .  
b. Pierre s '  i n t b r e s s e  seulement 2 - lui/lui-mSme. 
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I n  L5e c ~ n s t r u c t i o n s  with a d a t i v e  d-phrase l i k e  i n  ( 5 4 ) ,  - 
the r e f l e x i v e  i s  o b l i g a t o r y ,  whereas i n  t h e  non-dative 2-phrase - 
cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  (55) , t h e  choice between a  r e f l e x i v e  and a 

Pronominal form i s  s u b j e c t  t o  condi t ions  l i k e  those  put  f o r t h  

by Zribi-Hertz (1981 ) . So i f  we now recons ider  t h e  sentence i n  

(47b) given here  as ( 5 6 ) ,  

(56)  Vic to r  e s t  content  de lui-&me/lui. - 

we see t h a t  t h e  e r r a t i c  choice s f  N P  form can be explained by 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  dummy Case marker - de he re  i s  preset ' t  through- 

ou t  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  s o  t h a t  t h e  N P  i s  i n  a  PP throughout t h e  de- 

r i v a t i o n ,  hence n o t  i n  a core anaphoric r e l a t i o n  with t h e  sub- 

j e c t  Vic tor .  

What w e  have seen so far is t h a t  r e f l e x i v e s  a r e  obl iga to-  

the  underl ined p o s i t i o n s  i n  (57)  . 
(57)  Obligatory r e f l e x i v e s :  

V NP ] -i 

NPi [XP X tpp P* NPi]] (i) where P*= dummy P Case 
ass igner  i n  NPs, APs, 
d a t i v e  i n  French. 

Another cons t ruc t ion  t h a t  seems t o  be p a r t  of t h e  core ana- 

phor ic  s t r u c t u r e s  i s  a  cons t ruc t ion  where Reanalysis has  app l i ed ,  

(cf. Hornstein & Weinberg (1981 ) , Reimsdi jk (1978 )  , Rothstein 

(1981) ) . Recal l  t h a t  sentences l i k e  (58) , anaphoric forms are 

ob l iga to ry .  

(58) a .  They spoke t o  each other/themselves/*them. - 
b. They a r e  s o r r y  f o r  each otherlthemselvesf#them. - 



There might be a f u n c t i o n a l  explanat ion  f o r  why Reanaly- 

sis is ob l iga to ry  here .  Since what one wants i s  a coreferen-  

t i a l  r e l a t i o n  i n s i d e  an S f  and s i n c e  t h e  core r e f l e x i v e  r e l a t i o n  

can be e s t a b l i s h e d  a f t e r  Reanalysis ,  it might force  Reanalysis 

t o  apply,  t h u s  al lowing a c o n t r a s t  between c o r e f e r e n t i a l  and non- 

c o r e f e r e n t i a l  r e l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  sentence.  I f  Reanalysis d i d  not  

apply,  t h i s  c o n t r a s t  would be l o s t  s i n c e  a pronoun would be am- 

biguous between a c o r e f e r e n t i a l  and a non-coreferent ia l  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n .  9 

Since anaphoric forms a r e  ob l iga to ry  i n  cons t ruc t ions  where 

r e a n a l y s i s  has  app l i ed ,  w e  w i l l  add t h e s e  t o  t h e  core cases  g i -  

ven i n  ( 5 7 ) .  

(59 )  (57) . . . (ii) where Pr is reanalyzed with o t h e r  ma te r i a l .  

There are o t h e r  facts t h a t  suggest  t h a t  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  & o m s  

ghat show up i n  cons t ruc t ions  which a r e  no t  t h e  core r e f l e x i v e  

cons t ruc t ions  a s  descr ibed  i n  (59) a r e  more l i k e  r e f l e x i v e  

forms funct ioning  as pronouns than  l i k e  t r u e  anaphors. For 

example, some of t h e s e  " f a l s e  anaphors" can appear i n  construc- 

t i o n s  where they do no t  have a s y n t a c t i c  an tecedent ,  a s  i n  ( 6 0 a ) ,  

and " f a l s e  anaphors" can a l s o  appear i n  cons t ruc t ions  where t h e  
no t  

usual  c-command r e l a t i o n  between anaphor and antededent does/hold 

(60) a .  F a i t h  i n  yourse l f  i s  important i n  t h i s  job. (Fienqo 
1 9 7 7 )  

a ' .  This  is  a p i c t u r e  of  myself/rne which was taken yea r s  
ago. ( ~ o s t e r  1978b) 

a". P h y s i c i s t s  l i k e  h e r s e l f  a r e  r a r e ,  (Fiengo 1977) 



b. This  is a book by John about h imsel f .  - 
b' . P i c t u r e s  of himself amused him. 

"False  anaphors" a l s o  e n t e r  i n t o  pronominal cons t ruc t ions  

l i k e  coordinat ion:  i n  t h e s e  cases ,  t h e r e  i s  v a r i a t i o n  across  

languages, as expected. 

( 61 )  a. - Tom bel ieved t h a t  t h e  paper had been w r i t t e n  by Ann 
and himself .  

b. Wom - geloofde d s t  de paper w a s  geschreven door Ann 
en z i c h z e l f .  

"False  anaphors" can a l s o  have more than  one antecedent .  

(62) Johni showed Mary. f i i c tu res  of themselvesi+ /themi+ j. 
3 

Simi la r  f a c t s  are a l s o  presented  i n  Helke (1970). For in-  

s t ance ,  Helke shows t h a t  n f a l s e  r e f  l e x i v e s n  d i f f e r  from n t r u e  

r e f l e x i v e s R  i n  t h a t  they  can have mul t ip le  an tecedents ,  a s  i n  

sentences l i k e  t h e  r i c h  g i r l  showed h e r  husband a p i c t u r e  of 

themselves, and t h a t  they  can v i o l a t e  t h e  usual  l i n e a r  o rde r  

( i - e .  h i e r a r c h i c a l  reAation) of  t r u e  r e f l e x i v e s ,  a s  i n  sen- 

t ences  l i k e  t h a t  t h e  p i c t u r e  of himself i n  t h e  paper is  uqly 

enrages - John. So t h e  fact t h a t  r e f l e x i v e s  form a heterogene- 

ous c l a s s  is  w e l l  e s t a b l i s h e d  (see Belke 1970, Koster 1978a,b, 

among o t h e r s ) .  Furthermore, Ken Hale informs us (personal 

communication) t h a t  many languages have only t h e  core cases  of 

r e f l e x i v e s ,  and have no pronominal r e f l e x i v e s ,  so  t h a t  i n  such 

languages, t h e r e  is a one-to-one correspondance between* the  

morphological form r e f l e x i v e  and t h e  type anaphor. 

A l l  of t h i s  sugges ts  t h a t  " f a l s e  anaphorsn behave more l i k e  



pronouns than  l i k e  t r u e  anaphors. 10 

There i s  one more f a c t  t h a t  must be accounted f o r  about t h e  

P o s s i b i l i t y  of a r e f l e x i v e  r e l a t i o n  between a s u b j e c t  and t h e  

complements of a phrase: although pronouns i n s i d e  PPs can be 

c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with t h e  s u b j e c t ,  t h i s  is never poss ib le  for a 

c l i t i c  PP ( o r  any non-reflexive c l i t i c ) .  11 

(63)  a. Jean a par16 de lui. - 
a '  .+Jean en p a r l e .  -- 
b. Jean pense a l u i  (avant de penser aux a u t r e s )  . - - 
b8.+Jean y pense. - 

Chomsky (1981a) sugges ts  t h a t ,  i n  languages t h a t  allow 

c l i t i c i z a t i o n ,  it might be t h e  case t h a t  it is c l i t i c s  r a t h e r  

than f u l l  prgnouns which f a l l  under condi t ion  B of  t h e  binding 

theory.  This  would exp la in  t h e  c o n t r a s t s  shown i n  ( 6 3 ) .  How- 

eve r ,  when Chomsky (1981a) l a t e r  t a k e s  i n t o  account t h e  f a c t s  

about pronouns and r e f l e x i v e s  i n  PPs, he concludes t h a t  any 

s t r u c t u r a l  argument seems t o  be doubtful .  

I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  r e f l e x i v e s  are o b l i g a t o r y  when t h e  r e l a -  

t i o n  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  bound p o s i t i o n  is  d i r e c t ,  i n  

&he sense t h a t  t h e r e  is no s t r u c t u r a l  PP node intervenkng a t  t h e  

r e l evan t  l e v e l  (cf. ( 5 9 ) ) .  The c o r o l l a r y  of t h i s  is  t h a t  pro- 

nouns c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with t h e  s u b j e c t  a r e  bar red  from such posi-  

t i o n s  where d i r e c t  binding can be e s t a b l i s h e d .  Consider t h e  

S-s t ruc ture  of  ( 6 3 a W ) ,  given i n  ( 6 4 )  . 



Jean eni-parle e 
i 

I n  ( 6 4 )  , t h e  r e l a t i o n  between Jean and PPi is  d i r e c t ,  i n  - 
t h e  same sense descr ibed above, s i n c e  Jean b inds  t h e  PP i t s e l f .  

SO ~ e &  and PPi cannot be c o r e f e r e n t i a l .  The same conclusion 

holds  i f  one cons iders  t h a t  it is  - en r a t h e r  than  PPi t h a t  i s  

bound htire. Note that one could n o t  appeal  t o  a condi t ion  that 

would block coindexing of  NPs and PPs, s i n c e  such a r e l a t i o n  is  

poss ib le  i n  conf igura t ions  where the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  i n  (59)  i s  

n o t  cont radic ted .  

( 6 5 )  Jeani aime Marie e t  ili e n .  p a r l e  souvent. 
j J 

So t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c l i t ics  cannot be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with t h e  

s u b j e c t  f a l l s  i n t o  the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  i n  (59) . There i s  no 

d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  opera t ion  of  t h e  binding theory  between Ian- 

guages t h a t  a l low c l i t i c i z a t i o n  and languages t h a t  do not: t h e  

binding theory  a p p l i e s  in::.the same way t o  t h e  core cases  des- 

c r ibed  i n  ( 5 9 ) ,  and PPs a r e  opaque i n  both- .  types  of  languages. 

The only d i f f e r e n c e  is t h a t  c l i t i c s  a r e  always i n  a  d i r e c t  rela- 

t i o n  with t h e  s u b j e c t  s i n c e  no PP node in te rvenes  between the 

two. So c l i t i c s  a r e  no t  l i k e  English pronouns i n  genera l ,  but  

l i k e  English pronouns i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  

So f a r ,  w e  have Looked a t  two of t h e  t h r e e  p o s i t i o n s  where 

a l e x i c a l  NP can appear and t h e  possibility of having anaphors 



i n  such pos i t ions :  the o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of a verb,  and t h e  ob- 

j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of  a p repos i t ion .  There i s  a t h i r d  p o s i t i o n  where 

a l e x i c a l  anaphor could p o t e n t i a l l y  appear a s  f a r  as Case re- 

quirements a r e  concerned: i n  some s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n s .  We now 

t u r n  t o  t h e  task o f  determining which, i f  any, of t h e  s u b j e c t  

p o s i t i o n s  axe core p o s i t i o n s  f o r  anaphoric elements,  i . e .  posikions 

where we can f i n d  only t r u l y  anaphoric phrases ,  and no pronouns. 

Consider t h e  fol lowing phrases .  

(66) a. They read LNp t h e i r  books] 
b.  They read  LNp each o t h e r ' s  books] 

I n  ( 6 6 ) ,  w e  see t h a t  both pronouns and r e c i p r o c a l s  can ap- 

Pear  i n  the s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  o f  a NP. Reflexives a r e  n o t  poss i -  

b l e  i n  such p o s i t i o n ,  b u t  it might be due t o  morphological fac- 

t o r s :  g e n i t i v e  Case might be incompatible with r e f l e x i v e  mor- 

phology. One could make an argument i n  favor  of t h e  view t h a t  

these  p o s i t i o n s  a r e  i n  fact a c c e s s i b l e  f o r  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  Gut 

t h a t  t h i s  ziorphological c o n s t r a i n t  f o r c e s  t h e  use of  a pronoun, 

thus  suppor t ing  an a n a l y s i s  where most of t h e  p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  w e  

have discussnd s o  f a r  a r e  i n  f a c t  poss ib le  posit j .ons f o r  ana- 

phors and t h a t  pronouns a r e  marked cases .  This  a t t i t u d e  is  t h e  

oppos i te  of  t h e  one! t h a t  we a r e  t ak ing ,  a s  w e  have mentioned 

e a r l i e r .  This  would exp la in  why each o t h e r  i s  poss ib le  i n  (66b) . 
But it would be a t  a l o s s  t o  exp la in  why t h e  a c c i d e n t a l  c l a sh  

between r e f l e x i v e  and g e n i t i v e  morphology i s  pervasive i n  lan- 

guages. Sure ly  one would n o t  want t o  make t h e  ad hoc claim t h a t  

such a condi t ion  on r e f l e x i v e  and g e n i t i v e  morphology i s  univer- 

sa l .  



On t h e  o t k e r  hand, i f  we say t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of 

an N P  i s  opaque, then  w e  must exp la in  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of having 

each o t h e r  i n  (66b) .  I n t u i t i v e l y ,  we say  t h a t  each o t h e r  i s  an 

anaphor because it must be l inked  t o  another  element i n  t h e  sen- 

tence.  So l e t  us  de f ine  an anaphor very genera l ly  as i n  ( 6 7 ) .  

( 67 )  Anaphor = an element r e q u i r i n g  an antecedent .  

What we must then determine i s  what c r e a t e s  t h i s  dependen- 

cy of anaphors on an antecedent .  W e  have a l ready proposed t h a t  

r e f l e x i v e s  must have an antecedent  i n  o rde r  t o  g e t  an R-index 

t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Denotabi l i ty .  We w i l l  assume t h a t  

r e c i p r o c a l s  must have an antecedent  f o r  a d i f f e r e n t  reason: -. 

along t h e  l i n e s  of  an a n a l y s i s  by A. B e l l e t t i  (personal  communi- 

c a t i o n ) ,  w e  w i l l  assume t h a t  some element of a r e c i p r o c a l  must 

be moved by an LF r u l e  of  -- each movement t o  t h e  antecedent  f o r  

t h e  r e c i p r o c a l  t o  be  proper ly  i n t e r p r e t e d  a t  LF. We a l ready 

know t h a t  - each is s u b j e c t  t o  such a r u l e  i n  a sentence i i k e  

(68) 

(68) The diplomats were assigned one i n t e r p r e t e r  each. 

Furthermore, t h e r e  a r e  languages l i k e  French where t h e  re-  

c i p r o c a l  can a c t u a l l y  be separa ted  i n t o  i ts two elements which 

then occupy two €)-posit ions,  a s  i n  (69b) .  

( 6 9 )  a .  11s doutent  les uns des  a u t r e s .  

b .  L e s  uns doutent  des a u t r e s .  ( r e c i p r o c a l  o r  d i s t r i b u -  
t i v e )  

I f  a r e c i p r o c a l  is  l inked  t o  i t s  antecedent  by an LF r u l e  

of each movement, then  w e  have an explanat ion  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

-. 



each o t h e r  is poss ib le  i n  an opaque p o s i t i o n  i n  (66b):  t h i s  po- 

s i t i o n  might be opaque f o r  grammatical binding,  which i s  t h e  

process  t h a t  r e l a t e s  an anaphor t o  its antecedent  (and which 

w e  w i l l  make more p r e c i s e  s h o r t l y ) ;  bu t  each - movement i s  a r u l e  

t h a t  is  c lause  bound, s o  t h a t  it can l i n k  they  and each o t h e r  

i n  (66b) s i n c e  they  a r e  i n  t h e  same S. Assuming t h i s  a n a l y s ~ s  

t o  be on t h e  r i g h t  t r a c k ,  w e  cons ider  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  of an N P  

is no t  a p o s i t i o n  a c c e s s i b l e  by grammatical binding,  i . e .  not  

a poss ib le  p o s i t i o n  f o r  an anaphoric r e f l e x i v e  forin. 1 2  

Another reason t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between t h e  way i n  which a 

r e f l e x i v e  and t h e  way i n  which a r e c i p r o c a l  is l inked  t o  i ts  an- 

tecedent  is  t h a t  r e c i p r o c a l s  can appear i n  some PPs where re-  

f l e x i v e s  a r e  impossible.  

(70)  a .  *They saw snakes nea r  themselves. 

b. They s a w  snakes nea r  them. 

c. They s a w  snakes near  each o the r .  

The f a c t s  i n  (70) a l s o  show t h a t  an a n a l y s i s  of t h e  d i s t r i -  

bu t ion  of  anaphors and pronouns i n  such cons t ruc t iuns  cannot be 

der ived  from t h e  binding theory  by simply p o s i t i n g  a PRO i n  t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  which c r e a t e s  an opaque domain. So, f o r  example, i n  

such an a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (70b) and (70c) could 

be due t o  t h e  presence of a PRO i n  t h e  former bu t  n o t  i n  t h e  

la t te r ,  a s  i n  (71a) and (71b) r e spec t ive ly .  

( 71 ) a .  They saw snakes rpp PRO near  them] 

b. They saw snakes L p p  near  each other]  
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But then t h e r e  is  no explanat ion  a s  f o r  why t h i s  opt ion  of 

not  i n s e r t i a g  a PRO i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i s  not a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a re- 

f l e x i v e  a s  i n  (7Qa).  So again ,  it seems t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of r e f l e x i v e s  alid pronouns i n  PPs cannot be determined on s t r u c -  

t u r a l  grounds (except i n  cases  of r e a n a l y s i s  and dummy P s ,  where 

a r e f l e x i v e  form is ob l iga to ry :  b u t  then t h e r e  i s  no PP a t  t h e  

r e l e v a n t  l e v e l  a s  we  s a w  above) . 
Note t h a t  given an a n a l y s i s  a s  i n  Chomsky (1981a) where t h e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of PRO is dependent on government, and given t h e  

not ion of government of Aoun and Spor t iche  adopted by Chomsky 

(1981a) , PRO wculd no t  be poss ib le  i n  (71a) anyhow f o r  thea ry  

i n t e r n a l  reasons: t h e  PRO would be governed by t h e  P. This  

would a l s o  hold  f o r  p i c t u r e  phrases ,  where t h e  N would govern 

t h e  subj-2ct pos i t ion .  Furthermore, .;hat EC could not  be a t r a c e  

s i n c e  movemeat is  genera l ly  impossible from t h a t  p o s i t i o n ,  and 

t h e r e  would be no antecedent  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  t r a c e .  F i n a l l y ,  

t he  EC could no t  be a pro,  t h e  pure pronominal EC of Chomsky 

(1981b) , s i n c e  t h e  distribution of t h i s  element seems t o  be 

dependent on f e a t u r e s  of iNFL i n  t h a t  a n a l y s i s ,  and such fea- 

t u r e s  a r e  no t  a v a i l a b l e  f c r  pro  i n  t h e s e  p o s i t i o n s .  

Consider t h e  sarJ.snces i n  ( 7 2 )  . 
(72) a .  They thought [ S  t h a t  they/*themselves/*each o t h e r  

would come] 
b.  They want [- f o r  each other/?themselves/*them t o  win] s -.- 

b '  .?*They would be happy [S f o r  - each other/ themselves 

t o  win]  



c .  They b e l i e v e  IS each o ther / themsolves /~them t o  be - 
i n t e l l i g e n t ]  

I n  (72a) ,  we s e e  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  of a  tensed  c lause  i s  

no t  a c c e s s i b l e  by grammatical binding. 13 

I n  (72b) and (72b ) , we s e e  t h a t  for s u b j e c t s  i n  i n f i n i -  

t i v e s  a r e  genera l ly  n o t  accessible by grammatical binding,  ex- 

cep t  f o r  t h e  want-type verbs which a r e  marginal ly  b e t t e r .  

Some speakers  accept  sentences l i k e  (72b ' ) , o t h e r s ,  l i k e  Chom- 

sky, f o r  example, cons ider  them "marginal a t  b e s t " .  So we w i l l  

cons ider  t h e s e  n o t  t o  be core  anaphoric s t r u c t u r e s .  ( W e  w i l l  

r e t u r n  t o  t h e  a n ~ l y s i s  of want i n  Chapters 3 and 5.) 

F i n a l l y ,  i n  (72b) and ( 7 2 b 1 ) ,  we  have an ins tance  of an 

Except ional  Case Marking (ECM) cons t ruc t ion .  I n  t h i s  type of 

cons t ruc t ion ,  we w i l l  assume with Chomsky (1980, 1981a) t h a t  

Case is ass igned t o  t h e  embedded s u b j e c t  by t h e  matr ix  verb be- 

cause "3-delet ionn has taken  p lace ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  S-s t ruc ture  of 

(72c) is (73) .  

(73) They b e l i e v e  each other/ themsclves t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t ]  

The s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  i n f i n i t i v e  i n  (73) i s  a posi-  

t i o n  where a  r e f l e x i v e  is ob l iga to ry  i f  coreference i s  intended,  

a s  we can see  i n  (74) . 
(74) +They be l i eve  [S them t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t ]  

So we w i l l  consider  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  an ECM con- 

s t r u c t i o n  t o  be a  core anaphoric pos i t ion .  Note t h a t  t h i s  i s  

t h e  only Case-marked s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  t o  be a  core anaphoric 



pos i t ion :  t h e  s u b j e c t  of an NP ( c f .  (66)), t h e  s u b j e c t  of a  

tensed  c lause  ( c f .  (72a) ) and t h e  s1.b j e c t  of a  - f o r  i n f i n i t i -  

v e  ( c f .  (72b,b1)  ) a r e  a l l  non-accessible by grammatical bin- 

ding. 

W e  a r e  now i n  a p o s i t i o n  t o  deicmine what grammatical 

binding is. The core s t r u c t u r e s  where we assume grammatical 

binding t o  apply a r e  those descr ibed  i n  (59), with t h e  add i t ion  

Of t h e  ECM cons t ruc t ions  t h a t  we have j u s t  seen. Those a r e  

t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  which a r e f l e x i v e  form i s  o b l i g a t o r y ,  and a  

co re fe ren t  pronoun is impossible.  These s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  given 

i n  ( 7 5 ) ,  with r e spec t ive  examples i n  ( 7 6 ) .  

(75) a. N P ~  [Vp v N P ~ ]  

b . NPi [XP .. [PP P* N P ~ ]  . . . ] (where PI = a dummy 
Case a s s i g n e r  not  pre- 
s e n t  a t  r e l evan t  l e v e l  
o r  reanalyzed P )  

( 7 6 )  a .  - John shaved h i m s e l f / * e .  

b. [A man's d e s t r u c t i o n  of himself/*him] - is  always sad 
t o  see .  

b l .  Ronald is proud of himself/*=. 

b l ' .They  spoke t o  themselves/*them. - 
c. - John b e l i e v e s  [S himself/+him - t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t ]  

The g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  emerges from (75) i s  t h a t  grammati- 

c a l  binding holds  between an antecedent  and an anaphoric r e f l ex -  

i v e  only i n  s t r u c t u r e s  where no maximal expansion in tervenes  

between them. For example, i n  ( 7 6 a ) ,  we assume VP not t o  be a  

maximal expansion, as w e  have a l ready s t a t e d  in Chapter 1 .  I n  

(76b) and (76b1) ,  t h e  PP node does not  count a s  a  maximal expan- 



s i o n  because t h e  P+ i s  n o t  p r e s e n t  a t  t h e  r e l e v a n t  l e v e l :  f o r  

example, one cou ld  s a y  t h a t  t h e  P+ i s  i n s e r t e d  on ly  a t  PF, so 

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no PP i n  t h e  syn tax .  I n  ( 7 6 b 1 ' ) ,  r e a n a l y s i s  

h a s  a p p l i e d ,  s o  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no PP node a t  t h e  r e l e v a n t  l e v e l .  
- 

F i n a l l y ,  i n  (76c) , S h a s  been d e h t e d ,  s o  t h a t  aga in  no maxi- 

mal expansion i n t e r v e n e s  between t h e  two NPs. 

W e  a l r e a d y  have a type  of r e l a t i o n  i n  t h e  grammar which 

h o l d s  on ly  where no maximal expansion b reaks  t h e  r e l a t i o n .  

Th i s  r e l a t i o n ,  f o r  which t h e r e  is  ve ry  s t r o n g  independent mo- 

t i v a t i o n ,  is t h e  n o t i o n  o f  government p re sen ted  i n  Chapter  1 

and r epea t ed  h e r e  as (77)  . 
(77) Government 

I n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  [ . . . B . . . a . . . B . . .I, 
Y - - - 

a governs i f  and on ly  i f  - 
(i) g is an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of  1 

(ii) where i s  a maximal p r o j e c t i o n ,  i f  dominates - 8 ,  
t hen  dominates 5 .  

(where maximal p r o j e c t i o n s  a r e  NP, PP, Ae, H (=vmax) ) 

I n  a l l  of  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  ( 7 5 ) ,  t h e  b i n d e r  governs t h e  

bindee.  T h i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  no t ion  o f  government plays a  

c r u c i a l  r o l e  i n  b ind ing  and must be  i i ~ c o r p o r a t e d  i n  t h e  d e f i n i -  

t i o n  of  b ind ing  a s  i n  ( 7 8 ) .  

(78) Binding 1 4  

a b inds  B i f  and on ly  i f  - - 
a governs B and a a s s i g n s  i t s  R-index t o  B. - - - 

The formula t ion  o f  Binding i n  (78) h a s  immediate consequen- 
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ces on t h e  r e l a t i o n  between an an teceden t  and an anaphor.  The 

r e l a t i o n  w i l l  be  ve ry  l o c a l  because of  t h e  government r equ i r e -  

ment; t h i s  requirement  of  government w i l l  a l s o  f o r c e  a s p e c i a l  

s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  t o  be  e s t a b l i s h e d  between t h e  t w o  e lements .  

Binding w i l l  f o r c e  t h e  an t eceden t  t o  be unique s i n c e  it cannot  

apply  t w i c e  t o  t h e  same element:  it a s s i g n s  i n d i c e s  on ly  t o  NPs 

t h a t  do n o t  a l r e a d y  have one;  s o  i f  it a p p l i e s  once,  it cannot  

r eapp ly  because t h e  NP now has  an index.  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  

o f  D e n o t a b i l i t y  w i l l  f o r c e  t h e  r e l a t i o n  t o  be  o b l i g a t o r y ,  o r  

else t h e  anaphor would l a c k  a c r u c i a l  p r o p e r t y  i n  t h e  mapping 

from LF t o  domain D ,  i .e. an R-index, and t h u s  would be m i n t e r -  

p r e t a b l e  . 
2.2.3.4.  Summary. 

T o  sum up s e c t i o n  2.2.3., w e  have seen how t h e  requi rements  

of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  D e n o t a b i l i t y  are m e t  by t h e  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  

m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  o f  a l e x i c a l  NP.  A name has  an R-index and F- 

f e a t u r e s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y .  A prcnoun can f r e e l y  p ick  any R-index 

a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  and it must ag ree  i n  F - f ea tu re s  wi th  t h e  name 

of  which it picked up t h e  R-index. A l e x i c a l  anaphor has  nc 

i n h e r e n t  R-index; it g e t s  one from an an tecedent  t h a t  Bip& it 

i n  t h e  s ense  of  (78 )  , and it must aSAeee i n  F - f ea tu re s  wi th  i t s  

an teceden t .  I n  both  c a s e s  of  pronoun and a n a p o r ,  agreement 

is determined by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Agreement ( 1 6 )  . 
2 . 2 . 4  The p r i n c i p l e  o f  D e n o t a b i l i t y  and [Npe]. 

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  w e  will l .see how an EC meets t h e  r equ i r e -  
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ments of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty .  We have seen t h a t  a NP 

must have two p r o p e r t i e s  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Denotzbi l i -  

ty :  it must have an R-index, and it must have F-features .  

2.2.4.1. Assignment of R-indices. 

F i r s t ,  cons ider  how EC g e t s  an R-index i n  Chomsky (1981a) .  

There a r e  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  ways i n  which an EC g e t s  i t s  R-index. 

I n  t h e  f i r s t  case ,  t h e  EC g e t s  i t s  R-index from an antecedent  

t o  which it i s  r e l a t e d  by t h e  r u l e  of move a: t h i s  is t h e  case 

of N P  t r a c e  and WH t r a c e .  The second case  is t h a t  of pro  i n  

Pro Drop languages: t h i s  pro  has  i t s  own index,  bu t  it must ob- 

l i g a t o r i l y  agree with AGR. The t h i r d  case is  3RO i n  i n f i n i t i v e s :  

it g e t s  i t s  R-index by t h e  theory  of c o n t r o l  which e i t h e r  r e l a t e s  

PRO t o  an antecedent ,  o r  a s s igns  it t h e  R-index a r b i t r a r y .  Let  

us look a t  t h e s e  t h r e e  c a s e s  i n  tu rn .  W e  w i l l  g ive  a .Jery gene- 

ra l  o u t l i n e  of  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of t h e s e  cases  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  and 

we w i l l  r e t u r n  t o  each of them i n  a more d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  i n  

Chapters 3 ,  4 ,  and 5. 

Consider ECs t h a t  g e t  t h e i r  R-index from an antecedent  t o  

which they  a r e  r e l a t e d  by move a .  We a l ready have an ins tance  

of t h i s  type of ob l iga to ry  r e l a t i o n  t o  an antecedent  i n  o rde r  

t o  g e t  an R-index which i s  independently motivated i n  t h e  gram- 

mar: it is t h e  r e l a t i o n  between an antecedent  and an anaphor 

which is  mediated by Binding. ,In l i n e  with o u i  comnitment t o  

have genera l  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  apply t o  c a t e g o r i e s ,  r ega rd less  of 

whether they  a r e  l e x i c a l  o r  n o t ,  w e  will. assume t h a t  Binding as 

descr ibed  i n  (78)  is  t h e  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  holds  between a t r a c e  and 
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i t s  antecedent ,  unless  s e r i o u s  d i f f i c u l t i e s  fo rce  us t o  adopt 

a  weaker pos i t ion .  

I n  t h e  case  of pro,  we can assume t h a t  t h e  agreement with 

AGR depends on t h e  same f a c t o r s  on which t h e  agreement of o t h e r  

nominal elements depends, s i n c e  t h e s e  a r e  independently moti- 

vated i n  t h e  grammar. So we can assume t h a t  AGR is a nominal 

element t h a t  has  an R-index, and t h a t  it is t h e  i d e n t i t y  of R- 

index between pro  and AGR t h a t  t r i g g e r s  t h e  agreement. The f a c t  

t h a t  t h i s  agreement is o b l i g a t o r y  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  indexing 

between pro  and AGR is  ob l iga to ry :  aga in ,  t h i s  looks a l o t  l i k e  

t h e  r e l a t i o n  between an antecedent  and an ar'aphor which i s  me- 

d i a t e d  by Binding, s o  w e  w i l l  assume t h a t  BLndfng is  opera t ive  

i n  t h i s  case ,  t o o .  

A s  f o r  PRO, we see t h a t  t h e  assignment of an R-index t o  it 

is  not  d e a l t  with i n  a  u ~ i f o x m  fashion  i n  Chomsky (1981a) .  We 

could assume t h a t  a t  least some ctlses where PRO g e t s  i t s  R-index 

from an antecedent  f a l l  a long t h e  l i n e s  of t h e  a n a l y s i s  f o r  t h e  

o t h e r  ECs above: some ins tances  of PRO a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be r e l a t e d  

t o  an antecedent  by Binding. However, t h i s  cannot be t h e  case 

f o r  PROarb, f o r  example, s i n c e  it does not  have an antecedent .  - 
But we w i l l  see t h a t  t h i s  problem i s  j u s t  apparent ,  and t h a t  

a r b i t r a r y  PRO and "long d i s t a n c e  c o n t r o l "  PRO a r e  s t r i c t l y  pro- 

nominal, not  anaphoric.  

T h i s  a n a l y s i s  of how ECs  g e t  t h e i r  R-indices assumes a  

s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  indexing procedure than t h e  one presented i n  
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Chapter 1 .  There,  we suggested t h a t  a l l  A-posit ions g e t  an R-- 

index a t  D-structure,  r e l a t i n g  t h i s  indexing t o  t h e  assignment 

of a & r o l e  by i n s e r t i n g  t h e  R-index of a complement i n t o  t h e  

& g r i d  of t h e  he,ad of t h e  phrase,  2s propclsed by Stowell  (1981a) . 
The prpcedure t h a t  w e  a r e  now assuming i s  t h a t  names and quan- 

t i f i e d  phrases  index t h e i r  A-position by heing i n s e r t e d  i n  such 

a p o s i t i o n  a t  D-structure.  Other A-posit ions,  i . e .  p o s i t i o n s  

where pronouns o r  anaphors have been i n s e r t e d ,  which do no t  g e t  

an R-index at; D-structure by l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n ,  e i t h e r  g e t  one 

by binding from an antecedent  when they  a r e  i n  t h e  r i g h t  conf i -  

gura t ion ,  o r  a r e  f r e e l y  indexed a t  S-s t ruc ture .  This  f r e e  in; 

dexing of A-positions a t  S-s t ruc ture  is  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  indsx- 

i n g  procedure proposed i n  Chomsky (1981b) f o r  a l l  A-posit ions.  

So we have a hybr id  indexing procedure: w e  assume Chomsky's 

(1981b) f r e e  indexing of A-posit ions a t  S - s t ruc tu re ,  bu t  only 

f o r  those  A-posit ions which were no t  provided with an R-index 

previous ly  i n  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n ,  e i t h e r  by i n s e r t i o n  02 m a t e r i a l  

bear ing  an R-index, o r  by Binding. So A-posit ions where names 

and q u a n t i f i e d  phrases  a r e  i n s e r t e d  g e t  an R-index a t  D-struc- 

t u r e  (79a) ;  l e x i c a l  anaphors g e t  an R-index a t  D-structure by 

Binding (79b) ,  o r  a f t e r  a p p l i c a t i o n  of move -- a by Binding i f  

Passive appl ied  i n  an ECM cons t ruc t ion  f o r  example ( 7 9 b ' ) ;  pro 

g e t s  an R-index a t  S-s t ruc ture  by Binding by AGR, which i t s e l f  

is  f r e e l y  indexed a t  S - s t ruc tu re  (79c) ; t r a c e  g e t s  an R-index 

a t  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of move a by Binding by i t s  antecedent  ( 7 ? d ) ;  

PRO can g e t  an R-index a t  D-structure by Binding by an antece- 



d e n t  ( 7 9 e ) ,  o r  af ter  move a by Binding by an an t eceden t  when it 

is  moved i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  (by r a i s i n g  o r  p a s s i v e )  ( 7 9 e 1 ) ;  

o r  PRO is f r e e l y  a s s igned  an R-index a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  t h i s  PRO 

be ing  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  o t h e r  NPs i n  t h e  s en t ence  (79f) o r  free 

i n  r e f e r e n c e  (79g) ;  t h i s  free assignment of R-index a t  S-s t ruc-  

t u r e  a l s o  cove r s  t h e  case o f  l e x i c a l  pronouns (79h) and " f a l s e  

(79) a. Johni s a i d  t h a t  everyone was happy. 
j 

b. John shaved h imse l f i .  
b'. John b e l i e v e s  h imse l f i  t o  have been chea t ed  t .  

C. proi  mangiai l e  mele. 

d. B i l l i  was seen  ti a t  t h e  movies. 
e. Johni t r i e d  PROi t o  l e a v e  on t i m e .  

e l .  Johni t r i e d  PROi t o  be al lowed ti a t  h e  meeting.  

f .  Johni said t h a t  it would be d i f f i c u l t  PROi t o  feed 
himse l f i .  

g. John s a i d  t h a t  it would be d i f f i c u l t  PROi t o  f eed  
o n e s e l f i .  

h .  H e i  s a i d  t h a t  heilj  would come. 

i. Johni said t h a t  a  p i c t u r e  of himi/himself was hanging 
'on t h e  w a l l .  

One d i s t i n c t i v e  f e a t u r e  o f  t h e  hybr id  indexing  procedure  

adopted h e r e  i s  t h a t  t h e  two manners of indexing  d i f f e r  i n  t h e  

r e l a t i o n  t h a t  is e s t a b l i s h e d  between t h e  colndexed e lements .  

The f r e e  indexing  ?rocedure  is  a  symmetric indexing ,  whereas 

indexing  by Binding is  anasymmetric indexing.  One consequence 

of t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  w i l l  be t h a t  symmetric indexing  a l lows  more 

than  one an t eceden t  f o r  a g iven  NP, whereas asymmetric indexing  

is  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  on ly  one an t eceden t .  So t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
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t h e  p o s s i b l e  number of an t eceden t s  can a l s o  be used as a c l u e  

t o  determine what k i n d  of indexing  is  a t  s t a k e .  There i s  a l s o  

a s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n ,  namely t h a t  of  government ( c f .  ( 7 8 )  ) 

which is p r e s e n t  i n  Binding b u t  no t  i n  f r e e  indexing ,  t h i s  

s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  c r e a t i n g  a  l o c a l i t y  c o n d i t i o n  on Binding 

which i s  n o t  found i n  f r e e  indexing .  Fur thermore,  Binding by 

an an t eceden t  of  an NP l a c k i n g  an R-index is  o b l i g a t o r y ,  where- 

as f r e e  indexing  can a s s i g n  any index t o  an N P ,  i n c l u d i n g  one 

n o t  p rev ious ly  a s s igned  i n  t h e  sen tence .  So t h e  r e l a t i o n  of  

Binding between an an t eceden t  and an anaphor e x p l a i n s  why t h e s e  

c o r e  antecedent-anaphor r e l a t i o n  have t h e  f o u r  b a s i c  p r o p e r t i e s  

t h a t  we s a w  i n  2.2.3.3 when a r e f l e x i v e  is  o b l i g a t o r y :  l o  o b l i -  

0 g a t o r i n e s s  o f  t h e  an t eceden t ;  2 a one-to-one r e l a t i o n ;  3' l o -  

c a l i t y  of  t h e  r e l a t i o n ;  4O a s t r u c t u r a l  c o n d i t i o n  on t h e  r e l a t i o n .  

What goes on i n  t h e  indexing  procedure  is  t h a t  once t h e  nar-  

row procedures  o f  indexing  because o f  l e x i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  

(names and Q-phrases)  and indexing  by Binding have tak,en p l a c e ,  

t hen  t h e  NPs l e f t  w i thou t  an index  g e t  one by an Elsewhere a s s ign -  

ment o f  index ,  namely f r e e  indexing  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e .  So t h i s  pro- 

v i d e s  us wi th  a s imple  a n d c o m e p t u a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  indexing  pro- 

cedure .  

2.2.4.2. F - f ea tu re s  and t h e  EC 

The second t h i n g  t h a t  w e  must determine is how and when t h e  

EC g e t s  i t s  F- fea tures .  W e  must assume t h a t  E C s  have F - f ea tu re s  

s i n c e  t h e y  are r e q u i r e d  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  D e n o t a b i l i t y .  I n  

Chomsky (1981a) and c u r r e n t  a n a l y s e s  i n  GB, it is  a l s o  assumed 
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t h a t  t h e  EC h a s  F - f ea tu re s .  Thus i n  GB, i f  t h e  F - f ea tu re s  a r e  

b a  s a - g e n e r a t e d  wi thout  a cor responding  phonological  m a t r i x ,  

then t h e  EC is PRO i f  it i s  ungoverned, p r o  i f  it is  governed. 

I f  t h e  F - f ea tu re s  are l e f t  behind by move a ,  t hen  t h e  EC i s  

a trace; i f  t h e  trace is l o c a l l y  x-bound, it i s  a v a r i a b l e ,  and 

i f  n o t ,  it i s  an anaphor (NP t r a c e ) .  

So w e  see t h a t  some E C s  g e t  t h e i r  F - f ea tu re s  a t  D-struc- 

t u r e  (PRO and pro)  , b u t  o t h e r s  ( t r a c e s )  g e t  them a t  S-structure , 

s i n c e  the t r a c e s  were c r e a t e d  by move a and s o  were no t  p r e s e n t  

i n  D-s t ruc ture .  The f a c t  t h a t  a l l  E C s  have F - f ea tu re s  g i v e s  

e m p i r i c a l  suppor t  t o  t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  t h e r e  is  on ly  one EC, as no- 

t e d  i n  Chomsky (1981a) . W e  can see i n  (80) t h a t  t h e  f o u r  mani- 

f e s t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  EC a g r e e  wi th  o t h e r  e lements .  

(80) a .  John seems - t t o  be  proud of  h imse l f .  (NP trace) 

b. Who [t - saw h imse l f  i n  t h e  mi r ro r ]  ( v a r i a b l e )  

c. John tried [PRO - t o  shave h imse l f ]  (PRO) 

d. pro - se vede (p ro )  

W e  now have an answer as t o  where and how ECs  g e t  t h e i r  

F- feature^, i n  GB. But n o t i c e  t h a t  t h i s  approach t o  t h e  F-fea- 

t u r e s  of  ECs i s  dependent on what t h e  t h e o r y  of  agreement i s  

and where it a p p l i e s .  However, no e x p l i c i t  t heo ry  of agreement 

i s  given i n  Chomsky (1981a) , where t h e  above argument i s  pre-  

s en t ed .  From t h e  p l a c e s  i n  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  where Chomsky (1981a) 

assumes t h a t  E C s  g e t  t h e i r  F - f ea tu re s ,  w e  cou ld  i n f e r  t h a t  a- 

greement a p p l i e s  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  o r  a t  PF, o r  a t  LF,  i f ,  a s  



what seems t o  be assumed by Chomsky (1981a) , agreement is  check- 

i n g  t h a t  t h e  f e a t u r e s  of coindexed e lements  match. IQ f a c t ,  a- 

greement could be said t o  apply  "when p o s s i b i e " ,  s o  cha t  it could  

apply  a t  a l l  l e v e l s ,  i n c l u d i n g  D-s t ruc ture .  

I n  o u r  a n a l y s i s ,  w e  w i l l  assume t h a t  t h e  how of  agreement 

i s  dete-mined by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Agreement a l r e a d y  s t a t e d  i n  

( 16) ( r epea t ed  h e r e  as (81 1 . 

( 8 1 ) Agreement : 

a a s s i g n s  ( redundant ly )  i t s  F - fea tu re s  t o  fi i f  2 and 1 - 
have t h e  same R-index. 

dis f o r  when agreement a p p l i e s ,  it w i l l  be dependent on 

Our answer t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  "Do E C s  have F- fea tures?" .  I f  one 

assumes a model o f  grammar where what goes on i n  LF i s  " i n v i s i -  

b l e "  t o  what goes on i n  PF, and v i c e  v e r s a ,  t hen  one e x p e c t s  

the answer t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  "Do E C s  have F - f ea tu re s  o r  no t?"  

no t  t o  be yes  o r  no, h u t  yes  and no, t h a t  i s ,  t h a t  E C s  have 
f a c t  

F- fea tures  a t  LF b u r  n o t  a t  PF. The / tha t  an N P  must have F-fea- 

t u r e s  a t  least a t  LF comes from t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  

But i f  an NP could  be a s s igned  F - f ea tu re s  by some o p e r a t i o n  a t  

LF on ly ,  t hen  t h i s  N P  might n o t  have F - f ea tu re s  a t  a l l  be fo re  

LF s i n c e  it could  meet t h e  requirements  of  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of 

D e n o t a b i l i t y  anyhow. So an EC cou ld  be i n s e r t e d  i n  D-st ructure  

w i t h c u t  any F - f ea tu re s  and be a s s igned  F- fea tures  a t  LF on ly .  

T h i s  w e  w i l l  c a l l  t h e  complementary approach t o  E C s .  

I f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Agreement i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  checking 

and assignment o f  F - f ea tu re s ,  t h e n  t h e  complementary approach 



t o  E C s  i m p l i e s  t h a t  Agreement t a k e s  p l a c e  on t h e  LF s i d e  of  t h e  

grammar. But w e  have a l r e a d y  seen i n  d e a l i n g  wi th  t h e  f a c t s  

*out agreement of d e i c t i c  pronouns i n  (12-13)  t h a r  t h i s  is  in-  

dependent ly  mot ivated.  So l e t  us  assume t h a t  Agreement t a k e s  

p l a c e  on ly  on t h e  LF s i d e  of  t h e  grammar. 15 

The d e r i v a t i o n  of an EC is  now t h e  fo l lowing .  The EC i s  

e i t h e r  gene ra t ed  d i r e c t l y  i n  t h e  base  (PRO, p r o ) ,  o r  it i s  c r e -  

a t e d  by move a. I n  bo th  cases, t h e  EC has  no F - f ea tu re s  and no 

R-index. I n  o r d e r  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of D e n o t a b i l i t y  on 

tile LF s i d e  o f  t h e  grammar, t h e  EC must be provided wi th  F- 

f e a t u r e s  and an R-index. I f  t h e  EC h a s  an an tecedent  which 

b i n d s  it, then it has  t h e  R-index of  t h i s  an tecedent  by Binding,  

and hence it is  asgigned t h e  F - f ea tu re s  of  i t s  an tecedent  by 

Agreement. Another p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r - - t h e  EC is  t o  be simply core-  

f e r e n t i 2 l  wi th  some NP b e a r i n g  F- fea tures :  i n  t h i s  c a s e ,  t h e  EC 

i s  n o t  bound by t h e  NP b e a r i n g  F - f ea tu re s  i n  t h e  s ense  of  (?8), 

it is  on ly  p i c k i n g  i t s  F - fea tu re s  from an NP wi th  which it was 

randomly coindexed a t  S - s t r u c t u r e .  A l a s t  p o s s i b i l i t y  is  f o r  

t h e  EC n o t  t o  be  bound t o  no r  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  any NP, i n  

which case t h e  EC would have no F - f ea tu re s  a t  a l l .  There i s  

such an EC, namely what is r e f e r r e d  t o  is PROarb, which i s  s i m -  
p 

P l y  a s s igned  an index a t  S - s t r u c t ~ r e  t h a t  i s  n o t  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  

wi th  any o t h e r  NP i n  t h e  sen tence :  PROarb is  e s s e n t i a l l y  " f r e e  - 
PRO". We r e t u r n  t o  t h e  case of  PROarb s h o r t l y .  B u t  f i r s t ,  l e t  - 
us  look a t  t h e  consequences of  adopt ing  t h e  complementary ap- 

proach t o  E C s  on t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e s e  ECs .  
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2.2 .4 .3 .  Consequences of t h e  complementary apprcach t o  E C s .  

The complar,~,entary approach t o  ECS has  a d i r e c t  consequence 

on t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of E C s .  F i r s t ,  cons ider  how t h e  d i s t r i b u -  

t i c n  of NPs i s  detarmined i n  Chomsky (1 981a,b) and o t h e r  work 

i n  t h e  GB framework. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of l e x i c a l  NPs is  depen- 

dent  on Case assigriment: a l e x i c a l  1IP must bea r  Case ( o r  have 

i t s  Case checked) t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  Case F i l t e r  a t  PF ( o r  t o  sa- 

t i s f y  t h e  v i s i b i l i t y  condi t ion  a t  LF i f  t h e  Case F i l t e r  i s  de- 

r ived  from t h i s  c o n d i t i o n ) .  However, Case assignment has  no 

e x p l i c i t  bear ing  on t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of ECs  i n  genera l  i n  GB. 

E C s  may have Case o r  not :  it is assumed t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  and pro 

have Case, b u t  t h a t  NP t r a c e  and PRC do not  have Case. The 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of E C s  i n  GB depends on t h r e e  d i s t i n c t  components 

of t h e  grammar, a s  we have a l r eady  mentioned: ECP, c o n t r o l  the- 

ory, and t h e  Pro Drop condi t ion .  These components a l l  have t h e  

property of a l lowing i n  some way t o  recover  t h e  content  of t h e  

EC. So they can determine where an EC may appear ,  but  they do 

no t  determine where t h e  NP must - be empty. This  i s  i m p l i c i t l y  

determined by Case theory f o r  PRO and NP t r a c e  s ince  no Case i s  

assigned t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n s  where such E C s  occur ,  and t h e r e f o r e  

no l e x i c a l  NP could appear t h e r e .  With WH-traces and p r o ,  the  

explanat ion i s  d i f f e r e n t  s i n c e  i n  GB, t hese  p o s i t i o n s  where WH- 

t r a c e  and pro can occur a r e  Case marked. The reason given a s  

f o r  why a langcage w i l l  have a WH-trace r a t h e r  than a resumptiqe 

pronoun is  t h a t  t h e  language w i l l  be s p e c i f i e d  i n  some way as 

having a resumptive pronoun s t r a t e g y  o r  n o t ,  o r ,  i n  o t h e r  w o ~ d s ,  



whether t h e  language h a s  a r u l e  s p e l l i n g  o u t  Case o r  no t :  s o  

t h e r e  i s  an i n d i r e c t  connec t ion  wi th  Case h e r e .  A s  f o r  p r o ,  

Chomsky (1981b) s a y s  t h a t  i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  depends on whether 

a language h a s  such an element i n  i t s  l ex i con  o r  n o t ,  s u b j e c t  

t o  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of i t s  c o n t e n t  by a " r i c h  enough" i n f l e c t i o n  

on t h e  verb:  s o  t h e r e  a r e  no c l e a r  reasons  why p r o  should  have 

Case o r  n o t  i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  

Consider  now t h e  fo l lowing  i d e a  o f  J a e g g l i  ( 19 8 1 ) . J a e g g l  i 

proposes t o  account  f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b t i o n  o f  PRO vs  l e x i c a l  pro- 

nouns wi th  a s t a t emen t ,  g iven in fo rma l ly  h e r e ,  t o  t h e  effect  

t h a t  PRO is  pronounced i f  it h a s  Case and i s  C-governed ( i . e .  

governed s t r u c t u r a l l y  by an x0) .  Suppose t h a t  w e  ex tend  t h i s  

i d e a  t o  a l l  khe m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  EC i n  t h e  fo l lowing  way: 

an EC w i l l  be  pronounced, i .e .  l z ~ i c a l ,  i f  it h a s  C a s e .  And 

le t  us  g e n e r a l i z e  t h i s  t o  a l l  f e a t u r e s  t h a t  might have a morpho- 

l o g i c a l  r e a l i z a t i o n  i n  PF: l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  N P  w i l l  t h e r e -  

f o r e  be o b l i g a t o r y  i f  t h e  N P  bears any morphological  f e a t u r e s  

a t  PF. Thi s  can be s t a t e d  as i n  ( 8 2 ) .  

(82) P r i n c i p l e  of L ~ x i c a l i z a t i o n  

A noun N w i l l  be l e x i c a l i z e d  i f  and on ly  i f  k - f e a t u r e s  

a r e  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  e n t r y  o f  N a t  PF, where = person ,  

number, gender ,  Case. 

In fo rma l ly ,  what t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  s a y s  i s  t h a t  a  l e x i c a l  noun 

must have a l l  + - f e a t u r e s  a t  PF, i . e .  person ,  number, gender ,  

Case, whereas a non- lex ica l  noun, i .e .  an empty ca t ego ry ,  must 

n o t  have any of  t h e s e  features a t  PF. The P r i n c i p l e  of Lexica l -  
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i z a t i o n  w i l l  account f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of l e x i c a l  and empty 

NPs. F i r s t ,  w e  have seen t h a t  l e x i c a l  NPs a l l  have F-features  

s ince  they  can d i r e c t l y  s a t i s f y  t h e  P r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty  

a t  LF: s o  by t h e  b icond i t iona l  of ( 8 2 ) ,  they w i l l  be forced t o  

have Case a l s o .  Thus we t r i v i a l l y  de r ive  t h e  Case F i l t e r .  Now 

cons ider  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  mani fes ta t ions  of t h e  EC. PRO and N P  

t r a c e  do not  have Case; n e i t h e r  do they have F-features  a t  PF 

s ince  we now assume t h a t  they  a r e  assigned these  f e a t u r e s  by 

s.greement with t h e i r  antecedent  on t h e  L F  s i d e  of t h e  grammar; 

s o  F;\O and N P  t r a c e  a r e  not  l e x i c a l i z e d  s i n c e  they  do not  have 

any $- fea tures  a t  PF a s  r equ i red  by (82) f o r  an N t o  be an EC,  

A s  f o r  pro,  w e  w i l l  show i n  Chapter 4 t h a t  it i s  a proper ty  of 

Pro Drop languages t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  of a tensed  c lause  may be 

Caseless  a t  PF; and pro  g e t s  i ts F-features  by agreement with 

AGR a t  LF, s o  t h a t  pro has  no " v i s i b l e "  f e a t u r e  a t  PF and i s  

not  pronounced. Note t h a t  i f  t h e  i n f l e c t i o n  of t h e  verb could 

no t  provide a l l  of t h e  F-features  t o  pro  on t h e  LF s i d e  of t h e  

grammar, then pro  would have t o  be provided w i t h  t h e  missing 

fea tu re (dbefo re  LF i n  o rde r  t o  m e e t  t h e  requirements of t h e  pr in-  

c i p l e  of Deno tab i l i ty ,  i . e .  a t  S- o r  D-structure;  hence pro 

would have " v i s i b l e "  f e a t u r e s  on t h e  PF s i d e  of t h e  grammar: 

s i n c e  an N with one o r  more of t h e  $- fea tures  i n  PF cannot be 

an empty category by ( 8 2 ) ,  it would have t o  be l e x i c a l  i n  o rde r  

f o r  t h e  missing f e a t u r e ( s )  t o  be provided, hence it would have 

a l l  $-features .  We r e t u r n  t o  t h e  d e t a i l s  of such cases  in Chap- 

t e r  4. F i n a l l y ,  WH-trace, w e  assume, does not  have Case, but  



t h e  Case i s  absorbed by t h e  WH-phrase i t s e l f ;  s i n c e  t h e  WH- 

t r a c e  a l s o  g e t s  i t s  F - fea tu re s  from i t s  an teceden t  by Agree- 

ment a t  LF ,  it has  no $ - f e a t u r e s  a t  PF and s o  i s  n o t  pronounced. 

I f  t h e  Case i s  n o t  absorbed by t h e  WH-phrase, t h e n  t h e  t r a c e  i s  

l e x i c a l i z e d  as a resumptive prcnoun s i n c e ,  havrfng, a t  l e a s t  one 

$ - f ea tu re ,  t h e  N cannot  be an empty ca t ego ry ,  hence must be  l e -  

x i c a l  and have a l l  $ - f e a t u r e s  by ( 8 2 ) .  ( W e  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  c a s e s  

of resumptive pronouns and t o  t h e  f a c t s  of  c o n t r a c t i o n  l i k e  

want to/wanna i n  Chapter  3 .  ) 

So w e  see t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  L e x i c a l i z a t i o n ,  whdjch i s  

a very  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  apply ing  t o  t h e  ca t ego ry  N, g i v e s  us 

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of l e x i c a l  NPs and empty NPs i f  w e  assume t h e  

complementary approach t o  E C s .  The p r i n c i p l e s  i n t roduced  s o  

f a r  f i t  i n t o  t h e  model o f  t h e  grammar a s  i n  ( 8 3 )  . 

Surf  ace s t r u c t u r e  Domain D 

Binding i s  n o t  p laced  anywhere i n  ( 8 3 )  because w e  assume 

t h a t  it a p p l i e s  whenever it can, t h a t  i s ,  whenever an NP i s  

wi thout  an R-index and t h a t  NP is  governed by an R-index b e a r i n g  

NP, t hen  a Binding r e l a t i o n  is  e s t a b l i s h e d  between t h e  two NPs. 1 7  
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Note t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  i n  ( 8 3 )  never have t o  r e f e r  spe- 

c i f i c a l l y  t c  EC: they  a r e  a l l  s t a t e d  on NPs o r  N f o r  ( 8 2 ) .  

This  is  c l e a r  f o r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion  and t h e  p r in -  

c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty .  Agreement a l s o  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  N s  f o r  

which it i s  r e l e v a n t ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of whether they  a r e  l e x i c a l  o r  

not:  s o  l e x i c a l  pronouns, l e x i c a l  anaphors and E C s  a r e  a l l  sub- 

j e c t  t o  Agreement ( s o  a r e  a t t r i b u t i v e  names of t h e  class l i k e  

gardien/qardienne,  travailleur/travailleuse, e t c .  i n  French) .  

S imi la r ly ,  Binding a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  NPs f o r  which it i s  r e l e v a n t ,  

i .e.  NPs with no R-index, r e g a r d l e s s  of whether they  a r e  l e x i c a l  

o r  not:  s o  l e x i c a l  anaphors and E C s  a r e  a l l  s u b j e c t  t o  Binding. 

The genera l  requirements t o  have an EC are t h e  following: 

t h e  NP must not  have $- fea tures  a t  PF, b u t  it must have F-fea- 

t u r e s  a t  LF. 

The complementary approadh t o  E C s  has  t h e  d i r e c t  consequence 

t h a t  it allows t h e  formuldtion of a  genera l  p r i n c i p l e  of Lexical-  

i z a t i o n ,  and thus  accounts f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of l e x i c a l  and 

empty NPs. The complementary ap?roach t o  E C s  a l s o  has  f o r  ind i -  

r e c t  consequence t h a t ,  by i n t e r a c t i n g  with t h e  o t h e r  components 

of t h e  grammar i n  ( 8 3 ) ,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion  allows 

a l l  t h e  s ta tements  t h a t  r e f e r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  an EC t o  be e l imi-  

nated from t h e  grammar. 

F i r s t  cons ider  t h e  Case F i l t e r ,  which a p p l i e s  only t o  l e -  

x i c a l  NPs and s o  should be e l iminated  from t h e  grammar accor- 

ding t o  our  genera l  methodological approach. The e f f e c t s  of 

t h e  Case F i l t e r  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  covered by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Le- 
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x i c a l i z a t i o n .  A s  f o r  t h e  v i s i b i l i t y  condi t ion  ( 1  ( 2 4 ) ) ,  repeat-  

ed  he re  a s  ( 8 4 ) ,  from which t h e  e f f e c t s  o r  t h e  Case F i l t e r  a r e  

der ived  i n  Chomsky (1981 a )  , it must a l s o  be e l iminated  from t h e  

grammar, according t o  our hypothes is ,  s i n c e  it r e f e r s  s p e c i f i c a l -  

l y  t o  an EC,  namely PRO, which i s  s i n g l e d  out .  

( 8 4 )  A chain can be 0-marked i n  LF i f  it has  Case o r  is  headed 

by PRO. 

There a r e  two ways t o  be " v i s i b l e "  i n  LF according t o  ( 8 4 ) .  

Consider t h e  f i r s t  one which says  t h a t  Case makes a  chain v i s i -  

b l e .  I n  our  approach, it is t h e  P r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty  which 

w i l l  determine i f  an N P  can denote i n  Domain D ,  hence bear  a  

8-role. I f  an NP has  Case, by t h e  P r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion  

it w i l l  a l s o  have F-fea tures ,  and it w i l l  be headed by a  l e x i c a l  

Lexica l  N s  e i t h e r  have an i r h e r e n t  R-index, i . e .  names and 

q u a n t i f i e d  phrases ,  o r  they  g e t  one by Binding, i . e .  anaphors, 

o r  they are f r e e l y  assigned one a t  S - s t ruc tu re ,  i . e .  pronominals. 

So any NP with Case w i l l  have an R-index and F-fea tures ,  a s  re- 

qu i red  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty .  I f  such an NP is i n  

a chain ,  then t h e  chain can bea r  a  8-role s i n c e  t h e  positioxi i n  

t h e  chain where t h e  8-role is  assigned w i l l  e i t h e r  be f i l l e d  by 

the  l e x i c a l  NP i t s e l f ,  o r  by an EC bound t o  t h e  l e x i c a l  N P ,  hence 

an EC having t h e  appropr ia t e  f e a t u r e s  t o  bea r  a 0-role. 

The second p o s s i b i l i t y  of being " v i s i b l e "  a t  LF i s  by being 

PRO. Although PRO does not  t r ansmi t  a 0-role t o  a  l e x i c a l  N P  

l i k e  t r a c e  does,  it can never the less  be bound by a l e x i c a l  NP 

o r  be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with a  l e x i c a l  N P ,  so t h a t  it has  i t s  R- 



index e i t h e r  by Binding o r  f r e e  indexing a t  S - s t ruc tu re ,  and 

g e t s  i t s  F-features  by agreeing with i t s  antecedent .  So PRO 

a l s o  meets t h e  requirements of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Deno tab i l i ty  

(we r e t u r n  s h o r t l y  t o  PROarb ) .  Therefore,  we see  t h a t  t h e  e f -  - 
f e c t s  of t h e  condi t ion  of v i s i b i l i t y  a r e  der ivable  from t h e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  of t h e  components i n  (83) ( see  t h e  d iscuss ion  of 

t h e  condi t ion  of v i s i b i l i t y  i n  3.3.2.4. ) . 
Next, cons ider  t h e  t h r e e  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  mechanisms propo- 

sed i n  GB. The ECP can be der ived  i n  t h e  fol lowing way: i n  or- 

d e r  f o r  a  t r a c e  t o  denote i n  domain D l  and hence t o  bea r  a  

8-role ,  it must s a t i s f y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Deno tab i l i ty ;  s o  a  

t r a c e  must have an R-index and F-fea tures ,  l i k e  any N P .  I f  

we assume t h a t  a  t r a c e  gets i t s  R-index and i t s  F-features  by 

being bound by i t s  antecedent  and agreeing with it, then we de- 

r i v e  t h e  ECP s i n c e  Binding involves  government. We w i l l  s e e  i n  

Chapter 3 t h a t ,  assuming t h a t  VP is  not  t h e  maximal expansion 

of V and t h a t  Binding i s  as i n  (78), then t h e  ECP a s  a  recovera- 

b i l i t y  condi t ion  i s  t o t a l l y  recoverable  s i n c e  c lause  (ii) of t h e  

ECP, i.e. government by an antecedent ,  can cover a l l  of t h e  ca- 

ses: it reduces i n  f a c t  t o  proper  Binding. Clause (i) , i . e .  

government by a  l e x i c a l  head, appears  t o  be p a r t  of Proper Go- 

vernment because l e x i c a l  government is  necessary f o r  a  t r a c e  i n  

some p o s i t i o n s  f o r  reasons t h a t  a r e  no t  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  "proper 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n "  of t h e  t r a c e :  such a  t r a c e  must be l e x i c a l l y  go- 

verned t o  rece ive  a  8- ro le ,  s o  t h a t  l e x i c a l  government is  an ac- 
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c i d e n t a l  proper ty  of Proper GcV;drnment. A s  f o r  success ive  cy- 

c l i c i t y ,  it w i l l  be an i t e r a t i o n  a f  t h e  Binding r e l a t i o n .  The 

d e t a i l s  of t h e  opera t ions  involved w i l l  be t h e  t o p i c  of Chap- 

t e r  3 .  

The Pro Drop condi t ion  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  pro be l inked t o  a  

" r i c h  enough" AGR. I f  w e  assume t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  Binding r e l a t i o n  

which i s  e s t a b l i s h e d  between pro  and AGR, then t h e  F-features  

of pro  w i l l  n e c e s s a r i l y  be those  of AGR, s i n c e  pro  and AGE w i l l  

share  t h e  same R-index. I f  AGR l acks  some f e a t u r e  (s) requi red  

by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Deno tab i l i ty ,  then t h e  f e a t u r e ( s )  w i l l  have 

t o . b e  s p e c i f i e d  by pro  i t s e l f :  bu t  then,  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of 

Lex ica l i za t ion ,  pro  w i l l  have t o  be pronounced. Thus we de r ive  

t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  Pro Drop condi t ion ,  which s t a t e s  t h a t  a  

"missing sub jec t "  is  poss ib le  only i f  AGR i s  r i c h  enough. We 

w i l l  see  i n  Chapter 4 t h a t  some languages can have Pro Drop in-  

dependently from t h e  r i chness  of AGR because of o t h e r  wavs which 

they  have t o  provide t h e  proper F-features  t o  pro,  thus  support-  

ing  ou r  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  Pro Drop phenomenon, and hence t h e  com- 

plementary approach t o  ECs .  

Control  theory ass igns  an antecedent  t o  PRO. W e  w i l l  see  

i n  Chapter 5 t h a t  t h i s  is not  a uniform process ,  but  r a t h e r  t h a t  

assignment of an antecedent can be dcne l o c a l l y  by Binding, and 

t h a t  "long d i s t ance"  c o n t r o l  i s  a l s o  poss ib le  when PRO i s  r e l a -  

t e d  t o  an NP by f r e e  indexing a t  S-s t ruc ture  r a t h e r  than by Bin- 

ding. The R-index and F-fea tures  of PRO being ~ x o v i d e d  i n  these  

manners, t h e  requirements of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of D a r ~ ~ l t a b i l i t y  a r e  
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t h e r e f o r e  m e t ,  and t h i s  p a r t  of  c o n t r o l  t heo ry  is  de r ived  from 

t h e  components i n  ( 8 3 )  . The c a s e  o f  PROarb i s  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r -  - 
e n t  s i n c e  it has  no an t eceden t .  But b e f o r e  t u r n i n g  t o  t h e  ana- 

l y s i s  o f  PROarb, w e  must d i s c u s s  a redundancy t h a t  w e  have in -  - 
traduced i n  o u r  grammar, s i n c e  it is d i r e c t l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  

a n a l y s i s  o f  PROarb. - 
Consider  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Deno tab i l i t y :  it states t h a t  bo th  

an R-index and F - f ea tu re s  are neces sa ry  t o  denote  i n  domain D .  

But w e  have ano the r  mechanism o p e r a t i n g  i n  t h e  granimar t h a t  a l -  

so d e a l s  wi th  R-indices and F- fea tures :  Agreement, which i s  a 

well-formedness c o n d i t i o n  on coindexed nominal e lements .  l a  1n 

fac t ,  Agreement i s  even s t r o n g e r  t han  t h a t  s i n c e ,  a s  w e  have 

seen i n  ( 1 2 )  - (1 3) , d e i c t i c  pronouns must "agree"  wi th  e lements  

t h a t  might never  be a c t u a l l y  mentioned i n  t h e  d i s c o u r s e .  Sup- 

pose t h a t  w e  s a y  t h a t  o b j e c t s  i n  domain D have an ir@erent R- 

index  i n  some sense :  t hen  w e  cou ld  assume t h a t  agreement gener- 

a l i z e s  i n  a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  f a s h i o n  t o  t h e s e  ca ses .  But t h e n  

t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  D e n o t a b i l i t y  t h a t  r e f e r s  t o  F-fea- 

t u r e s  can be d e r i v e d  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  way. W e  assume t h a t  ob- 

j e c t s  i n  domain D are marked f o r  F- fea tures  i n  some s e n s e ,  s o  

t h a t  names have i n h e r e n t  E- fea tures .  Pronouns, l e x i c a l  anaphors 

and E C s  have F - f ea tu re s  because t h e y  have an R-index, and s o  they  

ag ree  w i th  t h e  name which h a s  t h e  same R-index, whether t h e  a- 

greement i s  s y n t a c t i c  o r  p ragmat ic ,  a s  i n  t h e  c a s e  of d e i c t i c  

pronouns. So by t h e  ve ry  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l -  

i t y  skates t h a t  an R-index i s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  an N P  t o  denote ,  It 



i m p l i e s ,  g iven  Agreement, t h a t  F- fea tures  w i l l  be s p e c i f i e d  f o r  

such a1 NP. So t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  D e n o t a b i l i t y  t h a t  

s t a k e s  that F- fea tures  are r e q u i r e d  is r e d u n d m t  s i n c e  t h i s  i s  

a l r e a d y  covered by Agreement. Furthermore,  s i n c e  t o  denote  i n  

domain D b a s i c a l l y  means t o  be  an argument, and s i n c e  an argu- 

ment must b e a r  a 8-role  accord ing  t o  t h e  0 - c r i t e r i o n ,  what t h e  

p r i n c i p l e  of  D e n o t a b i l i t y  amounts t o  i s  s t a t i n g  t h a t  some e l e -  

ment i s  an argument i f  and on ly  i f  it has  an R-index. And what 

can be deduced from t h i s  is  t h a t  0-roles a r e  ass igned  on ly  t o  

e lements  t h a t  b e a r  an R-index. Th i s  f i t s  n i c e l y  wi th  S t o w e l l ' s  

(1981a) claim t h a t  8 - ro les  are a s s igned  by i n s e r t i n g  t h e  R-in- 

dex o f  an NP i n  a 8-grid of some s o r t .  So w e  can now r e v i s e  

t h e  p r i n c k p l e  o f  D e n o t a b i l i t y  as i n  ( 85) . 
(85) P r i n c i p l e  o f  D e n o t a b i l i t y  I1 

An NP w i l l  denote  an o b j e c t  i n  domain D i f  and on ly  i f  

t h a t  N P  h a s  an R-index. 

Given t h e  assumption t h a t  Agreement t a k e s  p l a c e  on t h e  LF 

s i d e  of  t h e  grammar, t h e n  a l l  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  t h a t  w e  ob t a ined  

above s t i l l  ho ld .  

Having p r o p e r l y  d i s t r i b u t e d  i t s  t a s k  t o  each component of 

t h e  grammar, w e  can now look i n t o  t h e  c a s e  o f  PROarb wi th  t h e  
- 

r i g h t  pe r spec t ive .  20 PROarb, as we have h i n t e d  a t  above, i s  - 
simply PRO t h a t  i s  f r e e ,  o r  tNpe] t h a t  is f r e e  f o r  t h a t  ma t t e r .  

T h i s  means t h a t  p o s i t i o n s  where PROarb appears  a r e  a l l  p o s i t i o n s  - 
which a r e  n o t  a c c e s s i b l e  f o r  Binding by an an t eceden t .  The de- 

t a i l s  o f  t h e  reasons  f o r  why Binding is  n o t  p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e s e  
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cases w i l l  be given i n  Chapter  5. A PRO i n  such a p o s i t l o n  w i l l  

t h e r e f o r e  be  f r e e l y  indexed a t  S - s t r u c t u r e .  The i n s t a n c e s  when 

t h e r e  w i l l  be a PRO wi th  a r b i t r a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  such a po- 

s i t i o n  w i l l  be  when t h e  index  a s s igned  t o  PRO i s  n o t  sha red  by 

any o t h e r  N P  i n  t h e  u t t e r a n c e .  Th i s  means t h a t  PRO i n  such po- 

s i t i o n s  is  always p o t e n t i a l l y  ambiguous between a c o r e f e r e n t i a l  

and a f r e e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  depending p o s s i b l y  on pragmat ic  fac -  

t o r s  and f a c t o r s  o f  agreement w i th  o t h e r  e lements ,  a s  can be 

seen  i n  (79f-g! above f o r  example. These f a c t o r s - w i l l  be exa- 

f ined  i n  more d e t a i l  i n  Chapter  5. 

When PRO i s  n o t  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  any e lement ,  t hen  t h a t  

means t h a t  Agreement a p p l i e s  vacuously ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  is  no ele- 

ment t h a t  has  F- fea tures  f o r  PRO t o  agree  wi th .  Consequently,  

PRoarb has  no F - f ea tu re s  a t  LF accord ing  t o  ou r  a n a l y s i s .  A t  - 
f i r s t  thought ,  t h i s  seems a b i t  c u r i o u s ,  b u t  t h e n  we now have 

an e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  why PROarb i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as a v a r i a b l e - l i k e  - 
e lement ,  a l though  it is n o t  t e c h n i c a l l y  a v a r i a b l e ,  i . e .  it i s  

n o t  %bound: having no F - f ea tu re s ,  PROarb can range over  a l l  t h e  - 
i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D t h a t  can s a t i s f y  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  of  which 

PRoarb is  s u b j e c t ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of  t h e  grammatical  f e a t u r e s  asso-  

c i a t e d  wi th  t h e s e  i n d i v i d u a l s .  L I 

But t hen  w e  must c o n s i d e r  an argument p u t  f o r t h  i n  Chomsky 

(1981a) i n  f avo r  of  s ay ing  t h a t  E C s  have F- fea tures :  t h i s  i s  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  PROalb, which cannot  g e t  i t s  f e a t u r e s  from an antece-  - 
d e n t  s i n c e  it does n o t  have an an t eceden t ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s  must 

have F - f ea tu re s  s i n c e  it a g r e e s  wi th  a r e f l e x i v e ,  f o r  example. 



Furthermore,  t h e  f e a t u r e s  of  PROarb *Jary from one language t o  - 
another :  it is s i n g u l a r  i n  French and Eng l i sh ,  b u t  p l u r a l  i n  

I t a l i a n ,  f o r  example. But unanalysed d a t a  t e l l  us  no th ing  about 

what is  going on. The argument t h a t  PRO has  f e a t u r e s  depends 

c r u c i a l l y  on what o n e ' s  t heo ry  of  agreement i s ,  and where it 

a p p l i e s .  If t h e  t heo ry  of agreement i s  t h a t  coindexed e lements  

must have matching f e a t u r e s  and t h a t  t h i s  t heo ry  a p p l i e s  a t  PF, 

t hen  t h e  argument holds:  PRO i s  going t o  have F - f ea tu re s  a l l  

along.  But i f  w e  assume t h a t  agreement t a k e s  p l a c e  a t  L F ,  t hen  

PRoarb h a s  no F - f ea tu re s  a t  LF. - 
The q u e s t i o n  then  i s  what are t h o s e  f e a t u r e s  t h a t  show up 

on t h e  e lements  t h a t  ag ree  w i th  PROarb. W e  propose t h a t  t h e y  - 
a r e  t h e  unmarked f e a t u r e s  o f  t h e  language.  Note t h a t  a r b i t r a r y  

PRO i s  o f t e n  used wi th  r e f l e x i v e s  t h a t  do n o t  seem t o  have t h e  

"normaln f e a t u r e s  o f  t h e  language,  t h e s e  f e a t u r e s  o f t e n  be ing  

used only with  PROarb, o r  i n d e f i n i t e  pronouns l i k e  on, chacun - 
i n  French,  for example. 

( 8 6 )  [PRO t o  p r a i s e  onese l f ]  i s  a bad h a b i t .  

(87 )  [PRO p a r l e r  de - s o i  con t inue l lement ]  e s t  emmerdant pour 
les a u t r e s .  

I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  I t a l i a n ,  Lu ig i  Burzio  p o i n t s  o u t  t o  u s  (p ix -  

s o n a l  communication) t h a t  i n  s en t ences  corresponding t o  ( 8 6 )  and 

(87 )  8 PROarb seems t o  be p i c k i n g  a s i n g l e  i n d i v i d u a l  i n  domain -- 
D ,  sugges t ing  t h a t  t h e  p l u r a l  marking on t h e  r e f l e x i v e  is only 

an unmarked f e a t u r e  of  t h e  language.  

These p e c u l i a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  f a c t s  about agreement g i v e  em-  
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~ i r i c a l  suppor t  t o  o u r  a n a l y s i s  of  PROarb s i n c e  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a -  
- 

t i o n  given t o  PRO does not  n e c e s s a r i l y  correspond t o  t h e  one ex- 

pec t ed  by t h e  f e a t u r e s  showing up on t h e  coindexed e lements .  

W e  w i l l  a l s o  see i n  Chapter  5 t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  conceptua l  reasons  

t o  f a v o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  s i n c e  it p r e d i c t s  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  

PRoarb wi thout  having t o  add any p a r t i c u l a r  mechanism t o  t h e  - 
grammar, c o n t r a r y  t o  ana lyses  t h a t  i n c o r p o r a t e  a  t heo ry  of con- 

t r o l  t h a t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  statss where PROarb can occur .  - 
2 . 2 . 4 . 4 .  Summary. 

To r e c a p i t u l a t e  what w e  have seen  i n  s e c t i o n  2 . 2 . 4 . ,  w e  

assume t h a t  Binding a s s i g n s  an R-index t o  NPs t h a t  do n o t  have 

such an index  and t h a t  it a p p l i e s  whenever it can.  N a m e s  and 

q u a n t i f i e d  ph ra ses  have an i n h e r e n t  R-index when they  a r e  in -  

s e r t e d  a t  D-s t ruc ture ,  b u t  l e x i c a l  pronouns and anaphors ,  and 

ECs do n o t  have an i n h e r e n t  R-index. ( W e  cou ld  assume t h a t  

names and Q-phrases do  n o t  have an i n h e r e n t  R-index b u t  t h a t  

t h e y  must pick one f r e e l y ,  s u b j e c t  t o  a  c o n d i t i o n  l i k e  condi-  

t i o n  C of  t h e  b ind ing  theo ry  o f  Chomsky (1981a) .  : W e  w i l l  d i s -  

c u s s  t h i s  t o p i c  i n  2 .3 . )  The p r i n c i p l e  of  D e n o t a b i l i t y  i s  as-  

sumed t o  be a well-formedness c o n d i t i o n  on R-indices f o r  argu- 

ments, which has  f o r  consequence t h a t  e - r o l e s  a r e  ass igned  on ly  

t o  e lements  t h a t  b e a r  an R-index. Agreement is  a  well-formed- 

n e s s  c o n d i t i o n  on t h e  F - f ea tu re s  o f  coindexed e lements .  The 

i n t e r a c t i o n  of  t h e s e  components r e s u l t s  i n  a  complementary ap- 

proach t o  E C s  which h a s  f o r  consequence t h a t  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  

of  an NP a s  a l e x i c a l  NP o r  an EC can be simply p r e d i c t e d  by 
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t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  L e x i c a l i z a t i o n .  A l l  of t h e s e  components a r e  

s t a t e d  on NPs i n  , gene ra l ,  and a l l ow t o  d e r i v e  t h e  componeuts 

o f  GB where s p e c i f i c  r e f e r e n c e  i s  made t o  E C s  on ly  o r ,  con- 

v e r s e l y ,  t o  l e x i c a l  NPs od ly .  Thus t h e  complementary approach 

t o  E C s  is  i n  l i n e  wi th  t h e  s t r o n g  hypo thes i s  t h a t  w e  have set 

as o u r  g o a l ,  t h a t  no s t a t emen t  i n  t h e  grammar should e v e r  r e -  

f e r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  on ly  t o  E C s  o r  t o  l e x i c a l  NPs. 

2 .2 .5  The p a r t i t i o n i n g  of  t h e  EC. 

W e  now t u r n  t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of E C s  t h a t  a r e  mani- 

f e s t e d  i n  t h e  grammar. The i d e a  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  on ly  one EC wi th  

d i f f e r e n t  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  o r  t y p e s  which a r e  f u n c t i o n a l l y  d e t e r -  

mined w a s  f i r s t  p r e sen ted  i n  Chomsky (1981a) . There ,  Chomsky 

observed t h a t  t h e  t y p e s  of  E C s  t h a t  he  w a s  proposing then  v i r -  

t u a l l y  exhaus ted  t h e  p a r t i t i o n i n g  of  t h e  EC. Thus, an ungovern- 

ed EC i s  PRO, and a governed ca t ego ry  is  t r a c e ,  a  v a r i a b l e  i f  

Case-marked, an N P  trace if n o t .  T h i s  can h a r d l y  be  a c c i d e n t a l  

a s  was observed by Chomsky, and one immediate exp lana t ion  of  

t h i s  f a c t  is  t o  assume t h a t  t h e r e  is  only  one EC, and t h a t  i t s  

d i f f e r e n t  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  are determined f u n c t i o n a l l y .  Chomsky 

(1981a) no ted ,  however, t h a t  t h i s  p a r t i t i o n  w a s  no t  p e r f e c t l y  

exhaus t ive  s i n c e  t h e r e  remained t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  a  governed 

EC which would n o t  be  p r o p e r l y  governed,  as r equ i r ed  by t h e  ECP.  

Chomsky (1981b) proposes  t o  r e t h i n k  t h e  s t a t u s  of  t h e  EC 

by cons ide r ing  p r i n c i p l e s  A and B i n  t h e  fo l lowing  way: 

These p r i n c i p l e s  i d e n t i f y  t w o  c a t e g o r i e s  of exp res s ions :  

anaphors and pronominals.  P r i n c i p l e  (A)  h o l d s  of  anaphors ,  



P r i n c i p l e  (E) of  pronominals. I f  t h e  b ind ing  theo ry  i s  
c , o r r e c t ,  t hen  i n  t h e  b e s t  of  a l l  p o s s i t l e  worlds we would 
expec t  t o  f i n d  f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s  of  exp res s ions :  

(Chomsky 1981b, p. 44f)  

(88) (i) (+anaphor,  -pronominal) = o v e r t  anaphors and NP t r a c e s  

(ii) (-anaphor, +pronominal) = o v e r t  pronouns and p r o  

(iii) (+anaphor, +pronominal) = P R 3  

( i v )  (-anaphor, -pronominal) = names, v a r i a b l e s  

There can be no l e x i c a l  e lement  f a l l i n g  under (iii), s a y s  

Chomsky, s i n c e  it would have t o  be ungoverned t h i s  be ing  de r ived  

from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a pronominal anaphor is  s u b j e c t  t o  P r i n c i p l e s  

A and B,  and hence could  n o t  g e t  Case, t h u s  v i o l a t i n g  t h e  Case 

F i l t e r .  22 

Chomsky (1981b) assumes t h a t  t h e  t ype  of  t h e  occur rence  of  

an EC is  determined by t h e  grammatical  p r o p e r t i e s  of  t h e  s t r u c -  

t u r e  i n  which t h e  EC appears .  W e  agree  wi th  t h i s  approach where 

t h e r e  is  on ly  one EC and i ts d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  a r e  f u n c t i o n a l l y  

determined.  However, w e  d i s a g r e e  wi th  Chomsky's p a r t i t i o n i n g :  

w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  premise on which it is  based ,  namely a bin-  

d ing  theo ry  wi th  h i s  p r i n c i p l e s  A and B ,  i s  wrong a s  we w i l l  

see i n  2 .3 .  Furthermore,  w e  do n o t  see any convincing argument 

t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  an element l i k e  a pronominal anaphor e x i s t s :  

r a t h e r ,  PRO is e i t h e r  anaphor ic  o r  pronominal,  and we w i l l  s e e  

i n  Chapter  5 t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  e m p i r i c a l  reasons  t o  b e l i e v e  t h i s ,  

as w e l l  a s  conceptua l  ones.  

I n  ou r  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n  as t o  where an EC can ap- 

pea r  is t h e  fol lowing:  an EC w i l l  b e  p o s s i b l e  i f  it b e a r s  no 
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$-fea tures  ( a s  i n  ( 8 2 ) )  when it reaches PF, and i f  it can be - 
assigned F-features  on t h e  LF s i d e  of t h e  grammar i n  o rde r  no t  

t o  be l e x i c a l i z e d .  

The consequences of adopt ing t h e  complementary approach t o  

E C s  with t h e  components i n  (83) a r e  i n t e r e s t i n g  conceptual ly  

s i n c e  t h i s  allows t o  drop from t h e  grammar s ta tements  t h a t  re- 

f e r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  E C s ,  t hus  s t rengthening  t h e  claim t h a t  the-  

o r e t i c a l  e n t i t i e s  l i k e  ECs e x i s t  s i n c e  t h e i r  ex i s t ence  i s  predic-  

t e d  by genera l  s ta tements  about NPs,  l i k e  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Deno- 

t a b i l i t y ,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  L e x i c a l i z a t i o n ,  Binding, Agreement, 

which a r e  independently needed f o r  l e x i c a l  anaphors , f o r  example. 

This  move w i l l  ask f o r  some t e c h n i c a l  r e v i s i o n s  on t h e  funct ion-  

ing  of some components of t h e  grammar, and some explanat ions  

w i l l  be t e c h n i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t ,  al though not  conceptual ly  d i f f e r -  

e n t .  For example, t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of PRO, one r e a l i z a t i o n  of 

t h e  EC, is dependent on whether a p o s i t i o n  i s  governed o r  not  

i n  GB. I n  t h e  p resen t  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of PRO w i l l  

depend on a subcase of government, namely on Case, by t h e  pr in-  

c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion .  Note, i n c i d e n t l y ,  t h a t  a l l  t h e  d i f f e r -  

e n t  r e a i i z a t i o n s  of EC w i l l  be dependent on Case and s o  w i l l  

a l l  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  types  of l e x i c a l  NPs,  t hus  providing a u n i f i e d  

account of  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  EC and l e x i c a l  NPs.  

W e  assume, along t h e  l i n e s  of Chomsky ( 1981 a )  , t h a t  t h e r e  

is only one EC and t h a t  when we use t h e  terms NP t r a c e ,  WH-trace, 

PRO, QR-trace, pro,  we are i n  f a c t  r e f e r r i n g  t o  d i f f e r e n t  func- 

t i o n a l  uses  of t h e  EC. We propose a p a r t i t i o n i n g  of  t h e  EC t h a t  



is a l s o  determined f u n c t i o n a l l y  s i n c e  it depends on t h e  na tu re  

of t h e  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  EC has  w i t h  an antecedent  and how it 

is  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  t h e  grammar. The p a r t i t i o n  i s  given i n  ( 8 9 ) .  

(89 

+Bound , * t i ;  

-coref 

+move -move +move 

I 
N P  t - PRO 

( l o c a l l y  CLIT-e - - (non-locally 
c o n t r o l l e d )  c o n t r o l l e d )  

The not ions  (fbound) , (f c o r e f e r e n t i a l )  a r e  n o t  intended t o  be 

used a s  f e a t u r e s  i n  any way h e r e ,  bu t  only a s  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 

f u n c t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s .  For example, (f move) is  simply t o  indi -  

c a t e  how t h e  EC was crea ted:  by non-inser t ion of l e x i c a l  mater- 

i a l ,  o r  by movement. Some examples of t h e  elements i n  (89)  a r e  

given i n  (90) . 
(90)  a. John seems - t t o  be happy. (NP t r a c e )  

a1.John w a s  seen - t a t  t h e  park. (NP t r a c e )  

b. John t r i e d  PRO t o  go. ( l o c a l l y  c o n t r o l l e d  PRO by 
Binding) 

c. Who d i d  John see - t? ( v a r i a b l e )  

d. J e  lei vo i s  gi. (CLIT-e - ) 
d v . e  - ho t r o v a t o  il l i b r o .  (pro)  
e. PRO t o  jog on Main S t r e e t  is  unhealthy. (PROarb)  - 
f .  John t o l d  Mary t h a t  PRO t o  leave  e a r l y  would be impor- 

t a n t .  (PRO non- 
l o c a l l y  c o n t r o l l e d )  



The same p a r t i t i o n i n g  holds  f o r  l e x i c a l  NP, except  f o r  t h e  

(+move) empty elements which a r e  c r e a t e d  by t h e  movement r u l e  

which vaca tes  a p o s i t i o n ,  hence cannot be l e x i c a l .  

(91 1 

-B und 

A-bound -coref h~ +coref  

.-"OTd ar-aphors 
I 

resumptive 
I I 

R-expressions pronouns 
pronouns d e i c t i c  pro- 

nouns 

The p a r t i t i o n i n g  i n  (89)  r e s p e c t s  t h e  two i n t e r e s t i n g  hypo- 

t h e s e s  made about t h e  p a r t i t i o n i n g  of t h e  EC i n  Chomsky (1 9 81 a )  : 

t h e r e  i s  only one EC, w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  mani fes ta t ions  of t h e  EC 

exhaust ing t h i s  p a r t i t i o n i n g ,  and t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  used t o  de te r -  

mine t h e  d i f f e r e n t  types  a r e  a l l  independently motivated,  name- 

l y  Binding, c o r e f e r e n t i a l  index, and t h e  r u l e  move a. 

2.3. Some consequences with r e s p e c t  t o  coreference.  

I n  Chapter 1 ,  we b r i e f l y  reviewed t h e  elements t h a t  p a r t i -  

c i p a t e  i n  t h e  processes  of t h e  binding theory  i n  GB bu t  with- 

o u t  going i n t o  t h e  d e t a i l s  of t h e  processes  involved. We w i l l  

now cons ider  t h e  binding theory  of  GB, looking a t  some of t h e  

reasons t h a t  a r e  given f o r  some choices  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of co- 

re ference  f a c t s ,  po in t ing  ou t  some problems, and then  p resen t ing  

an a n a l y s i s  of coreference  t h a t  is  compatible with t h e  genera l  

approach t o  ECs presented  i n  t h e  preceding s e c t i o n s .  

Recal l  how f a c t s  about coreference a r e  d e a l t  with i n  GB. 

I n  Chomsky (1981a) f o r  example, t h e  binding condi t ions  i n  ( 9 2 )  



govern t h e  r e l a t i o n s  of anaphors, pronouns, names and v a r i a b l e s  

t o  poss ib le  antecedents .  

(92) Binding condi t ions :  

A - An anaphor i s  A-Sound i n  i t s  GC. 

B - A pronominal i s  A-free i n  i ts  GC. 

C - An R-expression is A-free everywhere. 

The d e f i n i t i o n s  of bound and governing category a r e  a s  

follows : 

(93) a .  Bound: 

'X is X-bound by 8 i f f  2 and 0 a r e  coindexed, 8 c-com- - - 
mands - a ,  and i s  i n  an X-position. (X = A, x) 

b. - a i s  l o c a l l y  X-bound by - B i f f  - a is  X-bound by - 8, and 

if 2 Y-binds 2, then  e i t h e r  1 Y-binds o r  y = &. 

(94) Governing category:' - B i s  a GC f o r  g i f f  - €4 i s  t h e  minimal 

category con ta in ing  5, a governor of g, and a SUBJECT ac- 

c e s s i b l e  t o  fi. (where SUBJECT is " the  most prominent no- 

minal elementn i n  an expansion, inc luding  AGR; a c c e s s i b l e  

means t h a t  l i n k i n g  of 2 and t h e  SUBJECT must not v i o l a t e  

well-formedness cond i t ions  l i k e  t h e  i -within- i  condi t ion  

f o r  example (cf. Chomsky 1981a) ) . 
The not ion  ' a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT' is  introduced i n  Chomsky 

(1981a) t o  r ep lace  a s t i p u l a t i o n  t h a t  a GC can only be N P  o r  S 

of  previous analyses:  Chomsky says  t h a t  t h i s  can be explained 

by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  N P  and S a r e  t h e  two c a t e g o r i e s  t h a t  can con- 

t a i n  SUBJECTS, and t h a t  it is  t h e  SUBJECT t h a t  c r e a t e s  t h e  o- 

paque domain. But note  t h a t  t h i s  choice of what i s  a GC cru- 

c i a l l y  depends on t h e  assumption t h a t  a l l  morphological ana- 

phors a r e  t r u e  anaphors with r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  binding theory.  
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So i n  t h i s  approach, a l l  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  forms i n  (95)  - ( 9 6 )  , f o r  

example, a r e  t r u e  anaphors with r e spec t  t o  t h e  binding theory.  

(95) a. - John shaved himself/*+Lm. 

b.  John i s  always t a l k i n g  about himself/*=. 
c .  John b e l i e v e s  himself /+him - t o  be happy. 

(96)  a. They saw snakes near  each other/them. -- 
b. Victor  est content  de lui-meme/lui. - 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, it must a l s o  be assumed t h a t  some pro- 

nominals funct ion  a s  anaphors i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  l i k e  them i n  

(96a) and - l u i  i n  (96b) f o r  example, s i n c e  t h e r e  does not  seem 

t o  be any s t r u c t u r a l  way t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between such sentences 

. where a  pronominal and an anaphoric form a r e  equa l ly  poss ib le .  

I n  GB, t h e  not ion  of a c c e s ~ i b l e  SUBJECT allows PPs t o  be 

t r a n s p a r e n t ,  t h u s  exp la in ing  why r e f l e x i v e  forms a r e  allowed i n  

t h e s e  con tex t s ,  b u t  t h e r e  does not  appear t o  be any s t r u c t u r a l  

reason why the PPs should be opaque when a pronoun is  involved 

(cf. t h e  d i scuss ion  of  (70)  - (71 ) above) , s o  it i s  not  clear how 

t h e  presence of  a  pronoun is  allowed i n  cases  where both a  pro- 

noun and an anaphor are poss ib le .  Such an a n a l y s i s  a l s o  bases  

i t s  typology of l e x i c a l  anaphors and pronouns on s t r i c t l y  mor- 

~ h o l o g i c a l  f a c t o r s ,  s o  t h a t  it does not  d i s t i n g u i s h  between 

t h e  two types  of r e f l e x i v e s  which we saw above: an anaphoric 

r e f l e x i v e  with ob l iga to ry ,  unique, l o c a l ,  and s t r u c t u r a l l y  re- 

s t r i c t e d  antecedent ,  and a  pronominal r e f l e x i v e  w i t h  converse 

p r o p e r t i e s .  I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  some of these  r e f l e x i v e  forms are 
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no t  anaphors, b u t  r a t h e r  pronouns: t h i s  i s  t h e  case whenever 

t h e  r e f l e x i v e  form is  no t  governed by i t s  antecedent ,  hence 

not  Bound by it. So w e  have t o  assume t h a t  some r e f l e x i v e  forms 

a r e  i n  f a c t  f a l s e  r e f l e x i v e s  and a r e  pronouns, no t  anaphors. 

Note t h a t  t h i s  has  t o  be assumed both i n  GB and i n  our  approadh 

f o r  cases  l i k e  sentence (97) . 
(97) That is a p i c t u r e  of myself. 

The only d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two approaches i n  t h i s  re- 

s p e c t  is  i n  t h e  extens ion  of t h e  domain where such f a l s e  ana- 

phors can occur. Our a n a l y s i s  p r e d i c t s  where anaphoric forms 

a r e  o b l i g a t o r y ,  however. 

So although in t roducing  t h e  not ion  of SUBJECT i n  t h e  gram- 

mar al lows us t o  reduce t h e  number of ins t ances  where it must 

be assumed t h a t  a r e f l e x i v e  form function3 l i k e  a pronominal, 

and thus  al lowing condi t ion  A of t h e  binding theory  t o  cover 

more of  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  forms, though no t  a l l  of them, it seems 

t o  c r e a t e  a problem i n  al lowing v i o l a t i o n s  of condi t ion  B by 

having pronouns bound i n  t h e i r  GC i n  sentences where a r e f l e -  

xive o r  a r e c i p r o c a l  can occur i n  t h e  same p o s i t i o n  where a pro- 

noun can occur a s  i n  (70) o r  (96) . The problem, again ,  i s  t h a t  

it does n o t  seem t h a t  a s t r u c t u r a l  argument can be made t o  avoid 

t h i s  r e s u l t ,  l i k e  p o s t u l a t i n g  a PRO s u b j e c t  f o r  some PPs  i n  some 

cases .  This  lack of s t r u c t u r a l  argument makes il: d i f f i c u l t  for 

such an a n a l y s i s  t o  p r e d i c t  where t h e s e  v i o l a t i o n s  of condi t ion  

B w i l l  t a k e  p lace ,  thus  weakening t h e  binding theory  proposed 
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i n  such an a n a l y s i s .  

I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  w e  have one assumption t o  make: t h a t  i s ,  

t h a t  t h e  not ion  of  anaphor r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  binding theory is  

not  s t r i c t l y  dependent on t h e  morphological form of t h e  elements ,  

bu t  r a t h e r  on t h e  manner i n  which they  r e l a t e  t o  t h e i r  antece- 

dent .  It al lows us t o  make t h e  hypothesis  t h a t  condi t ions  A and 

B ,  however they  a r e  expressed i n  t h e  grammar, a r e  always res-  

pected.  The only apparent  except ions  l i k e  some of t h e  r e f l e x i v e s  

i n  PPs f o r  example, are n o t  anaphors i n  t h e  sense of t h e  binding 

theory  and do n o t  have t h e  four  b a s i c  p r o p e r t i e s  of anaphors. 

(We r e t u r n  t o  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of  what i s  an anaphor and how con- 

d i t i o n s  A and B a r e  s t a t e d  i n  t h e  grammar s h o r t l y )  . Therefore,  

one should make t h e  s t r o n g e s t  hypothesis  and adopt t h e  a n a l y s i s  

proposed i n  2.2.3.3. over  t h e  GB a n a l y s i s ,  un less  one has s t rong  

reasons not  t o  do so. 

There are a l s o  t e c h n i c a l  problems with t h t  not ion of GC a s  

def ined  i n  (94)  . For example, cons ider  sentence ( 9 8 )  . 
(98)  +   or PRO t o  leave]  would be.  t o o  bad. 

I n  ( 9 8 ) ,  PRO is governed, bu t  it has  no a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT 

s i n c e  AGR i a  assumed t o  be coindexed with t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  

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

PRO would v i o l a t e  t h e  i -within- i  well-formedness condi t ion ,  s o  

AGR is  no t  an a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT f o r  PRO i n  ( 9 8 )  . This  means 

t h a t ,  s t r i c t l y  speaking, PRO has  no GC i n  ( 9 8 )  i f  GC i s  def ined  

a s  i n  (94)  , and t h e r e f o r e ,  PRO, whkch i s  a pronominal anaphox 
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i n  Chomsky's a n a l y s i s ,  :should be allowed here .  Note t h a t  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  PRO must be ungoverned i n  GB cannot be t h e  reason 

why (98) is ungrammatical s i n c e  t h e  non-govern~~~ent  of PRO is 

a theorem t h a t  i s  der ived  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  PRO must not  have 

a GC. I f  two t h i n g s  a r e  necessary f o r  PRO t o  have a GC, i . e .  

a governor and an a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT, then t h e  theorem t h a t  i s  

de r ivab le  i s  t h a t  PRO must no t  be governed,!,= have an access- 

i b l e  SUBJECT a t  t h e  same t i m e .  So i n  o rde r  t o  r u l e  ou t  cases  

l i k e  ( 9 8 ) ,  something a d d i t i o n a l  has  t o  be s a i d .  One p o s s i b i l i t y  

i s  t o  s t i p u l a t e ,  a s  i n  Chomsky (1981a),  t h a t  when a category has  

a governor b u t  no a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT, as i n  ( 9 8 ) ,  then  t h e  whole 

sentence counts  as a GC: SO, a r o o t  sentence is a GC f o r  a go- 

verned element. 

This  makes t h e  a n a l y s i s  work, bu t  one may wonder why t h e r e  

i s  a d i s p a r i t y  between t h e  two elements t h a t  e n t e r  i n  t h e  d e f i -  

n i t i o n  of a GC. So a h igher  S i s  considered t o  be t h e  GC if 

t h e r e  i s  no a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT, b u t  t h e r e  is  a governor. How- 

ever ,  t h i s  is no t  t h e  case when t h e r e  is  no governor but  t h e r e  

is an a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT as i n  (99 ) , f o r  example. 

(99) John t r i e d  [PRO t o  win] 

Here, PRO is  not  governed i n  Chomsky's a n a l y s i s  s i n c e  t h e r e  

is no d e l e t i o n  a f t e r  try, bu t  it has an a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT 

John. PRO must no t  have a GC i n  h i s  a n a l y s i s  s ince  PRO i s  both - 
pronominal and an anaphor, hence is s u b j e c t  t o  both condi t ions  

A and B. So t h e r e  must be a d i s p a r i t y  between a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT 



and governor, a s  i n  (9 8)  , bu t  one cannot have a GC i f  t h e r e  is  

only an a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT, as i n  (99) . 
I n  Our a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  f a c t s  about PRO i n  (98) and ( 9 9 )  are 

accounted f o r  i n  t h e  following way. Sentence (98) is  ungram- 

mat i ca l  because t h e  p o s i t i o n  governedllby - f o r  is  assigned Case, 

and t h e r e f o r e  it must be l e x i c a l  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lexica l iza-  

t i o n .  And ( 9 9 )  is grammatical because no Case i s  assigned t o  

t h e  p o s i t i o n  of PRO i n  PF, as we w i l l  see i n  Chapter 5 where a 

d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  of c o n t r o l  sentences w i l l  be given. 

Another t e c h n i c a l  problem with r e spec t  t o  t h e  binding the-  

o ry  of  GB has  t o  do with t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  of t h e  elements invol-  

ved i n  t h e  binding theory.  For example, Chomsky (1981a) g ives  

t h e  fol lowing d e f i n i t i o n s  of a v a r i a b l e  and of a pronominal. 

(100) a. g is a v a r i a b l e  i f  and only  i f  it i s  l o c a l l y  x-bound 

and i n  an A-position. 

b a i s  a pronominal i f  and only i f  g= LIqp F , (P) ] , where 

P is a phonological mat r ix  and F C  $ (person,  number, 

gender,  Case) and e i t h e r  (i) o r  (ii) 

(i) fi i s  f r e e  

(it) 2 is  l o c a l l y  A-bound by g i n  a 8-posi t ion.  

I f  2 = LNP F], it i s  PRO; o therwise ,  - cc is  a l e x i c a l  pronoun. 

Chomsky (1981a) a l s o  g ives  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  ( 1 0 1 ) .  

(101) I f  g i s  an empty category and not  a v a r i a b l e ,  then it is 

an anaphor. 

Some a d d i t i o n a l  s ta tement  obviously h a s  t o  be made t o  t h e  

e f f e c t  t h a t  some l e x i c a l  elements l i k e  r e f l e x i v e s  and r e c i p r o c a l s  



a r e  i n h e r e n t l y  anaphors, something t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  anaphors 

do not  have independent r e fe rence ,  sugges ts  Chomsky. Note t h a t  

(101) goes a g a i n s t  our  genera l  approach t o  E C s  s i n c e  it is  a 

s ta tement  t h a t  d e a l s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  with E C s .  

Consider (102) . 
(102) John t r i e d  [PRO t o  leave]  

Analyzing PRO a s  a pronominal anaphor i n  cases  l i k e  0021, 

and deducing from t h i s  t h a t  PRO must no t  have a GC i n  o rde r  not  

t o  v i o l a t e  condi t ions  A and B of t h e  binding theory  has  f o r  con- 

sequence t h a t  any anaphor having t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  i n  (100b) should 

be a pronominal anaphor, and hence have no GC. But a r e f l e x i v e  

i s  such a case and should no t  have a GC s i n c e  a r e f l e x i v e  can 

be l o c a l l y  A-bound by an antecedent  i n  a 8-posi t ion o r  f r e e  

s i n c e  we have seen t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  cases  where r e f l e x i v e  forms 

a r e  used a s  pronouns, and hence have independent re ference .  

These t echn ica l ,  problems with t h e  not ion  of GC i n  GB a r e  

r e l a t e d  t o  an a t tempt  made i n  Chomsky (1981a) t o  replace  t h e  no- 

t i o n  of GC by t h e  not ion  of  Binding Category i n  t h e  theory  of 

binding. 23 

( 103) Binding category: 

B i s  a binding category f o r  g i f  and only i f  B is  t h e  - - 
minimal category c ~ n t a i n i n g  - a and a SUBJECT a c c e s s i b l e  
t o  a .  - 

Chomsky shows t h a t  t h i s  s i m p l i f i e d  d e f i n i t i o n  accounts for all 

t h e  f a c t s  t h a t  t h e  not ion  of  GC accounts f o r ,  except  f o r  one 



remaining problem i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (104) .  

(104) (i) John expected [him t o  win] 

(ii) John t r i e d  [PRO t o  win] 

(iii) John knows [how  PRO t o  win]l 

I n  (i), him cannot be coindexed with John o r  (condi t ion  B) 
w i l l  be v i o l a t e d .  But e x a c t l y  t h e  same argument shows 
t h a t  PRO cannot be coindexed with - John i n  (ii), (iii) , 
an i n c o r r e c t  r e s u l t .  Replacement of "binding categoryn 
by "governing categoryn g ives  t h e  c o r r e c t  r e s u l t s ,  i n  t h i s  
case. It t h e r e f o r e  appears t o  be necessary t o  in t roduce  
a c r u c i a l  r e fe rence  t o  government i n  t h e  binding theory ,  
a s  i n  (94) ,  though i t s  e f f e c t s  a r e  s o  narrow a s  t o  sug- 
g e s t  t h a t  an e r r o r  may be lu rk ing  somewhere. 

(Chomsky 1981a, p.221) 

But note  t h a t  i f  PRO is  only an anaphor i n  (10411) a s  w e  

sugges t ,  then  t h e  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  t o  binding 

category is poss ib le .  2 4  W e  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  t o p i c  i n  Chapter 5. 

Now cons ider  again t h e  theorem t h a t  s t a t e s  t h a t  PRO must 

be ungoverned. W e  have seen t h a t ,  i n  f a c t ,  t h e  theorem s t a t e s  

t h a t  PRO cannot have a GC, and t h a t  means t h a t  PRO cannot have 

a governor and an accessible SUBJECT a t  the same t ime,  assuming 

t h a t  PRO is  a pronominal anaphor. 

I n  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  a n a l y s i s  t o  work, some s t i p u l a t i o n  has  t o  

be made t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  having a governor i s  enough t o  have 

a GC, b u t  t h a t  having only  an a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT is  not  enough 

t o  have a GC, as we have seen i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  of (98) and 

(99) . Furthermore, we now see i n  Chomsky 's d i scuss ion  of (104) 

t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  reference  t o  government i n  t h e  binding 

theory  are extremely narrow: it is n o t  r e l e v a n t  i n  any o t h e r  case 

than  t h e  one of  t h e  pronominal anaphor PRO. So, f i r s t ,  t h e  re- 
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fe rence  t o  government has  t o  be given a p r i v i l e g e d  s t a t u s  over 

t h a t  of access ib le  SUBJEZT i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of GC t o  account 

f o r  PRO, t h i s  p r i v i l e g e d  s t a t u s  of government holding only i n  

the  case of PRO; and furthermore,  government is  r e l e v a n t  only 

f o r  PRO i n  t h e  binding theory  and has no e f f e c t  on l e x i c a l  ca te-  

gor i e s .  This  means t h a t  t h e  reference  t o  government i s  neces t  

s a r y  i n  t h e  binding theory only t o  account f o r  PRO. So i n  or- 

der  t o  g e t  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  PRO is  ungoverned, one must add t o  

t h e  binding theory  a re ference  t o  government t h a t  has  no inde- 

pendent motivat ion and i s  introduced i n  t h e  binding theory 

s t r i c t l y  t o  de r ive  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  PRO must be ungoverned. 

This  means t h a t  t h e  non-government of PRO i s  not  a theorem of 

t h e  binding theory  s i n c e  t h e r e  are some elements of t h e  binding 

theory from which such a theorem is derived which a r e  not  in-  

dependently motivated: t h e  in t roduc t ion  of t h e  reference  t o  go- 

vernment i n  t h e  binding theory  i s  der ived  from t h e  theory- in ter -  

n a l  dec is ion  t o  have such an element a s  an ungoverned pronominal 

anaphor and it has  no o t h e r  e f f e c t  i n  the  grammar. So it seems 

t h a t  t h e  non-governed s t a t u s  of PRO should be used i n  t h i s  per- 

spec t ive  a s  a f a c t o r  t o  determine t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of PRO, and 

it should not  be considered as a po in t  f o r  o r  a g a i n s t  any ana- 

l y s i s  whether o r  no t  it has  an element with t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  

PRO is  assumed t o  have i n  GB. I n  f a c t ,  since t h e r e  does not 

seem t o  e x i s t  any l e x i c a l  i tem which i s  a pronominal anaphor, 

one would have t o  have very s t rong  reasons t o  p o s t u l a t e  t h a t  

t h e r e  e x i s t s  such an EC, and t h e  burden of proof i s  on t h e  s i d e  
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of one who claims t h a t  such an element e x i s t s .  

It is poss ib le  t h a t  t h e s e  t e c h n i c a l  problems can be over- 

come by changing some not ions  o r  r e f i n i n g  them. But t h e  i n t e r -  

a c t i o n  of t h e s e  problems sugges ts  t h a t  it i s  t h e  assumption a- 

bout what is an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  t h a t  i s  not  r i g h t  from t h e  

s t a r t  i n  t h i s  type of a n a l y s i s ,  and t h a t  an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  

should r a t h e r  be approached i n  t h e  way proposed i n  2.2.3.3., 

where t h e  anaphoric r e l a t i o n  is  much more r e s t r i c t i v e  than it 

is i n  GB. 

Let  us now t u r n  t o  t h e  2na lys i s  t h a t  i s  t o  follow from 

our  genera l  assumptions. I n  our  a n a l y s i s  of coreference f a c t s ,  

t h e  t e c h n i c a l  problems descr ibed above do not  a r i s e  s ince  we 

do no t  make t h e  assumptions t h a t  c r e a t e  them from t h e  s t a r t .  

The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of pronouns is s t r a igh t fo rward  i n  our  ana lys i s :  

pronouns never occur i n  t r ansparen t  domains, they a r e  never 

bound i n  t h e  sense  of  ( 7 8 ) .  25 A s  f o r  anaphors, we have assumed 

t h a t  they  a r e  no t  t o  be def ined  only on morphological grounds, 

bu t  on t h e  grounds of t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  with t h e i r  antecedent:  

t h i s  exp la ins  why and where some r e f l e x i v e  forms a r e  ob l iga to r -  

i l y  anaphoric.  The remaining r e f l e x i v e  forms, we have assumed 

t o  funct ion a s  pronouns. A c l a s s  of f a l s e  anaphors i s  necessary 

i n  any a n a l y s i s ,  a s  we have seen i n  dea l ing  with sentences l i k e  

( 9 7 ) ;  w e  only extend t h i s  c l a s s  of elements,  and we assume t h a t  

pragmatic f a c t o r s ,  poss ib ly  of t h e  type proposed by Zribi-Hertz ,  

account f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e s e  f a l s e  anaphors and pro- 

nouns, with poss ib ly  a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  t h a t  a r e  no t  wel l  under- 



s tood y e t .  The d e f i n i t i o n s  of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  mani fes ta t ions  of 

NP, whether l e x i c a l  o r  n o t ,  a r e  t h e  followincj: 

(105) 2 i s  an anaphor i f  and only i f  2 is  Bound. 

(106) 2 i s  a pronominal i f  and only i f  - a i s  f r e e l y  indexed a t  
S-s t ruc ture .  

(107) - a i s  a v a r i a b l e  i f  and only i f  - a is  z - ~ o u n d  and i n  an 
A-position. 

The not ion  of anaphor a s  def ined  i n  (105) captures  t h e  in-  

t u i t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  an anaphor given e a r l i e r :  an anaphor i s  

an element which i s  r e f e r e n t i a l l y  deperident on an antecedent:  

it has  something missing. I f  an anaphor is Bound a s  i n  (1051,  

then t h i s  impl ies  t h a t  t h e  anaphor is missing an R-index. The 

not ion of anaphor a s  def ined  i n  (105) covers t h e  cases  of NP 

t r a c e  and l o c a l l y  c o n t r o l l e d  PRO, and l e x i c a l  anaphors, i . e .  

the A-Bound elements i n  t h e  p a r t i t i o n i n g  of t h e  EC i n  (89)  and 

of  t h e  l e x i c a l  NP i n  (9 1  ) . Note t h a t  it does s o  without having 

t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  not ion of EC, a s  i n  Chomsky ( 1  981a) i n  h i s  pr in-  

c i p l e  given i n  ( l o l ) ,  where s p e c i f i c  re ference  i s  made t o  t h e  

EC. The f a c t  t h a t  no reference  i s  made t o  t h e  EC i n  t h e  d e f i -  

n i t i o n  of anaphor (105) is i n  l i n e  with our genera l  conceptual 

approach t o  ECs .  This  not ion of anaphor a l s o  covers v a r i a b l e s ,  

which a r e  a  subcase of anaphors; it a l s o  covers t h e  t r a c e s  i n  

COMP when successive c y c l i c  movement has  appl ied .  So v a r i a b l e s  

a r e  assumed t o  have t h e  same r e l a t i o n  with t h e i r  antecedent t h a t  

anaohors have, except t h a t  t h e  antecedent is i n  an X-position 

f o r  va r i ab les .  Bound pronouns, f o r  which w e  w i l l  assume an 



a n a l y s i s  similar t o  t h e  one i n  Reinhart  (1976) and Haik (1982) , 

can a l s o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  v a r i a b l e s  of LF, and t h e  resumptive 

pronoun s t r a t e g y  w i l l  he considered a s  an extens ion  of t h ~  use 

of bound pronouns (see 3.3.2.2 f o r  an a n a l y s i s  of resumptive 

pronouns i3 Quebec French) .  

This  a n a l y s i s  of anaphors applying t o  both l e x i c a l  anaphors 

and some E C s  P s  i n  l i n e  with t h e  o r i ~ i n a l  formulat ions of t r a c e  

theory (Chomsky 1977a,b , Fiengo 1977) . The b a s i c  idea  was 

t h a t  trace theory l i t t l e  c o s t  s i n c e  t r a c e s  a r e  ana- 

phors and independently motivated p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  needed t o  ac- 

count f o r  l e x i c a l  a n a p h ~ r s  i n  any case.  The p resen t  theory 

d i f f e r s  f r ~ m  those  e a r l y  formulat ions i n  t h a t  it claims t h a t  

n o t  a l l  elements which have t h e  morphological shape of a re-  

f l e x i v e  a r e  t r u e  anaphors. For example, w e  c laim that himself 

i n  a sentence l i k e  (108) is not  an anaphor ( i . e .  i s  no t  Bound 

by i ts an teceden t ) ,  b u t  is  r a t h e r  a pronominal, a " f a l s e  ana- 

phor" . 
(1C8) P i c t u r e s  of himself - amused - John. 

I n  Fiengo (1977)  f o r  example, himself is considered t o  

be an anaphor i n  a sentence l i k e  (108) ,  and t h e  condi t ion  i n  

( i 0 9 )  i s  given t o  account f o r  t h i s .  

(109) The antecedent  of a r e f l e x i v e  pronoun must precede o r  a- 

symmetrically command it (where command is t h e  not ion 
Komnand proposed by Lasnik: "A kommands B i f  t h e  minimal 

c y c l i c  node dominating A a l s o  dominatss B.") 



Fiengo then  proposes t o  extend (109) t o  t r a c e s .  H e  no tes  

however t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no known r u l e s  t h a t  y i e l d  a s t r u c t u r e  ' 

l i k e  . . . [ . . . [ . . . . . . [xi] where - a i s  a c y c l i c  node. - 
So t h e  second p a r t  of (109) is  r e l e v a n t  only f o r  r e f l e x i v e s ,  

it seema. Moreover, note  t h a t  such s t r u c t u r e s  with r e f l e x i v e s  

al low more than one antecedent ,  a s  i n  sentences l i k e  P i c t u r e s  

of  themselves a t  t h e  p a r t y  amused Mary bu t  enraged B i l l .  

A l l  of t h i s  tends  t o  show t h a t  t h e r e  are n o t  t r a c e s  found 

i n  t h i s  context  because t h i s  is n o t  a s t r u c t u r e  where r e a l  ana- 

phors are found, bu t  r a t h e r  f a l s e  andphors which behave l i k e  

pronominals. Therefore,  t h e  second p a r t  of Fieng0l.s condi t ion  

(109) should be removed from t h e  condi t ion  on anaphors. The 

f i r s t  p a r t  about prededence has  t o  be r e f i n e d ,  a s  has  long been 

recognized i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  Our proposal is t h a t  it should 

be a s  i n  our  d e f i n i t i o n  of Binding i n  (78)  . 
Pronominals, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, a r e  elements t h a t  a r e  f r ee -  

l y  indexed a t  S-s t ruc ture ,  t h i s  being s u b j e c t  t o  a coreference  

condi t ion  s i m i l a r  t o  condi t ion  C of t h e  binding theory  i n  (Chom- 

sky 1981a) and t o  which we r e t u r n  s h o r t l y .  Pronominals can be 

l e x i c a l  pronouns, o r  ECs  t h a t  a r e  no t  Bound, " long d is tance"  

c o n t r o l l e d  PRO and PROarb, o r  f i n a l l y  r e f l e x i v e  forms t h a t  a r e  - 
no t  bound by an antecedent .  These t h r e e  elements have i n  common 

the  f a c t  t h a t  they  a r e  f r e e l y  ass igned an R-index as S-skructure,  

and s o  f a l l  i n t o  t h e  c l a s s  of pronominals a s  def ined  i n  ( 1 0 6 ) .  

Turning now t o  t h e  binding condi t ions  ( 9 2 1 ,  w e  see  t h a t  con- 
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d i t i o n  A can be der ived  from t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of an anaphor i n  

(105) and t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Deno tab i l i ty ,  assuming t h a t  t h e  no- 

t i o n  of GC is changed t o  binding category a s  i n  (110) .  2 6  

(110)  1 is t h e  binding category f o r  - a i f f  con ta ins  a Binder 

f o r  - a. 

Since an anaphor always g e t s  i ts R-index from an antece- 

dent  which b inds  it by d e f i n i t i o n ,  then an anaphor w i l l  always 

be bound i n  i ts binding category: s o  condi t ion  A of - the  bin-  

ding theory is de r ivab le  a s  a theorem. 

Given t h a t  condi t ion  A is  de r ivab le  as above, we expect  

condi t ion  B t o  be de r ivab le  t o o  s i n c e  it is  a mir ror  image of 

condi t ion  A: pronouns can never appear i n  p o s i t i o n s  where t r u e  

anaphors $how up. 

W e  have seen t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  k inds  of pronominals. 

Consider f i r s t  t h e  case of t h e  EC pronominal, i . e .  "long d i s -  

tance" c o n t r o l  PRO and PROarb, and a l s o  t h e  second kind of pro- - 
nominal which i s  t h e  non-Bound r e f l e x i v e  form. The d e r i v a t i o n  

of condi t ion  B is  s t r a igh t fo rward  f o r  these two k inds  of pro- 

n o m i n a l ~  s i n c e  they  a r e  pronominals only when they  a r e  f r e e l y  

indexed a t  S - s t ruc tu re ,  t h a t  is ,  when they  a r e  no t  Bound by an 

antecedent when they reach S-s t ruc tu re ,  s i n c e  i n  t h i s  l a t t e r  

case  they would be f u n c t i o n a l l y  def ined  a s  anaphors. So t h e  EC 

Pronominal. and t h e  r e f l e x i v e  form pronominal have t o  be f r e e  a t  

S - s t ruc tu re  o r  e l s e  they  are f u n c t i o n a l l y  determined t o  be m a -  

phors and hence a r e  not  s u b j e c t  t o  condi t ion  B but  t o  condi t ion  

A. And we  have seen t h a t  condi t ion  A is de r ivab le  from Binding 



1 3 0  

( 7 8 ) .  

The t h i r d  k ind  of pronominal is a l e x i c a l  pronoun. Since 

a  l e x i c a l  pronoun has  no R-index when it i s  i n s e r t e d  a t  D-struc- 

t u r e ,  it could be i n s e r t e d  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  where a  Binding r e l a -  

t i o n  can be e s t a b l i s h e d ,  s o  t h a t  it i s  assigned t h e  R-index 

of t h e  antecedent ,  aa i n  (111) .  

( 1 1 1 ) *Johni s a w  himi. 

A pronoun l i k e  him i n  (111) is  f u n c t i o n a l l y  def ined a s  an 

anaphor according t o  t h e  assumptions made above. But we have 

seen t h a t  pronouns cannot funct ion  as anaphors s ince  a  corefer -  

e n t i a l  pronoun is never p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  core cases  of Binding 

r e l a t i o n s  given i n  (75) : t h u s  ( 1  11 ) is ungrammatical. This  is 

what is expected i n  condi t ion  B of GB, and t h i s  is  what we  want 

t o  de r ive .  W e  dould always state t h a t  t h e r e  is  a  l e x i c a l  re- 

quirement on pronouns t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  they  must be f r e e l y  in- 

dexed a t  S-structure:  b u t  t h i s  amounts t o  r e s t a t i n g  condi t ion  B. 

What we want t o  express  is t h a t ,  although t e c h n i c a l l y  a  der- 

i v a t i o n  where him - i n  (1 11) is Bound by - John i s  poss ib le ,  some 

a d d i t i o n a l  mechanism blocks t h i s  Binding r e l a t i o n  because of t h e  

pronominal form of t h e  bound element. According t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s  

presented above, it is  no t  i n  t h e  t e c h n i c a l i t y  of t h e  de r iva t ion  

t h a t  t h e r e  is  a h i t c h  s i n c e  t h e  Binding r e l a t i o n  between John 

and him - i n  (11 1 )  i s  t e c h n i c a l l y  poss ib le  because him has t h e  

same bindee s t a t u s  t h a t  himself has: they  both lack an R-index 

when i n s e r t e d  a t  D-structure.  W e  could always say t h a t  pronouns 
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do have an R-index a t  D-ut,ructure, and t h a t  they d i f f e r  from re- 

f!-zxive forms i n  t h i s  r e spec t .  But fhis would weaken t h e  analy- 

sis of wfalse r e f l e x i v e s n  which would no t  be on a pa r  with t r u e  

pronominal forms anymore i n  * e i r  indexing procedure. Further-  

more, w e  w i l l  see i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  of (117)  and fol lowing t h a t  

the conceptual advantage of dea l ing  w i t h  t h e  indexing of t h e s e  

elements i n  a u n i f i e d  fashion is empi r i ca l ly  motivated.  So it 

has  t o  be a t  t h e  l e v e l  of t h e  form of t h e  pronoun t h a t  something 

is blocking. Therefore,  our  a n a l y s i s  seems t o  push us t o  t h e  

formulation of a condi t ion  on t h e  morphological form of t h e  pro- 

nouns l i k e  ( 112 )  o r  ( 1 1 2 ' ) .  

( 1  12 )  A Bound element ( i n  t h e  sense of ( 7 8 )  ) cannot have a 

pronominal form. 

( 1  12 '  ) A Bound element must have t h e  form of a r e f l e x i v e .  

Although it might seem a b i t  s t r a r g e  a t  f i r s t  t h a t  condi- 

t i o n  B of t h e  b inding  theory  should be reduced t o  a morphologi- 

cal condi t ion  on Bound elements ,  t h e r e  a r e  reasons t o  be l i eve  

t h a t  t h i s  is t h e  case, and t h a t  t h e  condi t ion  must be s t a t e d  a s  

i n  ( 1 12 ' ) rather than ( 1 12)  . W e  could see t h e  e f f e c t s  of con- 

d i t i o n  ( 1  1 2 ' )  i n  a language where some ( o r  a l l )  pronominal forms 

were i d e n t i c a l  t o  r e f l e x i v e  forms. I n  such a case ,  condi t ion  

( 1  1 2 '  ) p r e d i c t s  t h a t  a pronominal could appear i n  a Binding re- 

l a t i o n  without having a r e f l e x i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n :  it would only 

be i d e n t i c a l  i n  form with t h e  r e f l e x i v e ,  not  i n  meaning. There  

a r e  some f a c t s  i n  French that seem t o  have p r e c i s e l y  these  pro- 



p e r t i e s .  

I n  French, t h e r e  a r e  s t r o n g  r e f l e x i v e  forms which a r e  

formed by adding the s u f f i x  m s m e ( s )  t o  the s t rong  form of t h e  

pronoun: elle-meme, lui-meme , nous-mgmes e t c .  But t h e r e  a r e  

a l s o  c l i t i c  r e f l e x i v e  forms. I n  t h e  t h i r d  person s i n g u l a r  o r  

p l u r a l ,  t h e  c l i t i c  r e f l e x i v e  form i s  pe, a s  opposed t o  t h e  

pronominal forms f o r  o b j e c t s  and d a t i v e  complements which a r e  

le, a, &, s, l e u r .  - 
(113) a. Jean s e  lave .  

b. Jean se p a r l e .  

(1 14) a. Jean l e / l a / l e s  lave.  

b . Jean l u i /  l e u r  p a r l e  . 
As w e  have observed i n  2 -2.3.3 above, coreference between c l i t i c  

and t h e  subject i n  cases l i k e  (1  1 4 )  is impossible.  

But i n  the first and second person, t h e  c l i t i c  r e f l e x i v e  

forms and t h e  c l i t i c  pronominal forms of o b j e c t s  and d a t i v e  com- 

Plements a r e  ident. ica1. 

Je regarde.  
Tu - t e  regardes.  
Nous - nous regardons . 
Vous - vous regardez.  

Jean me regarde.  
Jean - t e  regarde.  

Jean - nous regarde.  
Jean vous regarde.  

The p red ic t ion  t h a t  condi t ion  (112')  makes i s  t h a t  it should 

be poss ib le  t o  have the first and second person o b j e c t  c l i t i c s  

i n  French Bound by an antecedent  t h a t  would no t  r ece ive  a re- 

f l e x i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  b u t  r a t h e r  a pronominal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  



And i n  c o n t r a s t ,  this s i t u a t i o n  should no t  be poss ib le  f o r  t h i r d  

person pronominal forms. 27 

Consider t h e  f i v e  fol lowing sets of f a c t s  about f i r s t  and 

second person cl i t ics  i n  French (which a r e  a l l  drawn from Morin 

1979). F i r s t ,  cons ider  (117) .  

( 1 1  7 )  Je me p l a i n s .  

I n  ( 1 17) , can have a  r e f l e x i v e  o r  a  pronominal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  

and t h e  sentence is ambiguous between t h e  two readings i n  (118) .  

( 1 1  8)  a. I am complaining. ( inhe ren t  r e f l e x i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n )  
b. I am t ak ing  p i t y  on myself. (pronominal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n )  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, when t h e  forms a r e  not  ambiguous a s  i n  

t h e  t h i r d  person, then  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  form can only g e t  a  re- 

f l e x i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  and t h e  pronomlnal form must be d i s j o i n t  

i n  re ference  with t h e  s u b j e c t .  

( 1  19 ) Jean se p l a i n t .  
= Jean complains. 
# Jean is t a k i n g  p i t y  on himself .  

(120) Jean le p l a i n t .  

# Jean complains about him. 

= Jean t a k e s  p i t y  on him. (himfJean) 

I n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  i s  90 way t o  express  t h e  pronominal meaning of 

p l a i n d r e  i n  t h e  t h i r d  person w i t h  t h i s  verb,  and s o  a  paraphrase 

l i k e  (1  21a) is needed, although i n  a few non-transparent con- 

s t r u c t i o n s ,  t h i s  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  l i k e  i n  ( 1  21b) . 
(1 21 ) a .  Jean - a p i t i &  de lui-mgme. 

b.  - Jean ne p l a i n t  que - l u i .  ( ' Jean  t a k e s  p i t y  only on 
himsezf. ' ) 



We see t h a t  condi t ion  (112')  makes t h e  r i g h t  p r e d i c t i o n  here:  

a c l i t i c  pronoun can be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with t h e  s u b j e c t  i f  i f  

has  t h e  form of a r e f l e x i v e  although it does n o t  have a  r e f l e x -  

i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  b u t  it has  a s t r i c t l y  pronominal i n t e r p r e t a -  

t i o n .  

A second set of f a c t s  has  t o  do with reduced coordina te  

sentences as i n  t h e  following: 

(122) a.  Je t r o u v a i s  b s t e ,  e t  ma soeur  a u s s i .  

b. Je me t r o u v a i s  b s t e ,  e t  ma soeur  - se t r o u v a i t  b6te . :  
a u s s i .  

c. Je - m e  t r o u v a i s  b e t e ,  e t  ma soeur  me t r o u v a i t  b6te  
a u s s i  . 

(123) a. Jean gg t r o u v a i t  b e t e ,  e t  sa soeur  a u s s i .  
b. Jean - se t r o u v a i t  bSte ,  e t  s a  soeur  se t r o u v a i t  bete 

a u s s i .  

c. #Jean t r o u v a i t  b s t e ,  e t  sa soeur  - le t r o u v a i t  bgte  
a u s s i .  

Again, t h e  non-ambiguous form - se imposes a r e f l e x i v e  i n t e r p r e -  

t a t i o n ,  s o  that (123a) cannot have t h e  pronominal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

i n  ( 1 2 3 ~ )  whereas t h e  ambiguous form - m e  allows an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

where - m e  i s  proriominal and Bound by t h e  s u b j e c t ,  t h e  reading i n  

A t h i r d  set of  f a c t s  involves  a d j e c t i v e s .  Adject ives  i n  

French do no t  allow r e f l e x i v e  c l i t i c i z a t i o n .  So ( 1 2 4 a )  i s  un- 

grammatical, whereas (124b) is  grammatical only i f  9 and 

l e u  do n o t  c o r e f e r .  

(124) a. v I l s  se sont  f i d d l e s .  

b. 11s l e u r  son t  f idGles .  
c. ?Je  m e  s u i s  f i d & l e .  



But as noted by Morin, some speakers  accept  q u i t e  f r e e l y  sen- 

t ences  l i k e  ( 1 2 4 ~ ) .  This  can be explained i f  = is  not  i n t e r -  

p re ted  as a r e f l e x i v e  he re ,  b u t  a s  a pronominal Bound by t h e  

sub jec t .  Again, t h i s  is what is p red ic ted  by condi t ion  ( 1 1 2 ' ) .  

The same judgements hold  f o r  a v o i r  cons t ruc t ions  a s  i n  

(125).  

(125) a. Heureusement que j e  t ' a i .  

b. +Heureusement q u ' i l s  s ' o n t .  

c. Heureusement que je m'ai. 

For some reason, a v o i r  does n o t  allow c l i t i c s  with r e f l ex -  

i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  a s  we  see i n  (125b). Y e t  a c l i t i c  Bound by 

t h e  s u b j e c t  is poss ib le  i n  ( 1 2 5 ~ ) :  s o  it must be t h a t  t h e  c l i t i c  

g e t s  a pronominal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  h e r e ,  and t h a t  it is allowed . 
t o  be Bound by t h e  s u b j e c t  because it s a t i s f i e s  condi t ion  ( 1 1 2 ' ) .  

The las t  set of  f a c t s  has  t o  do with some l e x i c a l  i tems 

which a r e  s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between r e f l e x i v e  and 

pronominal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Morin g ives  t h e  example of comprendre 

guelqu'un, which is ambiguous between t h e  two meanings " t o  under- 

s t and  what someone saysn  and " t o  understand someone's na tu re" .  

Morin no tes  t h a t  f o r  many speakers ,  t h e  second meaning can never 

be r e f l e x i v e .  I f  one p u t s  comprendre i n  a context  where only 

the  second i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is p o s s i b l e ,  then t h e  r e f l e x i v e  in- 

t e r p r e t a t i o n  is no t  p o s s i b l e ,  as w e  see i n  (126a) .  

(126) a .  *I1 n ' y  a que l u i  pour s e  comprendre. 

b. I1 n q y  a que moi pour m e  comprendre. 
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However, as can be seen i n  (126b),  a  c l i t i c  can be Bound by t h e  

s u b j e c t  i n  such cases  i f  it is n o t  a r e f l e x i v e ,  b u t  a  pronominal 

with t h e  form of  a  r e f l e x i v e  ( t h e  s u b j e c t  being PRO which is 

c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with m i  - h e r e ) .  

So i n  a l l  t h e s e  f i v e  c a s e s ,  a pronominal c l i t i c  could be 

Bound when i t s  morphological form w a s  t h e  same a s  t h e  form of 

a r e f l e x i v e  c l i t i c ,  although t h e  context  o r  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on 

some elements i n  t h e  sentence precluded a r e f l e x i v e  i n t e r p r e t a -  

t i o n .  Th i s  means t h a t  t h e s e  sentences  with a  c l i t i c  form t h a t  

is  ambiguous between r e f l e x i v e  and pronominal a l l  have an ambi- 

g u i t y  as t o  what s t r u c t u r e  they  have. They.can have a  D-struc- 

t u r e  where a pronominal c l i t i c  i s  i n s e r t e d ,  a s  i n  ( 1  27) (assum- 

i n g  base-generation of t h e  c l i t i c  he re ,  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

base-generation and d e r i v a t i o n  of t h e  c l i t i c  by movement not  

being r e l e v a n t  he re )  . 
( 1  27) Je mei p l a i g n a i s  L N p  ei] 

But such sentences  can a l s o  have a  s t r u c t u r e  where a r e f l e x i v e  

form is i n s e r t e d .  Our a n a l y s i s  of t h e s e  cases  (see fn .  8 )  is  

t h a t  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  cons t ruc t ion  i s  a der ived  verb form where a 

r e f l e x i v e  form absorbs t h e  0-role ass igned t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  and 

a l s o  absorbs t h e  Case assigned t o  t h e  o b j e c t  ( o r  poss ib ly  da- 

t i v e  o b j e c t ) .  So t h e  sentence can a l s o  have t h e  D-structure 

i n  (1  28a) with t h e  S-s t ruc ture  (128b) a f t e r  app l i ca t ion  of 

move cr has  r a i s e d  t h e  o b j e c t  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  so  t h a t  it can 

be assigned Case. 



(128) a. INP el m e  p l a i g n a i s  je  

b. Jei m e  p l a i g n a i s  ti 

The fact t h a t  sentences conta in ing  t h e s e  morphologically ambi- 

guous i tems can have two d i f f e r e n t  d e r i v a t i o n s  exp la ins  t h e  

f a c t s  t h a t  we presented above. 

l o  The ambiguity between a  r e f l e x i v e  and a  non-reflexive read- - 
i n g  of sentence (1 17)  corns from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it can have two 

d i f f e r e n t  d e r i v a t i o n s  of  t h e  type  (1 27) o r  ( 1  28) . On t h e  o t h e r  

hand, s i n c e  a sentence with - se can only have a  d e r i v a t i o n  a s  i n  

(128) , such sentences only have a r e f l e x i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  a s  

we have seen i n  (119).  

2O I n  t h e  case of  reduced coordina te  sentences as i n  (122) ,  w e  - 
could assume t h a t  t h e  VP of t h e  f i r s t  coordina te  f i l l s  i n  t h e  

gap i n  t h e  second coordinate .  I f  t h e  f i r s t  coordina te  can have 

a r e f l e x i v e  and a non-reflexive s t r u c t u r e ,  then t h e  sentence 

can get, two readings a s  i n  (1 22) . But i f  t h e  f i r s t  coordinate  

conta ins  a gg as i n  (123) , then  it can only have a r e f l e x i v e  

s t r u c t u r e ,  hence only a  r e f l e x i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  t h e  second 

coordina te .  So the assumption t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  c e r t a i n  p a r a l l e l -  

i s m  of  s t r u c t u r e  between t h e  two coordina tes  a t  some l e v e l  ac- 

counts  f o r  t h e  f a c t s ,  given t h e  p resen t  a n a l y s i s  of such ambig- 

uous forms. 

3' I f  ad jeckives  do no t  allow r e f l e x i v e  elements,  bu t  only pro- - 
nominal c l i t i c s  a s  w e  s e e  i n  (124) ,  then  an ambiguous form l i k e  

m e  is  poss ib le  if it has  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  (127) ,  not  t h e  one i n  - 
(128) .  



4' The f a c t s  i n  (125) show t h a t  a v o i r  does not  e n t e r  i n t o  de- - 
r ived  verb forms with r e f l e x i v e  elements.  So a  sentence with 

a v o i r  cannot have a s t r u c t u r e  a s  i n  (1 28)  , but  it can have one 

as i n  (127) .  Since t h e  Binding of t h e  pronoun is  allowed by 

condi t ion  (1 1 2 ' )  i n  t h e  case of ambiguous forms l i k e  m e ,  sen- - 
tence  ( 1 2 5 ~ )  is grammatical. 

5' The second meaning of comprendre cannot be r e f l e x i v e  f e r  - 
some speakers ,  says  Morin. In  t h e  p resen t  a n a l y s i s ,  t h i s  means 

t h a t  it does no t  have a r e f l e x i v e  d e r i v a t i o n ,  presumably f o r  

reasons s i m i l a r  t o  those  given with r e spec t  t o  t h e  a v o i r  f a c t s  

above. So its d e r i v a t i o n  is as i n  (127) , not  (128) .  

It is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  t h a t  t h e r e  is empir ica l  ev i -  

dence t h a t  can show when w e  have t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  i n  (127) o r  t h e  

d e r i v a t i o n  i n  (128): it can be found i n , t h e  choice of a u x i l i a r -  

i e s  t h a t  w i l l  be  assigned. The p r e d i c t i o n  i s  t h a t  i n  a non- 

r e f l e x i v e  d e r i v a t i o n  l i k e  (127) ,  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  w i l l  be a v a i r ;  

i n  a  r e f l e x i v e  d e r i v a t i o n  l i k e  (128) ,  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  w i l l  be 

&re.  (See fn.  8  on t h e  assignment of a u x i l i a r y . )  Consider, - 
f o r  example, t h e  last s e t  of  f a c t s  which i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  

(126) . W e  have claimed t h a t  (1 26b) i s  grammatical because 

a  non-reflexive d e r i v a t i o n  a s  i n  (1 27) i s  poss ib le  i n  t h i s  case 

if one assumes condi t ion  (112 ' ) .  This  means t h a t  t h e  a u x i l i -  

a r y  should be a v o i r ,  according t o  our a n a l y s i s .  The p red ic t ion  

is borne out as can be seen i n  (129) . 
(129) a. I1 n 'y  a  que moi q u i  m'aie - compris. 

b .  *I1 n 'y  a que moi q u i  m e  - s o i s  compris. 

. 



I n  (129a) ,  is  a pronominal c l i t i c  s i n c e  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  

is a v o i r .  I n  (129b),  w e  have a r e f l e x i v e  cons t ruc t ion  s i n c e  

t h e  a u x i l i a r y  is &re. So we see t h a t  t h e  reason why (126a) 

i s  ungrammatical i s  because comprendre, i n  i ts  second meaning 

descr ibed  above, does n o t  e n t e r  i n t o  der ived  verb forms w i t h  

r e f l e x i v e  elements:  i n  o t h e r  words, it cannot have a d e r i v a t i o n  

as i n  (128) . And t h e  reason why (126b) i s  grammatical i s  be- 

cause t h e  s t r u c t u r e  is as i n  (127) ,  and = i s  n o t  a r e f l e x i v e  

b u t  a pronominal: t h i s  i s  why t h e  only  a u x i l i a r y  t h a t  i s  pos- 

s i b l e  i s  a v o i r  i n  (129) ,  s i n c e  t h e  pronominal c l i t i c  construc-  

t i o n  is ass igned t h e  a u x i l i a r y  a v o i r .  28 

A l l  t h e s e  f a c t s  show t h a t  some cond i t ion  l i k e  cond i t ion  

(112')  is  respons ib le  f o r  what i s  going on i n  t'le b inding  of 

pronouns: t h e  r e l e v a n t  c o n d i t i o n  seems t o  be one on t h e  mor- 

pho log ica l  form of t h e  l e x i c a l  element t o  be Bound, and n o t  

one about b ind ing  of pronouns i n  genera l  t h a t  would be r e l e -  

van t  t o  t h e  b inding  theory  as i n  GB. This  means t h a t  t h e  ex- 

p l a n a t i o n  as f o r  why c l i t i c s  i n  sen tences  l i k e  (130) a r e  no t  

c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  t h e  s u b j e c t  ( o r  r a t h e r  cannot be coreferen-  

t i a l  wi th  t h e  s u b j e c t )  is  t h a t  t h e  c l i t i c  ( o r  t h e  EC t h a t  it 

b inds )  is  Bound by t h e  s u b j e c t  when it i s  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with 

it i n  t h i s  conf igura t ion ,  as w e  observed i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  of 

( 6 4 )  above, and t h a t  t h i s  i s  a v i o l a t i o n  of  cond i t ion  (1  1 2 '  ) 

s i n c e  t h e s e  c l i t i cs  do n o t  have a r e f l e x i v e  form. 

(130) a. Jeani l u i  p a r l e .  ( i= j )  
j 

b. Jeani en  p a r l e .  ( i= j )  
j 



These f a c t s  about binding of pronouns a l s o  show t h a t  Chom- 

sky ' s  (1981 a) suggest ion about t h e  binding theory  i n  languages 

t h a t  allow c l i t i c i z a t i o n  cannot be r i g h t .  Recal l  t h a t  Chom- 

sky (1981a) suggested t h a t  i n  such languages, t h e  binding the-  

o ry  a p p l i e s  only t o  c l i t i c s ,  and no t  t o  t h e  s t rong  form of pro- 

nouns. But condi t ion  B, which governs t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of core- 

ference f o r  pronouns i n  Chomsky (1 981 a )  i s  v i o l a t e d  by pronomi- 

n a l  c l i t i c s  i n  a l l  t h e  f i v e  sets of  f a c t s  discussed above. 29 

Before looking a t  o t h e r  consequences of condi t ion  ( 1 12  ' ) , 
something must be s a i d  about t h e  f a c t  t h a t  sentences l i k e  ( 1 3 1 )  

and !!32) a r e  ungrammatical, i . e .  t h a t  no anaphors can appear 

i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  o r  a  t e n s e  c l ause .  

(131) a. +Himself came f o r  dinner .  

b.  *Each o t h e r  a t e  t h e  apple .  

( 1  32) a. *John s a i d  t h a t  himself was r i c h .  

b .  +They s a i d  t h a t  each o t h e r  would do t h e  pa in t ing .  

In ( 1  31 ) , w e  could assume t h a t  t h e  anaphors a r e  l inked t o  

AGR, by Binding f o r  t h e  r e f l e x i v e ,  and each-movement f o r  t h e  

r ec ip roca l .  What seems t o  be going on is  t h a t  AGR provides an 

R-index t o  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  and is access ib le  t o  - each-movement, 

b u t  t h a t  t h e  R-index of AGR is n& " r e f e r e n t i a l l y  s t rong  enough" 

i n  some sense.  This  could come from the f a c t  t h a t  we have been 

subsuming under t h e  not ion  R-index two d i f f e r e n t  types of indi -  

ces: s y n t a c t i c  i n d i c e s  which a r e  r e l evan t  f o r  s y n t a c t i c  proces- 

ses, and r e f e r e n t i a l  ind ices  which a r e  r e l evan t  f o r  i n t e r p r e t i v e  



processes .  For example, w e  do want t o  say t h a t  e x p l e t i v e  ele- 

ments l i k e  - it, t h e r e ,  - il have a s y n t a c t i c  index, although they 

a r e  no t  r e f e r e n t i a l  elements,  s i n c e  movement of these  elements 

i s  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  same requirements t h a t  r e f e r e n t i a l  elements 

a r e  s u b j e c t  to: namely, t h e s e  e x p l e t i v e  elements must Bind their 

t r a c e  i n  t h e  sense of (78) a s  w e  see  i n  t h e  fol lowing sentences.  

(1  33) a .  I t  seems t o  be c e r t a i n  t h a t  Mary w i l l  come. 
b. *It seems is  c e r t a i n  t h a t  Mary w i l l  come] 

(134 )  a. There seems t o  be a man i n  t h e  room] 
b. *There seems & i s  a man i n  t h e  room] 

(135) a. I1 semble y a v o i r  t r o p  de fumke) 
b.  *I1 semble [t - y a t r o p  de fum&e] 

So e x p l e t i v e s  have a s y n t a c t i c  index which can be used t o  

c r e a t e  a Binding r e l a t i o n  with a t r a c e ,  b u t  they  a r e  not  r e f e r -  

e n t i a l .  One way t o  express  t h i s  is  t o  say  t h a t  an R-index i s  

i n  fact decomposable i n t o  two k inds  of ind ices :  a s y n t a c t i c  in-  

dex (S-index) and a r e f e r e n t i a l  index (REF-index). 

This  way of d e a l i n g  with R-indices has  i n t e r e s t i n g  conse- 

quences f o r  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of a d j e c t i v e  agreement. W e  couid as- 

sume t h a t  a d j e c t i v e s  have an R-index t h a t  con ta ins  only an S- 

index s i n c e  a d j e c t i v e s  a r e  not  r e f e r e n t i a l .  But t h e r e  is  a 

sense i n  which they  a r e  coindexed with t h e  head of NP i n  cases  

l i k e  (136) f o r  example s i n c e  they  agree with t h e  head. 

(136)  a .  L a b e l l e  f i l l e  

b. L e  beaa ga r s  

S imi la r ly ,  as (1  36) shows, determiners  could a l s o  be con- 
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s i d e r e d  a s  bea r ing  an S-index, although they  do no t  bear  a REF- 

index. I f  w e  make t h i s  assumption about a d j e c t i v e s  and de te r -  

miners, then t h e i r  agreement fol lows from t h e  genera l  pr inckple  

of  Agreement given i n  (16) above. Note t h a t  ttnen a d j e c t i v e s  

a r e  used a s  nouns i n  French o r  German, vie could simply assume 

t h a t  t h e  change of  category from A t o  N involves t h e  add i t ion  

of a REF-index s l o t  i n  t h e  E-index of t h e s e  forms. Note f u r t h e r -  

more t h a t  t h i s  use of  a d j e c t i v e s  a s  nouns is poss ib le  only i n  

languages where t h e  a d j e c t i v e  bea r s  F-features  , as is  p red ic ted  

from t h e  Agreement requirement on r e f e r e n t i a l  elements a t  LF: 

a r e f e r e n t i a l  element must i n  some sense agree with an o b j e c t  

i n  domain D ( c f  . the discuss ion  of  (9 ) - ( 1 4 )  above) . 
So t h e  a n a l y s i s  of  e x p l e t i v e s  and of  t h e  agreement f a c t s  

of a d j e c t i v e s  and determiners  sugges ts  t h a t  t h e  not ion  of R-in- 

dex i n  f a c t  incorpora tes  t h e  two not ions  of S-index and REF- 

index. I f  we now r e t u r n  t o  t h e  problem of  anaphors i n  t h e  sub-  

j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of a tensed  c lause  as i n  (1 31)- ( 1  32)  , we have an 

immediate answer i f  w e  assume t h a t  AGR only  has  an S-index, and 

does no t  have a REF-index, which seams i n t u i t i v e l y  r i g h t .  So 

i n  ( 1  31 ) , himself is Bowd by AGR: it t h e r e f o r e  has  an S-index 

bu t  no REF-index. Since a REF-index is necessary t o  g e t  a 0- ro le ,  

the(:sentence is ungrammatical s i n c e  an argument is lacking  a 

€)-role, o r  conversely,  a 8-role cannot be assigned.  This  means 

t h a t  we are assuming t h a t  t h e  pr inckple  of Denotabi l i ty  i s  not  

s t a t e d  on R-index, ~ u t  on REF-index, which a l s o  seems i n t u i t i v e -  



l y  correct if w e  a r e  t o  make a d i s t i n c t i o n  between S-index and 

REF-index: w e  do n o t  want e x p l e t i v e  elementsp a d j e c t i v e s  o r  de- 

te rminers  t o  be assigned a 0-role f o r  example. 

The case of each o t h e r  - i n  (131b) is  p a r a l l e l  t o  t h a t  of 

himself i n  ( 131 a )  : each is  moved t o  t h e  a c c e s s i b l e  nominal AGR, 

b u t  AGR l acks  a REF-index, hence l acks  a 8-role,  and t h e r e f o r e  

t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of each o t h e r  is impossible s i n c e  it r e q u i r e s  

t h e  l i n k i n g  of  two 0-posi t ions i n  o rde r  t o  be proper ly  i n t e r -  

pre ted .  

The ungrammaticality of t h e  sentences i n  (132) follows i n  

a s i m i l a r  fashion.  I n  (132a) ,  himself  cannot be Bound by John - 
because of t h e  3 boundary, s o  it is  Bound by t he  AGR of t h e  lo- 

wer sentence,  and * t h i s  is o u t  f o r  t h e  same reasons that (1 31a) 

is out .  I n  (132b),  - each is moved t o  t h e  n e a r e s t  a c c e s s i b l e  no- 

minal, which is t h e  AGR of t h e  embedded c lause ,  and t h i s  is  un- 

grammatical for t h e  same reasons t h a t  ( 1  31b) i s  ungrammatical. 

Compare now t h e  sentences  i n  (1 37) and ( 138) . 
(1 37) *The men expected t h a t  [each o t h e r  would win] 

(138) The men expected t h a t  [ p i c t u r e s  of each o t h e r  would be 
on s a l e ]  

The d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two sentences is due t o  t he  ac- 

c e s s i b i l i t y  of AGR. I n  (137) ,  AGR of t h e  lower sentence is  ac- 

c e s s i b l e  f o r  - each movement, and it i s  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  nea res t  ac- 

c e s s i b l e  nominal element: s o  t h e  sentence is  ou t  because AGR 

l acks  a REF-index. I n  ( 1  38) however, AGR of t h e  lower sentence 



144 

is no t  a c c e s s i b l e  f o r  each-movement s i n c e  each o t h e r  i s  embed- - 
ded i n  t h e  NP p ic tuxes  of each o t h e r  which is  i t s e l f  coindexed 

with AGR, being  t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  sentence: s o  movement of each - 
t o  AGR of  t h e  lower sentence v i o l a t e s  t h e  i -within- i  well-formed- 

ness  condi t ion  of Chomsky (1981 a) , and hence renders  AGR inac- 

cessible. So t h e  f i r s t  nominal element a c c e s s i b l e  t o  each move- - 
ment i s  i n  t h e  h igher  c l ause ,  and s ince  t h e  men is  p l u r a l  and 

has  a REF-index, t h e  sentence i s  grammatical. 30 

What t h i s  d iscuss ion  sugges ts  is t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  reasons t o  

assume t h a t  R-index is i n  f a c t  the combination of S-index and 

REF-index, and that some elements l i k e  e x p l e t i v e s ,  a d j e c t i v e s ,  

determiners ,  AGR, have only an S-index and no REF-index i n  t h e i r  

R-index, so that thgy e n t e r  i n t o  s y n t a c t i c  processes  l i k e  Bind- 

ing  and Agreement, but they do n o t  bea r  a 0-role. 

Returning t o  condi t ion  (112 ' ) ,  a more important consequence 

of t h e  fact  that condi t ion  B as s t a t e d  i n  GB cannot be r i g h t  

s i n c e  it is a morphological condi t ion  as we have j u s t  shown, 

is t h a t  t h i s  means t h a t  cond i t ion  B cannot be used a s  a kind of 

d e f i n i t i o n  of  the f e a t u r e  [+pronominal] t o  e n t e r  i n t o  t h e  deter- 

mination of the p a r t i t i o n i n g  of  t h e  EC, as proposed by Chomsky 

(1981b) . As we have d iscussed  i n  2 . 2 . 5  above, t h e r e  are pro- 

blems i n  using condi t ion  B i n  t h i s  fashion anyhow. But what w e  

now see is  t h a t  even i f  t h e s e  problems a r e  overcome (by modify- 

ing  t h e  formulat ion of condi t ion  B f o r  example),  this a n a l y s i s  

cannot work s i n c e  condi t ion  B as  a binding condi t ion  cannot be 

right. So t h e  claim t h a t  p r i n c i p l e s  A and B i d e n t i f y  two ca te -  
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g o r i e s  of express ions ,  anaphors and pronofiiinals, and t h a t ,  " i f  

t h e  binding theory  is c o r r e c t n ,  w e  would expect  t o  f i n d  four  

c a t e g o r i e s  of express ions  a s  i n  (88 )  above does no t  hold  s i n c e  

t h e  d i scuss ion  above shows t h a t  t he  binding theory is n o t  - cor- 

rect and t h a t  condi t ions  A and B cannot be s t a t e d  a s  pr i r lc ip les  

of t h e  b inding  theory.  Therefore,  what ca tegor ies  of express- 

ions  a r e  t o  be expected i n  t h e  grammar must be determined by 

o t h e r  f a c t o r s  of  t h e  grammar. W e  have proposed t h a t  t h e s e  fac- 

t o r s  be [+Bound] , [ f co re fe ren t i a l ]  , [~,&Boundj i n  t h e  discus-  

s i o n  of t h e  p a r t i t i o n i n g  of N P  i n  (89 )  - (9 1 ) . 
W e  now assume t h a t  condi t ion  A of t h e  binding theory  i s  de- 

r i v a b l e  from Binding, and t h a t  condi t ion  B must be replaced  by 

a morphological cond i t ion  a s  i n  ( 1 1 2 ' ) :  t h e  e f f e c t  of condi t ion  

B on ECs is  n u l l  s i n c e  an EC is simply determined t o  be of t h e  

anaphor type  when it is bound, hence t h e  i r r e l e v a n c e  of condi- 

t i o n  B i n  t h i s  case. W e  could a l s o  assume t h a t  an EC is  ambi- 

guous i n  form: it is either anaphoric o r  pronominal. So it 

w i l l  always be p o s s i b l e  t o  Bind an EC. Th i s  is  r e s t r i c t i n g  

our  d i scuss ion  a t  t h e  l e v e l  of t h e  form of t h e  element,  whether 

l e x i c a l  o r  not .  Note, however, t h a t  a t  t h e  l e v e l  of d iscuss ion  

where t h e  type of t h e  N P  i s  determined, then  it is  t h e  d e f i n i -  

t i o n s  i n  (105 ) - (107 )  t h a t  a r e  r e l evan t .  This  means t h a t  a Bound 

pronominal is t e c h n i c a l l y  an anaphor by our  d e f i n i t i o n  (105) .  

It  can have a "pronominal de r iva t ion"  a s  we have seen i n  t h e  

preceding d i scuss ion ,  and a pronominal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  a s  i n  
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t h e  coordinate  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  (122c) f o r  example. So f o r  

example, t h e  D-structure of  (1 39a) is (1 39b) . 
(139) a. Je me  t r o u v a i s  b&te ,  e t  m a  soeur  a u s s i  m e  t r o u v a i t  

b s t e .  

b. Je mei t r o u v a i s  ei b s t e ,  e t  ma soeur  a u s s i  mei trouv- 
a i t  ei b e t e  

I n  t h e  f i r s t  coordina te  of  (1 39) , m e  - does no t  have a re- 

f l e x i v e  d e r i v a t i o n  bu t  a pronominal d e r i v a t i o n ,  because of t h e  

p a r a l l e l i s m  i n  s t r u c t u r e  needed f o r  coordina t ion ,  as we saw i n  

t h e  d i scuss ion  of (1 22)  - (1 23)  . But i n  t h e  f i r s t  coordina te ,  me 
i s  Bound by j= ( o r  t h e  [NP e] p o s i t i o n  t o  which -& is r e l a t e d ) ,  

s o  t h a t  - me is  t e c h n i c a l l y  an anaphor by d e f i n i t i o n  (105) .  I n  

t h e  second coordina te  however, me is n o t  Bound,, s o  it is  tech- 

n i c a l l y  a pronominal by d e f i n i t i o n  ( 106) . 
One could o b j e c t  t o  t h e  conclusion t h a t  we reached above 

about t h e  replacement of  t h e  binding theory  condi t ion  B by a 

morphological condi t ion  t h a t ,  al though some modif icat ion of 

Condition B is necessary i n  view of t h e  f a c t s  presented  above, 

t h i s  could be done by keeping condi t ion  B as a genuine bind- 

i n g  theory condi t ion ,  and adding an e x t r a  s t i p u l a t i o n  t o  t ake  

ca re  of t h e  French f a c t s  presented  i n  (1 17) - (1 29) . One reason 

t h a t  could be invoked is t h e  f a c t  t h a t  condi t ion  B does no t  on- 

l y  account f o r  t h e  binding of  pronouns by coindexing, i . e .  d i s -  

t i n c t  coreference ,  b u t  t h a t  t h i s  condi t ion  could a l s o  be con- 

s t r u e d  as a condi t ion  on d i s j o i n t  re ference  which would then  
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( 1 4 0 )  We saw me. 

I f  condi t ion  B is independently needed t o  account f o r  d i s -  

j o i n t  re ference ,  then it could s t i l l  be maintaiqed a s  a t r u e  

binding condi t ion .  Condition B can account f o r  ( 1 4 0 )  i f  t h e  in-  

dexing used i s  more complex than  t h e  one s o  f a r  s s~umed .  But 

as noted i n  Chomsky ( 1981a)  , a more complex indexing i s  requi red  

anyhow t o  handle sentences  l i k e  ( 141  ) . 
( 1  41 Johni t o l d  B i l l  t h a t  theyk should leave.  

j 

In ( 1  41 ) , John and B i l l  are indexed d i f f e r e n t l y ,  and they  

cannot be indexed e i t h e r  with John o r  B i l l ,  i n  accordance with 

the genera l  indexing convention i n  Chomsky ( 1  981a) . But he re  

k - can incorpora te  either o r  1, o r  n e i t h e r ,  s o  t h a t  k= i+ i ,  - - o r  

i+l+x, o r  i+z, o r  i+g ,  o r  5. I f  we suppose t h a t  an index can - 
i n  f a c t  be a s w .  of i n d i c e s ,  then  we can account f o r  ( 1  4 1  ) . 
And by t h e  same token, we could account f o r  ( 1 4 0 )  , assuming t h e  

indexing i n  (1  42)  f o r  example . 
( 1 4 2 )  W e i + j  saw mei. 

-. Here, condi t ion  B would proper ly  exclude sentence (142 )  a s  

an ins tance  of d i s j o i n t  re ference .  But n o t i c e  however t h a t  an 

account of d i s j o i n t  re ference  by condi t ion  B runs i n t o  problems. 

The f i r s t  problem is t h a t  t h e r e  seems t o  be a d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  

a c c e p t i b i l i t y  which depends on t h e  o rde r  of t h e  pronouns invol-  

ved. Thus, Morin ( 1 9 7 9 )  noted t h e  fol lowing c o n t r a s t  i n  d i s -  
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j o i n t  re ference  i n  French when some express ions  of opinion o r  

percept ion  are involved. 

(143) a. Je nous t rouve pas m a 1  i n t e l l i g e n t s .  
b. Wous -- m e  trouvons pas m a 1  ~ n t e l l i g e n t .  

The second problem i s  t h a t  t h i s  c o n t r a s t  is found even a- 

c r o s s  sentence boundaries,  i .e.  govelning category boundaries ,  

as i n  (144) ,  con t ra ry  t o  what condi t ion  B would p r e d i c t .  

(1 4 4 )  a. Tu - penses que nous - rguss i rons?  
b. *Nous - pensons que - t u  r g u s s i r a s .  

Here, (144b) is acceptable  only i f  nous i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  

no t  inc luding  - t u ,  whereas t h e  i n c l u s i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of - t u  i n  

nous i s  p e r f e c t l y  n a t u r a l  i n  (144a) ,  where t h e  o rde r  i s  reversed.  - 
Ken Hale (personal  communication) informs us t h a t  t h i s  con- 

t rast  i n  t h e  o r d e r  of t h e  two pronouns i s  found q u i t e  genera l ly  

i n  languages. The f a c t s  i n  (144) are p a r t i c u l a r l y  c l e a r  i n  lan- 

guages t h a t  have two forms f o r  t h e  f i r s t  person p l u r a l  pronoun, 

depending on whether it is i n c l u s i v e  o r  exc lus ive .  Thus, one 

could n o t  appeal t o  some ana log ica l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  with t h e  ex- 

c l u s i v e  pronominal form t o  account f o r  t h e  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of 

( 1 4 4 a )  s i n c e  when t h e r e  is a c l e a r  form of i n c l u s i v e  pronoun, 

the  sentence is s t i l l  good. Furthermore, such an a n a l y s i s  by 

analogy could not  exp la in  why such an a n a l y s i s  i s  n o t  a l s o  made 

i n  (144b). 

D i s j o i n t  re ference  i s  a l s o  found i n  t h i r d  person NPs: t hus  

t h e r e  seems t o  be a c o n t r a s t  between (145) and ( 1 4 6 ) ,  where t h e  
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underl ined s i n g u l a r  NPs a r e  t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  being p a r t  of 

t h e  reference  of t h e  underl ined p l u r a l  NPs . 
( 1 4 5 )  ??They th ink  that t h e  dean has  a grudge a g a i n s t  -- John/him. 

( 1 4 6 )  -- He/John t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e  dean has  a grudge a g a i n s t  them. 

D i s j o i n t  re ference  a s  i l l u s t r a t e d  here  has  been d e a l t  with 

i n  the l i t e r a t u r e  as a phenomenon c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  non-pro- 

nominal coreference . Thus from Chomsky ' s (1 973)  observa t ions  

about Langacker's cond i t ions  t o  Lasnik ' s  non-coreference condi- 

t i o n ,  t h e  type  of d i s j o i n t  re ference  i l l u s t r a t e d  above i s  con- 

s i d e r e d  a s  a subcase of  a condi t ion  which can be s t a t e d  approx- 

imately a s  t h e  fol lowing,  which is taken from Evans (1980). 

( 1 4 7 )  A term can be r e f e r e n t i a l l y  dependent upon an N P  i f  and 
only i f  it does n o t  precede and c-command t h a t  NP .  

But this condi t ion  is  r e l a t e d  t o  condi t ion  C of t h e  binding 

theory ,  r a t h e r  than  t o  condi t ion  B. I n  f a c t ,  i n  Chomsky (1981b1, 

it is proposed t o  v i r t u a l l y  r ep lace  condi t ion  C by Evans' con- 

d i t i o n  given i n  ( 1  4 7 ) ,  and Strorg Cross-Over f a c t s  rece ive  an 

explanat ion  t h a t  does n o t  r e l y  on condi t ion  C anymore. We re- 

t u r n  t o  t h i s  t o p i c  s h o r t l y .  Note t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  f a c t s  d i s -  

cussed above hold  a c r o s s  sentence boundaries,  t h a t  a l s o  sug- 

g e s t s  t h a t  condi t ion  B is n o t  r e l e v a n t ,  b u t  r a t h e r  condi t ion  C .  

How does condi t ion  C r e l a t e  t o  t h e  d i s j o i n t  re ference  f a c t s  

discussed above? F i r s t ,  it must be assumed t h a t  t h e  indexing 

convention is s l i g h t l y  enr iched,  which is independently needed 
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f o r  sentences  l i k e  ( 1  41 ) , a s  we  have seen. So f o r  example, 

cons ider  t h e  sentences  i n  (144) ,  with an enr iched indexing a s  

i n  (148) . 
(148)  a. Tu penses que nousi+x i r&uss i rons?  

b. W O U S ~ + ~  pensons que tu i  r e u s s i r a s .  

Suppose t h a t  we i n t e r p r e t  an i n c l u s i v e  - nous as being r e f e r -  

e n t i a l l y  dependent upon tu i n  cases  l i k e  (148) ,  s i n c e  t h e  re- 

ference o f  - t u  is  needed t o  determine t h e  r e fe rence  of - nous i n  

such cases. Then (1 48b) v i o l a t e s  t h e  condi t ion  i n  (147) . On 

t h e  o t h e r  hand, - t u  is  n o t  r e f e r e n t i a l l y  dependent upon nous, 

s i n c e  t h e  reference  of - nous i s  n o t  needed t o  determine t h e  re- 

ference  of  e: t hus  (148a) is  grammatical s i n c e  it meets t h e  

requirements of  condi t ion  (147) . The same explanat ion holds  f o r  

t h e  o t h e r  cases where t h e r e  is a c o n t r a s t  i n  t h e  o rde r  of t h e  

included r e f e r e n t  and t h e  inc luding  r e f e r e n t  t h a t  we  saw above. 

Returning t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  keeping condi t ion  B and 

exp la in ing  the f a c t s  t h a t  w e  explained by condi t ion  (112 ')  by 

some o t h e r  s t i p u l a t i o n ,  we  see t h a t  t h i s  proposal  i s  unwarrant- 

ed s i n c e  t h e r e  is no independent motivat ion f o r  condi t ion  B: 

t h e  phenomenon of d i s j o i n t  r e fe rence  has  always been d e a l t  with 

i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  by condi t ions  t h a t  are akin  t o  condi t ion  C of 

t h e  binding theory  r a t h e r  than  condi t ion  B. There are a l s o  em- 

p i r i c a l  reasons t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  condi t ion  B i s  not  respons ib le  

f o r  d i s j o i n t  re ference  e f f e c t s  s i n c e  t h e s e  e f f e c t s  a r e  found 

ac ross  s e n t e n t i a l  boundaries ,  i.e. governing category bound- 
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a r i e s  i n  some cases. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, a condi t ion  l i k e  t h e  

one i n  (147) seems t o  provide an explanat ion  f o r  t h e  c o n t r a s t  

of order ing  of NPs t h a t  show d i s j o i n t  re ference  e f f e c t s .  3 1 

Returning t o  t h e  genera l  d iscuss ion  on binding theory ,  we 

a l s o  assume t h a t  Binding a p p l i e s  when it can; condi t ion  (112 ')  

a p p l i e s  once Binding has  app l i ed  s i n c e  it i s  a condi t ion  on el- 

e m n t s  t h a t  are Bound: it could t h e r e f o r e  a l s o  apply when it 

can, o r  it could apply once a l l  Binding r e l a t i o n s  have appl ied .  

This  means t h a t  condi t ions  A and B are der ived  from processes  

t h a t  do n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  apply a t  S-s t ruc ture .  I t  is i n t e r e s -  

t i n g  i n  t h i s  r e spec t  t o  note  t h a t  t h e  arguments given i n  t h e  

literature t o  support  t h e  claim t h a t  t h e  binding theory  must 

apply a t  S-s t ruc ture  always i n v o l v e ;  condi t ion  C ,  no t  condi- 

t i o n s  A and B ( c f .  Chomsky 1981a). 

The common argument f o r  applying t h e  binding theory a t  

S-s t ruc ture  has  t o  do with t h e  c o n t r a s t  between t h e  sentences 

i n  (149) .  

(149) a. I [Which book] t h a t  - Johnk read  t ] d i d  hek l i k e  t ? -i j - j 
b.  *Hei l i k e s  [every book t h a t  - Johni read]. 

If condi t ion  C d id  no t  apply a t  S-s t ruc ture  but  only a t  L F ,  then 

sentence (449b) should be grammatical f o r  t h e  same reason t h a t  

(1 49a) is grammatical: a f t e r  QR of t h e  N P  every book t h a t  John 

l i k e s ,  t h e  pronoun - he would n o t  c-command t h e  name John, and s o  

they  could be c o r e f e r e n t i a l ,  a s  w e  can see  i n  t h e  LP s t r u c t u r e  

of (1 49b) given i n  ( I  SO) . 
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(1 50) Is  very book t h a t  - John read] [ he l i k e s  t . ] ] j S -  -3 

But s i n c e  (149b) is  ungrammatical, condi t ion  C h a s  t o  apply 

before  LF. Moreover, s i n c e  (149a) is  grammatical, t h i s  means 

t h a t  condi t ion  C must apply a f t e r  WH-movement, o r  else t h e  sen- 

tence  would be ru led  o u t  s i n c e  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  before  WH-movement 

v i o l a t e s  condi t ion  C. W e  see t h i s  i n  (151) ,  where WH-movement 

is blocked s i n c e  the COMP i s  a l ready f i l l e d .  

(151) +Who s a i d  t h a t  he l i k e d  which book that - John read? 

The sentence is ungrammatical when he and John a r e  taken t o  be 

c o r e f e r e n t i a l .  So s i n c e  condi t ion  C must apply before  LF, b u t  

a f t e r  WH-movement , it must apply a t  S-s t ruc ture  . 
It seems t h a t ,  Although cond i t ions  A and B a r e  de r ivab le  

from o t h e r  components of  t h e  grammar, condi t ion  C is  not .  L e t  

us  t h e r e f o r e  keep such a condi t ion  on names. 

(152) The Binding Condition: 

A name cannot be c-commanded by a c o r e f e r e n t i a l  element 
a t  S-s t ruc ture  . 

This  condi t ion  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  condi t ion  on coreference of 

Evans (1980) which states t h a t  "a term- can be r e f e r e n t i a l l y  de- 

pendent upon an NP i f f  it does not  precede and c-command t h a t  

NPn , 

Note t h a t  the Binding condi t ion  (152) appl ieb  only f o r  

names, no t  f o r  v a r i a b l e s .  This  means t h a t  t h e  f a c t s  about cross- 

over w i l l  have t o  be accounted f o r  by o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  

grammar. This  is a good consequence s i n c e  t h e r e  a r e  empi r i ca l  
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f a c t s  t h a t  show t h a t  s t rong  cross-over holds i n  some languages 

where t h e  binding condi t ion  (152) does no t  hold ,  Furthermore, 

cross-over cannot be a condi t ion  on v a r i a b l e s  a t  S-s t ruc ture  

because it is  found i n  languages t h a t  do not  have v a r i a b l e s  a t  

S-s t ruc ture ,  i.e. languages t h a t  do no t  have over t  WH-movement. 

So t h e  two phenomena cannot be col lapsed  toge the r .  The empiri- 

c a l  evidence is given i n  Mohanan (1981). F i r s t ,  Mohanan shows 

t h a t  i n  Malayalam, the condi t ion  on non-pronominal coreference 

is t h a t  pronouns may n o t  precede t h e i r  antecedents ,  r ega rd less  

of  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  involved, i.e. r ega rd less  of whether t h e  pro- 

noun c-commands i ts  antecedent  o r  n o t ,  a s  w e  see  i n  ( 153) . 32 

(153) a. moohan [awante bhaaryayel - nu$$i 

Mohan-n h i s  wife-a p i ~ c h e d  

(Mohan pinched h i s  wife .  ) (a=accusat ive;  n=nominative) 

b. sawan - [moohante bhaaEyaye] 5uJ;i 

(1 5 4 )  a. [moohante b h a a e a y e ]  awan ;ul$i 

b . * lawante bhaafyaye] moohan - nu$@ 

And y e t  cross-over holds  i n  Malayalam, r ega rd less  of t h e  o rde r  

of t h e  v a r i a b l e  and t h e  pronolin, and rega rd less  of t h e  Eact t h a t  

Malayalm does no t  have o v e r t  WH-movement. 

(1 55) a. - aar parannu [meeri awane umma weccu enna] 

who-n s a i d  Mary-n him k i s s  gave t h a t  

(Who daid  Mary k i s s e d  him?) 

b. - a a r  p a r m n . .  [awan meeriye umma weccu enna] 
who-n s a i d  he Mary-a k i s s  gave t h a t  

(Who s a i d  he k i s sed  Mary?) 



c. ~ [ m e e r i  a a r e  umma weccu en-] - awaz parannu? 

(Who d i d  he say  Mary k issed?)  

Coindexing of the pronoun and t h e  v a r i a b l e  i s  a l s o  impossible 

even i f  n e i t h e r  the pronoun nor  t h e  v a r i a b l e  c-commands t h e  

o t h e r ,  as when both are possessive.  

(156) a. *[aarute bhaafyaye] b a n t e  anaa] g u + J i  

whose wife-a h i s  mother-n pinched 
(Whose w i f e  d i d  h i s  mother pinch?) 

b. * [aarute  - bhaafyal [awante anrmaye] - n u l l i  
whose wife-n h i s  mother-a pinched 
(Whose w i f e  pinched h i s  mother?) 

Following Reinhart  ( 1 9 76 ) , Mohanan ' s suggest ion t o  account. 

f o r  s t r o n g  cross-over is  t h e  condi t ion  i n  (157) .  

(157) Q u a n t i f i e d  antecedents  must c-command pronouns. 

Mohanan assumes t h a t  (157) a p p l i e s  a t  NP-structure, i . e .  

the l e v e l  a t  which NP-movement has  taken p lace  bu t  not  WH-move- 

ment ( t h i s  l e v e l  is  pos tu la ted  i n  Riemsdijk and Williams 1 9 8 0 ) .  

Th i s  is t o  uni fy  the account of  q u a n t i f i e d  NPs and WH opera to r s  

w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  czoss-over. 

(158) H e i  l e f t  a pamphlet near  everyone ( i f j )  
j 

( 159)  a. Whoi d i d  he . say t i l i k e s  B i l l ?  
3 - 

b. h e .  said [whoi l i k e s    ill] 
3 

I n  ( 158) , the q u a n t i f i e d  NP everyone does not  c-command he 

a t  NP-structure, s o  - he cannot be bound by everyone. S i m i l a r l y ,  

i n  (159b),  which is t h e  NP s t r u c t u r e  (159a) ,  y& does no t  c- 
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command - he,  s o  who - cannot bind he.  - 
Following Halk ( 1982) , we could extend t h e  domain of t h e  

condi t ion  s o  t h a t  it a p p l i e s  t o  non- re fe ren t i a l  NPs (see fn .  3) 

a s  i n  (160) .  

(160) Condition on BOUND pronouns. 3 3  

Non-referent ial  NPi c-commands pronouni. 

I f  w e  assume t h a t  t h e  v a r i a b l e  of t h e  q u a n t i f i e d  N P  i s  a  

non-referent ia l  N P ,  which i s  q u i t e  n a t u r a l ,  t hen  (160)  a l lows 

us t o  account f o r  WH-cross-over, Q-cross-over, and binding of 

pronouns by o t h e r  non- re fe ren t i a l  NPs i n  a  u n i f i e d  manner. I t  

a l s o  allows t h e  condi t ion  t o  be s t a t e d  a t  a  l e v e l  o t h e r  than  N P  

s t r u c t u r e ,  which t a k e s  some motivat ion ou t  of t h e  pos tu la t ion  

of such a  l e v e l .  HaEk (1982) assumes t h a t  (160) a p p l i e s  a t  

S-s t ruc ture .  This  means t h a t  i n  a sentence l i k e  (159) ,  Haik 

cons iders  t h a t  - t is t h e  BINDER of &, n o t  - who. But i n  t h e  

case of  a  WH i n  s i t u ,  or  i n  languages t h a t  do no t  have o v e r t  

WH-movement, Haik would have t o  assume t h a t  it is t h e  WH-2hrase 

i tself  that is t h e  BINDER. I n  o r d e r  t o  e l imina te  t h i s  d i s p a r i t y ,  

w e  could assume t h a t  (160) a p p l i e s  a t  LF,  and t h a t  it i s  t h e  

v a r i a b l e  t h a t  is t h e  non- re fe ren t i a l  N P  BINDER i n  a l l  i n s t ances  

of WH-constructions. Such an assumption has  t o  be made i n  any 

case  i f  one wants t o  account f o r  cross-over i n  cons t ruc t ions  

where QR a p p l i e s  l i k e  Focus cons t ruc t ions .  

(161)  a. H i s  mother loves JONN. 

b. JOHN L S  h i s  mother loves  - t 11 



I n  (16 1b) , t h e  v a r i a b l e  - t does n o t  c-command - h i s ,  s o  it cannot 

BIND it. Having (160) apply a t  LF a l s o  accounts f o r  cases  l i k e  

the following: 

(162) a. +His - wife  likes many f r i e n d s  of each w r i t e r .  
b .  is [each w r i t e r ' ]  IS [many f r i e n d s  of  Z] [ h i s  wife  

Y s 
l i k e s  y ] u  

A f t e r  QR has  app l i ed  t o  de r ive  t h e  LF s t r u c t u r e  (162b) w e  s e e  

t h a t  t h e  v a r i a b l e  - x does no t  c-command - h i s ,  although t h e  quan- 

t i f i e d  NP each writer does. So i f  (160) a p p l i e s  a t  LF and i f  

t h e  non- re fe ren t i a l  N P  BINDER is  taken t o  be t h e  v a r i a b l e ,  not  

t h e  q u a n t i f i e d  phrase i t s e l f ,  then  we have an explanat ion  of 

t h e  f a c t s .  34 

There is another  r ecen t  proposal  t o  account f o r  cross-over 

f a c t s  by an LF p r i n c i p l e  which i s  made i n  Koopman and Spor t iche  

(1981 ) (henceforth KS) . KS assume t h e  B i j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  

which a p p 1 i . e ~  a t  LF. 

(163) B i j e c t i o n  'P r inc ip le  (KS) 

Every A-position is l o c a l l y  bound a t  most by one x-posi- 
t i o n .  
Every x-pos i t ion  l o c a l l y  b inds  a t  most one A-position. 

Thei r  d e f i n i t i o n  of  l o c a l  binding i s  t h e  following: 

(164) - a l o c a l l y  X-binds - B i f f  - a c-commands 8, and - a and - 0 

a r e  coindexed, and i f  1 has  t h e  same p r o p e r t i e s  a s  2 ,  

y c-commands - a. (where - X = A o r  x) 
(c-command = - a c-commands - B i f f  t h e  f i r s t  maximal prc- 

j e c t i o n  which dominates a, a l s o  dominates - B . )  



So t h e  sentences i n  ( 1 6 5 )  a r e  a l l  ru led  ou t  by t h e  Bijec- 

t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  s i n c e  two A-pos i t iof la re  &bound by t h e  Q-phrase. 

( 1 6 5 )  a. *Who does his mother love  2 3  

b. + H i s  - mother loves  everyone. 

b '  . Ls everyone [S - h i s  mother loves - t]] 

However, t h e  reason why grammatical sentences l i k e  those  i n  

( 1 6 6 )  are not  ru led  ou t  by t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  is  no t  a s  

s t r a igh t fo rward .  

( 1 6 6 )  a. Who & l i k e s  - h i s  mother]? 
b. Everyone l i k e s  h i s  - mother 
C. [S everyone - t l i k e s  mother]] 

I n  t h e  sentences i n  ( 1  6 6 )  , t h e  Q-phrase x-binds two A-po- 

s i t i o n s  a t  LF according t o  KS1s d e f i n i t i o n  given i n  ( 1 6 4 ) .  So 

t h e  sentences  should be ungrammatical with t h e  readings where 

h i s  - is coindexed with t h e  Q-phrase. But t h i s  i s  no t  t h e  case.  

KS cannot appeal  t o  t h e  fact t h a t  his is bound by t h e  v a r i a b l e  

and that it is t h e  v a r i a b l e  t h a t  l o c a l l y  b inds  - h i s ,  no t  t h e  Q- 

phrase; t h e  reason why they  cannot is  because t h e  binding which 

is re levan t  f o r  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  i s  &binding, no t  A- 

binding,  s o  t h a t  both t h e  v a r i a b l e  and - h i s  a r e  l o c a l l y  x-bound 

by t h e  same opera to r  i n  ( 1 6 5 ) .  So some s t i p u l a t i o n  has t o  be 

made i n  add i t ion  t o  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  

a more l o c a l  A-binding " n e u t r a l i z e s n  a l e s s  l o c a l  x-binding. 

I t  is no t  clear what t h e  s t a t u s  and t h e  e f f e c t s  of such a s t i p u -  

l a t i o n  would be i n  t h e  grammar. 
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Even assuming t h a t  such a  s t i p u l a t i o n  is t e n a b l e ,  t h e  B i -  

j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  i s  s t i l l  v i o l a t e d  i n  a l l  cases  where an opera- 

t o r  b inds  two p o s i t i o n s  which a r e  v a r i a b l e s  i f  t h e  second one 

is  n o t  A-bound by t h e  f i r s t  one s i n c e  then  t h e  two p o s i t i o n s  a r e  

l o c a l l y  &bound by t h e  same opera tor .  W e  know t h r e e  such cases .  

The first one i s  p a r a s i t i c  gaps as i n  (167) ,  where which a r t i c l e s  

l o c a l l y  &binds t, and t2. 

(167) Which articles d i d  John f i l e  - tl  without  reading t 2 ?  

Chomsky (1981b) acknowledges t h a t  one must assume t h a t  the 

B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  is bypassed i n  p a r a s i t i c  gap cons t ruc t ions .  

The second case is when t h e r e  i s  movement from coordinated 

phrases  as i n  ( 168) . 
(168) Who d i d  John see and B i l l  h i t :  

Here again ,  an opera to r  l o c a l l y  x-binds two v a r i a b l e s .  I t  

might be p o s s i b l e  t o  circumvent t h i s  problem f o r  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  

pr inckple  by using t h e  across-the-board r u l e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of 

W i l l i a m s  (1978) where the two traces i n  ( I  68) would be only one 

" f a c t o r n  i n  t h e  sense given t h e r e .  This  would ask f o r  modifica- 

t i o n s  of  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  which might no t  be impossible.  

There is a t h i r d  k ind  of v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i -  

p l e  which i s  found i n  sentences l i k e  ( 1  69) i n  French (from Da- 

mourette & Pichon 19 1 1 ) . 
(169)  L a  Russie - dont [le bolchevisrne - t j  n u i t  d [ l a  c i v i l i s a t i o n  &] 

I n  (169) ,  t h e  r e l a t i v e  opera to r  - dont binds both t r a c e s .  
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Fur themore ,  t h e  B i  j e c t i c n  p r i n c i p l e  a n a l y s i s  i s  weaken- 

ed  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it r e q u i r e s  another  s t i p u l a t i o n  on BOUND 

pronouns t h a t  w e  g ive  i n  (1 70) . 
(170) ( (23) of KS) 

A pronoun may ' corefern  with a  v a r i a b l e  bound by a (quasi-)  
q u a n t i f i e d  expression ( i . e .  WH-phrase, q u a n t i f i e r s  s u b j e c t  
t o  QR) only i f  it is i n  t h e  scope of ( i . e .  c-commanded 

by) t h e  (quasi-) q u a n t i f i e r  a t  LF. 

Consider t h e  c-command condi t ion  of Reinhart  (1  976)  i n  

(171) ,  which s t a t e s  a  necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  cond i t ion  f o r  a  

pronoun t o  be understood a s  c o r e f e r e n t  with a  non-defini te  NP. 

(171) The S-s t ruc ture  c-command condi t ion  (Reinhart  1976) 
A non-defini te  NP ( t r a c e ,  QP, focus)  can be coindexed 
with a  pronoun i f f  t h e  l a t t e r  i s  c-commanded by t h e  fo r -  

m e r  a t  S-s t ruc ture .  

I n  t h e i r  d i scuss ion  of (1 71 ) , KS note t h a t  "both t h e  Bijec-  

t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  and t h e  CC approaches agree t h a t  (164) is a  suf -  

f i c i e n t  condi t ion.  Although it i s  formulated a t  LF i n s t e a d  of 

a t  S-s t ruc ture ,  t h i s  is e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  con ten t  of . . . '' (1 70) 

( K S  p. 1 3 ) .  They po in t  out  t h a t  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  ap- 

proach p r e d i c t s  t h a t  (171) i s  n o t  a necessary condi t ion .  How- 

e l - r ,  they say t h a t  they  were unable t o  f i n d  a  c l e a r  configura- 

t i o n  of d a t a  t h a t  would i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e .  

Note a l s o  t h a t  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  of t h e  content  between (170) 

an? (171 1 i s  not  a s  s t rong  a s  KS lead  us t o  be l i eve .  Consider 

t h e  p a r t  of  t h e  cond i t iona l  t h a t  t h e  two s ta tements  a r e  claimed 
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t o  sha re  according t o  K S .  

(1 72) a. CC: pronoun coindexed with va r i ab le+  Q c-commands 

proncun a t  S-s t ruc ture .  
b. BP: pronoun coindexed with va r i ab le+  Q c-commands 

pronoun a t  LF. 

These two condi t ions  have q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  impl ica t ions  i n  

t h e  grammar. For example, s i n c e  QR moves t h e  q u a n t i f i e d  phrase 

i n  a p o s i t i o n  t h a t  c-commands t h e  v a r i a b l e ,  t h i s  means t h a t  t h e  

LF p o s i t i o n  of  t h e  Q-phrase w i l l  always c-command t h e  S-struc- 

t u r e  p o s i t i o n  of  t h e  Q-phrase a s  i n  (1 73) . 
(173) S-S: IS . . . QP . . .] 

LF: LS Q P ~ [ ~  ... t ...]I -i 

( I f  t h e  v a r i a b l e  is a WH-trace, it w i l l  a l ready be c- 

commanded by i t s  b inder ,  as assumed i n  GB f o r  s i m i l a r  

reasons.  ) 

Because of  t h e  t r a n s i t i v i t y  of c-command, t h i s  means t h a t  

i f  a Q-phrase c-commands a pronoun a t  S-s t ruc ture ,  t h e  Q-phrase 

w i l l  c-command both its t r a c e  and t h i s  pronoun a t  LF,  a s  i n  

(174).  

i174) S-S: [S . . . QP . . . pronoun . . .] 
LF: Is QP LS . . . - t . . . pronoun . . .] 1 

This  has  some bear ing  on (1 72)  . It means t h a t  "Q c-commands 

pronoun a t  S-structure ' '  impl ies  t h a t  "Q c-commands pronoun a t  

LF", bu t  t h e  converse c e r t a i n l y  is not  t r u e .  This  means t h a t  

t h e r e  can be cases  where ( 2  72b) would hold ,  but  where ( 1  72a) 
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would n o t  hold. Sentence (162) ,  which w e  r epea t  he re ,  is  pre- 

c i s e l y  such a case. 

(162) a. *His wife  l i k e  many f r i e n d s  of  each  write^ 
b .  rS [each w r i t e r ] x [ s  many f r i e n d s  of [ h i s  wife  

Y s 
l i k e s  yll'l 

Condition (170) of KS allows (162) ,  whereas condi t ion  ( 1  71) of 

Reinhart  blocks it. I n  o rde r  t o  r u l e  out  (162) ,  KS introduce 

t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e .  But we have seen t h a t  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  

p r i n c i p l e  is t o o  s t r o n g  s i n c e  it r u l e s  out  grammatical sentences 

l i k e  (166).  So we conclude that a condi t ion  l i k e  Reinhar t ' s  

(1976) c-command condi t ion  is t o  be p r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  

p r i n c i p l e  of  KS.  A s  noted i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  of (160) ,  w e  could 

assume t h a t  such a condi t ion  a p p l i e s  at LF, and t h a t  it is t h e  

v a r i a b l e  t h a t  is t h e  b inder  i n  a l l  t h e s e  cases .  

Returning now t o  t h e  Binding condi t ion  (152) on names and 

cross-over e f f e c t s ,  w e  note  t h a t  i n  Chomsky (1981b),  it is  a l s o  

recognized t h a t  s t r o n g  cross-over and non-coreference f a c t s  co- 

vered by condi t ion  C cannot be col lapsed .  Chomsky (1981b) pro- 

poses t o  de r ive  t h e  gtrong cross-over e f f e c t s  from v i o l a t i o n s  

of condi t ions  A and B a t  LF. Consider t h e  sentence i n  ( 1 75 1 . 
(175) +Who does - he t h i n k  [t' [ - t l i k e s   ill]]? 

According t o  C1~omsky's (1981b) a n a l y s i s ,  i f  he - and 4 a r e  coin- 

dexed i n  ( 1  75) , then  - t is  an EC l o c a l l y  A-bound by an element 

i n  a 8-posi t ion and is  t h e r e f o r e  PRO, according t o  t h e  funct ion-  

a l  d e f i n i t i o n  of  PRO i n  Chomsky (1981b) . But t h e  sentence is 
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ungrammatical with such a reading s i n c e ,  according t o  Chomsky's 

a n a l y s i s ,  p r i n c i p l e s  A and B a r e  v i o l a t e d  s i n c e  PRO i s  governed 

by INFL. But t h i s  a n a l y s i s  is  based on t h e  assumption t h a t  con- 

d i t i o n s  A and B are t r u e  binding condi t ions  and no t  der ived  from 

o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s  i n  t h e  grammar. It i s  a l s o  c r u c i a l  f o r  t h i s  

a n a l y s i s  t h a t  condi t ion  B a p p l i e s  t o  E C s ,  i.e. t o  PRO i n  t h i s  

case  . 
But F-e have seen t h a t  condi t ion  B of t h e  binding theory 

must be der ived  from t h e  morphological condi t ion  (1 12 ' ) , and 
furthermore,  t h a t  only a weak in fe rence  about t h e  government 

of PRO can be made from t h e  binding theory  even i f  one consi-  

d e r s  PRO t o  be  a pronominal anaphor, s i n c e  t h e  reference  t o  

government has  no independent motivat ion i n  t h e  binding theo- 

rY* 35 On t h o  o t h e r  hand, t h e  condi t ion  on BOUND pronouns 

(160) w i l l  account f o r  t h e  ungrammaticality of (1 75) s ince  t h e  

v a r i a b l e  - t does not  c-command he a t  LF. - 
Note t h a t  condi t ion  (160) w i l l  account i n  a uniform way 

f o r  s t r o n g  cross-over a s  i n  (175) above, and f o r  weak cross-  

over  as i n  (158).  

(176)  a. +Who - does h i s  - mother love - t ?  

b.  +His - mother loves everyone. 

b ' .  [s everyone [S h i s  - mother loves - t]] 
c .  * H i s  - mother loved JOHN 

c' . rS JOHN h i s  - mother lovea - t 11 

I n  a l l  of  t h e s e  cases ,  t h e  v a r i a b l e  does not  c-command t h e  

pronoun a t  LP. Chomsky (1981b) appeals  t o  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  pr in-  
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c i p l e  t o  r u l e  o u t  t h e s e  sentences ,  bu t  it a l s o  blocks some gram- 

mat i ca l  sentences.  

One case  which is problematic f o r  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e ,  

f o r  condi t ion  (160) as it is  s t a t e d  and f o r  Re inhar t ' s  condi- 

t i o n  (1 71) i s  t h e  case of  r e l a t i v e  c l auses ,  s i n c e  weak cross-  

over  v i o l a t i o n s  a r e  poss ib ld  i n  r e l a t i v e  c lauses .  Thus com- 

pare the ungrammatical WH ques t ion  i n  (176a) with t h e  grammati- 

c a l  r e l a t i v e  c l ause  i n  ( 1 77) . 
(177) The man who h i s  mother loved - t b e s t  

Chomsky (1981b) proposes t o  account f o r  t h e s e  f a c t s  i n  t h e  

fol lowing way. F i r s t ,  he assumes t h a t  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  

a p p l i e s  only a t  LF; he then  proposes t h a t  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  a r e  

i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  terms o f  p r e d i c a t i o n ,  which is done a t  LF'. So 

t h e  LF represen ta t ion  of  (177) is (178) .  

(1 78) The mani who h i  si mother loved t . b e s t  
j -3 

The r u l e  of p red ica t ion ,  applying t o  t h e  LF r ep resen ta t ion  

(178) ,  maps it i n t o  (179) a t  LFv. 

(179) The mani whoi h i s i  mother loved ti b e s t  

Since it is assumed t h a t  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  a p p l i e s  

only a t  LF, not  a t  LF', t h e r e  is no weak cross-over e f f e c t .  

Consider now how t h e  p resen t  a n a l y s i s  could account for 

weak cross-over i n  r e l a t i v e  c l auses .  What ( 1  77)  shows i s  that 

t h e  condi t ion  on BOUND pronouns as s t a t s d  i n  ( 1 7 1 )  i s  too  s t rong:  

it should not  be an i f  and only i f  b i c o n d i t i o n a l ,  but  only an 



i f  cond i t iona l ,  as i n  ( 180) . - 
(180) Condition on BOUND pronouns 

Non-coreferent ial  NPi can be coindexed w i t h  pronouni 
i f  N P ~  c-commands pronouni a t  LF. 

I n  ( 180) , t h e  c-command r e l a t i o n  i s  not  n e c e s s a r i l y  re- 

qu i red  f o r  coindexing t o  be poss ib le :  i f  c-command holds ,  then  

coindexing is p o s s i b l e ,  b u t  i f  t h e  c-command r e l a t i o n  does not  

hold ,  it is p o s s i b l e  f o r  NPi and pronouni t o  be coindexed i f  

t h e  two elements a r e  coindexed with a  t h i r d  element,  f o r  exam- 

p l e ,  so t h a t  an i n d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n  is e s t a b l i s h e d  between NPi 

and pronouni. Th i s  is what t a k e s  p lace  i n  a r e l a t i v e  c l ause .  

For example, i n  ( 1 7 7 ) ,  t h e  head of t h e  r c l a t i v e  c l ause  the man 

is coindexed wi th  t h e  v a r i a b l e  ( v i a  t h e  WH-operator) , b u t  it 

could a l s o  be coindexed with a  pronoun i n  t h e  sentence l i k e  h i s .  - 
So t h e r e  is no weak cross-over e f f e c t  i n  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  be- 

cause condi t ion  (180) is n o t  v i o l a t e d  i f  *he head is  t h e  t h i r d  

element binding NPi and pronouni. 36 

This  approach seems p r e f e r a b l e  t o  t h e  one t h a t  makes use 

of the B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  two reasons.  The f i r s t  reason 

i s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  problems with t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e ,  a s  we 

have seen above. 

The second reason is t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no need t o  c r e a t e  a new 

l e v e l  of  LFv i n  t h e  p resen t  a n a l y s i s ,  j u s t  l i k e  t h e r e  was no 

need of having t h e  l e v e l  of NP-structure.  There i s  no a p r i o r i  

reason why one could no t  p o s t u l a t e  an e x t r a  l e v e l  i f  it is  mo- 

t i v a t e d  on empir ica l  grounds. But i f  an a n a l y s i s  can be provi- 
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3ed without  p o s t u l a t i n g  an e x t r a  l e v e l  (bu t  without  adding ex- 

t r a  heavy machinery t o  t h e  grammar i n  o r d e r  t o  avoid postula-  

t i n g  t h a t  l e v e l ,  s i n c e  t h i s  would only be a  t r a d e - o f f ) ,  then  

t h i s  s impler  a n a l y s i s  is t o  be p re fe r red .  O f  course,  i f  t h a t  

e x t r a  l e v e l  is independently motivated,  then  it does not  add 

to t h e  o v e r a l l  c o s t  of t h e  grammar t o  make use of it. Chomsky 

(1981b) provides some f a c t s  about l e f t  d i s l o c a t i o n  a s  an argu- 

ment f o r  t h e  p o s t u l a t i o n  of  t h e  l e v e l  LF'. Thus cons ider  t h e  

l e f t  d i s l o c a t i o n  s t r u c t u r e  i n  ( 181 ) . 
(1 81) Johni, he .  l i k e s  hi%. 

I 

I n  Ohomsky's a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  p red ica t ion  r u l e  w i l l  i d e n t i f y  

John with some pronoun i n  t h e  sentence.  Suppose that it i d e n t i -  - 
f i e s  - i and - k; then  t h e  open sentence i n  (181) is  (1821, which 

is pred ica ted  of - John. 

(1 82 )  he l i k e s  -- 
Then a t  LF' we have (183) .  

( 183) Johni, h e .  l i k e s  himi 
3 

But suppose t h a t  & = 1 a t  LF, say by f o r t u i t o u s  indexing 

of  t h e  pronoun. Then a t  LF', according t o  Chomsky's a n a l y s i s ,  

sentence (181 ) is i n t e r p r e t e d  as i n  (1  8 4 )  . 
(184) f o r  - x = John, - x l i k e s  - x 

But (1  84) is not  a poss ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of ( 1  81 ) , even 

though (181) s a t i s f i e s  a l l  condi t ions  t h a t  hold a t  D- o r  S-struc- 
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ture o r  a t  LF. Chomsky's concPusion is  t h a t  it must be t h e  bind- 

i n g  theory  t h a t  r u l e s  o u t  (1 83) where & = i. Therefore,  t h e  

binding theory  must hold a t  LF'. 

But an account of  t h e s e  f a c t s  can be given without  r e s o r t -  

i n g  t o  an e x t r a  l e v e l  of  r ep resen ta t ion ,  and without  saying 

t h a t  t h e  binding theory  a p p l i e s  a t  S-s t ruc ture ,  LY and LF', 

which seems u n l i k e l y  i f  condi t ions  A and B a r e  de r ivab le  as w e  

have seen above. Suppose t h a t  p red ica t ion  t a k e s  p lace  a t  LF, 

and t h a t  it is no t  t h e  index of t h e  pronouns t h a t  i s  a f f e c t e d  

by p red ica t ion ,  b u t  t h e  index of  John - which must match one of 

t h e  i n d i c e s  of t h e  pronouns. Then t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  two pro- 

nouns i n  (181) must bea r  d i s t i n c t  i n d i c e s  w i l l  remain cons tant  

a l l  a long s i n c e  t h e s e  i n d i c e s  remain cons tan t ,  whatever t h e  me- 

chanism used t o  block coindexing of t h e  two pronouns i n  t h i s  

context .  This  blocking mechanism is  a l ready  needed independent- 

l y  a t  l e a s t  a t  S-s t ruc ture  anyhow. So i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  

i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h e  reading i n  (184) f o r  (181) is  accounted f o r  

by t h e  usual  condi t ion  t h a t  blocks coreference of t h e  two pro- 

nouns i n  (181) even when p red ica t ion  has  not  taken p lace .  

What t h i s  whole d i scuss ion  of pronouns BOUND by non-refe- 

r e n t i a l  NPs sugges ts  is  t h a t  an a n a l y s i s  of cross-over e f f e c t s  

a long t h e  l i n e s  suggested i n  Reinhart  (1976) ,  poss ib ly  invol-  

ving a condi t ion  on BOUND pronouns a s  i n  (1801, seems p re fe r -  

a b l e  t o  one which makes use of t h e  binding condi t ions ,  especi- 

a l l y  i f  condi t ions  A and B a r e  der ivable  from Bi ld ing  and from a 

morphological condi t ion .  Furthermore, s i n c e  condi t ion  (180) 
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accounts f o r  50th s t r o n g  and weak cross-over i n  a unr f i ed  fa- 

sh ion ,  it a l s o  e l i m i n a t e s  t h e  need of t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e .  

And r e c a l l  t h a t  t h e  B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  a n a l y s i s  had t o  be sup- 

plemented wifh t h e  condi t ion  (170) ,  which is c l o s e  enough t o  

condi t ion  (180) t o  suggest  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t s  of (1 70)  and of t h e  

B i j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  should be subsumed under (1 80) . 
2 . 4  Summary 

I n  t h i s  chap te r ,  w e  have seen t h a t  NPs a r e  governed by ge- 

n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  l i k e  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty  (85), which 

e s s e n t i a l l y  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  arguments have an R-index t o  g e t  a 

0-role,  and Agreement, which governs coindexed N P s  . Lexica l  NPs 

f a l l  i n t o  t h r e e  main c l a s s e s :  R-expressions, which denote ob- 

jects i n  domain D; pronouns, which a r e  c o r e f e x e n t i a l  with R- 

express ions ;  and anaphors, which a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  an antecedent  

by Binding ( 7 8 ) .  Anaphors should n o t  be def ined  on a s t r i c t l y  

morphological b a s i s ,  b u t  r a t h e r  on t h e  b a s i s  of  t h e  type  of re- 

l a t i o n  t h a t  holds  between them and t h e i r  antecedent ,  Thus 

t h e r e  are r e f l e x i v e s  which are t r u e  anaphors, which a r e  obl iga-  

t o r i l y  Bound by a unique antecedent ,  and t h e r e  a r e  r e f l e x i v e s  

which are not  anaphors and which a r e  f r e e l y  indexed a t  S-struc- 

t u r e  l i k e  pronouns a r e ,  and which do no t  have an ob l iga to ry  and 

unique antecedent.  True anaphors occur  only i n  t h e  contexts  de- 

sc r ibed  i n . ( 7 5 ) ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  government i s  a c r u c i a l  element 

i n  t h e  definition of Binding. A s  f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of f a l s e  

anaphors and pronouns, it is governed by pragmatic f a c t o r s ,  some 
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of which are descr ibed  i n  Zribi-Hertz (1981 ) .  The p resen t  ma- 

l y s i s  p r e d i c t s  where t r u e  and f a l s e  anaphors w i l l  appear; it 

a l s o  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  pronouns w i l l  never appear f.n Bonnd p ~ s i t i o n s ,  

unless  they  are allowed by t h e  morphological condi t ion  ( 1 1 2 '  ) , 

i.e. when the pronoun has  an ambiguous form which i s  the same 

as a r e f l e x i v e  form, So t e c h n i c a l l y ,  an anaphor i s  a Bound e l e -  

ment and a pronominal i s  an element f r e e l y  indexed a t  S-struc- 

t u r e  . 
Turning now t o  ECS, t h e  complementary approach t o  ECs ,  

which is  expected i n  a "Y-shaped grammarn assumes t h a t  E C s  

have some f e a t u r e s  a+: LF b u t  none a t  PF. This  a l lows a simple 

account of  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of l exkca l  and non-lexical NPs by 

the p r i n c i p l e  o f  Lex ica l i za t ion  which opera tes  a t  PF. The corn- 

plementary approach t o  ECs has  f o r  important consequence t h a t  

it al lows us t o  e l imina te  from t h e  grammar t h e  four  s ta tements  

t h a t  referred s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  ECs;  it does s o  by de r iv ing  them 

from p r i n c i p l e s  and r u l e s  of  t C e  grammar independently motiva- 

ted f o r  the a n a l y s i s  o f  l e x i c a l  NPs. The p a r t i t i o n i n g  of t h e  

EC (89)  w a s  shown t o  be p a r a l l e l  t o  the p a r t i t i o n i n g  of t h e  lex- 

ica l  NP (9 1 ) , and t h e  d i f f e r e n t  types  of NPs a r e  func t iona l ly  

determined by t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of  p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  grammar. So 

t h i s  a n a l y s i s  04 ECs is i n  l i n e  w i l - h  t h e  hypothesis  presented 

a t  t h e  o u t s e t  t h a t  no p r i n c i p l e s  nor r u l e s  should r e f e r  spec i -  

f i c a l l y  t o  E C s ,  b u t  only t o  c a t e g o r i e s  l i k e  N o r  N P .  

The a n a l y s i s  a l s o  has  conseque.~ces on t h e  binding theory.  
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Condition A w a s  shown t o  be de r ivab le  from Binding ( 7 8 ) .  Condi- 

t i o n  B w a s  shown not  t o  be an a c t u a l  condi t ion  re l evan t  t o  t h e  

binding theory  s i n c e  pronouns can be Bound i n  t h e i r  binding ca- 

tegory: they  a r e  then  t e c h n i c a l l y  equ iva len t  t o  anaphors a s  f a r  

a s  t h e  r e l a t l o n  with t h e  antecedent  i s  concerned. There is how- 

eve r  t h e  morphological condi t ion  (1 12' ) on t h e  form of t h e  Bound 

elements which gorerns  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of pronouns Bound i n  t h e  

sense of  (78)  . As i n  Chomsky (1981b) , it is  assumed t h a t  pro- 

nominal non-coreference and cross-over e f f e c t s  cannot be col lap-  

sed  under condi t ion  C.  Pronominal non-coreference is  governed 

by t h e  Binding condi t ion  (152) ,  which a p p l i e s  a t  S - s t ruc tu re ,  

and cross-over e f f e c t s  a r e  due t o  t h e  condi t ion  (180) on BOUND 

pronouns, which a p p l i e s  a t  LF. 

Now t h a t  we have presented  t h e  main companents of our  grarn- 

m a r  and some wags i n  which they  i n t e r a c t ,  w e  w i l l  t u r n  t o  t h e  

d e t a i l s  of  t h e  a n a l y s i s  with r e spec t  t o  t h e  d a t a  covered by ECP 

i n  Chapter 3 ,  t h e  Pro Drop condi t ion  i n  Chapter 4 ,  and c o n t r o l  

t h e m y  i n  Chapter 5 .  
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FOOTNOTES: CHAPTER 2 

1. Borer (1981) f o r  example sugges ts  t h a t  t h e  index i s  pro- 

vided by t h e  f e a t u r e  [apersonl which i s  given by AGR. 

2.  A similar observat ion about d e i c t i c  pronouns and grammati- 

cal f e a t u r e s  w a s  a l s o  made independently i n  Tasmowsky-De Ryck 

a Verluyten (1981). 

3. W e  have n o t  been very s p e c i f i c  about what t h e  not ion R-in- 

dex is meant t o  cover.  What w e  mean b a s i c a l l y  is  t o  use R-in- 

d i c e s  t o  l i n k  NPs t o  one another  i n  some sense ,  bu t  it must be 

noted t h a t  t h i s  does no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  imply t h a t  t h e  two NPs a r e  

c o r e f e r e n t i a l .  The reason f o r  t h i s  i s  because some NPs a r e  not  

r e f e r e n t i a l .  For example, Haik (1982) no tes  t h r e e  types  of 

non-referent ia l  NPs, t h a t  is ,  NPs t h a t  do no t  denote s i n g l e  in-  

d i v i d u a l s  although they  a r e  marked [+sing] ( ignoaing t h e  cases  

of inhe ren t  p l u r a l  nouns l i k e  t r o u s e r s ,  s c i s s o r s ) .  The f i r s t  

type is inheren t  q u a n t i f i e r s  l i k e  i n  (i) . 
(i) a. +Everyone came and he - had a good t i m e .  

b .  Everyone s a i d  t h a t  - he had a good t i m e .  

Sentence ( i a )  i s  u n g r a m t i c a l  because - he cannot be coreferen-  

t i a l  with everyone s i n c e  t h e  v a r i a b l e  of everyone is  not  r e f e r -  

e n t i a l .  I n  ( i b ) ,  t h e  pronoun i s  i n  t h e  scope of t h e  q u a n t i f i -  

e r  ( i .e.  c-commanded by it) s o  t h a t  it can be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  

a bound pronoun. Such a pronoun i s  no t  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with t h e  

q u a n t i f i e r ,  but  r a t h e r  t h e  pronoun is  assigned the value which 

is assigned t o  i ts antecedent a t  LF. 
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Another case  of  non- re fe ren t i a l  N P  i s  an i n d e f i n i t e  NP i n  

t h e  scope of a q u a n t i f i e d  NP. 

(ii) Two men love  a  woman. - She does no t  look n ice .  

(iii) Two men s a w  a woman whec she smiled. - 
I n  (ii) , a woman can only have wide scope over  two men i f  

it is c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with - she. This  i s  because i f  a woman is  

i n  t h e  scope of two men, then  it does no t  r e f e r  t o  a  s i n g l e  

indiv idual :  t h e  NP a woman i s  given values which a r e  dependent 

on t h e  values of  t h e  o b j e c t s  denoted by two men ( t h e r e  could be 

two women i n  f a c t  h e r e ) .  So a  woman with narrow scope i n  (ii) 

is n o t  ~ e f e r e n t i a l ,  hence it cannot be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with - she.  

I n  (iii) on t h e  o t h e r  hand, - she i s  i n  t h e  scope of a woman even 

i f  a woman has  narrow scope, s o  - she can be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a  

bound pronoun: i t s  value w i l l  be t h e  value which i s  assigned t o  

a woman a t  LF. 

The t h i r d  case of non-referent ia l  NPs noted by Haik is  des- 

c r i p t i o n s  conta in ing  a  bound pronoun. 

( i v )  +Everyone l i k e s  h i s  wife ,  bu t  I don ' t  l i k e  h e r .  - 
(v) Everyone t h i n k s  h i s  w i f e  .- l i k e s  h e r  - daughter.  

Here, h i s  wife  cannot be coindexed with h e r  - i f  h i s  wife  has  nar- 

.row scope, unless  it c-commaads h e r  - a s  i n  ( v ) .  The explanat ion 

is  a s  i n  t h e  case  above: s i n c e  h i s  wife is  i n  t h e  scope of eve- - - 
ryone, it does no t  r e f e r  t o  a  s i n g l e  wife ,  and hence cannot be 

c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with an NP. See Haik ( 1 9 8 2 )  f o r  a d e t a i l e d  analy- 

sis of t h i s  type of phenomenon. 
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To r e p e a t ,  our  not ion  of R-index i s  meant t o  cover ins t ances  

of coreference between NPs, b u t  a l s o  ins tances  of binding where 

no coreference is involved as i n  t h e  cases  above. So t h e  no- 

t i o n  of R-index is  a  s t r i c t l y  s y n t a c t i c  not ion ,  which i s  some- 

t h i n g  l i k e  t h e  opera t ive  not ion equ iva len t  t o  t h e  core not ion 

of r e f e r e n t i a l  index which has  t o  do with a c t u a l  re ference  i n  

domain D. 

Note f i n a l l y  t h a t ,  i n  oeddr t o  maintain t h e  s t rong  vers ion  

of  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty  with an i f  and only i f  condi- 

t i o n a l ,  we must say  something &out dummy elements l i k e  and 

about NPs i n  idioms, s i n c e  both of t h e s e  have an R-index and 

F-features  b u t  do n o t  denote an o b j e c t  i n  domain D. I n  t h e  case 

of idioms, w e  could say t h a t  t h e  r e s t r i c t i v e  r u l e  t h a t  i n t e r -  

p r e t s  idioms t a k e s  precedence over  t h e  genera l  "Elsewhere Rule" 

which i n t e r p r e t s  non-idiom NPs, i n  t h e  s p i r i t  of a  ~ a n i n i a n  

P r i n c i p l e  of  r u l e  a p p l i c a t i o n  (c f  . Kiparsky 1973) . A s  f o r  d m -  

my elements l i k e  - it, we could say t h a t  t h e i r  l e x i c a l  entry a c t s  

a s  a very r e s t r i c t e d  r u l e  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  t h e  sense t h a t  

it s p e c i f i e s  t h a t  dummy - it cannot bea r  a  & r o l e  f o r  example. 

See 2.3  f o r  some a d d i t i o n a l  d iscuss ion .  

4. It  should be c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  t h r e e  F-features  t h a t  we assume 

t o  be p a r t  of such l e x i c a l  e n t r i e s  have t o  be considered a s  very 

broad notionswhen one cons iders  them a s  p a r t  of UG. For exam- 

p le ,  gender is  meant t o  cover t h e  f a m i l i a r  not ion of gender i n  

Indo-European languages, bu t  it i s  a l s o  meant t o  encompass o t h e r  

not ions  used i n  languages t o  p a r t i t i o n  t h e  set of ind iv idua l s  



i n  domain D ,  l i k e  noun c l a s s e s  i n  African languages f o r  example. 

Although w e  w i l l  cont inue t o  use not ions  l i k e  gender i n  the 

t e x t  s i n c e  t h i s  term is  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  our  purposes and is  t h e  

one used i n  t h e  languages t h a t  w e  w i l l  s tudy,  t h e  reader  is  

asked t o  bea r  i n  mind t h e  above caveat .  

5. O r  t o  condi t ions  on bound pronouns l i k e  c-command when t h e  

Pronoun is n o t  r e f e r e n t i a l .  See Haik (1982) and footnote  3 .  

6 .  W e  omit d e t a i l s  and o t h e r  condi t ions  which a r e  not  r e l e -  

vant  t o  t h e  case  a t  hand. Prominence i n  condi t ion  (i) is  de te r -  

mined by a  h ie ra rchy  of grammatical funct ions  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  one 

proposed by Keenan & Comrie (197';). Condition (ii) is  essen- 

t i a l l y  equ iva len t  t o  t h e  i -wi th in- i  well-formedness condi t ion  

of Chomsky (1981a) ; it is  proposed by Koster t o  account f o r  t h e  

c o n t r a s t  between (i) and (ii) . 
(i) John says  t h a t  it i s  a  p i c t u r e  of h imsel f .  

(ii) +Johrt - says  t h a t  Mary bought a p i c t u r e  of h imsel f .  

7. This  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  a l s o  holds  of r e c i p r o c a l s .  So f o r  ex- 

ample, Chomsky (1981 a )  has  t h e  fol lowing comment: 

I n  genera l ,  r e c i p r o c a l s  o f t e n  seem marginal i n  preposi-  
t i o n a l  phrases ,  except  under r e a n a l y s i s ,  though not  a l -  
ways. Compare t h e  marginal examples (i) with t h e  more 
acceptable  (ii) (under r e a n a l y s i s )  and (iii). 

(i) a.  They l e f t  with each o the r .  

b. They a r e  easy  f o r  each o t h e r  t o  t a l k  to. 

(ii) a.  They spoke t o  each o the r .  
b. They a r e  s o r r y  f o r  each o the r .  

(iii) a .  They t o l d  Mary about each o t h e r .  

b.  They t o l d  Mary s t o r i e s  about each o t h e r .  

(Chomsky 1981a, p. 316)  



Chomsky (1981a) a l s o  g ives  one example of  v a r i a t i o n  ac ross  

languages f o r  each o the r :  t h e  Dutch equ iva l sn t  of  ( i v )  is gram- 

matical. 

( i v )  *They forced  m e  t o  read  each o t h e r ' s  books 

So although each o t h e r  i s  c l e a r l y  anaphoric i n  meaning, not  

j u s t  i n  form, it seems t o  be allowed i n  some "non-core anaphor 

s t r u c t u r e s " ;  b u t  when each o t h e r  i s  i n  such a s t r u c t u r e ,  t h e  

cons t ruc t ion  has  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of marked cons t ruc t ions .  It  

could be t h a t  each o t h e r  is  used i n  such PP cons t ruc t ions  i n  

analogy with r e f l e x i v e  forms used pronominally. Furthermore, 

t h e  f a c t ,  t o  which we  w i l l  r e t u r n  s h o r t l y ,  t h a t  s t r u c t u r e s  where 

r e a n a l y s i s  has  app l i ed  al low anaphors f r e e l y  i n  English can a l s o  

c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h i s  ana log ica l  use by sonre speakers  i n  non-core 

s t r u c t u r e s .  

8. I n  French, c l i t i c i z a t i o n  of a r e f l e x i v e  is  ob l iga to ry  i f  t h e  

r e f l e x i v e  r e l a t i o n  is e s t a b l i s h e d  w i t h  an a b j e c t  o r  a d a t i v e  com- 

plement , as we see i n  (i) and (ii) . 
(i) a. Jean se rase. 

b.  +Jean r a s e  lui-&me. 

(ii) a.  Jean s ' e s t  don& un coup de marteau s u r  l e  pouce. 
b. +Jean a danni! un coup de marteau d lui-msme s u r  . l e  

pouce . 
W e  w i l l  assume an a n a l y s i s  of r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  along t h e  

l i n e s  suggested by Grimshaw ( 1  980) and Marantz ( 1  981 ) : t h e  

French r e f l e x i v e  cons t ruc t ion  w i t h  - s e  is a der ived  verb form, 

and no t  t h e  combination of a verb and a r e f l e x i v e  o b j e c t  c l i t i c  

(whether moved o r  base-generated: see  Kayne 1975; Burzio 1981 ) . 



W e  w i l l  assume with Marantz (1981) t h a t  r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n ,  being 

a l e x i c a l  r u l e  i n  French, cannot bind t h e  l o g i c a l  o b j e c t  without 

a f f e c t i n g  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  argument s t r u c t u r e  of  t h e  verb: s i n c e  

r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  c l e a r l y  does no t  change t h e  p red ica te  s t r u c t u r e  

of t h e  verb,  it must b ind  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  e x t e r n a l  argument, name- 

l y  the s u b j e c t .  I n  terms of GB, t h i s  could be expressed i n  t h e  

fol lowing way: se absorbs t h e  8-role of t h e  s u b j e c t .  A t  t h e  

same t i m e ,  - se absorbs a Case f e a t u r e  assigned by Lne verb t o  a  

complement. This  seems t o  be a  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  is r e c u r r e n t  

i n  t h e  grammar and which has  consequences t h a t  have been exten- 

s i v e l y  s t u d i e d  i n  Burzio (1981 ) . Burzio states t h e  genera l iza-  

t i o n  as i n  (iii). 

(iii) T-A where T = "assignment of  a  8-role t o  t h e  s u b j e c t . "  

A = "accusa t ive  C a s e  assignmentn 

So ( i a )  would be der ived  i n  our  a n a l y s i s  from the D-struc- 

t u r e  ( i v )  by move a ,  with a  S - s t ruc tu re  as i n  (v)  . 
( i v )  LNP e] se r a s e  Jean 

(v)  Jeani se r a s e  t -i 

This  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  i n  cons t ruc t ions  where some device can ass ign  

Case t o  t h e  o b j e c t ,  l i k e  - il i n s e r t i o n  f o r  example, then t h e  post-  

V NP is i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  t h e  theme, and not  a s  t h e  agent .  

( v i )  I1 se rase beaucoup de gens d'une seu le  main dans c e t  
6 tabl i ssement .  

As noted by J. Morin (1978) , adverb ia l  phrases  l i k e  d ' u n e  seule 

main can only modify t h e  agent of a propos i t ion .  So i n  ( v i ) ,  - 
d'une s e u l e  main does no t  r e l a t e  t o  beaucoup de gens,  but  t o  



some unspeci f ied  agent ,  a s  predicked by our  a n a l y s i s  of r e f l e x i -  

v i z a t i o n .  

This  a n a l y s i s  of  French r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  is  a l s o  compatible 

w i t h  Burz io ' s  (1981 account of t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of a u x i l i a r y  

and p a s t  p a r t i c i p l e  agreement. Burzio proposes t h e  system i n  

( v i i )  . 
( v i i )  a. Essere (Qtre) assignment: 

The a u x i l i a r y  w i l l  be r e a l i z e d  a s  e s s e r e  (&re )  
when a  binding r e l a t i o n  e x i s t s  5etween t h e  sub- 
ject and a nominal c o n s t i t u e n t  of t h e  p red ica te .  

b  . P a s t  9 a r t i c i p l e  agreement: 

A p a s t  p a r t i c i p l e  w i l l  agree  ( i n  gender and num- 

b e r )  with an element binding i t s  d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  

The not ion  nominal c o n s t i t u e n t  of the p r e d i c a t e  is requi red  i n  

Burzio 's  account t L 3  cover t h e  r e f l e x i v e  g& ( o r  E) which is  

p a r t  of t h e  morphclogy of t h e  verb. This  i s  no t  necessary i n  

our  a n a l y s i s  where t h e  S - s t ruc tu re  s u b j e c t  comes from a D-struc- 

t u r e  complement of t h e  V. 

Note t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a  d a t i v e  r e f l e x i v e  t r i g g e r s  p a s t  

P a r t i c i p l e  agreement as i n  ( v i i i )  f u r t h e r  suppor ts  t h e  claim 

that these a r e  nominal a t  a c e r t a i n  l e v e l ,  s ince  PPs do not  

have F-features  t o  t r i g g e r  agreement i n  French. 

( v i i i )  E l l e  s ' g t a i t  imaginge q u ' e l l e  a l l a i t  connaf t r e  . . . 
(M. Prous t )  

Grammarians condemn t h i s  agreement, b u t  a s  noted by ~ r g v i s s e  

( 1 9 6 4 ) ,  t h i s  can be observed i n  "popular" use and a l s o  i n  t h e  

t e x t  of e x c e l l e n t  au thors ,  t h e  example above being such a case. 
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Burzio (1981) a l s o  no tes  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  of agreement i n  I t a l -  

ian .  

( i x )  i ragazz i  s i  erano p a r l a t i  
(The k i d s  t o  each o t h e r  had t a l k e d  ( p l .  ) 1 

Such an a n a l y s i s  of gg where t h e  r e f l e x i v e  morphology ab- 

sorbs a CaRe  f e a t u r e  assigned by t h e  V and t h e  0-role assigned 

t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  exp la ins  why - se i s  no t  compatible with der ived  

s u b j e c t s ,  i . e .  c a s e s  where verbs do not  a s s ign  C a s e  t o  an ob- 

j e c t  o r  a 8-role t o  t h e i r  s u b j e c t ,  and a l s o  why non-dative PP 

complements a r e  no t  s u b j e c t  t o  r e f  l e x i v i z a t i o n .  

(x) a. +Jean s'est frappg p a r  Paul.  (pass ive)  
b.  +Jean se semble 6 t r z  heureux. ( r a i s i n g )  
c. +Jean s'est tomb&. ( e r g a t i v e  V) 

d. +Jean se p a r l e  h Marie. (g o b j e c t )  

9. See t h e  appendix t o  Chapter 3 on what t h i s  f a c t o r  t h a t  for-  

ces r e a n a l y s i s  could be. Recall t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  two main t r e n d s  

t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of s t randed p r e p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e :  

some claim that p repos i t ions  s t randed by WH movement and by 

pass ive  are a l l  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  same r u l e  of r e a n a l y s i s  ( c f .  

Hornstein & Weinberg 3981) although Haw p o s t u l a t e  t h a t  s t r and ing  

i n  pass ives  is s u b j e c t  t o  an a d d i t i o n a l  p red ica t ion  condi t ion;  

o t h e r s  c laim t h a t  t h e r e  should no t  be a uniform account of t h e  

facts and t h a t  two s e p a r a t e  mechanisms allow s t r and ing  i n  pas- 

s i v e  and i n  WH cons t ruc t ions  (cf .  R i e m s d i j k  1978; Rothstein 

1981). I n  t h e  l a t t e r  approach, cons t ruc t ions  i n  which pass ive  

can s t r a n d  a p repos i t ion  a r e  a subse t  of cons t ruc t ions  where 
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WH movement can s t r a n d  a  p repos i t ion .  This  is  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  

(i) 

(i) a. That is t h e  k n i f e  t h a t  P i e r r o t  c u t s  t h e  cheese w i t h  

b. *That knide is  being c u t  wi th .  

To account f o r  t h i s ,  Riemsdijk proposes t h a t  r e a n a l y s i s  

t a k e s  p lace  where pass ive  and WH movement a r e  poss ib le ,  s o  t h a t  

t h e  BP does no t  count as a bounding node a f t e r  r e a n a l y s i s ;  i n  

t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  cases  where only WH movement is  p o s s i b l e ,  he  says  

t h a t  t h e r e  is a COMP node i n  t h e  PP from which t h e  WH is  ex- 

t r a c t e d ,  t h u s  providing an escape ha tch .  Rothstein accounts 

f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  by assuming t h a t  p a s s i v i z a t i c n  is a l e x i c a l  

r u l e ,  and t h a t  it must be f e d  by r e a n a l y s i s ,  which she  a l s o  

cons iders  t o  be a l e x i c a l  process;  a s  f o r  t h e  WH cases ,  she 

assumes t h a t  PP is no t  a bounding node, and t h a t  t h e  marked 

cases a r e  those  where e x t r a c t i o n  is not  p o s s i b l e ,  some indepen- 

dent  f a c t o r s  accounting f o r  t h e s e  cases ,  What is  common t o  

t h e s e  two analyses  is that r e a n a l y s i s  has  taken p lace  f o r  pas- 

s i v e ,  and something else i s  t o  account f o r  t h e  e x t r a  cases  of 

PP s t r and ing  by WH e x t r a c t i o n .  The facts about r e f l e x i v e  and 

pronominal forms support  this double a n a l y s i s  over t h e  uniform 

a n a l y s i s  of Hornstein & Weinberg (1980)  . Thus i n  t h e  case where 

r e a n a l y s i s  would be pos tu la ted  by Riemsdijk and by Roths te in ,  

t h e  r e f l e x i v e  form is ob l iga to ry .  

(ii) a. Thex spoke t o  themselves/*them. - 
b. Mary was spoken t o .  

But i n  t h e  case of  p repos i t ions  s t randed by WH movement, 

b u t  no t  by pass ive ,  i . e .  where r e a n a l y s i s  has  no t  appl ied  ac- 



cording t o  Riemsdijk and t o  Roths te in ,  then  both ferns a r e  pos- 

s i b l e ,  

(iii) a. Who d i d  John h e a r  s t o r i e s  about? 
b. +Mary w a s  heard s t o r i e s  about.  

c .  - John heard s t o r i e s  about =/himself. 

This  sugges ts  tha t  cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  (iii) a r e  not  co re  

cons t ruc t ions ,  whereas those  i n  (ii) a r e ,  hence t h a t  t h e r e  is  

a  s t r u c t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  t w o .  Cf. Chapter 3 f o r  

d i scuss ion  of  r eana lys i s .  

10. There is one t h i n g  t h a t  makes " f a l s e  r e f l e x i v e s n  look l i k e  

anaphors, however: they  a r e  bound i n  m o s t  cases .  But r e c a l l  

that we have seen i n  footnote  4 t h a t  t h e r e  is an independently 

motivated class of bound pronouns, namely non- re fe ren t i a l  pro- 

nouns which are bound by l o  inhe ren t  q u a n t i f i e r s ,  2' i n d e f i n i t e  

NPs i n  t h e  scope of q u a n t i f i e d  NPs, 3O d e s c r i p t i o n s  conta in ing  

a bound pronoun. These non-referent ia l  bound pronouns have t o  

be c-commanded by t h e i r  antecedent  ( e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  i n d i r e c t -  

l y ;  see Haik 1982 f o r  d i scuss ion)  . W e  could cons ider  " f a l s e  

anaphorsw as t h e  r e f e r e n t i a l  equ iva len t s  of t h e  non-referencial  

bound pronouns. This  would exp la in  why they  a r e  bound by a  c- 

commanding antecedent  i n  most cases .  Being r e f e r e n t i a l  how- 

eve r ,  they  could be pragmatical ly  bound ( i . e .  d e i c t i c )  i n  some 

cases ,  as w e  have seen i n  ( 6 0 )  . 
11 .  There i s  one except ion t o  t h i s  genera l i za t ion :  i n  causa- 

t i v e  cons t ruc t ions ,  a  c l i t i c  which is t h e  d a t i v e  o b j e c t  of t h e  



embedded V can be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  f a i r e ,  even 

i f  it is c l i t i c i z e d  t o  f a i r e ,  as noted by Kayne ( 1 9 7 5 1 ,  Morin 

(i) Jean me && f a i t  r acon te r  l V h i s t , , i r e .  

(ii) Gianni m i  gli l a  ha f a t t a  raccontare .  
. . 

L. Rizzi no tes  (personal  communication) t h a t  t h i s  can be 

explained i f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  a sentence like (i) i s  (iii) . 
S ' 

A 
NP 

J 
Jean 6- A 

mei  1 u i  f a i t  
j A A s  

V NP NP VP 
-. 

1 I I 
r acon te r  l ' h i s t o i r e  ei 4 v PP 

j 

I f  t h e  governing category of a chain ( c l i t i c ,  5) i s  defined 

on t h e  e r a t h e r  than on t h e  c l i t i c ,  then t h e  governing category 

of i n  (iii) is t h e  lower S according t o  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of 

governing cateqory i n  Chomsky (19Bla) . So t h e  chain (I.&, 5 )  

can be bound by - Jean which is i n  t h e  h igher  c l ause  and t h e  c l i -  

t i c  is s t i l l  f r e e  i n  i ts  governing ca tegory ,  i n  accord w i t h  con- 

d i t i o n  B of  t h e  binding theory.  

1 2 .  T r a d i t i o n a l  grammarians note  t h a t  i n  genera l ,  r e c i p r o c a l s  

a r e  no t  s o  good i n  PPs ( c f .  ~ r g v i s s e  1964; Sandfeld, 1943 )  . I t  

is  a l s o  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  t h a t  i n  cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  (69a), 

a u t r e s  i s  i n  t h e  PP, while t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  p o s i t i o n  of - l ' u n  is 

unclear  s i n c e  it precedes t h e  p repos i t ion .  I t  might be t h a t  



French PPs have a COMP p o s i t i o n  (c f  . Riemsdi j k  1978) , although 

p repos i t ion  s t r and ing  is  no t  poss ib le  i n  French. More l i k e l y ,  

l ' u n  is i n  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  PP, s i n c e  it seems t o  - 
appear i n  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  of an N P  a l s o  a s  i n  ( i ) .  

(i) J ' i rais  dans l ' u n  ou l ' a u t r e  camp. 

Whatever t h e  p o s i t i o n  of l ' u n  i n  cases  l i k e  ( 6 9 a ) ,  it is  - 
a problem f o r  Case theory ,  i f  indeed l ' u n  . . . l ' a u t r e  must be 

Case marked. W e  leave t h i s  problem a s  a t o p i c  f o r  f u r t h e r  in- 

ves t iga t ion .  Note a l s o  t h a t  t h e  form each o t h e r  i s  a l a t e  form 

i n  English and t h a t  it used t o  be c l o s e r  t o  t h e  French un ... 
a u t r e  (N.  Chomsky , personal  communication) . 
13. I n  some d i a l e c t s  of English,  r e f l e x i v e  forms can appear i n  

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of a tensed  c l a u s e ,  bu t  t h e s e  a r e  e i t h e r  used 

a s  pronouns product ive ly  i n  t h e  d i a l e c t ,  o r  used emphat ical ly .  

(i) Himself came. 

The emphatic use of a r e f l e x i v e  form a s  a pronoun i s  a l s o  

poss ib le  i n  French. 

(ii) a. Jean ?, d i t  q u t . i l  ne v i e n d r a i t  pas.  

b. Jean ne comprends pas.  Lui-meme m'avait  d i t  q u ' i l  
v i e n d r a i t .  

1 4 .  The not ion of Binding given i n  (78) is  not  quike accura te  

s i n c e  it allows John t o  Bind himself i n  ( i ) ,  which i s  ungramma- 

t i c a l .  

(i) *John b e l i e v e s  B i l l  t o  l i k e  h imsel f ]  

What w e  want t o  express  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the  anaphor must be 

bound i n  i t s  minimal Binding category,  construed a s  i n  (ii) . 



(ii) Binding: 

I n  t h e  conf igura t ion  [ ... a ... f3 ... a ...I, 2 
Y - - - 

binds  - B i f  and only i f  

lo  - a. governs fi 
2O - a ass igns  i ts R-index t o  g 
3O 1 is t h e  minimal category p r o j e c t i o n  conta in ing  1 

Binder f o r  & 

15. There are sons p e c u l i a r  f a c t s  of agreement i n  French t h a t  

show t h a t  agreement sometimes does not  depend only on morpholo- 

g i c a l  f e a t u r e s ,  b u t  is determined by reference  f a c t o r s  hence 

t a k e s  p lace  on t h e  LF s i d e  of t h e  grammar. W e  have i n  mind here  

the agreement of elements l i k e  t h e  ' p o l i t e  vous" and t h e  " roya l  

nous". These pronouns, which are p l u r a l  i n  form, can be used - 
t o  refer t o  s i n g l e  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  t h e s e  caaes.  When t h i s  is  t h e  

case,  an a t t r i b u t i v e  a d j e c t i v e  ( o r  any othez element) agreeing 

with such a pronoun is s i n g u l a r  i n  form, r a t h e r  than p l u r a l .  

(i) Vous - Btes t r o p  l i b & r a l / ~ l i b & r a u x ,  mon ami. 

(ii) "Nous - sommes tres liberal", d i t  le r o i .  

On the o t h e r  hand, the r eve r se  is  a l s o  poss ib le :  s o  a noun 

l i k e  sa Majest6 is feminine i n  form, bu t  it can r e f e r  t o  a male, 

i.e. a king,  and nouns and pronouns t h a t  r e f e r  t o  human males 

a r e  usual ly  masculine i n  French. But i n  t h e  case of s a  Majestk, 

it is n o t  t h e  " r e f e r e n t i a l  f ea tu re"  t h a t  e n t e r s  i n  agreement, 

bu t  t h e  mozphological f e a t u r e .  Thus, i n  (iii) , t h e  person re- 

f e r r e d  t o  can be e i t h e r  male o r  female. 

( i f i )  Sa Majest6 e s t  b ien  heureuse/rheureux ce matin. 
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I f  Agreement t a k e s  p l a c e  on t h e  LF s i d e ,  t h e n  r e f e r e n c e  f a c t o r s  

l i k e  t h o s e  i n  (i) and (ii) can be taken  i n t o  account .  And mor- 

pho1,ogical f a c t o r s  l i k e  t h o s e  i n  (iii) can also be t aken  i n t o  

3ccouiit s i n c e  t h e y  are a l s o  a v a i l a b l e  a t  LF. But i f  agreement 

t a k e s  p l a c e  i n  PF, t hen  it is  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  r e f e r e n c e  f a c t o r s  

are a v a i l a b l e .  

16. There are i n s t a n c e s  where PRO seems t o  have C a s e .  For  ex- 

am~le ,  t h e r e  are c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  Russian where PRO seems t o  

b e a r  Dat ive  C a s e  s i n c e  a d j u n c t s  t h a t  ag ree  wi th  t h e  s u b j e c t  of 

an i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e  b e a r  Dat ive  Case even i f  no o v e r t  e l e -  

ment b e a r s  Dat ive  Case i n  t h e  s en t ence  (cf.  Comrie 1974, Neid le  

1 9 8 2 ) .  There are a l s o  i n s t a n c e s  cf qu i rky  Case which remains 

throughout  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  ( c f  . i n  I c e l a n d i c  f o r  example, Andrews 

1976 and o t h e r s )  . So a given V cou1.d have a Case requirement  

on i t s  s u b j e c t ,  and when t h e  V is  i n  an i n f i n i t i v e  c l a u s e ,  t h e  

e lements  ag ree ing  wi th  i t s  s u b j e c t  s t i l l  b e a r  a qu i rky  Case, in -  

d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  PRO s u b j e c t  might have Case a t  t h i s  l e v e l .  

-n Chapter  5 ,  w e  g i l l  look a t  t h e s e  c a s e s  i n  d e t a i l  and show 

t h a t  PRO does  n o t  b e a r  Case a t  PF i n  such c a s e s .  

17.  Note t h a t  Binding is o b l i g a t o r y  and a p p l i e s  when it can ,  

j u s t  l i k e  o t h e r  mechanisms t h a t  depend on government l i k e  Case 

assignment and s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n .  The P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l ?  

f o r c e s  s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  t o  t a k e  p l a c e  from t h e  s t a r t  i n  D- 

s t r u c t u r e ,  b u t  Case assignment i o r  checking)  a p p l i e s  whenever 

it can a s  is  c l e a r  i n  t h e  case of  r a i s i n g  o r  pas s  e. 
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18. W e  use t h e  term nominal element he re  r a t h e r  than  N P  because 

w e  w i l l  e v e n t c a l l y  want t o  include i n  t h e  s e t  of elements t h a t  

agree,  AGR and a l s o  a d j e c t i v e s .  

19.  The f a c t  t h a t  names have an inheren t  R-index could be de- 

r ived  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they  pick t h e  R-index of t h e  o b j e c t  

of domain D t h a t  they  name. 

20 .  There i s  another  redundancy between t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lexi- 

c a l i z a t i o n  and Agreement s i n c e  both r e f e r  t o  F-features  , F-fea- 

t u r e a  being included i n  $- fea tures .  But t h i s  is only an appa- 

r e n t  redundancy s i n c e  t h e  two components d e a l  with F-features  

i n  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  a fashion .  The p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion  

i s  a well-formedness condi t ion  on i n d i v i d u a l  e lements ,  i . e .  N s ,  

whereas Agreement is a well-formedness condi t ion  on r e l a t i o n s  

between i n d i v i d u a l  elements.  Furthermore, the: apparent redun- 

dancy i s  a l s o  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some morph&logical f e a t u r e s  

a r e  r e l evan t  on both t h e  PF and t h e  LF s i d e s  of t h e  grammar. 

Thus F-features  a r e  r e l e v a n t  i n  determining t h e  phonological 

shape of an N ,  and they  are a l s o  re l evan t  on t h e  LF s i d e  of 

t h e  grammar sin.ce they  a r e  a s soc ia ted  with o b j e c t s  i n  domain D, 

as t h e  d a t a  i n  ( 1 2 )  and (13) suggest .  F-features  a r e  p a r t  of 

t h e  l e x i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  of nouns, and one is  no t  s u r p r i s e d  

t h a t  some l e x i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  r e l evan t  i n  both. PF and 

LF; s i n c e  it is  assumed that. l e x i c a l  e n t r i e s  provide informa- 

t i o n  re l evan t  t o  PF and information re l evan t  t o  L F ,  some of 

t h i s  information could be re l evan t  t o  both of these  components. 



21. There is  a  r e s t r i c t i o n  of a  s e l e c t i o n a l  na ture  on PROarb: 

it seems t h a t  it must be i n t e r p r e t e d  as [+human]. We r e t u r n  

t o  t h e  reasons f o r  why t h i s  is  s o  i n  Chapter 5. 

22.  Chomsky no tes  t h a t  t h e r e  could be such an element i n  a  po- 

s i t i o n  where C a s e  is  no t  assigned under government, l i k e  t h e  

Genit ive cons t ruc t ions .  Chomsky says  t h a t  "presumably, r e s t r i c -  

t i n g  an element t o  j u s t  such p o s i t i o n s ,  i f  they  e x i s t ,  i s  ex- 

cluded". I t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  see why such elements should be 

excluded without excluding PRO on s i m i l a r  grounds. 

23. Given t h e  assumptions made i n  Ci~omsky (1 981a) , t h e  de f i -  

n i t i o n  of b iading  category must be supplemented with a  s t a t e -  

ment l i k e  ( i) ,  which is t h e  equ iva len t  of t h e  one t h a t  was 

necessary f o r  governing c a t e g o ~ y .  

(i) A roo t  sentence i s  a  binding category f o r  a  governed 
element. 

This  s t i p u l a t i o n  is  necessary although t h e  not ion of government 

does no t  e n t e r  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of  binding category.  

2 4 .  I n  ( 1 0 4 i i i ) ,  PRO is  no t  Bound by John: - it is only corefer -  

e n t i a l  with - John. This  can be i l l u s t r a t e d  when a  r e f l e x i v e  e l -  

ement can disambiguate t h e  r e l a t i o n  a s  i n  (i) and (ii). 

(i) John knows how [PRO t o  behave himself]  (+coref )  

(ii) John knows how [PRO t o  behave onese l f ]  ( -coref)  

25.  But see  t h e  d iscuss ion  of ( 1  17)  - ( 1  2 9 )  below. 

26.  Given our  assumptions, t h i s  not ion of Binding dategory 

subsumes t h e  not ion of  binding category of Chomsky (1981a) g i -  



ven i n  (103) . 
27. We a r e  excluding from t h e  p resen t  d iscuss ion  cases  l i k e  

Jeani m e  l u i i  a  f a i t  r acon te r  l g h i s t o i r e  discussed i n  fn.11 and - 
which a r e  allowed f o r  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  reasons.  

28. Recall Burzio 's  (1981) account of  t h e  choice of t h e  assign-  

ment of  a u x i l i a r y  d iscussed  i n  fn.8. 

(i) Essere ( b t r e )  assignment 
The a u x i l i a r y  w i l l  be r e a l i z e d  a s  e s s e r e  (&re)  when 

a  binding r e l a t i o n  e x i s t s  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and a 

nominal c o n s t i t u e n t  of t h e  p red ica te .  

The not ion  ''nominal c o n s t i t u e n t  of t h e  p r e d i c a t e '  is  requi red  

i n  Burzio 's  account t o  cover t h e  r e f l e x i v e  s i ,  which he  claims - 
is  p a r t  of t h e  morphology of t h e  verb. For Burzio, it is  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  b inds  s i  t h a t  f o r c e s  t h e  choice of e s s e r e .  - 
But t h e  f a c t s  i n  (129) a r e  not  compatible with (i) s i n c e  t h e  

s u b j e c t  i n  (129a) does n o t  bind a nominal c o n s t i t u e n t  of t h e  

p red ica te ,  namely t h e  c l i t i c  me, and y e t  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  is avo i r .  

(Note t h e  same is  t r u e  i n  sentences l i k e  Jeani me l u i  a  f a i t  - i 

r acon te r  l ' h i s t o i r e ) .  It might be then  t h a t  (i) has  t o  be ~nodi- 

f i e d  as i n  (ii). 

(ii) The a u x i l i a r y  w i l l  be r e a l i z e d  a s  e s s e r e  (Gtre)  - when 

t h e  s u b j e c t  r ece ives  i t s  8-role from t h e  verb forming 

t h e  p red ica te .  

T h i s  means t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  w i l l  o r i g i n a t e  from a  VP i n t e r -  

n a l  p o s i t i o n  i n  D-structure ( i . e .  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  o r  d a t i v e  o b j e c t ) ,  

and have heen moved i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  by move a.  I t  accounts 
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f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  is  avo i r  i n  (l29a) s i n c e  t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  is a pronominal one as i n  (127)  and t h e  s u b j e c t  d id  

no t  o r i g i n a t e  from i n t e r n a l  p o s i t i o n .  a n a l y s i s  of 

e s s e r e  (&re) assignment l ends  support  t o  ow a n a l y s i s  of weak 

form r e f l e x i v e s  s i n c e  w e  c la im t h a t  t h e r e  is  a  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  

s t r u c t u r e  between a  r e f l e x i v e  cons t ruc t ion  and a  pronominal 

c l i t i c  cons t ruc t ion ,  i . e .  (128) and ( 1 2 7 )  r e spec t ive ly .  

There is one aspect  of t h e  - se cons t ruc t ions  t h a t  we have 

no t  d iscussed  s o  f a r :  it i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a  sentence l i k e  (iii) 

is ambiguous between t h e  readings  i n  ( i v a )  , ( ivb)  , and ( i v c )  . 
(iii) L e s  e n f a n t s  se l aven t  soavent.  

( i v )  a .  The c h i l d r e n  wash themselves o f t e n .  ( r e f l e x i v e )  

b. The c h i l d r e n  wash each o t h e r  o f t en .  ( r e c i p r o c a l )  

c  . One washes c h i l d r e n  o f t en .  (middle c ~ ~ ~ s t r u c t i o n )  

I n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  i n  ( i v a )  and ( ivb)  , two 8-roles 

a r e  assigned,  whereas i n  ( i v c ) ,  only one 8-role is assigned,  

t h a t  of theme, and t h e  8-role of  agent is  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  un- 

s p e c i f l e d  and d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  su r face  s u b j e c t .  There i s  a l -  

s o  a four th  type  of se cons t ruc t ion ,  t h e  neuter  cons t ruc t ion  

a s  i n  (vb) . 
(v) a.  L e  vent  a  d i s s i p 6  l e s  nuages. 

b .  L e s  nuages se son t  d i s s i p s s .  

Neuter cons t ruc t ions  d i f f e r  from middle cons t ruc t ions  i n  

t h a t  they  a r e  l e x i c a l l y  r e s t r i c t e d ,  whereas middle cons t ruc t ions  

a r e  f a i r l y  product ive and a l s o  t h e r e  is no unspeci f ied  agent 

perceived i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of neu te r  cons t ruc t ions  ( see  
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Ruwet 1 9 7 2 ) .  

I n  a l l  of t h e s e  - se-cons t ruc t ions ,  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  is  always 

e t r e .  So i f  w e  want t h e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  (ii) t o  account f o r  t h e  - 
assignment of PI stre w e  must assume t h a t  a l l  t hese  sentences a r e  

der ived  l i k e  i n  (1 28)  , i .e.  t h e  s u b j e c t  o r i g i n a t e s  from t h e  ob- 

j e c t  pos i t ion .  So t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  would be der ived  somewhat 

l i k e  pass ives .  This  has  been proposed f o r  the  middle construe- 

t i o n  by Gross (1968)  . But we must a l s o  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  i n  t h e  r e f l e x i v e  and t h e  r e c i p r o c a l  conc t ruc t ions ,  two 

0-roles are assigned,  bu t  only one i n  t h e  middle and neu te r  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s .  This  could be done by assuming t h a t  - se can absarb 

t h e  8-role assigned t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  by t h e  VP, and then it ex- 

presses  t h i s  0-role o r  n o t ,  depending on whether two o r  one 

0-roles a r e  assigned,  r e sgec t ive ly .  This  might force  us, t o  

modify t h e  P ro jec t ion  p r i n c i p l e  s i n c e  - se does not  occupy a 

phrasa l  node p o s i t i o n  here  and it is  no t  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  post-  

V p o s i t i o n  l i k e  c l i t i c s  a r e .  W e  could account f o r  t h i s  d i f f e r -  

ence i n  t h e  number of 0-roles  assigned i n  a  way t h a t  would be 

more d i r e c t l y  compatible with t h e  P ro jec t ion  p r i n c i p l e  a s  it 

is  s t a t e d  by making t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  a  s t r u c t u r a l  one. Thus t h e  

r e f l e x i v e  and rec ipkocal  d e r i v a t i o n  would be a s  In  ( v i )  , where- 

as t h e  middle and neu te r  d e r i v a t i o n s  would be a s  i n  ( 1 2 8 ) ,  given 

here  a s  ( v i i ) .  

( v i )  Les en fan t s  se l aven t  PRO. 

( g i i )  a. Les e n f a n t s  s e  l aven t  - t .  
b .  - se laven t  l e s  en fan t s .  
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Here, se is  only a Case absorber ,  and i s  no t  r e l a t e d  t o  

9-role assignment. I n  ( v i ) ,  absorbs t h e  Case assigned t o  

the o b j e c t ,  s o  t h a t  an EC anaphor can appear i n  o b j e c t  posi-  

t i o n  a s  p red ic ted  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion .  This  

would be e x a c t l y  p a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  English cons t ruc t ion  i n  ( v i i i ) ,  

with t h e  minimal d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  t h e  anaphors have no l e x i c a l  

content  i n  t h e  French equ iva len t s  i n  ( v i ) .  

( v i i i )  a .  The c h i l d r e n  wash themselves. 
b. The c h i l d r e n  wash each o the r .  

The middle cons t ruc t ion  i n  ( v i i )  would p a r a l l e l  t h e  English 

pass ive  i n  ( i x ) :  i n  both cons t ruc t ions ,  t h s  Case assigned t o  

t h e  o b j e c t  and t h e  9-role assigned t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  a r e  absorbed, 

and move. a - a p p l i e s  t o  save t h e  cons t ruc t ion .  

( i x )  a .  - were washed c h i l d r e n  
b. Children w e r e  washed. 

Note t h a t  both i n  Frexicn and i n  English,  a l t s r n a t i v e  solu-  

t i o n s  a r a  poss ib le  t o  a s s i g n  Case t o  t h e  €3-structure p o s i t i o n ,  

namely i n s e r t i o n  of an e x p l e t i v e  element az i n  ( x )  . 
ix) a. 11 se lave  beaucoup d ' en fan t s .  

b.  There w e r e  waehed many ch i ld ren .  

I f  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  of r e f l e x i v e s  and r e c i p r o c a l s  is adopted 

however, p r i n c i p l e  (ii) which governs t h e  assignment of t h e  

AUX - S t r e  must be modified i n  a way t h a t  b r ings  it c l o s e r  t o  

Burz io ' s  formulation. 

( x i )  The AUX w i l l  be r e a l i z e d  a s  6 t r e  when a Binding rela- 

t i o n  e x i s t s  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and an argument posi-  

t i o n  of t h e  p red ica te .  
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29. Note t h a t  t h e  condi t ion  can be kept  as, it i s  s t a t e d  i n  

( 1  12' ) even i f  w e  have sentences  l i k e  (i) . 
(i) They s a w  each o the r .  

Although each o t h e r  does no t  have i i  r e f l e x i v e  form, it i s  

s t i l l  poss ib le  i n  t h e  context  i n  (i). T h e  reason is  t h a t  - each 

o t h e r  is - no t  Bound by they i n  (i) , bu t  each o t h e r  is  l inked t o  

they by each-movement, no t  by Binding. We have a l ready seen 

t h a t  r e c i p r o c a l s  a r e  allowed i n  p o s i t i o n s  where r e f l e x i v e s  a r e  

not  poss ib le  because they a r e  not  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  antecedent  

by t h e  same mechanism t h a t  r e f l e x i v e s  a r e  ( c f .  ( 6 6 )  and (70) ) . 
30. There remains t h e  problem t h a t  some speakers  f i n d  (i) l e s s  

acceptable  than (138) ,  f o r  which w e  have no explanat ion.  

(i) ?They expected t h a t  [each o t h e r ' s  would be on 
s a l e .  

31. There is  much more t o  be s a i d  about d i s j o i n t  re ference .  

For ins t ance ,  t h e r e  is a d i f f e r e n c e  between n o u s - 9  p a i r s  and 

nous-je p a i r s  a s  i n  C i )  . 
(i) a .  *Nous pensons que t u  r h u s s i r a s .  

b. ?Nous pensons que je r h s s i r a i .  

This  might have t o  do with t h e  fact t h a t  nous n e c e s s a r i l y  

inc ludes  t h e  speaker by l e x i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n ,  and so  t h a t  nous 

is not  r e f e r e n t i a l l y  dependent upon je s ince  it i s  lexically 

s p e c i f i e d  a s  inc luding  t h e  reference  of je anyhow. 

Our purpose was only t o  show t h a t  d i s j o i n t  re ference  f a c t s  

a r e  more r e a d i l y  accountable i n  terms of condi t ions  akin ta con- 



d i t i o n  C than t o  condi t ion  B. 

32. Ken Hale informs us (personal  communication) t h a t  t h i s  

seems t o  be genera l ly  t h e  case i n  so-cal led f l a t - s t r u c t u r e d  

languages, i .e. languages with ( a t  l e a s t )  no VP, s o  t h a t  t h e  

o b j e c t  and s u b j e c t  c-command each o t h e r  i n  t h e  syntzx. 

33. The not ion BOUND i s  no t  t h e  same a s  Bound (78) , bu t  it is  

r a t h e r  intended t o  cover t h e  not ion ' i n  t h e  scope c f t  a s  is  

c l e a r  by t h e  d iscuss ion .  

34 .  For some discuss ion  of  t h i s  k ind  of  f a c t s ,  s e e  Chomsky 

(1977a),  where it was observed t h a t  cross-over r e s t r i c t i o n s  hold 

of q u a n t i f i e d  NPs a3 w e l l  as of WH-phrases. See a l s o  Higgin- 

botham (1980) where some a d d i t i o n s  are made t o  Chomsky (1977a) 

i n  o rde r  t o  accoqmt s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  f a c t s  of  t h e  type presented 

i n  (162) .  

35.  I n  t h e  p resen t  a n a l y s i s ,  a  not ion  of pronominal anaphor i s  

n o t  p o s s i b l e ,  according t o  the  d e f i n i t i o n s  given i n  (105) - ( 107)  : 

PRO i s  e i t h e r  anaphoric o r  pronominal, b u t  never both.  

36. Note t h a t  t h e  x-binder of  t h e  v a r i a b l e  cannot funct ion  a s  

the t h i r d  b inder ,  o r  e l s e  t h e r e  would be no explanat ion  f o r  t h e  

ungrammaticality of (158a) .  So t h i s  t h i r d  b inder  must not be 

an &binder of t h e  va r i ab le :  it must be an e x t r a  b inder ,  not  

one t h a t  "crea ted"  t h e  v a r i a b l e ,  a s  is q u i t e  n a t u r a l .  



CHAPTER 3: THE EMPTY CATEGORY PRINCIPLE; 

3.1 General  comments. 

I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  w e  w i l l  examine i n  more d e t a i l  t h e  e f -  

fects t h a t  are a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  ECP i n  GB, and w e  w i l l  see 

how .;hey can be d e r i v e d  from independent ly  mot ivated p r i n c i p l e s  

i n  t h e  approach t o  empty c a t e g o r i e s  p re sen ted  i n  Chapter  2 .  We 

w i l l  t a k e  t h e  ECP t o  be a s  d e f i n e d  i n  ( 1 1 ,  wi th  proper  govern- 

ment as de f ined  i n  ( 1b) . 
( 1 )  a. Empty Category P r i n c i p l e  

la e] must be  p rope r ly  governed. - 
b.  Proper  government 

a p rope r ly  governs B i f  and on ly  i f  a governs 6 ,  and - - - - 
(i) - a is l e x i c a l  (=xO) , o r  

(ii) 2 i s  coindexed wi th '  - B .  

These are the d e f i n i t i o n s  given i n  Chomsky (1  981 a )  . There 

are o t h e r  v a r i a n t s  of t h e  ECP approach i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  wi th  

some mod i f i ca t ions  of t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  i n  ( I ) ,  b u t  t h e  d e f i n i t b n  

i n  ( 1 )  can be assumed t o  be r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  t h e  c o r e  no t ions  

involved.  I n  any case, what w e  want t o  do i s  t o  show how t h e  

ECP can be d e r i v e d  from t h e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  proposed i n  Chag- 

t e r  2; w e  w i l l  t h e r e f o r e  show how t h i s  can be done f o r  t h e s e  

core n o t i o n s ,  and t h e  a n a l y s i s  should ex tend  i n  a s im i l a r  f a sh ion  

t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  t h a t  might arise i n  t h e  coverage of s l i g h t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  d e f i n i t i o n s  of  t h e  ECP. What is  c r u c i a l  f o r  us is  t o  

show by what p r i n c i p l e s  t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  ECP can be accounted 

for  i? our framework, r e g a r d l e s s  of minor d e t a i l s  i n  t h e  formu- 

l a t i o n  of  t h e  ECP and i t s  components. 
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A s  has  o f t e n  been no t i ced ,  t h e  ECP is e s s e n t i a l l y  a s t a t e -  

ment of l o c a l  c o n t r o l ,  of r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  on t r a c e s  (Chonisky 1981 

a , b ,  Kayne, 1981a, J a e g g l i  1981, Stowell  1981a, Aoun e t  a l .  1981).  

The formulation of proper government conta ins  a s t r ange  d i s p a r i -  

t y  as t o  what can be a proper governor, i . e .  a "recoverer":  it 

can e i t h e r  be an xO, o r  an element coindexed w i t h  t h e  EC. A s  

noted by J a e g g l i  (1981) ar.d Stowell  (1981a1, t h i s  i s  not  a uni- 

f i e d  not ion.  Stowell  (1981a) , f o r  example, proposes t o  overcome 

t h i s  d i s p a r i t y  by assuming t h a t  elements t h a t  form p r e d i c a t e s ,  

l i k e  verbs,  have a 8-grid where t h e  ind tces  of t h e  ve rb ' s  con- 

plements a r e  e,ntered. So l e x i c a l  heads would t h e r e f o r e  be co- 

indexed with t h e i r  complements i n  some sense by bear ing  these  

i n d i c e s  i n  t h e i r  8-grid. This  a l lows a nore un i f i ed  not ion 

of proper government, s ince  a l l  proper  governors would now go- 

vern and be coindexed with t h e  EC. There s t i l l  remains t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  t h e  two coindexings a r e  somewhat d i f f e r e n t ,  however. 

There is  a l s o  a d i s p a r i t y  about t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  ECP 

t h a t  emerges a t  a broader  l e v e l :  one could ask why it i s  t h a t  

t h e  ECP holds  only of a subc lass  of  E C s ,  namely t r a c e s ,  i f  i t  

is e s s e n t i a l l y  a s ta tement  on r e c o v e r a b i l i t y .  Surely t h e  con- 

t e n t  of a l l  E C s  must be recoverable .  And i f  t h e r e  is only one 

EC, i t s  d i f f e r e n t  mani fes ta t ions  being f u n c t i o n a l l y  determined, 

one might expect  i d e a l l y  t h a t  t h e  content  of t h e  EC has  t o  be 

recovered i n  a u n i t a r y  fashion.  We have suggested i n  Chapter 

2 t h a t  t h i s  is t h e  case ,  and t h a t  t h i s  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of t h e  

content  of t h e  EC is  uependent on Agreement of t h e  EC w i t h  an 
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o v e r t  e lement  b e a r i n g  t h e  same R-index a t  LF. The EC can g e t  

such an R-index e i t h e r  by be ing  Bound by an an tecedent  ( i n  t h e  

s ense  of  2.78) , o r  by be ing  f r e e l y  indexed a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  t h i s  

a l lowing  co re fe rence  r e l a t i o n s  l i k e  pronouns have. These ways 

of r e c e i v i n g  an R-index a r e  independent ly  mot ivated f o r  o v e r t  

NPs l i k e  r e f l e x i v e s  and ~ r o n o m i n a l s ,  a s  w e  have argued ex t ens ive -  

l y  i n  Chapter  2.  So t h e  c o n t e n t  t o  be rezovered i s  an R-index 

and F- fea tures .  The f a c t  t h a t  an R-index must be  a s s igned  t o  

the EC (and t o  any argument NP) is due t o  t h e  8 - c r i t e r i o n  and 

t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  D e n o t a b i l i t y  11: an argument must be a s s igned  

t o  a 0-role ,  and 8-roles  a r e  a s s igned  on ly  t o  index b e a r i n g  NPs. 

The f a c t  t , h r t  F - f ea tu re s  are a s s igned  t o  an EC ( o r  any NP) comes 

from Agreement which o p e r a t e s  on t h e  LF s i d e  of  t h e  grammar. 1 

I n  t h e  case of  traces, t h e  on ly  mechanism of  index ass ign-  

ment which is  o p e r a t i v e  is  Binding from an an teceden t ,  for r ea s -  

ons  t ha . t  w i l l  be mzde clear as we  look at, t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  ca ses .  

Recall t h a t  i n  t h e  s t r o n g  form o f  a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  grammar, 

t h e  r e l a t i o n  between a hH-phrase and a v a r i a b l e  is expected t o  

be  t h e  sane as t h a t  o f  an N P  and i t s  trace, i . e .  move a .  And 

s i n c e  one of  t h e  main mo t iva t ions  f o r  i n t r o d u c i n g  trace theory  

w a s  t o  reduce t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  moving p h r a s e s  t o  t hose  where 

tk~e ou tpu t  w a s  a c o n f i g u r a t i o n  where an t eceden t  and l e x i c a l  ana- 

phor are found, t hen  t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  antecedent-anaphor 

r e l a t i o n ,  once p rope r ly  determined,  should be found i n  t h e  an- 

t e c e d e n t - t r a c e  r e l a t i o n ,  t h i s  be ing  t h e  n u l l  hypo thes i s .  

I n  t h e  nex t  s e c t i o n s ,  w e  w i l l  look a t  how t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  



195 

of t h e  antecedent-anaphor r e l a t i o n  a r e  mirrored i n  t h e  NP-trace 

r e l a t i o n  ( 3 . 2 )  , t h e  W-phrase-trace r e l a t i o n  ( 3 . 3 )  , and t h e  

0-phrase-trace r e l a t i o n  ( 3 . 4 )  . I n  a l l  these  cases ,  recoverabi- 

l i t y  of t h e  content  i s  necessary whenever a  gap i s  necessary,  

i .e whenever a  @-role  is assigned according t o  t h e  (Extended) 

P ro jec t ion  p r i n c i p l e  and no l e x i c a l  element i s  p resen t  ( inc lu -  

ding PRO and p ro  a s  w e  w i l l  s ee  i n  t h e  following c h a p t e r s ) ,  and 

r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  is  dependent on t h e  same p r i n c i p l e s  i n  a l l  cases .  

3.2. The NP-trace r e l a t i o n .  

I n  Chomsky (1981a), " l o c a l  con t ro l "  of N P  t r a c e s  is de te r -  

mined by c lause  (i) of proper  government i n  (!b) . So, f o r  ex- 

ample, t h e  underl ined V is t h e  XO t h a t  governs t h e  t r a c e  i n  ( 2 ) .  

(2)  a. John was seen t a t  t h e  movies. - -  
b. John seems - t t o  be happy ] . 
I n  (2a) ,  t h e  t r a c e  is governed by seen s i n c e  it i s  i n  t h e  

o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  I n  ( 2 b ) ,  t h e  t r a c e  i s  governed by seems because 
- 
S d e l e t i o n  has  taken p lace ,  and so no major boundaries block go- 

vernment. I n  c o n t r a s t ,  sentence ( 3)  is ungrammatical because S 

d e l e t i o n  is  not  poss ib le  i f  t h e  embedded sentence i s  tensed ,  and 

s o  the t r a c e  is  not  proper ly  governed ~ i n c e  INFL i s  not  a  proper 

governor, a t o p i c  t o  which w e  w i l l  r e tu rn .  

* B i l l  is s a i d  

I n  ( 2 )  , John and t a r e  r e l a t e d  by move a and they form a 

chain: i n  f a c t ,  they  form one discont inuous element. Each p a r t  

of t h i s  discont inuous element l a c k s  something c r u c i a l  t h a t  the 



o t h e r  p a r t  provides:  s o  - John i s  an argument t h a t  has  some refe-  

r e n t i a l  content  and some grammatical f e a t u r e s ,  whereas t h e  t r a c e  

t is  i n  a p o s i t i o n  t h a t  i s  assigned a 0-role. The discont inu-  - 
Qus element (John - I  - t )  can t h e r e f o r e  f u l f i l l  both requirements 

of t h e  8 -c r i t e r ion  f o r  t h e  p o s i t i o n  of - t a i ~ d  t h e  argument John, - 
although each ind iv idua l  element - John and - t could no t  f u l f i l l  

t hese  requirements on i ts own. 

A. Each A-position is  assigned an argument.. 

B. Each argument is  assigned a 0-role.  

But n o t i c e  t h a t  i n  ( 2 ) ,  t h e  proper governors according t o  

t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  ( I ) ,  namely seen and seems, appear t o  p lay  no 

rale i n  t h e  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of  t h e  content  of  t h e  t r a c e ,  t h e  con- 

t e n t  being recovered from t h e  antecedent  - John. However, i f  we 

assume t h a t  VP is  not  t h e  maximal expansion of V,  then  i n  ( 2 1 ,  

John a l s o  governs t h e  t r a c e  s i n c e  no maximal expansion l i e s  - 
between - John and - t. So t h e  requirement f o r  t h e  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  

of t h e  content  of t h e  t r a c e  can be simply t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  must 

be Bound i n  t h e  sense of  (2 .78 ) :  t h e  t r a c e  would then be func- 

t i o n a l l y  determined t o  be an anaphor Bound by i t s  antecedent .  

I n  o t h e r  words, proper government could have only c lause  (11) , 

which would he a requirement t o  properly i d e n t i f y  t h e  t r a c e  i n  

some sense by r e l a t i n g  it t o  i ts antecedent .  So, a t  l e a s t  in  

t h e  case  of NP t r a c e ,  it seems t h a t  we can e l imina te  c lause  (1: 

from proper governmert, and t h i s  modif icat ion e s s e n t i a l l y  re- 
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duces proper  government t o  our not ion of Binding, i . e .  govern- 

mtnt and indexing by t h e  antecedent ,  t h i s  r e l a t i o n  of Binding 

being independently motivated f o r  l e x i c a l  anaphors a s  we s a w  

i n  Chapter 2. 

The reason why c lause  (i) appears t o  be p a r t  of proper go- 

v e r ~ n e n t  i n  many cases  is  t h a t  government by a l e x i c a l  head 

w i l l  a l s o  be necessary f o r  t h e  t r a c e ,  bu t  f o r  reasons t h a t  have 

nothing t o  do s t r i c t l y  with t h e  " i d e n t i f i c a t i o n "  of t h e  t r a c e .  

For example, i n  cases  l i k e  ( 2 a ) ,  t h e  t r a c e  must be l e x i c a l l y  

governed t o  rece ive  a 8-role  f o r  t h e  discont inuous element t h a t  
- 

it forms with John. I n  ( 2 b ) ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, S d e l e t i o n  

must take p lace  f o r  John and t t o  be r e l a t e d  by Binding; s ince  - 
- 
S d e l e t i o n  t a k e s  p lace  only  i n  t h e  context  [[+v] 1, seems 

a?pears t o  govern t h e  t r a c e ,  b u t  again f o r  reasons t h a t  a r e  ir- 

r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  " i n d e n t i f i c a t l o n "  of t h e  EC. So a l l  NP t r a c e s  

must be i d e n t i f i e d  by being r e l a t e d  t o  an a t e c e d e n t  but  not  

a l l  t r a c e s  have t o  be l e x i c a l l y  governed; f o r  example, t h e  sub- 

j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of a sentence is  not  assigned i t s  0-role  by a le- 

x i c a l  head, hence no t  l e x i c a l l y  governed, s ince  it i s  t h e  ex- 

t e r n a l  argument of t h e  p red ica te .2  W e  w i l l  come back t o  such 

cases  when w e  look a t  WH-movement and t h e  ECY i n  t h e  next sec- 

t i o n .  

What comes o u t  of t h i s  d i s c u ~  ion is  t h a t  c l ause  (i) of 

proper government is an a c c i d e n t a l  property of N P  t r a c e s  a s  f a r  

a s  t h e i r  " i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 1 '  is concerned (although government by 

a l e x i c a l  head i s  re levan t  with r e spec t  t o  8-assignment f o r  ex- 
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ample). The e f f e c t s  of ECP a r e  de r ivab le  from t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  

of p r i n c i p l e s  independently motivated f o r  l e x i c a l  NPs, namely 

Binding, Deno tab i l i ty  11, t h e  8 - c r i t e r i o n  and Agreement. Since 

t h e  r e l a t i o n  between an NP-trace and i t s  antecedent i s  essen- 

t i a l l y  t h e  same a s  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between a l e x i c a l  element Bound 

by i t s  antecedent ,  w e  expect t h e  two cons t ruc t ions  t o  share  t h e  

b a s i c  p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  we  observed i n  s tudying t r u e  anaphors. 

Thus w e  observe t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between NP-trace and i t s  an- 

tecedent  is t h e  same a s  t h a t  of a t r u e  anaphor and i t s  antece- 

dent  i n  t h a t  l o  t h e  r e l a t i o n  is  ob l iga to ry ;  2' it is  a one-to- 

one r e l a t i o n ,  s o  t h a t  t h e r e  is only one antecedent  f o r  a t r a c e ;  

3' t h e r e  i s  a s p e c i f i c  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  with t h e  antecedent ,  

namely government; 4O t h e  r e l a t i o n  is  l o c a l ,  because of govern- 

ment again.  (See Koster (1978a,b) f o r  s i m i l a r  observa t ions)  

I f  t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  ECP a r e  der ived  from t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s ,  

t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  should a l s o  exp la in  why t h e  s u b j e c t  of a tensed  

c lause  and t h e  domain of a s u b j e c t  a r e  t h e  two opaque domains, 

i - e .  t h e  P ropos i t iona l  I s l a n d  Const ra in t  and t h e  Spec i f i ed  Sub- 

i e c t  Condition. W e  have a l r eady  given an answer t o  t h e  f i r s t  

of t h e s e  problems i n  our  d i scuss ion  of ( 3 ) ,  which w e  r epea t  he re .  

(3 )  *John is  s a i d  rEis t is  happy ] ] 

I n  (3 )  , John cannot Bind t because a maximal expansion 

blocks government, i . e .  3 ,  s i n c e  d e l e t i o n  cannot apply when 

t h e  embedded c lause  i s  f i n i t e  ( f o r  reasons t h a t  presumably have 

t o  do with t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t ense  i n f l e c t i o n  on t h e  verb 
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and COMP, which we w i l l  no t  d i s c u s s  h e r e ) .  Thus we expla in  t h e  

e f f e c t s  of t h e  PIC. 

A s  f o r  t h e  f a c t s  t h a t  f a l l  under t h e  SSC, they  a r e  accounted 

f o r  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  i s  always a poss ib le  l o c a l  Bin- 

d e r ,  and hence prevents  any NP h igher  i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  from 

Binding t h e  anaphor. For exampie, cons ider  t h e  sentences i n  ( 4 )  . 
( 4 )  a .  mheyi  expected [s me t o  be s e e n  ri together ]  

j 
b. Wheyi expected [S me t o  be looked a t  ti] 

j 

I n  both sentences i n  ( 4 ) ,  me - is t h e  Binder of t h e  t r a c e  ac- 

cording t o  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of Binding ( c f .  f n  1 6 ,  Chapter 2 ) ,  s o  

t h e  sentences a r e  ungrammatical under t h e  intended readings.  

The EC has  no index and it rece ives  one from me, - i ts  Binder, and 

hence it cannot be r e l a t e d  t o  they: s o  t h e  e f f e c t s  of SSC a r e  

der ived  from Binding. Note t h a t  t h e  sentences a r e  a l s o  ru led  

o u t  f o r  a d i f f e r e n t  reason i n  GB, namely t h a t  i f  they  binds t h e  

trace, then  it has  two 8-roles  s i n c e  it i n h e r i t s  one from t h e  

trace, and it a l s o  g e t s  one i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of expected. 3 

Furthermore, - m e  w i l l  a l s o  v i o l a t e  t h e  8 -c r i t e r ion  s ince  it re-  

ce ives  no 8-role under t h e  intended readings,  We s e e  t h a t  t h e  

SSC e f f e c t s  a r e  obscured i n  sen tesces  l i k e  ( 4 ) .  It is  d i f f i c u l t  

t o  cons t ruc t  examples with N P  t r a c e  t h a t  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  SSC ef-  

f e c t  without  having o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  a l s o  have some r e l e -  

vance i n  r u l i n g  o u t  t h e  sentence.  For example, i f  we t r y  t o  a- 

void t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  with t h e  8 -c r i t e r ion  t h a t  we f i n d  i n  ( 4 )  

by pass iv iz ing  t h e  verb expect ,  t hus  e l imina t ing  t h e  8-role 



199  

assigned t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  NP, then  Case theory  e n t e r s  i n t o  ac t ion .  

(5 )  *Theyi were expected [S me t o  be seen t together ]  
j -i 

W e  could say t h a t  (5) i s  ungrammatical because - me is t h e  

Binder of t h e  t r a c e ,  n o t  they.  But t h e  sentence i s  a l s o  ru led  

out  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  - m e  f a i l s  t o  be ass igned C a s e  (and a 9- ro le)  

and hence v i o l a t e s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion ,  from which 

the C a s e  F i l t e r  is derived.  I n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  does not  seem t o  be 

a case where an N P  t r a c e  v i o l a t e s  t h e  SSC e f f e c t  witheut  a l s o  

v i o l a t i n g  another  p r i n c i p l e  of t h e  grammar. However, s i n c e  t h e  

SSC e f f e c t  holds  f o r  l e x i c a l  anaphors a s  we can s e e  i n  ( 6 )  , w e  

w i l l  assume t h a t  it a l s o  holds  f o r  NP t r a c e s  a s  we l l .  

( 6 )  Whey expected [S m e  t o  see themselves] 

I n  (6), t h e  anaphor themselves l acks  an R-index, s o  it is 

assigned one by its l o c a l  Binder - me.  But Agreement then r u l e s  

ou t  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Note t h a t  they  could govern themselves 

s i n c e  t h e r e i s  d e l e t i o n  here  i n  o rde r  f o r  me - t o  be assigned 

Case by expected, b u t  they  i s  no t  t h e  l o c a l  Binder f o r  - them- 

s e l v e s  s i n c e  t h e r e  is t h e  in te rven ing  - me which Binds themselves 

i n  a p r o j e c t i o n  which does not  conta in  they ,  namely t h e  embed- 

ded S. Therefore,  t h e r e  is  an SSC e f f e c t ,  and t h e  sentence is  

ungrammatical, t h i s  e f f e c t  be ing  der ived  from Binding and i n t e r -  

r e l a t i n g  p r i n c i p l e s .  

The t o p i c  of Case assignment b r ings  us t o  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of t h e  NP t r a c e .  I n  GB, N P  t r a c e  does not  have Case because 



t h e  reason why t h e  l e x i c a l  N P  is  moved i s  p rec i se l ty  because it 

has been i n s e r t e d  i n  a D-structure p o s i t i o n  t h a t  i s  not  Case 

marked, and hence t h e  l e x i c a l  N P  must move i n  a Case marked po- 

s i t i o n  t u  escape t h e  Case F i l t e r .  

( 7 )  a. John seems [t - t o  be happy 1 
b. John w a s  seen t t h e r e .  - 

We e s s e n t i a l l y  adopt t h i s  a n a l y s i s  of r a i s i n g  and pass iv i -  

za t ion .  Thus i n  ( 7 a ) ,  seems is  not  a Case a s s i g n e r  and s o  John 

must be r a i s e d .  S i m i l a r l y  i n  (7b1, pass ive  morph.ology precludes 

Case assignment by seen,  s o  t h a t  John must be r a i s e d  t o  t h e  sub- 

j e c t  p o s i t i o n  where it can be Case marked. This  t i e s  i n  with 

Burzio 's  (1981) observat ion t h a t  assignment of 0- ro le  t o  t h e  

s u b j e c t  and assignment of Case t o  t h e  o b j e c t  by a verb are re-  

l a t e d  as T++A (where T= assignment of 8-role t o  t h e  sub j e c t ,  and 

A= assignment of  accusa t ive  t o  t h e  o b j e c t ) .  Thus i f  a verb d i d  

no t  a s s i g n  Case t o  i ts o b j e c t  and y e t  i f  a 0-role was assigned 

t o  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  then  t h e  o b j e c t  could not  be l e x i c a l i z e d  s i n c e  

it could no t  have Case s i n c e  i f  it i s  r a i s e d  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  

it w i l l  g e t  two 8-roles  i n  vicblation of t h e  8-c:riterion. So 

languages do no t  seem t o  al low such verbs.  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

if a language has  a way of a s s ign ing  Case i n  cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  

(7 )  by means of an e x p l e t i v e ,  element l i k e  t h e r e  o r  - il f o r  exam- 

p l e ,  then  t h e  sentence i s  grammatical without r a i s i n g  t ak ing  

Place a s  i n  (8)  . 
( 8 )  a. There a r r i v e d  a man. 

b. I1 e s t  a r r i v 6  un homme. 
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Note t h a t  Burzio 's  observa t ion  s t i l l  holds i n  (8) : no 8 -  

r o l e  can be. assigned t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  s i n c e  i n s e r t i o n  of 

an e x p l e t i v e  element w i l l  t r a n s m i t  Case t o  t h e  o b j e c t ,  and t h e  

e x p l e t i v e  cannot bea r  a 8-role .  

The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  NP t r a c e  does no t  have Case is  cans is -  

t e n t  with our account of  where an EC i s  poss ib le .  Recal l  t h a t  

an EC is p o s s i b l e  i f  it has  no $- fea tures  a t  PF, o r  e l s e  t h a t  

NP must be! l e x i c a l i z e d  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion .  So 

an EC woul~d n o t  be p o s s i b l e  i n  a p o s i t i o n  where Case i s  assign-  

ed and is  v i s i b l e  a t  PF. (But s e e  t h e  next  s e c t i o n  on WH-move- 

ment where it w i l l  be seen t h a t  an EC can appear i n  a p o s i t i o n  

where Case is  assigned i n  i n s t a n c e s  where t h e  Case is borne by 

another  l i k e  a WH-phrase f o r  example. ) Therefore,  an 

NP trace can only  appear i n  p o s i t i o n s  where Case i s  not  assigned,  

l i k e  t h e  s u b j e c t  of an i n f i n i t i v e  c lause  ( 9 a ) ,  t h e  o b j e c t  of a 

pass ive  verb (9b) o r  of  a p repos i t ion  reanalyzed with a pass ive  

verb ( 9 ~ ) ~  o r  t h e  o b j e c t  of  a category t h a t  does not  ass ign  Case 

(9d) , 01: an e r g a t i v e  verb (9e)  . 
(9 ) a. John seems t t o  be happy] 

b. John was seen t here .  - 
c. John w a s  r e f e r r e d  t o  - t i n  t h e  paper.  

d. Rome's d e s t r u c t i o n  - t 
e. Jean e s t  tomb6 t .  - 

Notice t h a t  an NP t r a c e  i s  poss ib le  i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

of an i n f i n i t i v e  c l ause  only i f  d e l e t i o n  has taken place s o  

t h a t  t h e  - t can be Bound by t h e  NP, and t h a t  t h e  matr ix  verb 
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must no t  be a Case a s s i g n e r  o r  e l s e  t h e  EC would be l e x i c a l i z e d  

by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion .  

I n  in t roduc to ry  comments t o  t h i s  Chapter,  we pointed 

out  t h a t  t h e  only mechanism of index assignment which i s  opera- 

t i v e  f o r  t r a c e s  i n  Binding, and t h a t  f r e e  indexat ion is imposs- 

i b l e .  W e  can see why t h i s  is s o  f o r  N P  t r a c e s  by cons ider ing  

t h e  sentences  i n  ( 9 ) .  I n  a l l  t h e  ins tances  where a p o s i t i o n  

is  lacking  Case, t h e r e  i s  always an N P  p o s i t i o n  which governs 

t h e  Caseless  pos i t ion .  So an EC i n  such a p o s i t i o n  i s  always 

n e c e s s a r i l y  Bound, and hence cannot be f r e e l y  indexed. So f o r  

example, i n  a sentence l i k e  ( l o ) ,  it Binds t h e  t r a c e  i n  t h e  ob- - 
j e c t  pos i t ion .  

(10) It w a s  h i t  - t. 

I n  ( l o ) ,  - it Binds - t. I f  - it 2.s r e f e r e n t i a l ,  t h e  sentence 

is grammatical. I f  - it is e x p l e t i v e ,  then  t h e  sentence is  un- 

grammatical s i n c e  a 8-role is assigned t o  a d~.scont inuous  e l e -  

ment (it, - - t )  t h a t  has  no r e f e r e n t i a l  content .  Note t h a t  an ex- 

p l e t i v e  element is  poss ib le  i n  a sentence l i k e  (1 1 ) i n  German 

s i n c e  t h e r e  is no EC t o  Bind i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  hence no 8-role 

i s  assigned t o  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  element ( s e e  a l s o  5.2.1.1 f o r  more 

d i scuss ion)  . 
(11) E s  wird ge lach t  

i t i s  laughed 

(People a r e  laughing. ) 

Note t h a t  w e  now have an explanat ion  why sentence (10) is 



no t  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  i n  ( 1 2 ) .  

(12)  Itexpl w a s  h i t  PROarb - 
I n  GB, i f  - it and t h e  EC a r e  not  coindexed, then  t h e  EC is  

PRO by f u n c t i o n a l  d e f i n i t i o n .  But PRO is  then  governed by h i t  - 
i n  ( 1  2 ) ,  s o  t h e  sentence is  ungrammatical. According t o  our  

a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  EC i s  Bound by - it, and hence is f u n c t i o n a l l y  de- 

termined t o  be an anaphor, s o  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  ( 1 2 )  

is  no t  poss ib le  s i n c e  t h e  EC has  t h e  R-index and t h e  F-fea tures  

of it. - 
I n  t h e  case of t h e  i n f i n i t i v e  sentence a s  i n  ( 9 a ) ,  i f  

d e l e t i o n  does no t  t a k e  p lace ,  then  t h e  EC i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

is no t  Bindable s i n c e  blocks government by any antecedent.  

We w i l l  see i n  Chapter 5 t h a t  t h e s e  are ins tances  of  long d i s -  

t ance  c o n t r o l  PRO and of  a r b i t r a r y  PRO, and t h a t  t h e s e  elements 

a r e  i n d e x ~ d  by f r e e  indexing a t  S-s t ruc ture ,  s o  t h a t  they  a r e  

f u n c t i o n a l l y  determined t o  be  p r ~ n o m i n a l s ,  no t  anaphors, and 

t h a t  they  have p r o p e r t i e s  which are r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from 

those  of  Bound elements l i k e  N P  t r a c e s ,  So i f  t h e r e  i s  no S 

d e l e t i o n  i n  ( 9 a ) ,  - John g e t s  no 8-role s i n c e  it does not  form 

a discont inuous element with - t. 

W e  must a l s o  assums t h a t  i n  (9c)  r e a n a l y s i s  of t h e  V and 

t h e  P t a k e s  p lace  s o  that t h e r e  i s  no in te rven ing  PP node t o  

block government of t h e  - t by - John. 

The case of (9d) is  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  o t h e r  ccnstruc- 

t i o n s  i n  ( 9 ) .  Contrary t o  a sentence , an N P  does not  have an 
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o b l i g a t o r y  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  (1 3)  could 

be p o s s i b l e  D-structures .  

( 1  3) a. tNp d e s t r u c t i o n  ~ornel 

b*  [NP d e s t r u c t i o n  [Np 

I n  ( 1  3a) , according t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion ,  

t h e  o b j e c t  - Rome must have Case s i n c e  it is  l e x i c a l .  T h i s  can 

be done by - o f - i n s e r t i o n  as i n  ( 1 4 a ) ,  o r  by movement t o  t h e  sub- 

ject p o s i t i o n  where Geni t ive  i s  assigned as i n  (14b) .  

( 1 4 )  a.  d e s t r u c t i o n  of Rome 
b. Rome's d e s t r u c t i o n  

But suppose t h a t  no Case is assigned t o  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

s o  t h a t  it can be aa EC as i n  (1  3b) and suppose t h a t  t h e r e  i s  

no s u b j e c t  t a  t h e  NP t o  Bind t h e  EC. The EC cannot be Bound by 

any NP o u t s i d e  of  t h e  NP [Np d e s t r u c t i o n [  Np g] ]s ince  N P  i s  a  

maximal expansion and hence b locks  government by an antecedent.  

But then  presumably t h e  EC can be f r e e l y  indexed a t  S - s t ruc tu re  

and hence be i n t e r p r e t e d  as a pronominal, being e i t h e r  corefe-  

r e n t i a l  t o  another  NP i n  t h e  sentence as i n  ( 1  5a) o r  f r e e  as i n  

(15b): these i n t e r - r e t a t i o n s  would correspond t o  long d i s t a n c e  

c o n t r o l  PRO and PROarb, r e spec t ive ly .  - 
( 1 5 )  a. +Romei w a s  a  scene of [ t e r r i b l e  d e s t r u c t i o n   PRO^] 

b . a [NP t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  PROarb] was t e r r i b l e .  - 
But t h e s e  sentences  a r e  ungrammatical under these  readings: 

d e s t r u c t i o n  with no o v e r t  ~ b j e c t  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as a r e s u l t  ra- 
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t h e r  than  a s  .an a c t i o n  l i k e  when it has an o b j e c t .  So f r e e  in-  

dexing seems t o  be impossible here .  The reason f o r  t h i s  accor- 

d ing  t o  t h e  p resen t  ana ly-s i s  i s  t h a t  an EC is no t  poss ib le  i n  

a cons t ruc t ion  l i k e  (1 3b) . To see  why, cons ider  (1 3a) again.  

The cons t ruc t ion  is  made l i c i t  by - o f - i n s e r t i o n ,  which roughly 

opera tes  as i n  (16) (see Stowell  1981a) . 
(16) Dummy Prepos i t ion  I n s e r t i o n  

I n  t h e  conf igura t ion  [a ... - B ...I, ad jo in  a  dummy prepo- - 
s i t i o n  t o  - B ,  where 

(i) 2 is some p r o j e c t i o n  of  [+N] , and 

(ii) B i s  an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of - a ,  and 

(iii) - B = N P  

Every language t h a t  h a s  t h i s  r u l e  w i l l  spec i fy  which of i t s  

p repos i t ions  can serve as a dummy prepos i t ion:  i n  English,  it 

is 'of ;  - i n  French, - de; i n  I t a l i a n ,  - d i ;  i n  Hebrew, - gel; e t c .  This  

r u l e  a p p l i e s  t o  (13a) and i n s e r t s  t h e  p repos i t ion  - o f ,  giv&ng t h e  

Output i n  (14a) .  But then  t h e r e  is  no reason why it should not  

apply t o  (13b) t o  g ive  (17) .  

(1 7 )  d e s t r u c t i o n  of  INp 4 
Recall t h a t  w e  assume t h a t  i n  genera l  r u l e s  apply regard- 

less of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an N P  is  l e x i c a l  o r  not .  So (1 3b) s a t i s -  

f ies t h e  requirements of  ( 16 ) , and t h e  r u l e  a p p l i e s  t o  g ive  

(1 7 ) .  But (1 7) is  ru led  ou t  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion :  

t h e  NP has  Case on t h e  PF s i d e  of t h e  grammar, and hence must 

be l e x i c a l .  One might argue t h a t  w e  seem t o  be t ak ing  some mo- 



t i v a t i o n  o u t  of t h e  proposal  t o  have a r u l e  of dummy preposi-  

t i o n  i n s e r t i o n .  Thus i n  GB, t h e  r u l e  of DP-insertioa i s  func- 

t i o n a l l y  motivated by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l e x i c a l  N P  must escape 

t h e  Case F i l t e r ,  i . e .  t h a t  a l e x i c a l  NP must be sanct ioned by 

Case. But t h e r e  i s  a similar motivat ion i n  t h e  p resen t  analy- 

sis: t h e  r u l e  is t h e r e  t o  al low t h e  presence of  a l e x i c a l  N P .  

Note t h a t  making DP-insertion o b l i g a t o r y  exp la ins  d i r e c t l y  why 

of  is i n s e r t e d  i n  sentences  l i k e  John w a s  taken advantaqe o f .  - 
The i n s e r t i o n  of  - of h e r e  cannot be f u n c t i o n a l l y  motivated by 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l e x i c a l  NP must be  sanct ioned by Case s i n c e  of - 
does no t  a s s ign  Case t o  an N P  i n  such a sentence: John g e t s  

nominative Case i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  pos i t ion .  3 

One problem remains with t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  however. I f  (16) 

a p p l i e s  b l i n d l y ,  why doesn't it apply t o  (1 4b) t o  y i e l d  t h e  un- 

grammatical ( 1  8) ? 

(18) *Rome's d e s t r u c t i o n  of - t 

I n  o t h e r  vords,  why is ( 1 6 )  blocked from applying i n  (1  4b) ? 

F i r s t ,  w e  see t h a t  . m ~ t h e r  r u l e  of Case assignment appl ied  i n  

( 14b) , t h e  r u i e  of Genit ive Case assigi~ment  . 
( 19 ) Geni t ive  Case ~ s s i g n m e n t ~  

I n  t h e  conf igura t ion  La ... - 0 . . . I ,  a ss ign  Genit ive Case - 
t o  - B ,  where 

(i) 2 is some p r o j e c t i o n  of [+N ,-V] , and 

(ii) is an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of - a, and 

(iii), = NP 

By applying o r  no t  applying (1 6) and (19 1 t o  (1 4b) , t h e r e  



are f o u r  p o s s i b l e  ou tpu t s  a s  i n  (20). 

b. Rome's d e s t r u c t i o n  - t - + 
c.  +Rome d e s t r u c t i o n  of - t 
d. +Rome d e s t r u c t i o n  t - 

The only grammatical output  is  (20b): a l l  t h e  o t h e r  possi-  

b i l i t i e s  a r e  ru led  ou t  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion .  Thus 

i n  (2Qa) ,  t h e  - t should be l e x i c a l ;  i n  (20c) t h e  t should be l e -  - 
x i c a l  and Rome has no C a s e ;  and i n  (20d) ,  Rome has no Case. - - 
One way t o  make s u r e  t h a t  a grammatical output  is  poss ib le  while 

maintaining t h a t  t h e  two r u l e s  a r e  o b l i g a t o r y  ( t o  r u l e  ou t  (15) 

f o r  example) could be t h e  fol lowing,  which i s  suggested i n  Sto- 

w e l l  (1981a) . W e  might account fo r  t h e  f a i l u r e  of  DP-insertion 

t o  apply i n  (14b) and (20b) by invoking a p r i n c i p l e  of Kiparsky 

(1982) 

t h a t  a s p e c i a l  r u l e  R always t a k e s  precedence over  a gene- 
r a l  r u l e  R i n  t h e i r  Averlapping domain. More p r e c i s e l y ,  
if R appljes i n  a set of environments E and R. a p p l i e s  
i n  ehvironments E and Ei is  a proper  &set  of'^ , t hen  
R a p p l i e s  i n  Ei &d R .  does not .  Take t h e  g e n i t i J e  C a s e  
assignment r u l e  t o  be 4 and the of - inse r t ion  r u l e  t o  be 
R ; then  o f - i n s e r t i o n  is blocked =om applying i n  ( con tex t s  
l j k e  ( 1 4 b m  by Kiparskyl s p r i n c i p l e .  

(Stowell  1981a. p. 2 4 6 )  

W e  see t h a t  t h e  environments f o r  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  0.f ( 19 )  

are a subse t  of  t h e  environments of t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of ( 1 6 )  

s i n c e  - a is some p ro jec t ion  of [+N,-V] i n  (19) bu t  - a i s  i n  some 

p ro jec t ion  of [+N] i n  ( 16 )  . Note t h a t  i n  a sentence l i k e  - John 
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w a s  taken  advantage of d iscussed  above, - of must be i n s e r t e d  

s i n c e  t h i s  is  n o t  a case  where a r u l e  of Case assignment has  

a s  t h e  set of environments f o r  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  a subse t  of t h e  

environments f o r  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of DP-insertion: h e r e  Case is 

assigned t o  t h e  NP by t h e  genera l  process  of nominative Case 

assignment, and t h e  Case usua l ly  assigned by of - is  absorbed by 

t h e  pass ive  morphology of t h e  V i n  t h e  reanalyzed taken advan- 

t a g e  o f .  

To g e t  a sentence l i k e  (15b) under i t s  grammatical reading 

a s  a r e s u l t  r a t h e r  than  an a c t i o n ,  w e  must simply assume t h a t  

t h e r e  is no NP i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of  d e s t r u c t i o n ,  a s  i n  ( 2 1 ) .  

(21) INP t h e  des t ruc t ion]  w a s  t e r r i b l e .  

So a s  pointed o u t  i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  of  (13b) ,  t h e  reason 

why LNP d e s t r u c t i o n  =] is not  p o s s i b l e  with a f r e e l y  indexed 

EC i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is because an EC is not  poss ib le  i n  such a 

cons t ruc t ion  s i n c e  DP-insertion would apply t o  it. Therefore,  

our  genera l  observa t ion  t h a t  t r a c e  cannot g e t  an index by f r e e  

indexing a t  S - s t ruc tu re  b u t  only by Binding holds ,  given (16) 

and (19)  and their mode of  app l i ca t ion .  

Consider now t h e  f a c t  t h a t  NP t r a c e s  observe Subjacency. 

(22) John seems IS2 $2 t o  be c e r t a i n  - t l  t o  win] 1 
(23) a. *John seems LH t h a t  it w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t  [ S  t t o  

feed himself]  m 
b. +John seems [g t h a t  [s rgIs t t o  feed himself]  w i l l  be 

d i f f i c u l t  ] 11 1 
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I n  ( 2 2 ) ,  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  i s  assumed t o  be success ive  c y c l i c ,  

t h e  s u b j e c t  - J3hn r a i s i n g  from one s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  t o  another .  

The reason i s  t h a t  it i s  assumed t h a t  t h e r e  is  a Subjacency oon- 

d i t i o n  which holds and which prevents  an element t o  be mowed a- 

c ross  two bounding nodes. Since S is  considered t o  be a bound- 

i n g  node i n  English,  t h e  only  p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  have a proper d e r l -  

va t ion  i n  (22) is  by i t e r a t i o n  of move a .  

In  (23) on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  l i n k  between John and t - - 
c rosses  more than  one bounding node, s o  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  is  i m -  

poss ib le  s i n c e  John cannot be assigned a 8-rola .  8 

I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  Subjacency f a c t s  with r e spec t  t o  NP t r a c e s  

(and a l s o  WH-traces a s  w e  w i l l  s e e  i n  3 . 3 . 3 )  follow from Binding 

and t h e  8 -c r i t e r ion .  For example, i n  ( 2 3 )  , s i n c e  precludes 

Binding, then  John and - t cannot form a d i scon t i~ ruous  element 

(John, &), s i n c e  such discont inuous elements a r e  formed only by 

Binding. So - John does no t  r e c e i v e  a @-role .  I n  ( 2 2 )  on t h e  

o t h e r  hand, s i n c e  d e l e t i o n  has  taken  p lace ,  John can Bind t2 ,  - - 

which i n  t u r n  can Bind gl. Note t h a t ,  klthough - John governs t: , 

it cannot Bind it d i r e c t l y  s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  a more l o c a l  Binder 

f o r  g', namely - t2. There i s  evidence t h a t  t h e r e  is  an N P  i n  

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  in termedia te  c l ause  and t h a t  t h i s  NP is  

p a r t  of a Binding chain: t h i s  evidence shows up i n  languages 

where a d j e c t i v e s  agree  with t h e  s u b j e c t  when they  a r e  a t t r i b u t i v e  

l i k e  i n  French, a s  is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  ( 2 4 )  . 
( 2 4 )  Marie semble [S  - t s t r e  c e r t a i n e / + c e r t a i n  rS - t 2e gagner] ] 



I t  is  poss ib le  t o  test  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  is  a s  

descr ibed ,  i . e .  t h a t  t h e  D-structure is (25a) r a t h e r  than (25b) .  

(25) a. [e - semble is - e d t r e  c e r t a i n e  IS Marie de gagner 111 
b. [= semble Marie &re c e r t a i n e  is PRO de gagner] ] ] 

If t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  w a s  as i n  (25b), then  t h e  s u b j e c t  posi- 

t i o n  of Btre c e r t a i n e  would be a  0-posit ion by t h e  Projectiori 

p r i n c i p l e ,  But t h i s  is  n o t  t h e  case as can be seen i n  ( 2 6 )  

where an e x p l e t i v e  element f i l l s  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of - cer-  

t a i n .  

(26) I1 
expl 

e s t  c e r t a i n  Lque Marie va gagner] 

So w e  conclude t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t s  of Subjacency fol low from 

Binding and t h e  0-cr i te r ion .  

Consider now e x p l e t i v e  elements l i k e  t h e r e  and - il. 

(27)  a. There is a man a t  t h e  door. 

b. Therei seems IS ti t o  be a  man a t  t h e  door ] 

(28) a. I1 y a un homme dehors. 

b. Ili semble [S ti y a v o i r  un homme dehors 1 

These elements show t h a t  t h e  R-indices must be conceived 

of a s  comprising two types  of i n d i c e s ,  a s  discussed i n  Chapter 

2: a  s y n t a c t i c  index S-index and a r e f e r e n t i a l  index Rl3F-index. 

Elements l i k e  t h e r e  and - 11 would only have an S-index and no 

REF-index. So they  can s t i l l  Bind t r a c e s  a s  i n  t h e  (b )  exam- 

p l e s  above, bu t  t h i s  is no t  t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  as saying any- 

t h i n g  about t h e  referenc2 of such elements. 
9 



I n  conclusion,  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of NP t r a c e s  with rerjpect t o  

t h e  ECP and Subjacency can be der ived  from p r i n c i p l e s  which a r e  

independently motivated f o r  l e x i c a l  NPsf namely Binding, t h e  8- 

c r i t e r i o n ,  t h e  P ro jec t ion  p r i n c i p l e  and t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lexical-  

i z a t i o n .  

3 . 3 .  The WH-phrase t r a c e  r e l a t i o n .  

3 . 3 . 1 .  General comments. 

W e  have seen above t h a t  t h e  not ion of Binding p lays  a cru- 

c ia l  r o l e  i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of a "dependent element" t o  i t s  ante- 

cedent.  T~lus Binding accounts f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t r u e  re-  

f l e x i v e s  with t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  p roper t i e s :  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of an 

antecedent ,  uniqueness of  t h e  antecedent ,  a  s p e c i f i c  s t r u c t u r a l  

r e l a t i o n  with t h e  =tecedent ,  and l o c a l i t y .  A s i m i l a r  account 

was given f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of NP t r a c e s ,  with t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  

f a c t o r  t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  being an EC, it must not  have &-features  

a t  PF according t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion .  

Consider now t h e  fol lowing da ta .  

(29 1 a. [s Whoi is Li is coming f o r  dinner] 1 
b -  [g Whoi CS d i d  you s e e  ti ] j 
c. [S rpp i n  tvhic:h boxj d id  you put  it ti] 1 

( 3 0 )  a.  INP t h e  peoplo [S whoi rS -i t a r e  coming f o r  dinner]]]  

b. [NP t h e  man [g whoi is you saw till 
~ N P  t h e  box [H [pp i n  which] [S you put  it ti] 1 ] 

These a r e  t h e  core cons t ruc t ions  where WH-movement i s  s a i d  

t o '  be opera t ive .  I n  t h e  sentences i n  ( 2 9 )  - (30) , it is  assumed 
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t h a t  t h e  WH-phrase i s  some kind  of opera to r  which is r e l a t e d  t o  

a coindexed EC, t h e  t r a c e  of t h e  WH-phrase which has  been moved 

t o  COMP, assuming t h a t  t h e r e  i s  such a p o s i t i o n  f o r  a l l  3 s  a s  

i n  (31) (see Bresnan 1972). 

Note t h a t  i n  keeping with t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e r e  is  no 

s p e c i f i c  phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e  and t h a t  phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  

a r e  de r ivab le  from t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of o t h e r  components of t h e  

grammar, a s  we s a w  i n  Chapter 1 ,  w e  can say t h a t  t h e  COMP posi-  

t i o n  i n  (31) is de r ivab le  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a s e n t e n t i a l  pro- 

p o s i t i o n  must be s i t u a t e d  i n  t i m e ,  hence rece ives  a t e n s e  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n ,  and t h a t  t h i s  i s  mediated by a p o s i t i o n  which ranges 

over  t h e  whole sentence,  i , e .  COMP ( c f ,  Stowell  1981b f o r  some 

d i scuss ion)  . 
So assuming t h a t  t h e r e  is such a COMP p o s i t i o n ,  w e  can look 

a t  the p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  WH-phrase and i t s  

t r a c e .  

A f i r s t  proper ty  of  t h e  WH-phrase-trace r e l a t i o n  i s  t h a t  

it is obl iga tory :  i f  t h e  t r a c e  has  no WH-phrase binding it i n  

some sense ,  t h e  sentence i n  ungrammatical under t h e  r e l evan t  

reading. 

(32) a. *[NP - el saw John? 

b.  *Did John s e e  LNp e l?  - 
c .  +Did John put  it Lpp e] ? 



Conversely, t h e  WH-phrase must be r e l a t e d  t o  a  p o s i t i o n  i n  

t h e  sentence.  11 

(33) a. *LE Who [S B i l l  saw ~ o h n ] ]  

b. + [S Who [S d i d  John s e e  B i l l  ] 1 

c. + [g Where [S d i d  John put  it i n  t h e  box] (under t h e  re- 
l evan t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n )  

The presence of t h e  WH-phrase i s  no t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s a t i s f y  

t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of t h e  r e l a t i o n :  t h e r e  is a l s o  a  s t r u c t u r a l  

requirement t h a t  must be m e t  a s  w e  see i n  ( 3 4 ) .  

( 3 4 )  a. * ki t o l d  John [S whoi [s B i l l  would come f o r  dinner]] 1 
b. + Did John see Li and whoi d i d  B i l l  l i k e  5, 

'. 

The r e l a t i o n  between t h e  WH-phrase and t h e  EC a l s o  seems 

to be a one-to-one r e l a t i o n .  

(35) a. *Whoi did  John g i v e  Li t o  gi? 

b. John gave t h e  s lave i  t o  himself i  

(36) +Whoi [did John t e l l  B i l l  [whoj [ ti+j came f o r  dinner] I] 

Note t h a t  the reason why (35a) is  ungrammatical cannot be 

f o r  semantic reasons s i n c e  t h e  answer t o  t h i s  ques t ion  i n  (35b) 

is a  poss ib le  sentence.  Furthermore, t h e r e  a r e  cases  where an 

opera to r  binds two v a r i a b l e s  a t  LF,  s o  t h a t  t h i s  i s  semant ica l ly  

poss ib le .  

(37) [Which a r t i c l e I i  d i d  John f i l e  without reading =:? 

However, e: is  a  s p e c i a l  type  of  Tap, a p a r a s i t i c  gap, and 

its r e l a t i o n  with the WH-phrase is not  p a r t  of t h e  core  cases  
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of WH-phrase-trace r e l a t i o n s  (although i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  follows 

from genera l  p r i n c i p l e s  applying t o  o t h e r  cons t ruc t ions  i n  t h e  

grammar. For some d i scuss ion  see Chomsky 1981b, Bouchard 1982b). 

For  example, a p a r a s i t i c  gap (henceforth PG) cannot appear i n  

t h e  p o s i t i o n  of e: i n  (37) without  being l i censed  by another  

gap i n  t h e  sentence.  

(38) Which a r t i c l e s i  d i d  John come back from work without f i l i n g  ti? 

So w e  can assume t h a t  it is a proper ty  of t h e  core  r e l a t i o n  

between a WH-phrase and a t r a c e  t h a t  it i s  a one-to-one r e l a t i o n ,  

PGs being ou t s ide  of t h e  core cases .  

A four th  proper ty  of t h i s  core r e l a t i o n  is t h a t  t h e  WH-phrase 

cannot be t o o  far from its trace i n  some .sense. 

(39) a. *Whoi d i d  John deplore [Np t h e  f a c t  t h a t  ti camel 

b . * [g What. [ does John know [3 whoi ti bought t . ]  1 1 1 3 s -3 
c. *[g Q u e l l e  bo2tei & es t -ce  s u e  Jean  a m i s  le l i v r e  

What w e  see is t h a t  t h e s e  core cons t ruc t ions  involving WH- 

movement e x h i b i t  f o u r  p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  we have a l ready a t t r i b u t e d  

t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of  t r u e  anaphors and N P  t r a c e s  with t h e i r  ante-  

cedents:  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of t h e  antecedent ,  uniqueness of t h e  

antecedent ,  a s p e c i f i ~  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  with t h e  antecedent ,  

and l o c a l i t y .  It remains t o  be seen whether t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  re- 

l a t i o n  and l o c a l i t y  requirements involved i n  cons t ruc t ions  in-  

volving WH-movement a r e  t h e  same a s  those  involved i n  t h e  t r u e  

anaphor and NP-trace cons t ruc t ions .  The n u l l  hypothesis  would 



be t h a t  they  a r e  t h e  same. The f a c t  t h a t  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  

b a s i c a l l y  t h e  same w a s  i n  f a c t  one of  t h e  primary mokivations 

f o r  t h e  p o s t u l a t i o n  of trace theory  ( see  Chomsky 1977b and re-  

l a t e d  work). Much of t h e  work t h a t  has  been done s i n c e  i n  t h e  

EST framework has  been t o  d iscover  what t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  

p rec i se ly .  

W e  have seen t h a t  t h e  s t rong  form of t h i s  hypothesis  would 

be t o  make use only  of  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  apply ind i sc r imina te ly  

t o  NPs ,  whether l e x i c a l  o r  no t ,  s i n c e  t h i s  would stmc$hen t h e  

claim t h a t  such t h e o r e t i c a l  e n t i t i e s  a s  ECs e x i s t .  W e  have a l s o  

seen t h a t  t h e  c e n t r a l  not ion which accounts f o r  t h e  four  proper- 

t ies  descr ibed  above f o r  t r u e  anaphors and N P  t r a c e s  is  t h e  no- 

t i o n  of Binding a s  descr ibed  i n  (2.70). I n  t h e  b e s t  of worlds,  

w e  t h e r e f o r e  expect Binding t o  be a  c e n t r a l  f a c t o r  i n  account- 

i n g  f o r  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of cons t ruc t ions  where WH-movement is  

involved. 

I f  Binding is involved i n  t h i s  r e l a t i o n  between WH-phrase 

and trace, then  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  i s  ob l iga to ry  and 

t h a t  it is a  one-to-one r e l a t i o n  fol lows d i r e c t l y .  The r e l a t i o n  

i s  ob l iga to ry  s i n c e  Binding a p p l i e s  whenever t h e  environment 

f o r  its a p p l i c a t i o n  is  m e t .  '* The r e l a t i o n  is one-to-one s i n c e  

t h e  l o c a l  Binder of an EC a s s i g n s  it an R-index, and t h a t  Bind- 

i n g  cannot reapply s i n c e  t h e  EC now has an R-index, Binding ap- 

p ly ing  only t o  elements t h a t  do not  have an R-'ndex: s o  t h e  

f i r s t  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  Binding b leeds  t h e  second a p p l i c a t i o n  of 

Binding. 
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I t  can be  shown t h a t  t h e  two o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  of construc- 

t i o n s  involv ing  WH-phrases a r e  a l s o  t h e  same a s  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  

t h a t  w e  assume t h a t  cons t ruc t ions  involving t r u e  anaphors and 

N P  t r a c e s  have, namely t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  and t h e  

l o c a l i t y  involved a r e  subsumed by government, hence t h a t  t h e  

r e l a t i o n  involved i n  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  i s  a l s o  Binding. Con- 

s i d e r  again t h e  sentences i n  ( 2 9 )  - (30) . I n  (29a:r and ( 3 0 4  , 
who - is  i n  COMP ;nd governs t h e  t r a c e  i n  s u b j e c t  pos i t ion  s i n c e  

t h e r e  is  no in te rven ing  pax node. Note t h a t  we a r e  assuming 

t h a t  COMP does n o t  count a s  an in te rven ing  node between t h e  

~ m a x  dominating t h e  WH-phrase and % s i n c e  gover~unent would not 

be poss ib le  i n  such a case according t o  our  d e f i n i t i o n  s i n c e  

t h e  governor must be an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of a  node domina- 

t i n g  t h e  governee. What w e  assume is  t h a t  COME1 is  an unlabel led  

Pos i t ion  which is  a  sister t o  S, s o  t h a t  t h e  cc)nfigurat ion is 

no t  as i n  (40a) , b u t  r a t h e r  as i n  (40b) . 
(40) a.  

COMP S 

Note t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (40b) r e s p e c t s  a s t rong  form of 
- 
X-theory, namely one where nodes a r e  l a b e l l e d  according t o  t h e  

l e x i c a l  m a t e r i a l  i n  t h e  head of t h e  p r o j e c t i o n ,  hence must be 

headed. This  is not  s o  f o r  (40a), where t h e  s t r u c t u r e  where 

COMP dominates xmax v i o l a t e s  t h i s  s t rong  hypothesis  s i n c e  t h e  

node COMP has  no l e x i c a l  head. I f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  is a s  i.n (40b), 
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t hen  i f  t h a t  is i n s e r t e d  under t h e  head of  xmax, then  X max - - 
Corn8 a s p e c i f i e r  of S ,  i f  we assume t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  l e x i c a l  : 

category 'Complementizer' t o  which - t h a t  belongs. 

Turning noor t o  (29b) and (30b) , we s e e  t h a t  who again go- - 
verns t h e  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  t r a c e  s i n c e  t h e r e  a r e  no in te rven ing  

xmax nodes ( r e c a l l  t h a t  w e  assume t h a t  VP is  not  a maximal pro- 

j e c t i o n ) .  S imi la r ly ,  i n  (29c) and (30c) , t h e  PP i n  which box 

governs t h e  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  t r a c e .  So i n  a l l  t h e  co re  construc- 

t i o n s  involving WH-movement, t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  moved 

phrase and t h e  EC is e s t a b l i s h e d  by Binding. This  i s  what our 

theory had l e d  us t o  expect  s i n c e  t h i s  not ion  is  a l ready inde- 

pendently needed t o  account f o r  t r u e  r e f l e x i v e s  and NP t r a c e s ,  

and w e  made t h e  hypothesis  t h a t  no p r i n c i p l e  o r  r u l e  would be 

opera t ing  only on cons t ruc t ions  involving EC, i f  t h e  ex i s t ence  

of elements such as ECs  a r e  t o  be s t r o n g l y  motivated,  which we 

assume must be t h e  case i f  t h e  whole approach involving E C s  and 

t h e  P ro jec t ion  p r i n c i p l e  is  v a l i d .  

Consider t h e  fol lowing sentences.  

( 4  1 ) a. Whoi d i d  John speak t o  gi? 
b. Whoi d i d  John look a f t e r  ki? 

A t  f i r s t  glance,  t h e s e  sentences seem t o  c o n t r a d i c t  our  

c laim t h a t  Binding is involved h e r e  s i n c e  government i n s i d e  a 

PP should be blocked s i n c e  PP i s  a  maximal expansion. But recall 

t h a t  English has  a  process  of r e a n a l y s i s  of t h e  P with V which 

allows VP i n t e r n a l  p repos i t ions  t o  becolne a  s i n g l e  u n i t  with t h e  
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V. l 3  Thus t r u e  anaphors a r e  o b l i g a t o r y  i n  t h e s e  cases ,  and pas- 

s i v i z a t i o n  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  

( 4 2 )  a. - John t a l k e d  t o  himself/+him. - 
b. - John looked after himself /*him. - 

(43) a. Johni w a s  spoken t o  Li 
b. Johni w a s  looked after  ti 

Given t h i s  r u l e  of  r e a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  cons t ruc t ions  i n  ( 4 1 )  

f a l l  under t h e  core  caaes of cons t ruc t ions  involv ing  WH-move- 

ment s i n c e  t h e  WH-phrase Binds t h e  trace. So given t h e  auxi- 

l i a r y  hypothesis  that t h e r e  i s  a process  of  r e a n a l y s i s  involved 

i n  ( 4 1 ) ,  t h e  main hypothes is  about WH-constructions and Binding 

can be maintained. 

3.3.2. WH-trace and C a s e ,  

There i s  a c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between an N P  t r a c e  and a 

WH-trace. The N P  trace i s  not  i n  a Case marked pos i t ion :  i n  

fact,  t h e  reason why t h e  NP moves i n  most cases  is t o  g e t  Case 

i n  some o t h e r  A-position where C a s e  is  assigried i n  o rde r  t o  

meet M e  requirements of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion .  14 

On the o t h e r  hand, t h e  t r a c e  o f  a WH-NP i s  usua l ly  i n  a Case 

marked p o s i t i o n .  So we  might wonder why t h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  an 

EC, s i n c e ,  given the p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion ,  an N P  t h a t  

is  assigned C a s e  w i l l  have a l e x i c a l  head s i n c e ,  having a $- 

f e a t u r e ,  it cannot be an EC. Given our genera l  assumptions, 

however, w e  do not  expect  the WH-trace t o  d i f f e r  from o t h e r  ECs: 

it should be an EC i f  and only  i f  it does not  have $- fea tures .  

But n o t i c e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  another  c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between NP- 



t r a c e  cons t ruc t ions  and WH-trace cons t ruc t ions :  whereas t h e  N P  

is  moved t o  a Case marked p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  WEI-phrase is  moved t o  

an p o s i t i o n ,  and t h e  core case f o r  x-pos i t ions  i s  t h a t  they  

a r e  no t  Case marked p o s i t i o n s  ( w e  r e t u r n  t o  except ions t o  t h i s  

g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  s h o r t l y  i n  3.3.2.1). Since t h e  WH-NP must pre- 

sumably a l s o  s a t i s f y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion ,  it must 

a l s o  be assigned Case. One way t o  insure  t h a t  t h i s  t a k e s  p lace  

is  t o  assume t h a t  Cape is assigned t o  t h e  WH-NP befo re  it is 

moved t o  an x-pos i t ion ,  s o  t h a t  it c a r r i e s  Case along,  o r  t h a t  

WH-NP absorbs t h e  Case of t h e  v a r i a b l e  t h a t  it Binds, which 

g ives  s i m i l a r  r e s u l t s .  l 5  I f  s o ,  then  w e  have an explanat ion  a s  

f o r  why t h e  N P  p o s i t i o n  Bound by a  WH-phrase i s  no t  l e x i c a l i z e d  

even i f  it i s  C a s e  marked: it is  t h e  WH-NP t h a t  bea r s  t h e  Case, 

not  t h e  Bound NP s 6 " t h a t  t h i s  Bound NP can be an EC s i n c e  it has 

no *-features a t  PF. Note t h a t  i f  t h e  WH-NP was not  moved from 

the p o s i t i o n  it Binds b u t  had been base-generated i n  COMP, then  

it would no t  bea r  t h e  Case o f  t h a t  p o s i t i o n  and t h e r e  would be 

a l e x i c a l  NP i n  t h a t  pos i t ion:  t h a t  is  t h e  resumptive pronoun 

s t r a t e g y ,  where t h e  v a r i a b l e  must be l e x i c a l  s i n c e  it bea r s  Case. 

It is  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  t h a t  p o s i t i o n s  where resumptive pro- 

nouns show up a r e  usua l ly  p r e c i s e l y  those  from which e x t r a c t i o n  

is  impossible,  i . e .  p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  cannot be Bound by a WH-phrase. 

There is  empi r i ca l  support  f o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  The f i r s t  

set of d a t a  t h a t  suppor ts  it has  t o  do with f r e e  r e l a t j v e s  i n  

Hebrew; t h e  second set of d a t a  d e a l s  with a  c o n t r a s t  between 
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r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s  i n  c o l l o q u i a l  French and i n  Standard French. 

3.3.2.1. Hebrew Free  Rela t ives .  

The f a c t s  and t h e  a n a l y s i s  repor ted  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  a r e  

e s s e n t i a l l y  those  repor ted  i n  Borer ( 1 9 8 1 ) ,  chap te r  2. Borer 

shows t h a t  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  i n  modern Hebrew can be formed by 

two d i f f e r e n t  s t r a t e g i e s :  a movement s t r a t e g y ,  i n  which a l l  t h e  

usual  c o n s t r a i n t s  on movement a r e  observed, a s  w e  s e e  i n  ( 4 4 )  - 
( 4 6 )  , and a resumptive pronoun s t r a t e g y  (resumptive c l i t i c s  f o r  

PPs and NPs, free s tanding  pronouns f o r  d i r e c t  o b j e c t s ) ,  where 

no movement is involved, a s  i n  ( 4 7 )  - (49 )  . 
( 4 4 )  a. ha- ' i8  Ye- ( 'o to i )  pagagti ri 

the-man that-himi m e t - I  ti 
( t h e  man I m e t )  

b. %a-'i& 8e- ( ' o t a i )  paga&i 'et  ha- ' iZj Z(e t -1 
the-woman tha t -her i  m e t - I  a cc  the-man that t 

j -1 

r a ' a  gi 
s a w  t -i 

( t h e  woman t h a t  I m e t  t h e  man who s a w  h e r )  (CNPC v io la -  
t i o n )  

(45) a. ha- ' ig  gee-'it-oi r a k a d t i  ti 
t h e  man that-with-himi danced01 ti 
( t h e  man with whom I danced) 

b.  *ha-'iga ge- ' i t -a  
j 

r a ' i t i  ' e t  ha- ' ig i  8e- t  -i 
the-woman that-with-her .  s a w - I  acc  the-man t h a t - t i  ' 

3 i 
rakad t; 

J 

danced t - j 



( 4 6 )  a. ha-'ig ge-let 'axot-oi r a ' i t i  ti 
the-aan that-acc s is ter-his i  saw-I t 

-i 

b . iha-' ill ge- l e t  ' axot-oi r a ' i t i  ' e t  ha-kelev 
j 

the-man that-acc s is ter-his i  saw-I acc the-dog 
j 

tha t  t: b i t  
-3 

(47) a. ha-'ix ge - r a t i t i  'oto 
the-man that-saw-I him 

b . ha- ' i H i  &-pagagti ' e t  ha- iga 8e-t raVa, ta  'otoi - j 
the-man that-met-I acc the-woman t h a t .  saw i j 3 h i m i  

( 4 8 )  a. ha-'i8 8e-rakadti ' i t -o  
the-man that-danced-I w i t h - h i m  

b . ha-' iga ge-paga&i ' e t  ha- ' i g  ge-rakad ' i t - a  

the-woman that-met-I acc the-man that-danced with-her 

( 4 9 )  a. ha-'i8 8e- ra ' i t i  l e t  'axot-o 

the-man that-saw-I acc s is ter-his  

b . ha- ' igi &-ra iti e t  ha-kelev ge- ' axot-oi ' imca 
the-mani that-saw-I acc the-dog that-sister-hisi  adopted 

In questions, however, only the movement strategy i s  poss- 

ib le ,  as  we can see i n  (50) - (52)  . 
(50) a. ' e t m i  r a ' i t i  

acc who saw-I 

(Who did I see?) 

b. + m i  r a ' i t i  'oto 
who saw-I him 

(51 )  a. ' i m  m i  rakadti 
wi th  who danced-I 

b. * m i  rakadti ' i t -o  
who danced-I w i t h - h i m  



( 52 )  a. 'axot  m i  'imca ke lev  

sister who adopted dog 
(whose sister adopted a dog) 

b. *mi 'axot-o ' imca ke lev  

who sister h i s  adopted dog 

The fact t h a t  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  al low resumptive pronouns 

whereas ques t ions  do n o t  could be due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  WH-words 

must have C a s e  i n  H e b r e w .  Since t h e r e  is no WH-word i n  t h e  re- 

l a t i v e  c l auses  i n  ( 4 7 )  - (49 ) , t h e r e  can be resumptive pronouns 

which b e a r  Case. But i n  ques t ions ,  i f  a resumptive pronoun was 

p resen t ,  then  no C a s e  would be ass igned t o  t h e  WH-phrase, which 

would r e s u l t  i n  a v i o l a t i o n  of  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion .  

Consider now free r e l a t i v e s .  Although they  appear t o  have 

two op t ions  l i k e  r e g u l a r  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s  i n  H e b r e w ,  Borer p o i n t s  

ou t  t h a t  there are two c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  two con- 

s t r u c t i o n s .  F i r s t ,  t h e  resumptive pronouns i n  f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  

can only be c l i t i c s ,  and n o t  free s t and ing  pronouns, as we can 

see i n  ( 5 3 ) .  

(53) a. ma 8e-hexlatnu ' al-av 
what that-decided-we on- i t  
(whatever w e  decided on) 

b.  m i  ~ e - v a x o t - o  mazkira ba-memgala 
who t h a t - s i s t e r - h i s  s e c r e t a r y  in-the-government 

c .  m a  Ze-raciti (* ' oto) 
what that-wanted01 (*it) 

Furthermore, v i o l a t i o n s  of  t h e  usual  c o n s t r a i n t s  con- 



s t r u c t i o n s  involving WH-movement a r e  impossible i n  f r e e  r e l a -  

t i v e s ,  even i f  t h e r e  is a resumptive c l i t i c ,  a s  we can s e e  by 

t h e  ungrammaticality of t h e  sentences  i r  ( 5 4 )  . 
( 54 )  a. *ma ge-paga&i 'e t  ha- ' ig  &-hexl i t  1 i al-avi 

what that-met-I acc the-man that-deci2ed on- i t  

nimkar ' etmol 
s o l d  yesterday 

(whatever I m e t  t h e  man who decided on it was so ld  

yesterday.  ) 

b e  ekeday le-i- i tyaded ' i m  m i i  ge- e evod be-misrad 
worth to-befr iend with who that-work-I in -o f f i ce  

ge- ' axotoi menahe l e  t 

t h a t - s i s t e r - h i s  runs 
(it is worth it t o  b e f r i e n d  a person whose s i s t e r  runs 

an o f f i c e  i n  which I w i l l  work,) 

What t h e s e  f a c t s  l ead  one t o  assume is t h a t  f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  

are formed by movement only  and t h a t  t h e  c l i t i c s  h e r e  a r e  not  

"realn resuntptive pronouns. To exp la in  these  f a c t s ,  Borer (1981) 

makes the two fol lowing a s s u m p t i o ~ s .  

1' The cons t ruc t ions  where a c l i t i c  shows up a r e  c l i t i c -doub l ing  

cons t ruc t ions  as i n  (55) ( f o r  which Borer (1981) shows t h a t  there 

is independent motivat ion i n  Hebrew). 

So t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  s i t e  of t h e  f r e e  r e l a t i v e  WH-phrase i s  

2O Free r e l a t i v e s  i n  Hebrew possess  a mechanism which enables  
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t h e  WH-NP t o  r e c e i v e  Case from t h e  matr ix  i n  i ts landing  s i t e .  

A s  Borer p o i n t s  o u t ,  t h e s e  assumptions ~ x p l a i n  t h e  d i f f e r -  

ence between f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  and ques t ions ,  t h e  l a t t e r  not  allow- 

ing  such e x t r a c t i o n s  from c l i t i c - d o u h l i n g  cons t ruc t ions .  Since 

Case is absorbed by t h e  c l i t i ~  i n  a  s t r u c t u r e  l i k e  (55), t h e  WH- 

word generated m d e r  t h e  fl p o s i t i o n  w i l l  no t  have Case. So un- 

less it can g e t  Case by some o t h e r  means, it w i i l  be. ru led  out  

by t h e  Case F i l t e r ,  i .e. t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion  i n  t h e  

p resen t  a n a l y s i s .  I f  one assumes t h a t  t h e r e  is  a mechanism t h a t  

can ass ign  Case t o  t h e  WH-NP a f t e r  movement i n  f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  

bu t  n o t  i n  ques t ions ,  then  it fol lows t h a t  when Case absorbt ion  

by a c l i t i c  t a k e s  p lace ,  only  free r e l a t i v e s  a r e  grammatical. 

This explanat ion  of  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  and 

ques t ions  i n  Hebrew holds  only Lf one assumes t h a t  t h e  WH-NP 

i t s e l f  must be Case marked. This  is precideby t h e  assumption 

t h a t  w e  make i n  our  a n a l y s i s  of  WH-constructions: t h e  t r a c e  of 

t h e  W - N P  is an EC because it has  no k- fea tures  a t  PF s i n c e  it 

is t h e  WH-phrase i t s e l f  t h a t  bea r s  t h e  Cade. So t h i s  a n a l y s i s  

of Lree r e l a t i v e 3  i n  Hebrew suppor ts  our  genera l  a n a l y s i s  of 

WH-constructions. 16 

3.3.2.2. French Re la t ive  Clauses 17  

i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we w i l l  look a t  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  i n  601- 

l o q u i a l  French, using ~u&bec French a s  an example. W e  w i l l  al-  

s o  compare r e l a t i v e  c l auses  of c o l l o q u i a l  French with those  of 

s tandard  French. W e  w i l l  show t h a t ,  given t h e  complementary 

approach t o  E C s  presented  i n  Chapter 2 ,  a  unique parameter emer- 



ges which expla ins  t h e  d i f fe rence  between t h e  two types  of re- 

l a t i v e  c lause  formation. 

I n  s tandard French, r e l a t i v e  c lause  formation always in- 

volves movement of a WH-phrase t o  COMP. 

(56) L'home [' quiiIS ti est venu ... 
(57)  L'homme [s quei [S t u  a s  vu t . . . -i 

(58) a. ~'homme[ 5 a quii  rs t u  penses ti . . . 
b. L'homute [E pour qu i  [ t u  a s  votO Li . . . i S 

W e  w i l l  no t  give an exhaust ive desc r ip t ion  of a l l  f a c t s  

r e l a t e d  t o  r e l a t i v e  c lauses  i n  Qu&ec French: w e  w i l l  concen- 

t r a t e  on t h e  four  main types  of QuiSbec r e l a t i v e  c lauses  (hence- 

f o r t h  QRC) a s  described i n  Lefebvre & Fournier (1978) . These 

four  main types  a r e  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (59) - (62) . 
(59) Re la t iv iza t ion  of t h e  subjec t :  

L'homme q u i  est venu ... 
( 6 0 )  Rela t iv iza t ion  of the ob jec t :  

L'homme que t u  a s  vu ... 
(61) Re la t iv iza t ion  of  a  "weak" preposi t ion  (d ,  - - de, . . ,) 

a. Le ga rs  a qu i  je pense . . . 
a'. L e  ga r s  que je pense ... 
b. Le ga rs  de qu i  je t e  pa r l e  . . . 19 

b ' .  Le  ga r s  que je t e  p a r l e  ... 
( 6 2 )  Re la t iv iza t ion  of a  "strong" preposi t ion  (dessus,  dessous, 

dedans, pour, cont re ,  - avec . . . I  
a. Un gars  s u r  qu i  je me f i e r a i s  pas ... 
a ' .  Un gars  que je m e  f i e r a i s  pas dessus ... 
b. L e  ga r s  pour qu i  j e  v a i s  vo te r  .., 
b'. L e  ga rs  que je v a i s  vo t e r  pour ... 
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What w e  see from !56)- ( 58 )  and ( 5 9 )  ~ ( 6 2 )  is t h a t  t h e  s e t  

of r e l a t i v e  c l ause  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  s tandard  French (hence f o r t h  

SF) are a subse t  of r e l a t i v e  c l ause  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  QRCs. 

I n  t h e  case  of s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n ,  w e  can 

say,  as a f i r s t  d e s c r i p t i v e  at tempt ,  t h a t  a WH-phrase i s  moved 

t o  COMP i n  both d i a l e c t s ,  with t h e  form qui i f  it i s  nominative, 

2nd que i f  it is accusa t ive ;  o r  w e  could say  t h a t  it is an emp- 

t y  WH-operator that is moved i n  COMP, and t h a t  t h e  conjunct ive 

complementizer que i s  ob l iga to ry  i n  t h e s e  cases ,  t a k i n g  t h e  

form qui when it is  i n  t h e  environment of a WH-subject ( c f .  

Kayne 1975, Pesetsky 1978) . 
I n  (61 ) - (62 )  , we see t h a t  t h e r e  are two poss ib le  s t r a t e -  

g i e s  f o r  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  of a PP i n  QRC, whereas t h e r e  is only 

one s t r a t e g y  f o r  SF. I n  t h e  f i r s t  s t r a t e g y ,  which i s  shared by 

both d i a l e c t s ,  t h e  whole WH-PP is moved t o  COMP, whereas i n  t h e  

second s t r a t e g y ,  which only shows up i n  QRCs, t h e  PP s t a y s  i n  

t h e  D-structure p o s i t i o n .  I n  t h i s  la t ter  case ,  t h e r e  a r e  two 

d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t s  depending on whether t h e  p repos i t ion  involved 

is "weakn o r  " s t rongn .  I f  t h e  P is weak, then  it does no t  show 

up on t h e  sur face .  If t h e  P i s  s t rong ,  it show up on t h e  sur -  

face ,  b u t  without  an o v e r t  WH-NP complement; t h e  s t r o n g  P can 

vary i n  form with i ts  weak form correspondent a s  - sur /dessus ,  o r  

it has  an i n v a r i a b l e  form l i k e  pour. 

This  g ives  us a rough d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  f a c t s .  The diffe- 

rence between QRCs and SFRCs l ies mainly i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  

a r e  two p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  i n  QRCs whereas SFRCs 



have only one. Thus both d i a l e c t s  can form r e l a t i v e  c l auses  by 

moving a WH-phrase i n  C O W ,  b u t  only QRCs seem t o  have t h e  add- 

i t i o n a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  without movement of an 

over t  WH-phrase. W e  must add t o  t h e s e  d a t a  t h a t  i n  t h e  cases  

where an o v e r t  WH-phrase i s  moved i n  QRC, t h e r e  i s  t h e  poss ib i -  

l i t y  of having a complernentizer que which doubles with a WH-PP 

i n  COMP a s  i n  (63) . 
(63) a. L e  g a r s  2 q u i  que je pense ... 

b. L e  gars de q u i  que je t e  p a r l e  ... 
c. L e  g a r s  s u r  q u i  que je m e  f i e r a i s  pas  ... 
d. Le  g a r s  pour q u i  que j e  v a i s  v o t e r  ... 

This  o p t i o n a l  que is n o t  p o s s i b l e  i n  SF. 

Furthermore, t h e r e  is another  d i f f e rence  between t h e  two 

d i a l e c t s  i n  t h a t  i n  QRCs, when t h e r e  is no movement of an over t  

WH-phrase, t h e r e  can be a pronoun which corresponds t o  t h e  r e l a -  

t i v i z e d  p o s i t i o n ,  as we can see i n  ( 6 4 )  . 
(64) a.??L'homme q u ' i l  est  venu ... 

b.??L8homme que je l ' a i  vu . . . 
c. Le g a r s  que je pense 5 l u i  . .. 
d. Un g a r s  que je m e  f i e r a i s  pas s u r  l u i  ... 

This  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  is no movement i n  a t  l e a s t  some 

of  t h e  cases where no o v e r t  WH-element is  present .  20 

I n  t h e  cases 'where WH movement does seem t o  t a k e  p l a c e ,  w e  

w i l l  assume, i n  t h e  s p i r i t  of  Chomsky & Lasnik (1977)  , that r e l a -  

t i v i z a t i o n  is n o t  a s p e c i f i c  t ransformat ional  rule, bu t  r a t h e r  

an ins tance  of t h e  genera l  r u l e  move a. The r u l e  move a is op- 
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t i o n a l  and j.t i s  f a c t o r s  from o t h e r  components of  t h e  grammar 

which cause i ts a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  be ob l iga to ry  i n  some cases ,  l i k e  

t h e  need f o r  Case marking of  t h e  l e x i c a l  N P  i n  pass ive  construc- 

t i o n s ,  f o r  example. 

Consider now t h e  cases  where r e l a t i v i z a t i o a  i s  done by 

movement of  an o v e r t  WH-phrase, t h a t  is ,  t h e  cons t ruc t ions  t h a t  

are common t o  QRCs and SFRCs. I f  t h e s e  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  a r e  

formed by t h e  o p t i o n a l  r u l e  move a which would move t h e  WH-phrase 

i n t o  C O W ,  w e  must assume t h a t  some f a c t o r  fo rces  t h e  r u l e  t o  

be o b l i g a t o r y  i n  r e l a t i v e  c l auses ,  s i n c e  it is o p t i o n a l  i n  ques- 

t i o n s ,  a s  we  can s e e  i n  t h e  fol lowing sentences.  

( 6 5 )  a. Quii as - tu  vu ki? 
b. Tu as vu q u i ?  

W e  can e x p l a i n  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i f  w e  assume t h a t  WH-elements 

are q u a n t i f i e r s  of some s o r t .  Since q u a n t i f i e r s  are s u b j e c t  t o  

a r a i s i n g  r u l e  i n  LF (cf  . May 1977, Aoun e t  a l .  19 81 , Chomsky 

1981a) , they  do no t  have t o  be moved by a s y n t a c t i c  r u l e  s i n c e  

they  w i l l  r ece ive  an adequate i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a f t e r  t h i s  r u l e  

has  app l i ed  i n  LF anyhow. So t h e  LF s t r u c t u r e  of  sentences 

l i k e  those  i n  (65)  would be i d e n t i c a l  a f t e r  movement i n  LF (omit- 

t i n g  non-relevant d e t a i l s )  . 
( 67 )  Ls pour que l  x rS t u  as vu - x ]] 

As f o r  t h e  r e l a t i v e  WH-phrases, they  a r e  a l s o  some k i n d  of 
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s i n g  a t  LF, f o r  example, s i n c e  they  are more c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  

pronouns o r  t o  anaphors than  t o  opera to r s  s i n c e  t h e  v a r i a b l e  

t h a t  they  bind t a k e s  t h e  va lue  of t h e  element with which t h e  

r e l a t i v e  WH-phrase is coindexed. *' For example, i n  (66a) ,  t h e  

v a r i a b l e  ti t a k e s  t h e  va lue  of l'homme s i n c e  l'homme is  coin- 

dexed with wf which is i t s e l f  coindexed with gi. This  coin- 

dexat ion is necessary o r  else t h e  r e l a t i v e  c l ause  i s  no t  i n t e r -  

p r e t a b l e  with r e spec t  t o  t h e  rest o f  t h e  sentence where it is 

i n s e r t e d .  

The o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of t h e  s y n t a c t i c  movement af t h e  r e l a t i v e  

WH-phrase could be due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  

head of  t h e  r e l a t i v e  c l ause  l i k e  l'homme i n  (66a)  and t h e  WE- 

element que must be l o c a l  i n  some sense,  and t h a t  t h e  COMP node 

is l o c a l l y  accessible. For example, i f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  a f t e r  WH- 

movement i s  a s  w e  proposed i n  (40b) above, i.e . as i n  ( 6 8 )  , we 

could assume t h a t  some f e a t u r e s  of t h e  WH-phrase pe rco la te  t o  

t h e  X" node, and hence a r e  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  t h e  head of t h e  r e l a -  

t i v e  c l ause  i n  (69)  . 
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This  means t h a t  i n  some cases ,  f e a t u r e s  would pe rco la te  i n  

t h e  syntax  i n  t h e  same way t h a t  it is  assumed t h a t  they  would 

pe rco la te  i n  morphology i n  Lieber  (19 80) , f o r  example ( s e e  a l s o  

Marantz ( 1981 ) ) . Thus, a l l  f e a t u r e s  of t h e  head would normally 

pe rco la te  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  of  t h e  head, bu t  some f e a t u r e s  from 

non-head nodes could a l s o  p e r c o l a t e  when t h e  head i s  not  speci-  

f i e d  f o r  t h e s e  f ea tu res .  For example, i n  Maranlz (1981),  it is  

proposed t h a t  a l t e r n a t i o n s  i n  t h e  expression of a ve rb ' s  seman- 

t i c  dependents can be mediated by a f f i x a t i o n  of morphemes with 

independent argument s t r u c t u r e s .  When t h i s  kind of merger t a k e s  

p lace ,  t h e  argument-taking p r o p e r t i e s  of both t h e  V and t h e  AE' 

M y  p e r c o l a t e  t o  become t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  der ived  V as i n  

(70) . 

(cf. Marantz 1981 f o r  a d e t a i l e d  expos i t ion  of  such an 
a p p l i c a t i o n  of  pe rco la t ion  theory)  

There a r e  independent reasons t o  S e l i e v e  t h a t  some f e a t u r e  

pe rco la t ion  t a k e s  p lace  between the WH-phrase and xn i n  a s t r u c -  

t u r e  l i k e  (68) .  For i n s t a n c e ,  Stowell  (1981a) notes  t h a t  a 

tensed  3 cannot occur i n  a p o s i t i o n  where Case is assigned.  

When a tensed  5 appears t o  be i n  such a p o s i t i o n ,  i . e .  when it 

i s  i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  o r  i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of a tensed S ,  
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Stowell  provides evidence t h a t  t h e  g is  i n  f a c t  i n  an extraposed 

pos i t ion .  H e  proposes t o  account f o r  these  f a c t s  by p o s t u l a t i n g  

a p r h c i p l e  according t o  which a Case a s s i g n e r  cannot appear i n  

a Case marked p o s i t i o n ,  h i s  Case Resis tance P r i n c i p l e  which we 

g ive  i n  (71) .  

(71) Case may n o t  be assigned t o  a category bea r ing  a Case- 

ass ign ing  f e a t u r e .  

Assuming t h a t  tensed  % i s  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  of t h e  category 

t h a t  a s s i g n s  Case t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  t h e  sentence,  Stowell  de r ives  

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of tensed  5 from (71) .  H e  no tes  however t h a t  

there seem t o  be except ions t o  t h i s  genera l i za t ion .  Thus he ob- 

se rves  c o n t r a s t s  as i n  (72) .  

(72) a. *We were t a l k i n g  about Lg [ that]  [we should h e l p  someone]l 

b. W e  were t a l k i n g  about [g whoi [we should h e l p  ti] 1 
c. W e  were t a l k i n g  about IE whoi ki should be allowed ti 

So although normally a tensed  g cannot appear a s  o b j e c t  of  

a PP according t o  ( 7 1 ) ,  t h i s  is  poss ib le  i f  t h e  tensed g is an 

indkrec t  ques t ion  as i n  (72b,c) ,  i.e. i f  there is a WH-phrase 

i n  COMP. Moreover, t h i s  i s  poss ib le  only  i f  t h e  WH-phrase is 

an NP, no t  i f  it is a PP as w e  can s e e  i n  ( 7 3 ) .  

(73) a. *We were t a l k i n g  about [g t o  whoi [ w e  should speak Li] 1 
b. W e  were t a l k i n g  about [H whoi [we should speak t o  - ti]] 

What seems t o  be going on i s  t h a t  some f e a t u r e  allowing 5 

t o  bea r  Case seem t o  pe rco la te  from t h e  WH-phra~e~presumably 
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H . ~ ~  Note t h a t  t h e  Case i s  n o t  down-percolated t o  t h e  WH-NP 

s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  no matching e f f e c t  ( c f .  ( 7 2 ~ ) )  and t h e  WH-NP 

must g e t  C a s e  from some p o s i t i o n  i n s i d e  t h e  g. So it is only 

a p a r t  of t h e  f e a t u r e s  of t h e  WH-NP t h a t  p e r c o l a t e  t o  t h e  3 

and seem t o  n e u t r a l i z e  t h e  Case- res is t ing  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  

tensed  H. The f a c t  t h a t  f e a t u r e  pe rco la t ion  is only p a r t i a l  

can a l s o  be seen by t h e  fact, noted by Stowell ,  t h a t  t h e  5 i n  

sentences l i k e  (72b,c) and (73b) does no t  have t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  

s t a t u s  o f  an NP s i n c e  not  a l l  verbs  t h a t  t a k e  them a s  comple- 

ments a l low concealed ques t ions  a s  we s e e  i n  (74) .  

(74)  a. I wonder what t o  do. 
b. +I wonder t h e  person he  saw.  

Summing up, we  w i l l  assume t h a t  movement of t h e  r e l a t i v i z e d  

element t o  COMP a s  i n  (69 )  is necessary f o r  t h i s  element t o  per- 

c o l a t e  some f e a t u r e ( s )  t o  s o  t h a t  it becomes i n  some sense 

a c c e s s i b l e  t o  t h e  head of t h e  r e l a t i v e  c l ause ,  and t h a t  t h i s  i s  

what accounts f o r  t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of t h e  movement i n  r e l a t i v e  

c l a u s e s ,  as opposed t o  ques t ions  where movement is  op t iona l  ( c f .  

t h e  d iscuss ion  of  (65)  above) . 
A s  f o r  t h e  reason why t h i s  WH-element is l e x i c a l i z e d ,  t h e  

s imples t  assumption is  t h a t  it should depend on t h e  same f a c t o r s  

t h a t  account f o r  t h e  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  of a l l  o t h e r  NPs,  namely, 

t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lexica l iza t ion:  s i n c e  t h e  l e x i c a l i z e d  r e l a t i v e  

pronoun has  a WH-feature, we  could assume t h a t  t h i s  f e a t u r e  is 

v i s i b l e  i n  PF, so t h a t  it f o r c e s  t h e  Lex ica l i za t ion  of t h e  WH- 
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word. Since it is l e x i c a l ,  it fol lows from t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of 

L e x i c a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  WH-phrase w i l l  have t o  have $ - fea tu res ,  

i.e. person, number, gender and Case, hence t h a t  it o r i g i n a t e d  

i n  D-structure i n  a p o s i t i o n  where Case was assigned s i n c e  it 

cannot r ece ive  Case i n  i ts der ived  p o s i t i o n  i n  COMP. 

Consider now the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of WH-phrases: i n  some cases, 

t h e  WH-phrase is c l e a r l y  o v e r t  s i n c e  it has  t h e  form qui i n  sub- 

ject p o s i t i o n ,  o r  it is  t h e  o b j e c t  of  a P i n  COMP a f t e r  pied- 

piping.  But when only que is p r e s e n t ,  it is not  c l e a r  whether 

t h i s  que is a r e a l i z a t i o n  of  a WH-phrase o r  no t ,  s i n c e  it could 

be t h e  complementizer equ iva len t  t o  - t h a t  i n  English.  Furthermore, 

t h e r e  are no ins tances  of  an o v e r t  WH-phrase i n  QRCs t h a t  is no t  

a l s o  p a r t  o f  the acceptable  cons t ruc t ions  i n  SF, a s i d e  from t h e  

doubled cons t ruc t ions  i n  ( 6 3 ) .  So it seems t h a t  over tness  of 

t h e  WH-phrase i s  a proper ty  of SFRCs and t h a t  QRCs have an over t  

r e l a t i v e  pronoun only  i n  t h e  cons t ruc t ions  corresponding t o  t h e  

SFRCs. L e t  us  look i n  d e t a i l  a t  the cons t ruc t ions  where t h e r e  

does n o t  seein ,:o be an o v e r t  WH-phrase i n  QRCs, t h e s e  construc- 

t i o n s  being impossible i n  SF. Consider first ( 6 1 a V , b ' ) ,  re-  

peated here  i n  (75) . 
(75) a. L e  g a r s  que je pense . . . 

b. Le g a r s  que je t e  p a r l e  ... 
I n  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions ,  t h e  p repos i t ions  - d and - de,  so- 

c a l l e d  weak p repos i t ions ,  seem t o  have been d e l e t e d ,  and fu r -  

thermore t h e  WH-element is no t  l e x i c a l i z e d .  W e  can suppose 
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t h a t  t h e r e  is a non-lexical ized NP i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  

(75a,b) and t h a t  t h e s e  sentences  have a D-structure a s  i n  ( 7 6 ) .  

(76) a. Le g a r s  que je pense - e 
b. Le g a r s  que je t e  p a r l e  - e 

I n  o r d e r  f o r  t h i s  EC t o  reach PF without being l e x i c a l ,  it 

must not  bea r  any f e a t u r e  v i s i b l e  a t  t h a t  l e v e l  of representa-  

t i o n .  Suppose t h a t  t h e  EC does no t  have f e a t u r e s  of person, 

number and gender i n  D-structure: it w i l l  presumably g e t  t h e s e  

by Agreement with t h e  head of the r e l a t i v e  c l ause  i n  LF. We 

must then  a l s o  conclude t h a t  t h e  f e a t u r e  WH has  n o t  been in-  

s e r t e d  he re  s i n c e  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  is no t  forced: d i a l e c t s  of 

c o l l o q u i a l  French would t h e r e f o r e  have this o p t i o n a l i t y  of in- 

s e r t i o n  of a  WH-feature i n  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s  which SF would no t  

have. So l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  is forced  i n  SF, b u t  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  

i n  c o l l o q u i a l  French where the r e l a t i v i z e d  phrase can be an EC 

i f  t h e  WH-feature is n o t  i n s e r t e d .  I n  o rde r  f o r  t h e  EC not  t o  

be l e x i c a l i z e d  i n  ( 76 )  , it is also necessary t h a t  it avoids re- 

ce iv ing  a Case. W e  can now see t h e  l i n k  t h a t  t h e r e  is  between 

t h e  absence o f  an o v e r t  r e l a t i v i z e d  phrase and t h e  absence of 

Case marking i n  ( 76 )  . Suppose t h a t  verbs  l i k e  penser ,  p a r l e r  

are verbs that cannot a s s i g n  Case t o  t h e i r  o b j e c t  and which must 

do it by means of a  C a s e  marking p repos i t ion  which is semantical-  

l y  empty. I f  a  l e x i c a l  N P  is i n s e r t e d  i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

of a  verb of  t h i s  type,  then a p repos i t ion  must be i n s e r t e d  i n  

o r d e r  f o r  t h e  NP t o  be  assigned Case s o  that it w i l l  meet t h e  
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requirements of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion .  But i f  an EC 

is  i n s e r t e d  i n  such a p o s i t i o n ,  then  t h e  p repos i t ion  does not  

have t o  be i n s e r t e d .  Note t h a t  i f  a  WH-element i s  i n s e r t e d ,  it 

w i l l  have t o  be assigned Case s i n c e  it w i l l  even tua l ly  be l e x i -  

c a l i z e d  s i n c e  it has  a v i s i b l e  f e a t u r e  i n  PF, i .e. WH: s o  t h e  

p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion  f o r c e s  t h e  i n s e r t i o n  of a  preposi-  

t i o n  i n  such cases .  Since t h e  WH-phrase w i l l  be i n  a  PP i n  such 

cases ,  t h e  whole PP w i l l  have t o  be moved s i n c e  t h e r e  is  no pre- 

p o s i t i o n  s t r and ing  i n  French, i.e. no V-P r e a n a l y s i s .  

Consider (76)  again.  An EC is i n s e r t e d  i n  D-structure;  it 

is not  assigned Case, it is no t  i n  a  PP: s o  it moved t o  COMP and 

does not  have t o  be l e x i c a l i z e d  s i n c e  it does not  have any fea- 

t u r e  v i s i b l e  i n  PF. That empty opera to r  must be moved i n  o rde r  

f o r  t h e  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e  t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  with r e spec t  t o  t h e  

r e s t  of t h e  sentence,  a s  w e  have seen f o r  sentences where t h e  

r e l a t i v i z e d  element is  l e x i c a l .  F i n a l l y ,  s i n c e  t h e  dummy pre- 

p o s i t i o n  g, y de can be o p t i o n a l l y  i n s e r t e d ,  it could be i n s e r t e d  

even i f  it is  no t  a WH-element t h a t  i s  i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  I n  

such cases, we g e t  sentences  l i k e  those  i n  ( 7 7 ) .  

( 77 )  a. L e  gars que je pense l u i  . . . 
b. L e  g a r s  que j e  t ' a i  par16 de l u i  ... 

Since t h e  N P  is assigned Case he re ,  t he  p r i n c i p l e  of Lexi- 

c a l i z a t i o n  fo rces  t h e  i n s e r t i o n  of f e a t u r e s  of person, number, 

and gender, too.  23 I n  ( 7 7 ) .  t h e  pronoun w i l l  have t o  be coin- 

dexed with t h e  head of  t h e  r e l a t i v e  c lause  i n  o rde r  f o r  t h e  re- 
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l a t i v e  c l ause  t o  r ece ive  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  with r e spec t  t o  t h e  

whole sentence: t h i s  is the resumptive pronoun s t r a t e g y ,  which 

is akin  t o  Williams' (1980) not ion of  p red ica t ion .  24 

Consider sentences where s t rong  form prepos i t ions  have been 

i n s e r t e d  as i n  (62a' ,b'  ) , repeated he re  i n  (78) . 
(78) a. Un g a r s  que je m e  f i e r a i s  pas dessus . . . 

b. Le g a r s  que je v a i s  v o t e r  pour ... 
W e  could imagine t h a t  t h e  a n a l y s i s  presented f o r  construc- 

t i o n s  with weak prepos i t ions  could be adapted f o r  cons t ruc t ions  

with s t r o n g  prepos i t ions .  For example, w e  could say t h a t  t h e  

s t r o n g  form of a p repos i t ion  l i k e  dessus does not  a s s ign  Case 

t o  i ts  NP o b j e c t ,  and t h a t  s i n c e  the f e a t u r e  WH is o p t i o n a l  i n  

r e l a t i v e  c l auses  i n  c o l l o q u i a l  French, t h e  o b j e c t  of dessus does 

not  have t o  be l e x i c a l i z e d  s i n c e  it has  no f e a t u r e s  v i s i b l e  a t  

PF: s o  it is an EC. And then  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  r e l a t i v e  

c l ause  fo rces  the EC t o  be moved t o  C O W .  But t h e r e  is a h i t ch :  

i n  (76) ,  t h e  EC is i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of  t h e  verb and can 

be moved t o  COMP. But i n  ( 7 8 ) ,  the EC i s  i n  a PP, which blocks 

i t s  movement t o  COMP s i n c e  PP is a bounding node and t h e r e  is 

no r e a n a l y s i s  t o  al low prepos i t ion  s t r and ing  i n  French. 25 

An a l t e r n a t i v e  would be t o  cons ider  t h e  sentences i n  (78) 

as more c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  sentences i n  (77) than  t o  those  

i n  ( 7 6 ) ,  i . e .  more l i k e  ins tances  of t h e  resumptive s t r a t e g y .  

This  means t h a t  dessus would be a p repos i t ion  t h a t  does 

n o t  a s s ign  Case, and t h a t  it would have an EC ob jec t .  This  EC 
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could n o t  be an anaphor, l.e. a trace, s i n c e  it could not  be 

Bound i n  our  sense  s i n c e  PP blocks government. 

The i d e a  t o  cons ider  (78) a s  analogous t o  (77) suggests  

that t h e  EC would be a pronoun. There a r e  reasons t o  b e l i e v e  

t h a t  t h e  resumptive pronoun s t r a t e g y  a n a l y s i s  i s  t h e  r i g h t  one 

s i n c e  resumptive pronouns, con t ra ry  t o  t r a c e s ,  do no t  obey Sub- 

jacency. W e  can see that t h i s  is indeed t h e  case i n  a sentence 

l i k e  (79a) where la  f i l l e  is l inked  t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n  - avec+pronoi.m, 

i n  v i o l a t i o n  o f  Subjacency, whereas a v i o l a t i o n  of Subjacency 

when WH-movement h a s  taken  p lace  r e s u l t s  i n  ungrammaticality as 

i n  (79b) . 26 

(79)  a.  L a  f i l l e  que je connais b i e n  INP le g a r s  [E q u i  rS s o r t  

avec E C ] ~  1 
b e  +La f i l l e  [S avec quii [S je connais b i e n  INp le g a r s  

There are a l s o  independent reasons t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  s t rong  

form p r e p o s i t i o n s  are pronominal i n  some way s i n c e  they  can be 

used d e i c t i c a l l y  a s  i n  J ' a i  mis le cha t  dedans/dessus, Je s!lig 

pour/contre  . 
Consider next  t h e  case of  t h e  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  of t h e  sub- 

ject pos i t ion .  

(80) LBhomme que Is 5 est venu]! ... 
The - x being  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  he re ,  it is  assigned nomi- 

n a t i v e  Case. So it can be l e x i c a l i z e d  a s  t h e  c l i t i r  - il a s  i n  



(81 ) , with f e a t u r e s  of  person, number znd gender. 

(81) L1homme queLS il est venu]] ... 
A phonological r u l e  w i l l  t nen  d e r i v e  t h e  form i n  ( 8 2 ) .  

(82 )  L1home q u ' i l  est venu 

Th i s  is a very marginal cons t ruc t ion  i n  Quebec French. 

Since t h e  - 1 of  - il tends  t o  drop i n  genera l ,  we g e t  t h e  form 

[ki] i n  (82)  and it i s  impossible t o  know whether t h e  form i s  

& o r  g u l i l  underlyingly.  However, t h e  cons t ruc t ion  with a 

feminine pronoun que+el le=qu8el le  allows us  t o  see t h a t  t h e  con- 

s t r u c t i o n  with a resumptive pronoun i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  does 

e x i s t  i n  QRCs, bu t  it s t i l l  remains t h a t  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  is 

extremely marginal. See t h e  Appendix t o  t h i s  chapter  f o r  more 

d iscuss ion .  

There is another  p o s s i b l e  d e r i v a t i o n  ou t  of (80) .  The - x 

can be i n s e r t e d  without  a WH-feature. It g e t s  nominative Case 

and is moved t o  COMP i n  o r d e r  f o r  proper i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  c ? f  t h e  

r e l a t i v e  c l ause  t o  t a k e  p lace .  So w e  have t h e  elements 

i n  COMP. The r a l e  of  gue-qui of  Kayne (19 75) can be 

The element - x is assigned nominative Case and so must be 

l e x i c a l i z e d :  t h e  r u l e  i n  (83)  allows t h i s  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  and qui 

now has  t h e  index of  - x, s o  t h a t  t h e  features of g and those  of 
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que combine i n t o  t h e  element qui ( c f .  Pesetsky 1 9 7 8 ) .  Another 

way t o  de r ive  t h e  e f f e c t s  of (83) would be t o  assume t h a t  t h e r e  

is perco la t ion  of t h e  f e a t u r e s  of x  and que t o  t h e  node domina- - 
t i n g  t h e s e  two elements and t h a t  t h i s  node is  then r e a l i z e d  a s  

q u i  i n  PF as i n  ( 8 3 ' ) .  - 

The s n a l y s i s  of t h e  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  of  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

cos id  be s i m i l a r  t~ t h e  one of  t h e  s u b j e c t  pos i t ion .  So i f  an 

o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  is r e l a t i v i z e d ,  it must be l e x i c a l i z e d  s i n c e  it 

is Case marked. I f  t h e  N P  has  a WH-feature, then  it is moved 

t o  COMP. It is o v e r t  because t h e  f e a t u r e  f o r c e s  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n .  

I f  it does not have a  WH-feature, then  t h e r e  a r e  two p o s s i b i l i -  

t ies.  I t  is e i t h e r  l e x i c a l i z e d  as a resumptive c l i t i c  pEonoun, 

as i n  ( 8 4 ) .  

(84) La f i l l e  que Jean l ' a  vue. 

O r  it is moved t o  COMP and undergoes a r u l e  similar t o  ( t \ 3 ) ,  

r u l e  (85) .  

So it seems t h a t  a simple a n a l y s i s  of QRCs is  poss ib le  i f  

we assume t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e  d i f -  

ference between c o l l o q u i a l  French and s tandard  French reduces 
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t o  t h e  s i n g l e  parameter of having or n o t  t h e  o p t i o n a l i t y  of 

i n s e r t i n g  a Wh-feature i n  r e l a t i v e  c lauses :  i n  SF, r e l a t i v e  

c l auses  must have a  WH-feature, whereas such a  f e a t u r e  i s  op- 

t i o n a l  i n  QRCs. 

I f  we assume t h a t  a WH-feature is  " v i s i b l e "  i n  PF, t h i s  

has  f o r  consequence that a l l  r e l a t i v i z e d  p o s i t i o n s  i n  SF must 

be l inked  t o  an element t h a t  has  a v i s i b l e  f e a t u r e  i n  PF, i . e .  

WH, s o  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  always be l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  of a r e l a t i v e  

element i n  t h i s  d i a l e c t .  I n  c o l l o q u i a l  French on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

s i n c e  t h e  WH-feature i s  o p t i o n a l ,  it i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  i n s e r t  an 

EC i n  t h e  r e l a t i v i z e d  p o s i t i o n ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i v e  element 

does no t  have t o  be l e x i c a l i z e d  i f  t h e  r e l a t i v i z e d  p o s i t i o n  is  

n o t  assigned a  f e a t u r e  v i s i b l e  i n  PF by some o t h e r  component of 

t h e  grammar: t h i s  means t h a t  t o  have an EC, t h e  r e l a t i v i z e d  

phrase must n o t  be ass igned Case, o r  e l s e  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  is ob- 

l i g a t o r y .  

The a n a l y s i s  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  s i n c e  SF must i n s e r t  t h e  f e a t u r e  

WH, there w i l l  be only one possible form f o r  each r e l a t i v i z e d  

p o s i t i o n  i n  t h i s  d i a l e c t ,  one with a WH-feature t h a t  i s  o v e r t  

(cf.  (591, (601,  (61a ,b) ,  ( 6 2 a , b ) ) .  27  I n  c o l l o q u i a l  French 

on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s :  forms l i k e  

i n  SF where t h e  WH-feature has  been i n s e r t e d  i n  D-structure 

(cf. (59) ,  ( 6 0 ) ,  (61a ,b) ,  (62a,b! ) ; i f  t h e  WH-feature is  n o t  

i n s e r t e d  and i f  t h e  p o s i t i o n  is not  Case-markedran EC is  poss i -  

b l e  ( c f .  ( 6 1 a g r b ' ) ,  ( 6 2 a 8 , b ' ) ) ;  i f  t h e  f e a t u r e  WH is  not  i n -  
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s e r t e d  and i f  t h e  p o s i t i o n  is Case marked, then  we g e t  forms 

l e x i c a l i z e d  by r u l e s  l i k e  (83) and (85 )  ( c f .  ( 5 9 )  and (60) ) , 

o r  resumptive pronouns (cf. ( 6 4 ) ) .  I n  t h i s  l a s t  case  ar,d when 

t h e  resumptive pronoun is an EC with a s t rong  form prepos i t ion ,  

s i n c e  no element has  been moved, there a r e  no Subjacency e f -  

fects. What is c r u c i a l  he re  with r e spec t  t o  our  genera l  ap- 

proach t o  WH-constructions is t h a t  it must be assumed t h a t  

Case is  ass igned t o  t h e  WH-phrase i n  o rde r  t o  account f o r  t h e  

l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  or non- lexica l iza t ion  of t h e  element i n  t h e  re- 

l a t i v i z e d  pos i t ion .  

3.3.2.3. Problems. 

W e  a r e  n w  assuming t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  of  a  WH-phrase is an 

EC for the same reason t h a t  any EC is no t  l e x i c a l i z e d :  it has 

no +-fea tures  a t  PF. I n  o rde r  f o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  t o  work, w e  

made the n a t u r a l  assumption that some WH-phrases being NPs, 

they  have t o  b e a r  Case l ike any o t h e r  NP, and t h a t  they  c a r r y  

Case along when they  are moved, so t h a t  the t r a c e  of a  W- 

phrase Us no Case a t  PF, and hence can be an EC by t h e  p r i n c i -  

p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion ,  s i n c e  it b e a r s  no $- fea tures  a t  PF. The 

p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion  has  two k inds  of e f f e c t s  f o r  l e x i -  

cal items: on t h e  one hand, if an element i s  l e x i c a l ,  it must 

bea r  $- fea tures ,  and on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  an element bea r s  a 

$- fea ture ,  it must be l e x i c a l .  In  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we a r e  concern- 

ed  with Case, and s i n c e  it is a $- fea ture ,  we a r e  assuming t h a t ,  

by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of L e x i c a l i z a t i o n ,  i n  o rde r  t o  be l e x i c a l ,  an 
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NP must bea r  Case on t h e  one hand, and t h a t  i f  an N P  bea r s  C a s e ,  

it must be l e x i c a l .  Therefore,  assuming t h a t  $- fea tures  o t h e r  

than Case a r e  s p e c i f i e d  accordingly,  t h e r e  can be two types  of 

empi r i ca l  problems with which w e  can be faced w i t h  r e spec t  t o  

C a s e :  on the one hand, a l e x i c a l  NP t h a t  seems t o  bea r  Case but  

y e t  is  no t  well-formed a t  PF; and on t h e  o t h e r  hand, an N P  t h a t  

bea r s  Case b u t  is no t  l e x i c a l i z e d .  The f i r s t  kind of problem 

is found i n  some free r e l a t i v e s  i n  Hebrew, where "Case from 

ou t s iden  does n o t  seem t o  be s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  t h e  WH-phrase to;  

be l e x i c a l ,  as i n  (86)  . 
(86) a. *mii  8e-'amarti le-Dan [ei] - le-taken let ha-ke'ara] 

who tha t - to ld - I  to-Dan t o - f i x  acc  t h e  s ink  

b.  mai ge-lamarti le-Dan PRO l i - k n o t  kii la- t inok]  
what tha t - to ld - I  to-Dan to-buy to-the-baby 

Recall t h a t  i n  3.3.2.1. w e  assumed along t h e  l i n e s  of Bo- 

rer (1981) t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a device  t o  a s s ign  Case t o  t h e  f ron ted  

WH-phrase i n  f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  i n  Hebrew i n  o rde r  t o  exp la in  t h e  

c o n t r a s t  between ques t ions  and f r e e  r e l a t i v e s .  Y e t  t h i s  nCase 

from ou t s iden  is no t  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  t h e  WH-phrase s i n c e  it 

seems t h a t  it must a l s o  g e t  C a s e  from indide  t h e  i n  ( 8 6 )  . 
The second k ind  of empi r i ca l  2roblem where an NP seems to 

bear  Case and y e t  i s  n o t  l e x i c a l i z e d  is found i n  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  

formed with #-operators l i k e  i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  ..as 

i n  ( 8 7 ) ,  o r  tensed  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  i n  a few languages like En- 

g l i s h  a s  i n  ( 8 8 ) .  
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(88) a. The man John s a w .  
b. Whe man you t r i e d  t o  win. 

L e t  us examine these  problems i n  tu rn .  Consider f i r s t  t h e  

problem of the C a s e  assignment i n  f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  i n  Hebrew. W e  

have two problems fac ing us he re  i n  f a c t .  The f i r s t  one is why 

Case from ou ts ide  is not  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  t h e  WH-NP, and t h e  se- 

cond one is how C a s e  is  assigned from outs ide .  W e  w i l l  s ee  

t h a t  so lv ing t h i s  second t echn i ca l  problem w i l l  g ive us a c lue  

t o  t h e  so lu t ion  t o  t h e  first problem. 

One way t o  have Case assigned t o  t h e  WH-phrase i n  f r e e  re- 

l a t i v e s  i n  Hebrew is t o  assume t h a t  t h e  WH-phrase i s  i n  t h e  

head pos i t ion  of  t h e  r e l a t i v e  c lause  (cf. Bresnan & Grimshaw 

1978) I n  f a c t ,  i f  it is assumed t h a t  Case is assigned under 

government, then t h i s  is t h e  only p o s s i b i l i t y ,  unless  one as- 

sumes t h a t  i n  a s t r u c t u r e  f o r  ar f r e e  relative l i k e  (89) , 

both maximal expansions pax and B a r e  f o r  some reason transpa- 

r e n t  f o r  government by a Case a s s igne t  i n  order  f o r  t he  WH-phrase 

t o  g e t  Case. This is  unl ike ly ,  e spec i a l l y  i f  t h e  X i n  ( 8 9 )  i s  

N. Why wou1dn''t t h e  Case be assigned t o  t h i s  N ,  r a t h e r  than t o  
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t h e  WH-phrase? One could always say  t h a t  t h e  N P  would have no 

head i n  (89) ( c f .  Groos & Riemsdi jk 1979) s o  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no- 

t h i n g  t o  bea r  t h e  Case, bu t  t h i s  i s  i n  con t rad ic t ion  with a 

s t r o n g  theory  where nodes are l a b e l l e d  by i n s e r t i o n  of l e x i -  

c a l  material under a head, hence must be headed. Furthe-more, 

it is  a l s o  i n  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  with t h e  a n a l y s i s  of gerunds i n  

Chomsky (1 981a) where it is  assumed t h a t  a gerund has  t h e  form 

INP+ N P  VP] , i.e'. has  no head f o r  NP*, and y e t  it must bea r  

Case according t o  Chomsky's Case F i l t e r  o r  V i s i b i l i t y  condi t ion  

s i n c e  they  are s t a t e d  on N P ,  n o t  on N .  28 Note a l s o  t h a t  our  

p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  t h e  head cannot be 

empty i n  (89) and should be l e x i c a l i z e d  s i n c e  it rece ives  Case. 

W e  have seen above t h a t  our  a n a l y s i s  of core c s n s t r u c t i o n s  

involving WH-movement h a s  l e d  us  t o  t h e  assumption t h a t  COMP i s  

an unlabel led  p o s i t i o n  which is a sister t o  S ,  as i n  (90) ( c f .  

40a,b).  

When WH-movement t a k e s  p lace ,  t h e  FW-phrase is  moved into--  

t h e  X max p o s i t i o n ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  output  of t h e  r u l e  is a s  i n  (9 1 ) . 
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W e  have seen t h a t  i n  con t ruc t ions  l i k e  (91  1 , some f e a t u r e s  

from t h e  WH-phrase can p e r c o l a t e  t o  t h e  node Y" dominating it 

( c f .  t h e  d i scuss ion  on pe rco la t ion  i n  t h e  preceding s e c t i o n ) .  

I n  t h e  cases that  w e  have seen,  only some weak form of perco- 

l a t i o n  took p lace ;  f o r  example, j u s t  enough f e a t u r e s  percola ted  

t o  allow assignment of Case t o  t h e  g dominating t h e  WH-NP (cf.  

(72)- (74) ) . Suppose now t h a t  t h e r e  can a l s o  be s t r o n g  percola-  

t i o n  i n  s t r u c t u r e s  l i k e  (91) so t h a t  t h e  WH-phrase p e r c o l a t e s  

enough f e a t u r e s  t o  Y" so t h a t  it can rece ive  Case i t s e l f ,  i . e .  

Case from outs ide .  This  would have t h e  n ice  proper ty  t h a t  t h e  

WH-phrase is i n  some sense  t h e  head of  although it has been 

moved t h e r e .  

It is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  when t h i s  is poss ib le .  According 

t o  Borer ' s  d a t a  i n  ( 4 4 )  - (53 )  above, t h i s  is  only poss ib le  i n  

c l i t i c -doub l ing  cons t ruc t ions .  So t h i s  head-like behavior of 

t h e  moved WH-phrase is presumably r e l a t e d  t o  some proper ty  of 

t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions .  What a r e  the p r o p e r t i e s  of c l i t i c -doub l ing  

cons t ruc t ions?  For one t h i n g ,  t h e  c l i t i c  must n o t  absorb t h e  

0-role, o r  else t h e  f u l l  NP g e t s  no 8-role,  unless  t h e  c l i t i c  

t r ansmi t s  its 8-role t o  t h e  f u l l  NP i n  some way. Suppose t h a t  

t h i s  i s  a proper ty  of c l i t i c  doubling: t h e  f u l l  NP can Bind t h e  

c l i t i c  i n  (92 )  by ass igning  i t s  R-index t o  it ,  s i n c e  it governs 

t h e  c l i t i c ,  so t h a t  t h e  c l i t i c  is l i k e  an o b j e c t  agreement e l e -  

ment on t h e  V. W e  w i l l  r e f e r  t o  t h i s  proper ty  a s  c l i t i c  Binding. 



2 4 5  

O f  course,  a discont inuous element ( c l i t i c ,  - e)  which bears 

a 8-role i s  s t i l l  poss ib le  i n  t h e s e  languages, so t h a t  t h e r e  

can be a cons t ruc t ion  a s  i n  (93)  when t h e r e  is  no f u l l  NP Bin- 

der .  

There is a second proper ty  which i s  necessary f o r -  t h e  

Bull  N P  t o  be l e x i c a l i z e d  i n  c l i t i c  doubling cons t ruc t ions :  

The language must have a Case a s s i g n e r  t h a t  can be i n s e r t e d  t o  

a s s ign  Case t o  t h e  NP, s i n c e  t h e  c l i t i c  absorbs t h e  Case t h a t  

is normally assigned by t h e  head. So H e b r e w  has  - g e l - i n s e r t i o n ,  

Spanish h a s  - a - inse r t ion ,  etc. Note that t h e  two p r o p e r t i e s  of 

c l i t i c  doubling cons t ruc t ions  are independent, s o  t h a t  t h e r e  

could be cons t ruc t ions  where only  one proper ty  i s  r e a l i z e d .  

So f o r  example, many languages have dummy Case a s s i g n e r s  al- 

though they  don ' t  have c l i t i c  doubling. And we seem t o  g e t  t h e  

r eve r se  case f o r  c l i t i c  Binding i n  Hebrew: i n  f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  

where t h e  r e l a t i v i z e d  p o s i t i o n  is i n s i d e  a PP, t h e r e  is c l i t i c  

Binding, b u t  no c l i t i c  doubling i n  t h e  sense  t h a t  t h e r e  can be 

no l e x i c a l  NP t h e r e  s i n c e  t h e r e  is no dumxny Case ass igner  a v a i l -  

a b l e  i n  t h i s  cons t ruc t ion  i n  Hebrew (c f  . (53b) ) . However a WH- 

NP can appear i n  t h e  doubled p o s i t i o n  i f  t h e  WH-NP is moved t o  

COMP where it can subsequently g e t  Case. 

The d e r i v a t i o n  t h a t  Borer (1981  ) assumes i n  t h e  case of 

e x t r a c t i o n  from c l i t i c  doubling cons t ruc t ions  is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  

( 9 4 ) .  



W e  assume t h a t  once moved immediately under 5,  t h e  WH- 

phrase can undergo weak o r  s t rong percolat ion.  I f  weak perco- 

l a t i o n  takes  place,  no Case is assigned t o  t he  WH-NP a t  any 

point  i n  t h e  derivat ion:  it can ' t  g e t  Case from outs ide  be- 

cause s t rong percolat ion has not  taken place,  and it can ' t  ge t  

Case from ins ide  because t he  c l i t i c  absorbs it. So it is ruled 

out  by the  p r inc ip le  of Lexical izat ion.  I f  s t rong percolat ion 

takes  place,  then Case is assigned t o  t he  WH-NP which now heads 

t he  i n  some sense, and w e  w i l l  assume t h a t  the WH-phrase a l s o  

receives a 8-role a s  t he  head of t he  f r e e  r e l a t i v e .  This being 

the case, the WH-phrase can only Bind a c l i t i c  i n  t he  sentence, 

and not  an ac tua l  var iab le ,  s ince  elements bearing 8-roles can- 

not  Bind var iables ,  a s  seems natura l .  On the  other-hand, s ince  

a discontinuous element (cli t ic,e) - can bear  a 8-role independent- 

l y ,  Binding of a c l i t i c  by the  WH-phrase is  not subject  t o  t h i s  

r e s t r i c t i o n .  *' This explains why it appears t h a t  Case from out- 

s ide  is no t  s u f f i c i e n t  i n  sentences l i k e  (95)  . 
( 95 )  .mii ge-lamarti le-Dan [g [el le-taken 'e t  ha-ke'ara] - i 

who that- told-I  to-Dan to - f ix  acc the-sink 
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I n  o r d e r  t o  g e t  Case from o u t s i d e ,  s t r o n g  pe rco la t ion  must 

t ake  p lace ,  which has  f o r  consequence t h a t  t h e  WH-NP a l s o  g e t s  

a  8-role from ou t s ide .  But now i f  it Binds t h e  EC i n  (951, t h e  

r e s u l t  i s  that a 8-bearing element Binds a v a r i a b l e ,  which we 

assume is impossible.  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  weak pe rco la t ion  t a k e s  p lace  i n  (951, 

t h e  WH-NP does n o t  q e t  a €)-role from o u t s i d e ,  bu t  n e i t h e r  does 

it g e t  Case; ans s i n c e  it does not  g e t  Case i n s i d e  t h e  e i t h e r ,  

it is  ru led  ou t  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion .  Note a l s o  

t h a t  Case from ou t s ide  is never p o s s i b l e  f o r  ques t ions  s i n c e  

t h e  WH-phrase is a real opera to r  i n  ques t ions ,  and hence cannot 

bea r  t h e  &role t h a t  comes along with t h e  Case from ou t s ide .  

It is a l s o  t h e  case that Case from ou t s ide  s t r u c t u r e s  never in-  

volves non-c l i t i c  pronouns: t h e  reason is  t h a t  t h e r e  would be 

no p o s i t i o n  from which t h e  WH-phrase could o r i g i n a t e .  And t h e  

n o n - c l i t i c  pronoun can be bound as a resumptive pronoun only by 

something e x t e r n a l  t o  t h e  i n  Hebrew, never by a  WH-phrase, 

e i t h e r  r e l a t i v e  o r  ques t ion  (cf  . (47) - (52)  above) . F i n a l l y ,  t h e  

reason why t h e  whole 3 must bea r  Case even i f  t h e r e  is  only 

weak pe rco la t ion  comes from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an with a WH-NP i n  

i t s  COMP l o s e s  i ts  Case Resis tance p r o p e r t i e s ,  as w e  have seen 

above i n  our  d iscuss ion  of d a t a  presented i n  Stowell  (1981a) 

(cf. ( 7 2 ) - ( 7 4 ) ) .  

So we see t h a t  an apparent  problem t o  our claim t h a t  it is  

t h e  WH-NP t h a t  bea r s  Case, and no t  t h e  t r a c e  of t h e  WH-NP f i n d s  a 
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s o l u t i o n  when t h e  proper t e c h n i c a l  process  of assignment of Case 

from o u t s i d e  is determined. We have given some poss ib le  way i n  

which t h i s  can be done and which i s  c o n s i s t e n t  with our  c l a i m ,  

and we w i l l  assume t h a t  such a s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  assignment of 

Case from ou t s ide  is workable. Thus t h e  problem is no more an 

e m i p i r i c a l  one, b u t  a t e c h n i c a l  one with a suggest ion of  a so- 

l u t i o n .  Note t h a t  i f  one drops t h e  assumption t h a t  it i s  t h e  

WH-NP t h a t  b e a r s  t h e  Case, then  one l o s e s  t h e  explanat ion  f o r  

t h e  c o n t r a s t  between ques t ions  and f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  i n  Hebrew 

presented i n  s e c t i o n  3.3.2.1 above; one must a l s o  s t i p u l a t e  

t h a t  WH-NPs are s p e c i a l  NPs i n  t h a t  they do no t  have t o  bear  

Case i n  t h e  same way t h a t  o t h e r  l e x i c a l  NPs have t o .  

Consider now t h e  second type o f  problem t h a t  our  a n a l y s i s  

of Case assignment i n  WH-constructions f a c e s ,  namely t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  some C a s e  marked r e l a t i v e  opera to r s  a r e  not  l e x i c a l i z e d .  

Consider f i r s t  cases l i k e  sentence (87) , repeated here  a s  ( 9 6 )  . 
(96) John found INp a booki I=] L S  PRO t o  read  ti]] 1 

I n  Chomsky (1981a) , it is  assumed t h a t  a book must bind 

[gli i n  (96) by a r e s t r i c t i o n  t h a t  precludes vacuous quan t i f  i- 

cat ion .  So i n  (96) ,  t h e  v a r i a b l e  t a k e s  t h e  value of t h e  element 

t h a t  b inds  t h e  empty opera tor .  Now cons ider  t h e  problem t h a t  

(96)  p resen t s  f o r  our  a n a l y s i s ,  namely t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  opera- 

t o r  re] is no t  l e x i c a l  i n  ( 9 6 )  although it comes from a Case 

marked pos i t ion .  One s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  problem is  t o  assume that 

t h e  opera to r  i n  (96)  is merged with t h e  head of t h e  r e l a t i v e  



clause., and t h a t  it is t h i s  combination of t h e  head t h e  book 

and t h e  opera to r  [el - t h a t  Binds t h e  t r a c e  here.  I f  s o ,  then  w e  

could say t h a t  t h e  complex element t h e  book + re1 r e a l i z e s  t h e  

Case of t h e  t r a c e ,  somewhat l i k e  t h e  que-qui r u l e  c r e a t e s  a com- 

p lex  Binder t h a t  r e a l i z e s  nominative Case. There a r e  reasons 

t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  do involve a somewhat spe- 

c i a l  process.  For ins t ance ,  t h e  merging of [el - and t h e  head 

occurs  only i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  and i n f i n i t i v a l  

c l auses  a r e  known t o  have weaker boundaries i n  many ins tances  

(cf. a l l  t h e  f a c t s  t h a t  f a l l  under .S d e l e t i o n ,  which i s  essen- 

t i a l l y  a mechanism t o  weaken t h e  boundary of t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  

c l ause ,  whatever t h e  a c t u a l  mechanism i s ) .  Although a s i m i l a r  

process  t a k e s  p lace  i n  English i n  tensed  sentences l i k e  ( 8 8 ~ ~ 1 ,  

t h i s  is  a marked process  of Englisn and it is r a r e  among na- 

t u r a l  languages: t h e  usual  s i t u a t i o n  i n  sentences l i k e  (88a) 

is t o  have an o v e r t  element. However, t h e  phenomenon i s  much 

more widely spread among languages when t h e  r e l a t i v e  c lause  

is i n f i n i t i v a l ,  s o  t h e  phenomenon i s  presumably r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  

weak s t a t u s  of the boundary i n  i n f i n i t i v e s .  

Another i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  Binder is s p e c i a l  i n  sentences 

l i k e  (96 )  is t h a t  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  does no t  seem t o  t o l e r a t e  suc- 

cess ive  c y c l i c i t y  a s  w e  can see i n  ( 9 7 ) .  (The choice of t h e  verb 

is a l s o  q u i t e  r e s t r i c t e d .  ) 

(97) a. John found a book t h a t  he b e l i e v e s  Mary t o  l i k e  2. 
a'  .*John found a book t o  be l i eve  Mary t o  l i k e  4. 



b . John found a book t h a t  he convinced Mary t o  read - t . 
b1.+John found a book t o  convince Mary t o  read - t. 

c. John found a hook t h a t  he convinced Mary t h a t  she 
should read t .  - 

c'.+John found a book t o  convince B ~ r y  t h a t  she  should 

read t .  - 

Judgements a r e  n o t  always a s  c l e a r  as ind ica ted  he re .  Thus 

although a l l   speaker.^ f i n d  (97a1)  impossible,  some speakers  f i n d  

(97b1 ) b e t t e r  than  (97a1) . The reason f o r  t h i s ,  we t h ink ,  is 

t h a t  (97b') can rece ive  a grammatical reading with a purposive 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  r a t h e r  khan a r e l a t i v e  c l ause  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

t h e  i n f i n i t i v e  c lause .  This  reading is not  poss ib le  i n  (97a ' )  

however. The reading a s  a purposive s t ands  o u t  more c l e a r l y  i n  

( 9 7 ~ ) .  It a l s o  s t ands  o u t  more c l e a r l y  i f  we change t h e  matr ix  

verb as i n  (98) .  

(98) a. *John bought a book t o  be l i eve  Mary t o  read. 

b.  *John bought a book i n  o r d e r  t o  be l i eve  t h a t  Mary read it. 
c.??John bought a book t o  convince Mary t o  read. 

d. John bought a book i n  o r d e r  t o  convirrce Mary t o .  read ( i t ) .  

Note t h a t  t h e r e  is no t r a c e  i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of - read 

under t h e  purposive reading  s i n c e  no e x t r a c t i o n  > a s  taken place: 

read is used a s  an i n t r a n s i t i v e  verb here .  So t h e  we.&er re jet- - 
t i o n  of (97b1) could be due t o  an ana log ica l  a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  

the purposive reading of t h e  sentence.  What makes us b e l i e v e  

t h a t  t h i s  is t h e  case is  t h a t  i n  French, t h i s  ana log ica l  reading 

is not  a v a i l a b l e ,  and t h a t  t h e  judgements a r e  c l e a r e r  f o r  sen- 

t ences  l i k e  (9 7b1 ) , as w e  see i n  t h e  French equiva lent  i n  (99b) . 
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(99) a. Jean a trouv6 un l i v r e  d l i r e .  

b. +Jean a trouv6 un l i v r e  $ convaincre Marie de l i r e .  

The reason is t h a t  t h e  purposive and r e l a t i v e  c l ause  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  d i f f e r  i n  French: t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  r e l a t i v e  c l ause  

is introduced by $ as i n  ( 9 9 ) ,  b u t  t h e  purposive i s  introduded - 
by pour,  as i n  (100) .  30 

(100) a. Jean a achet6 un l i v r e  pour l ire.  
b. Jean a achetk un l i v r e  pour convaincre Marie de l i re .  

Because of  t h i s  d i f f e rence ,  t h e  ana log ica l  reading f o r  sen- 

t ences  l i k e  (99b) is n o t  a v a i l a b l e ,  hence t h e  c l e a r e r  grammati- 

c a l i t y  judgements. 

So it seems t h a t  the Binder i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  

is n o t  a usual  Binder, and w e  w i l l  assume t h a t  t h i s  s p e c i a l  

s t a t u s  is respons ib le  for the f a c t  t h a t  the Case appears no t  

t o  be r ea l i zed .  One way t o  cap tu re  t h i s  is t o  assume a merger 

a s  descr ibed  above, somewhat l i k e  the e f f e c t s  of  gue-quit o r  

rather l i k e  t h e  gue-sue r u l e  (85) i n  3.3.2 - 2 .  3 1 

Borer (1981) a l s o  p r e s e n t s  sentences  l i k e  those  i n  (101 ) 

a s  problems for an approach t o  C a s e  i n  WH-constructions where 

t h e  WH-phrase b e a r s  t h e  Case s i n c e  It seems t h a t  Case is re- 

qu i red  even i f  no l e x i c a l  WH-phras~ is p resen t ,  

(101) a. Whe mani ( t h a t )  you t r i e d  [&i t o  win] 
b. *The mani it seems t o  come] 

But it is f a l s e  t o  say t h a t  Case is requi red  i n  this type 

of cons t ruc t ion  s i n c e  we can f i n d  examples similar t o  t h e s e  which 
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are commonly found and are grammatical, l i k e  t h e  well-known 

case discussed  i n  Chomsky & Lasnik (6977). 

(102) a mani ki t o  f i x  t h e  s ink]  

So it seems that some o t h e r  explanat ion  must be found for 

t h e  ungxammaticality of  t h e  sentences  i n  (121).  The explana- 

t i o n  probably l ies  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an in termedia te  

Binder i n  t h e  sentences  i n  (101) ,  and it, whereas a man 

can d i r e c t l y  Bind t h e  t r a c e  i n  (102) .  This  is e s p e c i a l l y  l i k e -  

l y  i f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of t h e s e  s p e c i a l  complex Binders t o  a va r i -  

a b l e  is r e s t r i c t e d ,  as w e  have seen i n  ( 97). 

Consider now another  ins t ance  of what seems t o  be a  non- 

l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  of  a  Case marked N P ,  namely sentences l i k e  (88a) .  

repea ted  he re  as ( 103) . 
(103) The man John s a w  - t 

W e  have a l r eady  s a i d  above t h a t  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  of En- 

g l i s h  are marked s i n c e  they  are rare among languages. 

The reason why English al lows such cons t ruc t ions  where 

Case does n o t  seem t o  be r e a l i z e d  i n  PF might de r ive  from pro- 

cesses that took p lace  a t  earlier s t a g e s  of t h e  language. Con- 

s i d e r  the following f a c t s  from Old English which a r e  now fami- 

l i a r  ( c f .  Allen 1977, Bresnan a Grimshaw 1978, Grimshaw 1974, 

V a t  1978) : l o  A t  t h a t  s t a g e  of t h e  language. s t r and ing  of a  

p repos i t ion  i n  a  r e l a t i v e  c l ause  was not  poss ib le  when an overt 

WH-phrase w a s  p resen t ,  al though it was poss ib le  i f  t h e  r e l a t i v e  

c l ause  w a s  introduced by a  complementizer of t h e  - t h a t  type ,  o r  
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by no o v e r t  element; 2' an op t iona l  complementizer equiva lent  

t o  modern English - t h a t  w a s  always p o s s i b l e  i n  COW, even i f  a 

WH-phrase w a s  a l s o  p resen t  i n  COMP, s o  t h a t  t h e  doubly f i l l e d  

COMP f i l t e r  of Chomsky & Lasnik (19771 was n o t  ope ra t ive  then.  

These observat ions  are schematized i n  ( 104)  - ( 107) . 
(104) This  book of which ( t h a t )  I make mention - t 
(105). -his  book which ( t h a t )  I make mention of - t 
(106) *This book of  [NPd ( t h a t )  I make mention - t 
(107) This  book ( t h a t )  I make mention of - t 

We w i l l  n o t  d i scuss  t h e  l a t t e r  f a c t ,  b u t  r a t h e r  concent ra te  
9 

on t h e  f o m r  about s t r and ing  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  One way t o  exp la in  

t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (105) and (107) i s  t o  assume t h a t  a t  t h a t  

s t a g e  of t h e  language, r e a n a l y s i s  implied t h a t  no Case was as- 

s igned t o  t h e  N P  fol lowing t h e  reanalyzed P. So s i n c e  no Case 

is ass igned t o  the. trace i n  (105) and (107) ,  t h e  NP cannot be 

l e x i c a l  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  L e x i c a l i z a t i o n ,  hence t h e  ungramma- 

t i c a l i t y  of (105) where l e x i c a l  which rece ives  no Case, and 

t h e  grammaticali ty of  (107) where a @-operator is no t  l e x i c a l i z e d .  

As f o r  (104) and (106) ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  is no r e a n a l y s i s  t h a t  t akes  

p lace ,  C a s e  is assigned by t h e  P, hence it fo rces  t h e  l e x i c a l i -  

za t ion  of t h e  NP opera tor .  

There are reasons t h a t  1 e a d . u ~  t o  be l i eve  t h a t  Cane w a s  no t  

assigned i n  r e a n a l y s i s  cons t ruc t ions  a t  t h a t  s t a g e .  F i r s t ,  

s t r and ing  was n o t  poss ib le  i n  ques t ions  i n  Old English; i f  reana- 

l y s i s  implied t h a t  Case was no t  ass igned,  then  t h e  NP could only 

a 
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be a @-operator by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion ,  and a-oper- 

a t o r s  are only  poss ib le  i n  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  not  i n  ques t ions  

f o r  semantic reasons: hence t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of s t r and ing  i n  

ques t ions .  The second reason has t o  do with t h e  f a c t ,  pointed 

ou t  t o  us  by Paul  Kiparksy (personal  communication), t h a t  re- 

a n a l y s i s  i n  pass ive  cons t ruc t ions  came abouk i n  English only 

a f t e r  r e a n a l y s i s  i n  WH-constructions w a s  a l ready w e l l  e s t a b l i s h e d  

i n  t h e  language. I f  one assumes t h a t  pass ive  morphology is on- 

l y  poss ib le  when t h e r e  i s  a Case t o  absorb (see t h e  a n a l y s i s  of 

Exceptional Case Marking i n  5.2 .2  f o r  more d i s c u s s i o n ) ,  and i f  

r e a n a l y s i s  blocked Case assignment a t  t h a t  s t a g e ,  t h i s  means 

t h a t  p a s s i v i z a t i o n  could  n o t  apply i n  a cons t ruc t ion  where re-  

a n a l y s i s  app l i ed  s i n c e  t h i s  blocking of C a s e  assignment by re- 

a n a l y s i s  has  a b leeding  e f f e c t  on pass iv iza t ion .  I n  WH-construc- 

t i o n s  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, r e a n a l y s i s  w a s  poss ib le ,  except  t h a t  

blocking of C a s e  assignment had f o r  e f f e c t  t h a t  t h e  N P  could 

n o t  be l e x i c a l  by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion ,  hence t h e  

ungrammaticality of (105) a t  t h a t  s t age .  But when r e a n a l y s i s  

stopped blocking t h e  assignment o f  Case, as we b e l i e v e  happened 

i n  t h e  passage t o  Modern English with consequences t h a t  we w i l l  

see s h o r t l y ,  then  p a s s i v i z a t i o n  could apply t o  reanalyzed con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  s i n c e  t h e r e  w a s  now a Case t o  absorb f o r  t h e  pass ive  

morphology. So t h e  change from Case blocking t o  non-Case block- * 
i n g  i n  r e a n a l y s i s  accounts f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  r e a n a l y s i s  i n  pas- 

s i v e  cons t ruc t ions  came about a f t e r  r e a n a l y s i s  i n  WH-construc- 



2 5 5  

t i o n s  . 
Consider now t h e  f a c t s  of Modern English i n  (108) - (1 1 1 ) . 

(108) This  book o f  which I make mention t - 
(109) This  book which I make mention of t - 
( I l n )  *This book of  - e I make mention & 

(111) This  book ( t h a t )  I make mention of t - 
I f  the d i f f e r e n c e  between O l d  Engl ish and Modern English 

is a passage from r e a n a l y s i s  with a Case assignment bloeking 

e f f e c t  t o  r e a n a l y s i s  with an o p t i o n a l  Case assignment blocking 

e f f e c t ,  then  we have an account f o r  t h e s e  facts a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  

facts about t h e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n  between r e a n a l y s i s  and pass iv i -  

za t ion  just discussed-  Thus, i n  (108) , t h e  of  i n  COMP ass igns  - 
Case, f o r c i n g  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  of  t h e  NP- I n  (109) ,  Case can be 

assigned even i f  r e a n a l y s i s  h a s  taken p lace  a t  t h i s  s t a g e  of  t h e  

language, s o  t h a t  a l e x i c a l  o p e r a t o r  is p o s s i b l e  s i n c e  it can 

f u l f i l l  t h e  requirements of  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lexica l izac ion .  

I n  (1 10) , the of a s s igns  C a s e  t o  t he  N P  i n  COMP, s o  t h a t  t h e  - 
N P  cannot be an EC by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion ,  hence 

t h e  ungrammaticality of t h e  sentence.  I n  (1 1 1 ) .  the opt ion  t o  
a 

block Case assignment a f t e r  r e a n a l y s i s  was taken,  hence t h e  pos- 

s i b i l i t y  of having a @-operator.  So i n  Modern English,  it is  

t h e  opt ion  t o  block assignment of  Case o r  n o t  i n  r e a n a l y s i s  

cons t ruc t ions  which accounts f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  e i t h e r  a @-ope- 

r a t o r  o r  a l e x i c a l  WH-word i s  poss ib le  i n  r e l a t i v e  c lauses .  

As f o r  s u b j e c t s  and o b j e c t s ,  w e  can assume t h e  following 
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a n a l y s i s .  The @-operators i n  o b j e c t  cons t ruc t ions  would come 

about when t h e r e  is a vacuous a p p l i c a t i o n  of r e a n a l y s i s ,  s o  t h a t  

Case is o p t i o n a l l y  no t  assigned,  and s o  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  of  t h e  

NP is op t iona l .  But t h i s  vacuous a p p l i c a t i o n  of r e a n a l y s i s  is  

no t  p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  case  of t h e  s u b j e c t  s i n c e  no r e a n a l y s i s  

a t  a l l  is poss ib le  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  V. This  means 

t h a t  no @-operator a t  a l l  should be poss ib le  when the s u b j e c t  

p o s i t i o n  is r e l a t i v i z e d :  'indeed t h i s  L s  t h e  case a s  w e  can see  

i n  (112) .  

(1 1 2 )  a. The man who - t came f o r  d inner  wa,s  t a l l .  

b. The man t h a t  - t came f o r  d inner  w a s  t a l l .  
c. jThe man - t came for d inner  w a s  t a l l .  

As we see i n  (112c) ,  a @-operator is no t  poss ib le  h e r e ,  

t h e  reason be ing  t h a t  C a s e  is  o b l i g a t o r i l y  assigned he re  and 

fo rces  the l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  of  t h e  NP. I n  (112b),  w e  would claim 

t h a t  t h e  - t h a t  is  the manifes ta t ion  of  t h e  Case, s o  t h a t  a r u l e  

similar t o  M e  French que-qui r u l e  has  app l i ed ,  except  t h a t  it 

has  no morphological effect (cf . Kayne 19 75, Pesetsky 19 78)  . 
So t h a t  would mean t h a t  t h e  v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of 

Lex ica l i za t ion  i n  cons t ruc t ions  where r n  element seems t o  bear  

C a s e  y e t  no t  be l e x i c a l i z e d  is only apparent  s i n c e  w e  see  t h a t ,  

i n  f a c t ,  t h e  element i n  ques t ion  does not  bear  Case, s o  t h a t  it 

does obey t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion .  The a n a l y s i s  is  a l s o  

backed by t h e  f a c t s  about p a s s i v i z a t i o n  and r e a n a l y s i s .  

What w e  see, t h e r e f o r e ,  is t h a t  t h e  apparent empir ica l  
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problems t h a t  t h e  sentences i n  (86)- (88)  above seem t o  show f o r  

t h e  p resen t  a n a l y s i s  of  Case i n  WH-constructions a r e  reduced t o  

t e c h n i c a l  problems, with an i n d i c a t i o n  of p o s s i b l e  s o l u t i o n s .  

Therefore,  cons ider ing  t h e  advantages of dea l ing  with t h e  t r a c e  

of a WH-phrase on a pa r  with o t h e r  E C s ,  w e  w i l l  assume t h a t  t h e s e  

problems can be overcome i n  t h e  l i n e  of  t h e  s o l u t i o n s  b r i d f l y  

presented here.  However, before  going t o  o t h e r  t o p i c s ,  we w i l l  

d i scuss  an a l t e r n a t i v e  s o l u t i o n  t h a t  has  been presented t o  t h e  

problem of accounting f o r  Case i n  WH-construc~ions, namely t h e  

V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis  t h a t  Chomsky (1981a) developed ou t  of an 

i d e a  of  Aoun (1979 ) .  Our purpose i n  p resen t ing  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  

s o l u t i o n  is  t o  show t h a t  our  a n a l y s i s  seems t o  be conceptual ly  
\ 

and empi r i ca l ly  a t  an advantage over  t h e  b e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  solu-  

t i o n  t o  t h i s  problem t h a t  we know of i n  t h e  GB framework. 

3.3.2.4. The V i s i b i l i t y  Hypothesis. 

The genera l  i d e a  of  t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis  is  t h a t  fea- 

t u r e s  a r e  v i s i b l e  only  t o  r u l e s  of  t h e  component t o  which they  

are r e l e v a n t  ( c f .  Aoun 1979) .  So phonological f e a t u r e s  a r e  v i -  

s i b l e  i n  PF, whereas €)-features a r e  v i s i b l e  i n  LF. One s p e c i f i c  

proposal  t h a t  came o u t  of t h i s  hypothesis  is t h a t  it is  poss ib le  

t o  de r ive  t h e  Case F i l t e r  by a v i s i b i l i t y  condi t ion  on @-ro le  

assignment i n  LF (c f  . Chomsky 19 81 a)  . The idea  is t o  assume 

t h a t  i n  o rk ' e r  t o  g e t  a 8-role i n  LF, an NP has t o  bea r  v i s i b l e  

f e a t u r e s ,  one of which is  Case. I f  t h e  N P  has  no Case, then  it 

is  n o t  assigned a 9-role , and hence does no t  meet t h e  requirements 
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of t h e  8 -c r i t e r ion .  Thus t h e  C a s e  F i l t e r  can be derived.  How- 

ever ,  matters are no t  t h a t  simple s i n c e  8-roles  a r e  sometimes 

assigned t o  NPs t h a t  do n o t  bea r  C a s e ,  l i k e  PRO f o r  example. 

This  l e d  t o  a f i r s t  approximation of t h e  v i s i b i l i t y  condi t ion  

on 8-role assignment t h a t  encornpassed t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n  given i n  

(113) Assign a 8-role t o  an A-chain i f  and only i f  it has  

Case o r  F-features  (where F-features  = person, number, 

gender) 

I n  f a c t ,  one could assume t h a t  Case and F-features  a r e  v i -  

sible i n  LF and simply state t h e  condi t ion  a s  i n  (114) .  

(114) Assign a 8-role t o  an A-chain i f  and only i f  it has  re- 

l evan t  f e a t u r e s .  

But i f  t h e r e  i s  only  one EC, as it seems c o n c e ~ t u a l l y  r i g h t  

i n  view of t h e  p a r t i t i o n i n g  of t h e  EC as d iscussed  i n  2.2.5, 

then a l l  ECs  have F-features ,  and as noted i n  Chomsky (1981a1, 

the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  i n  (1 14) o r  (1 13)- must be considered a s  spu- 

r ious .  The condi t ion  has  t o  be s t a t e d  a s  i n  ( 1 15) . 
(115) Assign a 0-role t o  an A-chain i f  and only i f  it has  Case 

o r  i s  headed by PRO? 

This  is a very s t r ange  cond i t ion ,  however, s ince  it claims 

t h a t  t h e  f e a t u r e s  v i s i b l e  i n  LF a r e  the f e a t u r e  Case, and t h e  

property of being a pronominal anaphor, which i s  what PRO i s  i n  

Chomsky's a n a l y s i s .  Note t h a t  it has  t o  be t h i s  s p e c i f i c  pro- 

p e r t y  of PRO t h a t  makes it s tand  o u t ,  s i n c e  it cannot be any 
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s p e c i f i c  f e a t u r e  of PRO s i n c e  a l l  NPs, l e x i c a l  o r  n o t ,  are as- 

sumed t o  have person,  number and gender a t  LF. 

The g e n e r a l  no t ion  of v i s i b i l i t y  is obscured he re .  I f  t o  

be v i s ib le  is t o  have f e a t u r e s  t h a t  are r e l e v a n t  i n  a c e r t a i n  

component, t h e n  a l l  NPs should be v i s i b l e  a t  LF, r e g a r d l e s s  of 

t h e i r  Case marking or t h e i r  s t a t u s  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  PRO. The 

reason i s  t h a t  F- fea tures  are r e l e v a n t  a t  LF: t h i s  is  c l e a r  by 

t h e  agreement facts of  d e i c t i c  pronouns d i scussed  i n  (9 ) - (13 )  

O f  Chapter 2. So (1 15) h a s  t o  be s t a t e d  over  and above t h e  ge- 

n e r a l  no t ion  of  v i s i b i l i t y  and it must be a s t r ic t  cond i t ion  

on & r o l e  assignment,  n o t  on v i s i b i l i t y  a t  EF. So an N P  can be 

v i s i b l e  a t  LF i f  it has  F - fea tu res ,  f o r  example, and y e t  n o t  re-  

ce ive  a + r o l e  i f  it does n o t  have Case and is n o t  PRO. 

The cond i t ion  i n  (1 15) s u f f e r s  from conceptua l  problems. 

F i r s t ,  it i s  n o t  a u n i f i e d  cond i t ion ,  and it does n o t  f i t  w e l l  

i n  t h e  g e n e r a l  i d e a  of  v i s i b i l i t y  s i n c e  it is n o t  a s ta tement  

on what i s  v i s i b l e  i n  a c e r t a i n  component of t h e  grammar: as w e  

have j u s t  seen ,  it is a sl.atement over  and above v i s i b i l i t y .  

A second problem i s  t h a t  one might wonder why PRO, one of t h e  

man i fes ta t ions  of t h e  EC, h a s  such a s p e c i a l  s t a t u s .  Th i s  al-  

s o  goes a g a i n s t  t h e  s t r o n g  hypothes is  t h a t  no s ta tement  should 

r e f e r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  an EC, l e t  a lone  a s p e c i f i c  man i fes ta t ion  

of t h e  EC. 

If we now cons ide r  PF, we see t h a t  Case is r e l e v a n t  i n  PF 

s i n c e  it shows up on t h e  s u r f a c e  i n  l e x i c a l  NPs f o r  example. 

F- fea tures  are a l s o  r e l e v a n t  i n  PF s i n c e  t h e y  a l s o  show up on 



t h e  su r face .  But it is assumed i n  t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis  

t h a t  F-features  are no t  v i s i b l e  i n  PF, s i n c e  they  do no t  block 

con t rac t ion  f o r  example i n  t h e  want to/wanna con t rac t ions  ( t o  

which we r e t u r n  s h o r t l y ) ,  whereas Case is  v i s i b l e  i n  PF s i n c e  

it blocks such a cont rac t ion .  So t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis  as 

given i n  Chomsky (1981a) has  f o r  consequence t h a t  F-features ,  

although they  a r e  r e l e v a n t  i n  both LF and PF, a r e  not  s u f f i c i e n t  

i n  LF t o  al low &assignment and a r e  not  s u f f i c i e n t  i n  PF t o  block 

c o n t r a c t i o n ,  So relevance and v i s i b i l i t y  a r e  now separa ted ,  

which weakens t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis .  

There a r e  a l s o  empi r i ca l  problems with t h e  not ion of v i s i -  

b i l i t y  as presented i n  Chomsky (1981a) . F i r s t ,  s i n c e  t h e  Case 

F i l t e r  is  now accounted f o r  by a cor.dition on the LF s i d e  of 

t h e  gramma-r, t h i s  e n t a i l s  t h a t  t h e r e  can be no Case ass igner  

t h a t  is i n s e r t e d  only  a t  PF, s i n c e  t h e  Case assigned i n  t h i s  

fashion would n o t  be v i s i b l e  a t  LF, hence no 6-role would be 

assigned t o  t h e  NP.  But cons ider  t h e  fol lowing Hebrew sentences 

from Borer (1981). 

(1 1 6 )  a. Itamar ni tbakeg le-hachir  be-Ieize ' irgunim 

Itamar was - req~es ted  to-dec lare  in-which organiza t ions  

hu haya xaver [ppg] 
he was member 

b. *Itmar ni tbake8 le-hachir  x e l  ' e i z e  'anagirn 
Itamar was-requested to-declare  of which people 

e l  hu xaver l-phrase- 
he w a s  f r i e n d  
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Why c a n ' t  a gel-phrase be f ron ted  i n  Hebrew, l i k e  o t h e r  - 
PPs as i n  (116a)? Borer claims t h a t  ' the i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of ex-  

t r a c t i n g  - gel along with t h e  f ron ted  WH element fol lows from t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  &1 simply does no t  e x i s t  a t  t h a t  l e v e l  of t h e  gram- - 
mar a t  which e x t r a c t i o n  t a k e s  p lace  -- namely syntax" (Borer 

1981 , p. 121 ) . So & l - i n s e r t i o n  would t ake  p lace  i n  PF, con- - 
t r a r y  t o  what i s  p red ic ted  by t h e  GB not ion  of v i s i b i l i t y  given 

i n  (1 15) . The reason why gel cannot be i n s e r t e d  i n  (1  16b) is  - 
because t h e  e n v i r o n m n t  of t h e  r u l e  is  no t  m e t .  

Another empirical problem f o r  this not ion  of v i s i b i l i t y  is 

t h a t  t h e r e  are many ins tances  o f  s e n t e n t i a l  complements which 

do n o t  have Case, b u t  y e t  have a 0-role . Typical  examples a r e  

given i n  ( 1 1 7) . 
( 1 1 7) a. John is proud t h a t  he succeeded 

b. John is bel ieved t t o  be i n t e l l i q e n t  
c. John's  a t tempt  PRO t o  f i n i s h  on t ime 

I n  (1171, a l l  t h e  underl ined s e n t e n t i a l  complements do not  

have C a s e ,  y e t  they  bea r  a 0-role. The converse is a l s o  possi-  

b le :  t h e r e  can be elements t h a t  bea r  Case b u t  a r e  not  assigned 

a + r o l e ,  a s  i n  (118). 

(1  18) E s  wird ge lach t  
it is  laughed 

I n  (1 18) , - es has  Case, and y e t  it does no t  bear  a 8-role 

o r  t r ansmi t  Case t o  some element bear ing  a 8-role ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  

Case F i l t e r  cannot be der ived  from an LF condi t ion  on 8-role  
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assignment i n  such cases .  

As pointed o u t  by Borer i1981),  t h e  main purpose of t h e  

not ion  of v i s i b i l i t y  i n  GB is t o  block v a r i a b l e s  without  Case 

s o  that,  f o r  one t h i n g ,  v a r i a b l e s  w i l l  be  v i s i b l e  i n  LF and PF. 

But t h e r e  are q u i t e  a f e w  cases of v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  do no t  bear  

Case. A first case  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (119).  

( I 19 a mani t o  f i x  t h e  s ink]  

Whatever t h e  exac t  Binder 1s i n  ( 1  19)  , t h e r e  is a v a r i a b l e  

which does n o t  b e a r  C a s e  here .  

Second, cons ider  t h e  cases of  q u a n t i f i e r  lowering discussed 

i n  May (1977) of which (1 20) is  an example. b 

(120) Some senator i  is l i k e l y  gi t o  speak a t  every r a l l y .  

Note i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h a t  t h i s  sentence can have t h e  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n s  i n  ( 12 1 ) . 
(121) a. It is l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e r e  is a s e n a t o r  S such t h a t  

f o r  every r a l l y  R, S speaks a t  R. 

b. It is l i k e l y  t h a t  f o r  every r a l l y  R, t h e r e  is a 

s e n a t o r  S such t h a t  S speaks a t  R. 

I n  t h e s e  cases where May assumes t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is  

der ived  by q u a n t i f i e r  lowering, it is t h e  ti of ( 1 2 0 )  t h a t  is 

the v a r i a b l e ,  i.e. a  non-Case marked EC. Note however, t h a t  it 

is only t h e  theorem (122)  t h a t  i s  v i o l a t e d  he re ,  no t  t h e  v i s i -  

b i l i t y  condi t ion  (1 15) s i n c e  t h e  A-chain does bea r  Case, Case 

being  assigned t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n  where some sena to r  has  been r a i s e d  



(122)  k1 is a v a r i a b l e  i f  and only  i f  it has Case. 

Thi rd ,  recall t h a t  i n  r e l a t i v e  c lduses  i n  c o l l o q u i a l  French, 

some dunxny Case marking p repos i t ions  can be omit ted,  s o  t h a t  t h e  

v a r i a b l e  does n o t  have C a s e ,  and y e t  it g e t s  a 9-role ( i n  our  

a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  r e l a t i v i z e d  element does no t  g e t  Case, so it i s  

n o t  lexf  c a l i z e d )  . 32 
(123) a. Le g a r s  6 q u i  je pense ... 

a ' .  Le g a r s  que je penee - t 
b. Le g a r s  de q u i  je p a r l e  
b ' .  Le g a r s  que je p a r l e  4 

F i n a l l y ,  we have seen t h a t  e x t r a c t i o n  f r o m  c l i t i c  doubling 

cons t ruc t ions  is poss ib le  i n  f r e e  r e a l t i v e s  i n  Hebrew s i n c e  t h e  

WH-phrase can g e t  Case from outs ide .  33 

(124)  a. m a  Ze-hexlantu ' al-av 

what that-decided-we on- i t  

b. m i  ge-'axot-o mazkira ba-medala  

who t h a t - s i s t e r - h i s  s e c r e t a r y  in-the-government 

Here the v a r i a b l e  is n o t  C a s e  marked, and y e t  it g e t s  a 

9-role. Note t h a t  t h e  v a r i a b l e  and t h e  WH-phrase do no t  form 

an A-chain, s o  t h a t  it should be i r r e l e v a n t  whether t h e  WH-phrase 

g e t s  Case o r  no t ,  according t o  t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis .  In  

f a c t ,  a l l  c l i t !c  doubling cons t ruc t ions  p resen t  2 problem f o r  

t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis .  Consider the genera l  s t r u c t u r e  of 

t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions .  



In (125) ,  t h e  c l i t i c  absorbs t h e  Case assigned by t h e  head 

X 0  s o  t h a t  a dunmy C a s e  marker P* must be i n s e r t e d  i n  o r d e r  f o r  - 
t h e  l e x i c a l  NP t o  g e t  Case. But given t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothes is ,  

t h e r e  is no reason as it s tands  f o r  the  i n s e r t i o n  of t h i s  P* 

s i n c e  a 8-role should be assigned anyhow si.nce t h e  c l i t i c  ha3 

Case. Thus a 8-role is  assigned i n  (12G), where t h e r e  is no 

doubling, hence no P'. 

(126) l j [  P i + x l & ~ i l  

Chomsky (1981b) acknowledges that t h i s  is  a problem and he 

proposes t h a t  the c l i t i c  manifes ts  Case i n  ( 1 2 6 ) ,  bu t  n o t  i n  

(125). This  m o u n t s  t o  a d e s c r i p t i v e  s ta tement  aaying t h a t  

sometimes Case is v i s i b l e  i n  LF, and sometimes it i s n l  t ,  which 

weakens t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis .  These facts p resen t  no pro- 

blem f o r  an a n a l y s i s  incorpora t ing  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lexical iza-  

t ion :  the P* must be i n s e r t e d  if t h e  N P  is t o  be l e x i c a l  o r  

else it would be lacking  a $-feature s i n c e  t h e  C a s e  normally as- 

s igned t o  t h e  N P  is absorbed by the c l i t i c .  W e  have seen i n  pre- 

vious d i scuss ions  how t h e  o t h e r  problems f o r  t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hy- 

po thes i s  presented he re  can be accounted f o r  i n  our  a n a l y s i s .  

It seems t h e r e f o r e  t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between 

Case and v a r i a b l e  descr ibed  i n  (122 )  holds  i n  many ins tances  is 

simply acc iden ta l :  t h e  v a r i a b l e  of a q u a n t i f i e r  phrase is i n  a 

C a s e  marked p o s i t i o n  i n  most cases  because it is  i n  t h e  S-struc- 
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t u r e  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  q u a n t i f i e r  phrase i n  most cases ,  and s i n c e  

q u a n t i f i e r  phrases a r e  NPs i n  t h e s e  cases ,  they  must r ece ive  

Case i n  t h e s e  p o s i t i o n s  i n  o r d e r  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of 

L e x i c a l i z a ~ i o n  a t  PF. S i m i l a r l y ,  WH-NPs must bea r  Case, s o  they  

must g e t  :Lt i n  some p o s i t i o n  where Case is  assigned. Since Case 

is usua l ly  assigned i n  A-posit ions,  WH-NPs g e t  Case i n  D-struc- 

t u r e  i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  w i l l  u l t ima te ly  be t h a t  of t h e  v a r i -  

ab le ,  except  i n  r a r e  ins t ances  l i k e  t h e  Hebrew f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  

where a s p e c i a l  device is  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  WK-NP t o  g e t  Case 

i n  an x-position, s o  t h a t  t h e  v a r i a b l e  does n o t  have Case here .  

The fact t h a t  t h e  'rJH-phrase bea r s  t h e  Case w i l l  f o rce  i ts  l e x i -  

c a l i z a t i o n ,  although t h i s  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  is sometimes no t  readi -  

l y  apparent  because merger with t h e  head of t h e  r e l a t i v e  c l ause  

obscurs  it, f o r  example, and it w i l l  be revealed sometimes by 

secondary e f f e c t s ,  l i k e  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  Binding p s s i b i l i -  

t ies  ( c f .  t h e  non-successive c y c l i c i t y  i n  (9 7) ) . 
A not ion  of  v i s i b i l i t y  t h a t  relies only on Case is  a l s o  go- 

ing t o  run i n t o  probLems i n  exp la in ing  why some o t h e r  f e a t u r e s  

seem t o  f o r c e  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  i n  some ins tances .  Thus it seems 

t h a t  Case is no t  t h e  only f e a t u r e  r e l evan t  f o r  v i s i b i l i t y  s i n c e  

we have seen t h a t  a WH-feature fo rces  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  i n  some 

cases  i n  c o l l o q u i a l  French r e l a t i v e  c l auses .  S imi la r ly ,  it is 

i m p l i c i t l y  assumed i n  Aoun e t  a 1  (1981)  t h a t  a  [+wH] f e a t u r e  

is l ~ i s i b l e  s i n c e  they  propose t h e  following f i l t e r :  

( 127 )  *COMP unless  it con ta ins  a  [+wH] element. 
r+m1 
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we' r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  t o p i c  i n  s e c t i o n  3 .4 .  

W e  w i l l  a l s o  see i n  Chapter 4 t h a t  i n  Pro Drop languages, 

an F-feature can a l s o  fo rce  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  s o  t h a t  i f  AGR can- 

no t  provide one of t h e  F-features  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  a t  LF, t h e  

NP w i l l  have t o  be l e x i c a l  s i n c e  t h e  missing F-feature must be 

provided i n  o rde r  t o  meet t h e  Agreement requirements a t  LF: hence 

t h e  missing f e a t u r e  must be i n s e r t e d  a t  D-structure,  hence be 

v i s i b l e  a t  PF, and it f o r c e s  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n .  

Given the conceptual weakness of t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis  

where relevance and v i s i b i l i t y  a r e  separa ted  both i n  PF and LF, 

and given the empir ica l  problems presented  above, one might 

wonder what t h i s  not ion  ~f v i s i b i l i t y  buys U S 8  and what t h e  

c o s t  is. 

One t h i n g  t h a t  t h e  v i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis  does is  t h a t  it 

allows us  t o  say t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  are v i s i b l e  i n  PF, whereas non- 

Case marked ECs are not .  Recall however t h a t  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  

weakened by the f a c t  t h a t ,  al though n o t  v i s i b l e  i n  t h e  sense of 

the V i s i b i l i t y  hypothes is ,  non-Case marked E C s  a r e  considered 

t o  have F-features  i n  PF i n  Chomsky's(l38la) a n a l y s i s ,  hence 

f e a t u r e s  t h a t  are re levan t  i n  PF. The d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  V i -  

s i b i l i t y  hypothesis  makes between v a r i a b l e s ,  i .e.  Case marked 

t r a c e s ,  and o t h e r  E C s ,  is  r e l e v a n t  t o  account f o r  t h e  c o n t r a s t  

( 1 2 8 )  a. Who. do you want [+i  PRO t o  see  t i l l  (wanna=OK) 
3, 

b. Whoi do you want [ t o  come] (*wanna ) 
[+Case1 

C. youi want  P PRO^ t o  go11 
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The s imples t  c laim t o  make about t h e  con t rac t ion  r u l e  ope- 

r a t i n g  i n  ( 1  28) is t h a t  it has  t h e  form i n  (1 29)  , and t h a t  i t s  

a p p l i c a t i o n  is blocked f o r  some reason i n  (128b).  34 

(129) want + t o  + wanna 

The reason why t h e  con t rac t ion  does no t  t a k e  p lace  i n  (128b) 

according t o  t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypothesis  is  t h a t  want - and - t o  are 

not  contiguous a t  PF i n  (128b): t h e r e  is a Case-marked t r a c e  

which i s  "seenn by t h e  r u l e s  of  PI?, and it prevents  t h e  appl i -  

c a t i o n  of  (129) . But note  t h a t  it must be assumed t h a t  t h e  PF 

r u l e  (129) does no t  see t h e  F-features  of  PRO o r  t h e  t r a c e  i n  

COMF. So gran t ing  t h a t  only t h e  f e a t u r e  Case makes an EC block 

t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of (129) ,  then  w e  have an explanat ion  f o r  t h e  

c o n t r a s t  i n  (128) . 
But t h i s  is no t  t h e  whole s t o r y .  Thus Chomsky (1981b) 

no tes  that t h e  c o n t r a c t i o n  .is blocked i n  (130b) just: l i k e  i n  

(130a).  

(1 30) a. Who do you want t o  see ~ i l i ]  (Swanna ) 
b. They want, t o  be s u r e ,  a p lace  undes t h e  sun. ('Jlwanna) 

I t  seems t h a t  some s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  between want - and t o  -- 

is a t  play i n  (130b) and t h a t  it is  no t  only s t r i c t  l i n e a r  ad- 

jacency t h a t  is involved i n  con t rac t ion  a s  appears t o  be the  case 

i n  (1 30a).  So w e  g e t  two d i f f e r e n t  answers a s  t o  why ( 1 2 9 )  seems 

t o  f a i l  i n  (130) .  I n  (130a) ,  it i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  

Case m r k e d  t r a c e  is v i s i b l e  i n  PF, hence blocks t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  

of (1 29) s i n c e  t h e r e  i s n ' t  l i n e a r  adjacency. I n  (1  30b) , Chom- 



268 

sky (1981b) says  t h a t  " t h e  answer presumably l ies  i n  a proper  

understanding of  t h e  domain f o r  c e r t a i n  types  of phonological 

process ,  a not ion  t h a t  may i n  p a r t  be a r e f l e x  of s y n t a c t i c  

p r o p e r t i e s  of government and t h e  l i k e n  (Chomsky 1981b, p. 44a'). 

W e  can t r y  t o  understand what s y n t a c t i c  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  in-  

volved by looking a t  o t h e r  s t r u c t u r e s  where t h e  con t rac t ion  i s  

blocked. For example, (129) seems t o  f a i l  a l s o  i n  (1 31) . 
( 1 31 ) They [wish and want] t o  go. (ewanna) 

Another way t o  t r y  t o  understand what is  going on i s  t o  

compare t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s  with o t h e r  ins t ances  where s y n t a c t i c  

p r o p e r t i e s  are involved i n  determining t h e  domain f o r  c e r t a i n  

~ h o n o l o g i c a l  processes .  One such ins tance  t h a t  comes t o  mind 

is the  case of " l i a i s o n n  i n  French. It is we l l  known t h a t  

l i a i s o n  is e i t h e r  ob l iga to ry ,  op t iona l  o r  impossible,  depending 

on the s y n t a c t i c  context .  35 For example, cons ider  t h e  following 

facts. 

(132)  Obligatory l i a i s o n :  

a. t r d s  - aimable 

c. s o n t  - all& 

d. grand - a r b r e  
e. des ennemis - 
f .  &ez e l l e  - 

t r 6 s  A 

vous v 
son t  V 

grand N 

des N 

chez N 

( 133) Optional  l i a i s o n  : 

a. donnai t  un cours  -- donnai t  N P  

b.  g c r i v a i t  - h Paul h c r i v a i t  PP 

c .  p a r a i t  - aimer p a r a i t  S 



(1 34) Impossible l i a i s o n :  

a. donnai t  des  l u n e t t e s  2 Marcel NP PP - 
b. d i r e  qu'on p a r t a i t  - d Marie 3 PP 

c. qu'on p a r t a i t  - eta i t  c l a i r  3 VP 
d. les l u n e t t e s  - & t a i e n t  I d  N P  VP 

Manzini (1981) shows that t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  involved a r e  of 

the fol lowing types.  

To account f o r  the respec t ive  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of appl ica-  

t i o n s  of l i a i s o n  and r u l e s  of  . that  type,  i .e. phonological 

r u l e s  applying ac ross  words and which a r e  cons t ra ined  by con- 

s i d e r a t i o n s  of  juncture s t r e n g t h ,  Manzini proposes t h e  follow- 

i n g  un ive r sa l  condi t ion:  

i f  - a and - B c-command each o t h e r ,  then  r u l e  s p p l i c a t i o n  

is OBL; 

i f  - a c-conmaands - 8 ,  t hen  r u l e  a p p l i c a t i o n  is OPT. 
(where c-command = - a c-coramands - B i f  and only i f  n e i t h e r  

one dominates t h e  o t h e r  and the f i r s t  ph rasa l  node which 
dominates - a a l s o  dominates B) 

W e  could t r y  t o  account f o r  the con t rac t ion  f a c t s  i n  (130b) 

and (1 31)  by saying t h a t  t h e r e  is  a not ion of juncture strength 

which is a t  p lay  he re ,  j u s t  l i k e  i n  French i a i son .  What could 

this condi t ion  be? Consider t h e  r e l evan t  s t r u c t u r e s  of (130b) 
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and (131) ,  given i n  (136) .  

(1 36) a. IW [V want] , IS PRO t o  be sure]] , rNpa p lace  i n  t h e  

sun1 7: 
b. LV wish and want] t o  go]] - 

One p o s s i b i l i t y  is t h a t  want must govern to i n  o rde r  f o r  

t h e  r u l e  t o  apply. Thus i n  (136a) ,  want - does no t  govern - t o  

s i n c e  d e l e t i o n  does no t  t a k e  p lace ,  ( e s p e c i a l l y  s i n c e  the  
- 
S i s  a p a r e n t h e t i c a l .  I n  ( 1  36b) , want - does no t  govern t o ,  - re- 

ga rd less  of what - a is, s i n c e  according t o  our  not ion of govern- 

m n t ,  t h e  governor must be an immediate c a n s t i t u e n t  of a  node 

t h a t  dominates t h e  governee: t h i s  is  n o t  t h e  case he re  s i n c e  

want i s  an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of v, which does not  dominate 

t o .  - 
Suppose t h a t  t h e r e  is such a condi t ion  of government 05 

t o  by want, and that want i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  t o  by ass ign ing  an in-  - - - 
dex of some s o r t ,  say  t h e  index t h a t  is usua l ly  found i n  a  v e r b ' s  

g r i d  along with its C a s e  a s s ign ing  f e a t u r e .  So i n  cases  where 

t h e  con t rac t ion  (129) t a k e s  p lace ,  t h i s  condi t ion  has  t o  be met, 

s o  that want - should govern - t o  i n  (128a) and ( 1 2 8 ~ )  f o r  example. 

Consider t h e s e  cases  i n  twm.  

( 1  37) You want [S PRO t o  go] (wanna = OK) 

- 
I n  (1 37) , according t o  our  a n a l y s i s ,  S d e l e t i o n  has taken 

p lace  and t h e  s u b j e c t  you Binds PRO, hence t h e  ob l iga to ry  con- 

t r o l .  But then i f  S d e l e t i o n  has  taken p lace ,  want - governs - to 

and t h e r e  is  no v i s i b l e  m a t e r i a l  between t h e  two a t  PF s i n c e  
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PRO has  no f e a t u r e s  a t  PF i n  our  ana lys i s :  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  s t r u c -  

t u r a l  condi t ion  on con t rac t ion  is m e t .  Consider now t h e  se- 

cond case. 

(1 38) Whoi do you want ti PRO t o  see - ti] (wanna = OK) 

I n  (138) ,  al though PRO and t h e  t r a c e  i n  C O W  have no le- 

x i c a l  content  a t  PF i n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  condi t ion  

is n o t  met s i n c e  'S blocks t h e  government of 9 by want. - Y e t  

t h e  con t rac t ion  is poss ib le .  The reason is  t h a t  (1  38) is not  

t h e  r i g h t  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  t h i s  sentence ,  bu t  it i s  r a t h e r  as i n  

(139).  

(1  39) Whoi do you want ts PRO t o  see si] 
W e  w i l l  see i n  3.3.3 t h a t  successive c y c l i c i t y  should be 

analyzed i n  a way similar t o  Kayne's ( 1  981a) ana lys i s :  t h e r e  

is no t r a c e  i n  CQMP i n  sentences l i k e  (139) , and t h e  l o c a l  re- 

l a t i o n  between t h e  WH-phrase and t h e  t r a c e  is mediated through 

another  mechanism than t r a c e s  i n  in termedia te  COMPs. So i f  

t h e  s t r u c t u r e  is a s  i n  (139) ,  then t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  condi t ion  on 

con t rac t ion  i s  met: want governs 9, and t h e r e  is no in tervening  

material which is " v i s i b l e n  a t  PF s i n c e  PRO has no $- fea tures  

a t  PF. 

Consider now (128b3 . I n  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of 

con t rac t ion  t o  count a s  an argument f o r  t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  hypo- 

t h e s i s  where it is  assumed t h a t  a Case marked t r a c e  i s  v i s i b l e  

a t  PF, it must be t h e  case  t h a t  a l l  o t h e r  cond i t ions  on contrac-  
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t i o n  are m e t  i n  (128b) , s o  t h a t  it is r e a l l y  t h e  C a s e  marked 

t r a c e  t h a t  is blocking c o n t r a c t i o n  here ,  n o t  some o t h e r  proper- 

t y  of  t h e  cons t ruc t ion .  

One such condi t ion  is  m e t  i n  (128b): t h e r e  is no o t h e r  l e -  

x i c a l  m a t e r i a l  between want and v t o ,  s o  t h a t  a s i d e  from t h e  t r a c e ,  

the strict adjacency condi t ion  is m e t .  

Note t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  t r a c e  must be assigned Case 

i n  (128b),  so t h a t  t h e  v a r i a b l e  can g e t  a  9-role i n  t h e  V i s i -  

b i l i t y  a n a l y s i s ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  WH-NP meet t h e  requirements of t h e  

p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l ina t ion  i n  our  a n a l y s i s .  W e  w i l l  see i n  

our  a n a l y s i s  of ECM i n  5.2.2 t h a t  want - i s  n o t  an ECM verb, 

which are verbs  t h a t  a s s ign  C a s e  d i r e c t l y  t o  the NP s u b j e c t  of 

t h e  embedded i n f i n i t i v a l  c l ause .  I n  t h e  case  of want, - Caoe 

assignmenh is dane by t h e  @-preposi t ion i n  C O W  s o  t h a t  t h e r e  

is a d i f f e r e n c e  i n  s t r u c t u r e  between a bel ieve-type construc- 

t i o n  and a wan-c-type cons t ruc t ion .  36 - 
(140) a. b e l i e v e  Is N P  ... 

b want Ig @[S N P  ... 
Returning t o  (128b),  s i n c e  t h e r e  is e x t r a c t i o n  of a WH- 

phrase from t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  Case must be assigned t o  t h e  

N P  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  f o r  t h e  WH-phrase t o  g e t  Case, hence t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  must be a s  i n  (1 41 ) , where t h e  (8 i n  COMP i s  a Case 

as s igner .  

( I 4 I ) ~ h o  do you want [s @ Is g t o  come J] 

But then  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  condi t ion  on con t rac t ion  is  no t  



m e t  s i n c e  d e l e t i o n  does no t  t ake  place: hence want does not  

govern to, and con t rac t ion  i s  impossible ,  al though t h e r e  i s  no 

m a t e r i a l  v i s i b l e  a t  PF t h a t  is  in te rven ing  s i n c e  and - t have 

no k- fea tures  a t  PF ( o r  e l s e  they  would be l e x i c a l i z e d )  . So 

a l l  t h e  cases  where con t rac t ion  i s  blocked can g e t  t h e  same ex- 

p lana t ion ,  a s t r u c t u r a l  one, and s t r u c t u r a l  cond i t ions  a r e  in-  

dependently known t o  be involved i n  phonological r u l e s  apply- 

ing  ac ross  words, a s  t h e  d a t a  on French l i a i s o n  show. Thus t h e  

V i s i b i l i t y  hypothes is ,  which we have seen t o  be a conceptual ly  

and empi r i ca l ly  weak hypothes is ,  a l s o  l o s e s  i ts  motivat ion with 

r e spec t  t o  con t rac t ion  f a c t s .  37 

3 . 3 . 3 .  Successive c y c l i c i t y  and Subjacency. 

A t  t h e  beginning of our  d i scuss ion  of  t h e  WH-constructions, 

we have assWlkd t h a t  there a r e  core cons t ruc t ions  involving WH- 

movement and t h a t  t h e  c e n t r a l  proper ty  of  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  

i s  t h a t  t h e  WH-phrase Binds i ts  trace, t h i s  not ion  of  Binding 

being independently motivated f o r  anaphoric r e l a t i o m  i n  t h e  

grammar. WH-constructions involv ing  success ive  c y c l i c i t y ,  i . e .  

success ive  i t e r a t i o n  of  WH-movement, w e  c laim,  i s  a marked phe- 

nomenon. This  has  been recognized i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  before .  

Consider t h e  fol lowing passage from Koster (1  978a) . 
The whole i d e a  of a CNPC only  makes sense when we look a t  
languages l i k e  English,  and a few o t h e r s .  I n  a broader  

' perspec t ive ,  it appears t o  be based on t h e  wrong assumptions. 
Ross 's  s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  w a s  t h e  ex i s t ence  of a c l a s s  of un- 
bounded t ransformat ions ,  f o r  which t h e r e  seemed t o  be am- 
p l e  evidence i n  English.  So, a l o g i c a l  ques t ion  w a s :  
when a r e  t h e s e  unbounded processes  impossible? What a r e  
t h e  except ions  t o  unboundedness? The CNPC was one of t h e  
answers. But i f  one looks a t  o t h e r  languages,  t h e  more 



appropr ia te  s t a r t i n g  po in t  appears t o  be j u s t  t h e  oppo- 
s i t e .  Severa l  languages have only bounded r u l e s ,  and 
unbounded processes  are very l i m i t e d  i n  a l l  languages. 
Therefore,  a b e t t e r  ques t ion  seems t o  be: given t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  r u l e s  are bounded, what a r e  t h e  apparent ex- 
cep t ions  i n  languages l i k e  English? The answer is  t h a t  
e x t r a c t i o n  i s  only poss ib le  from complements of some 
verbs and a d j e c t i v e s  ( c f .  Er teschik  1 9 7 3 ) .  I n  o t h e r  
words, c l a u s e s  a r e  i s l a n d s  exce t complements of a sub- 
c l a s s  of c a t e g o r i e s  of type  [+VT. (Koster 1978a, p.43-44) 

So bear ing  i n  mind t h a t  "long d i s t ance"  dependencies a r e  

markedi, w e  w i l l  expect  t h i s  markedness t o  be r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  

ana lya i s  of t h e  phenomenon, o r  e l s e  we would expect  it t o  be 

q u i t e  f requent  among languages and t o  be q u i t e  unconstrained 

i n  languages t h a t  allow it, which seems t o  be con t ra ry  t o  f a s t .  

Grantin9 t h a t  it is  marked, it s t i l l  remains t h a t  t h e  phenome- 

non of  "long d i s t ance"  dependencies must be accounted f o r .  

After Ross ' ( 1  967)  important expos i t ion  of empir ica l  gene- 

r a l i z a t i o n s  about the phenomenon, another  s t e p  was made i n  

Chomsky's (1973)  Conditions on Transformations where it was 

shown t h a t  movement t ransformat ions  do no t  d i f f e r  with r e spec t  

t o  boundedness. What appeared t o  be unbounded t r a n s f o r n a t i o n s  

l i k e  WH-movement could be r e i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  an i t e r a t i o n  of a 

l o c a l  r u l e ,  cons t ra ined  l i k e  a l l  o t h e r  r u l e s .  Wh-movement 

could be a l o c a l  r u l e  appl ied  repeatedly  i n  long d i s t ance  de- 

pendencies because sentences have an escape ha tch ,  i . e .  C O W ,  

through which t h e  WH-phrase could pass  from sentence t o  sen- 

tence.  Furthermore, it was shown t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  condi t ions  l i k e  

t h e  Complex NP Cons t ra in t ,  t h e  WH-Island Condition and t h e  Sub- 

j e c t  Condition could a l l  be reduced t o  a genera l  condi t ion  of 



Subjacency. Subjacency can be s t a t e d  a s  follows. 

( 1 4 2 )  Subjacency: 
A c y c l i c  r u l e  cannot move a phrase from pos i t ion  Y t o  
pos i t ion  X ( o r  conversely) in :  

0 . .  x. . .  [ ,... [ ,... Y...]...]...X... - 
where g and B are c y c l i c  nodes ( = S or  5, and NP) 

I f  w e  t ake  the option t h a t  S is  a c y c l i c  node, t h i s  g ives  

us t h e  four  following conf igura t ions  where movement is impossi- 

ble. 

( 1 4 3 )  a. .. .X.. . [s... IS.. .Y.. .I . .  .].. . 
1 b. ... X... [s.'. hP. "Y. .., ...I .. . 

c. . ' .x. . . 6,. . . [, . . .Y . . *I. . .] . . . 
d. ... X... LP.. . [NP.. .Y. ..I . . '1.. . 

The f a c t s  from t h e  CNPC f a l l  under ( 1  43b) as we see i n  ( 1  441 . 
(144)  a.+Who ib did  John mention the f a c t  [gki tha t ]  

saw - till 11 
b. *About whom d id  they des t roy a book tJ] 

The facts from t h e  Subject  Condition a l s o  f a l l  under (143b) : 

( 1 4 5 )  a. +Who b did  a p i c t u r e  of - t] please   ill] 

b. *Whose 6 d id  t pic tu re ]  p lease   ill] 

The WH-island f a c t s  a l s o  follow from Subjacency i f  t h e  no- 

t i o n  of cycle  i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  s t r i c t  c y c l i c i t y ,  and i f  one as- 

sumes t h a t  t h e r e  cannot be a doubly f i l l e d  COMP. 

( 1  46 )  *Whoi Cs do you know rS what 6 ti saw 5 11 1 



I f  a  language t a k e s  Che opt ion  t h a t  is  a c y c l i c  node, 

then  t h i s  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  sentences l i k e  ( 1 4 6 )  ought t o  be gram- 

mat i ca l  i n  such languages, which seems t o  be t h e  case.  38 

( 1 4 7 )  Pot  quieni d i c e  que no recuerda nadie que r e s c a t e  habia  
j 

pagado l a  empres a t .  t ? -3 -i 
'For  who do you say t h a t  nobody remembers what ransom 

t h e  company had paid. '  

~ u t  a s  noted by Koster (1978a1, t h i s  a n a l y s i s  where S is  

a bounding node makes wrong p r e d i c t i o n s  with r e spec t  t o  ex t rac -  

t i o n  from NPs, s i n c e  it p r e d i c t s  t h a t  sentences l i k e  (144b) 

should be grammatical i n  such languages, which is  con t ra ry  t o  

f a c t .  

W e  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  problem below. 

One problem with Subjacency as it is s t a t e d  i n  ( 1 4 2 )  i s  

t h a t  it does n o t  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  e x t r a c t i o n  out  of a  

PP is impossible i n  most languages that have long d i s t ance  move- 

ment. One way t o  c o r r e c t  t h i s  is t o  assume t h a t  PP is  a l s o  a 

bounding node, and t h a t  sometking allows t h e  PP node t o  be c i r -  

cumvented i n  languages l i k e  English where p repos i t ion  s t r and ing  

is poss ib le .  A suggest ion is t h a t  r e a n a l y s i s  t a k e s  p lace  i n  

such cases ,  a s  w e  s a w  i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  of what w e  consider  t o  

be t h e  co re  cons t ruc t ions  involving WH-movement. So t h e  PP node 

is not  p resen t  a f t e r  r e a n s l y s i s ,  thus  allowing e x t r a c t i o n  a s  in  

( 1 4 9 ) .  3 9 



[s qhat LS d i d  you [VP [I7 talk-about] - t T ]  7 
The f a c t  t h a t  no t  a l l  PP nodes are permeable t o  WH-move- 

ment a l s o  sugges ts  t h a t  PP is a bounding node even i n  languages 

where prepos i t ion  s t r and ing  i s  poss ib le ,  s i n c e  PF blocks move- 

ment i f  r e a n a l y s i s  does n o t  apply a s  w e  see i n  (150) .  

(1 50) + [g what [S d i d  you s i n g  [pp during - t]] 1 

One might ask i f  AP i s n ' t  a l s o  a bounding node. Unfortu- 

n a t e l y ,  t h i s  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  test  s i n c e  APs a r e  usua l ly  embedded 

under N P  nodes, s o  t h a t  t h i s  NP node could be respons ib le  f o r  

t h e  bounding e f f e c t s .  Adject ives  can a l s o  appear i n  copular  

cons t ruc t ions ,  and e x t r a c t i o n  i s  p o s s i b l e  i n  such cases  (assu- 

ming r e a n a l y s i s  of t h e  p repos i t ion  with t h e  a d j e c t i v e ) .  

(151) a .  John is proud of Mary. 

b. Who is John proud of - t ?  

But a d j e c t i v e s  e n t e r  q u i t e  f r e e l y  i n t o  "small  c l auses"  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  ( c f .  Williams 1975, Stowell  1980a, Chomsky 1981a),  

so t h a t  t h e  reason why e x t r a c t i o n  is poss ib le  i n  (151) could be 

t h a t  t h e r e  is no t  a A max node i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e .  4 0  

Note t h a t ,  f o r  some reason unclear  t o  us ,  it seems t h a t  

pied-piping of t h e  p repos i t ion  is  l e s s  than f e l i c i t o u s  i n  sen- 

t ences  l i k e  (151b),  a s  we see  i n  (152) .  

(152) a.??Of who is John proud? 

b. ??About what is John worried? 

c . ??For what is  John prepared? 

d.??To who is  John p a r t i a l ?  
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This  could be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  in- 

volved a r e  small  c l auses ,  al though it i s  no t  c l e a r  why these  

f a c t s  should be r e l a t e d .  I n  any even t ,  w e  s ee  t h a t  the s t a t u s  

of AP as a bounding node i s  unclear  and we w i l l  leave it a t  

t h a t  f o r  t h e  moment. 

I f  w e  cons ider  t h a t  long d i s t a n c e  dependencies areamarked 

phenomenon, a s  w e  claimed a t  t h e  o u t s e t  of t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  then  

we might wonder a t  what is  t h e  parameter t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  

t h e  languages t h a t  allow only l o c a l  dependencies from those  

that al low long d i s t a n c e  dependencies. I t  cancot be t h a t  t h e  

unmarked languages do not  have an escape ha tch ,  i . e .  a COMP, 

s i n c e  l o c a l  movement t o  COMP i s  poss ib le  i n  those languages. 41  

One p o s s i b i l i t y  could l i e  i n  t h e  otatement of Subjacency, 

more p r e c i s e l y ,  i n  t h e  choice of bounding nodes. One could as-  

sume t h a t  t h e  unmarked choice i s  t o  have both S and s a s  bound- 

i n g  nodes, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  o t h e r  bounding nodes l i k e  N P ,  PP 

and maybe AP. If both S and 3 are bounding nodes, then i t e r a -  

t i o n  of  WH-movement is  impossible,  as w e  can see  i n  ( 1  53) . 

So t h i s  choice of bounding nodes could exp la in  why WH-move- 

m n t  is r e s t r i c t e d  i n  some languages, s o  t h a t  it cannot be i t e -  

ra t ed .  

If w e  continue t o  examine t h e  marked languages where long 

d i s t ance  dependencies a r e  p o s s i b l e ,  w e  expect  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  

between t h e  marked and unmarked languages should be minimal, t h a t  
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is, t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  should only be i n  t h e  choice of bound-, 

i n g  nodes f ~ r  example, t h e  o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  marked WH- 

cons t ruc t ions  fol lowing from o t h e r  independently motivated 

p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  grammar. For example, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  

could be no doubly f i l l e d  COMP accounts f o r  t h e  f a c t s  i n  ( 1 4 6 1 ,  

repeated here  as ( 154)  , i f  S t  and no t  st is  a bounding node. 

( 1  54) +whoi LS do you know ki what] IS ti saw t 111 

But ?.his r e s t r i c t i o n  a g a i n s t  doubly f i l l e d  COMP i s  not  in-  

dependently motivated and should fol low from some o t h e r  inde- 

pendently motivated p r i n c i p l e ,  i n  an i d e a l  hypothesis .  One such 

candidate  is  t h e  ECP, t h a t  we repea t  i n  ( 155) . 
(I 55) ECP: A t r a c e  must be pr,.-perly governed. 

a proper ly  governs B i f f  a governs 6, and. - - - - 
(i) - ci is  l e x i c a l  (=xO) , o r  

(ii) 2 is coindexed with - B 

I f  elements i n s i d e  doubly f i l l e d  COMPs could n o t  govern in-  

s i d e  S t  given a proper  rhotion of  government, then i n  ( 1  54)  , t h e  

t r a c e  i n  COMP cannot govern t h e  t r a c e  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  and 

t h e  sentence i s  ou t  by ECP, and t h e  e f f e c t s  of a f i l t e r  a g a i n s t  

doubly f i l l e d  COMPs i s  der ived  from t h e  ECP. A s i m i l a r  account 

can be provided f o r  t h e  ( that- t l  - -  phenomena, wh.ich show a c o n t r a s t  

between e x t r a c t i o n  from o b j e c t  and from s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  

(156) a .  Who do you be l i eve  Is[t - t h a t ]  [s Mary saw - t]] 
b. *Who do you bz l i eve  LS[t - t h a t ]  Ls - t saw ~ a r y ] ]  

c. Who do you be l i eve  [E t Ls t saw ~ a r y ] ]  
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The sentence i n  (156b) is  ungrammatical because t h e  t r a c e  

i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  is not  proper ly  governed: t h e r e  i s  no lex- 

i c a l  governor a v a i l a b l e ,  and the t r a c e  i n  COMP cannot govern 

t h e  t r a c e  i n  s u b j e c t  pos i t ion .  4 2  I n  (156c) however, t h e  t r a c e  

i n  COMP can govern t h e  t r a c e  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  and t h e  sen- 

tence  is grammatical. In  (156a) , t h e  t r a c e  is  i n  o b j e c t  posi-  

t i o n ,  s o  it is  proper ly  governed by t h e  l e x i c a l  - saw. 

Note however t h a t  c l a u s e  (ii) of proper  government i s  mo- 

t i v a t e d  only f o r  t h e s e  cases  of e x t r a c t i o n  from s u b j e c t .  So 

one cannot c la im t o  have improved t h e  grammar by de r iv ing  t h e  

doubly f i l l e d  COMP f i l t e r  i f  it is der ived  from another  s t a t e -  

ment i n  t h e  grammar t h a t  is  not  independently motivated. I f ,  

on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  ECP is i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

p r i n c i p l e  along t h e  l i n e s  of Stowell  (1981a),  s o  t h a t  verbs a r e  

a l s o  coindexed with t h e i r  complements s i n c e  they e n t e r  i n d i c e s  

from t h e i r  complements i n  t h e i r  0-grid,  then a u n i f i e d  ECP can 

be formulated s o  t h a t  coindsxing by a  governor is  an independent- 

l y  motivated not ion  i n  t h e  'grammar. 

But note  t h a t  t h e  doubly f i l l e d  COMP f i l t e r  is  de r ivab le  

from t h e  ECP only i n  t h e  case  of e x t r a c t i o n  from t h e  s u b j e c t  

p o s i t i o n .  I n  t h e  case of  e x t r a c t i o n  from o b j e c t ,  f o r  example, 

i f  t h e  COMP is  doubly f i l l e d  a s  i n  (157) ,  t h e  ECP i s  s t i l l  re- 

spec ted  s i n c e  t h e  t r a c e  is  proper ly  governed by - saw. Yet t h e  

sentence is  ungrammatical. 

(157) +The man [HICOMP who t h a t ]  rs B i l l  saw - t] j . . . 
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One way t o  r u l e  ou t  (157) could be t o  say t h a t  who does not  - 
bind t h e  t r a c e  s i n c e  it does no t  c-command it. These two ways 

of de r iv ing  t h e  doubly f i l l e d  COMP f i l t e r ,  by ECP f o r  ex t rac -  

t i o n  from t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  and by c-command requirements on 

binding f o r  t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  from o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  a r e  very s i m i -  

lar  and suggest  t h a t  some e r r o r  might be lu rk ing  somewhere and 

t h a t  t h e  phenomenon could presumably be d e a l t  with i n  a uniform 

manner. Note a l s o  t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  i n  C O m  i n  (156a) is  v i r t u -  

a l l y  without e f f e c t  i n  t h e  grammar s i n c e  it cannot bind t h e  

t r a c e  i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  o r  e l s e  t h e r e  i s  no explanat ion f o r  

t h e  ungrammaticality of (157) ,  unless  one re in t roduces  t h e  ac- 

t u a l  filtqr a g a i n s t  doubly f i l l e d  COMP. 

Returning t o  S towel l ' s  9-grid indexing,  note  t h a t  it a l s o  

provides an explanat ion  f o r  t h e  phenomenon of br idge  verbs.  I t  

i s  w e l l  known t h a t  even i n  languages t h a t  do allow long d i s t ance  

dependencies, it is n o t  a l l  verbs t h a t  allow such dependencies. 

For example, verbs l i k e  murmur, shout,  do no t  allow long d i s t ance  

dependencies. 

(1  58) a. *Who d id  you murmur it - saw ~ o h n ]  ? 

b. *Who did  you shout [ t h a t  John saw - t] ? 

Stowell  (1980b) proposes t h a t  verbs l i k e  t h e s e  do not  s t r i c t -  

l y  subcategorize f o r  an complement, d e s p i t e  t h e  apparent f a c t  

t h a t  they ass ign  a 0-role t o  t h e i r  complement. Furthermore, 

Stowell  assumes t h a t  t h e  WH-phrasefor i t s  t r a c e ,  a r e  taken a s  

the  head of 5 when they a r e  i n  t h e  complementize c p o s i t i o n .  Yo 



i n  (159)  f o r  example, t h e  t r a c e  i n  C O W  is properly governed by 

t h e  matr ix  verb s i n c e  it is i n  the head pos i r ion  of t h e  5, and 

s i n c e  t h e  matr ix  verb subcategor izes  f o r  an 5 complement, s o  

t h a t  it is coindexed w i t h  t h i s  5 complement by means of an index 

Whoi d i d  you say  saw ~ o h n ]  ] 

Thus according t o  S towel l ' s  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  t r a c e  i n  COMP is  

properly governed by say i n  (159) s i n c e  it is  governed by and 

coindexed wikh say, and t h e  t r a c e  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  is  proper- 

l y  governed by t h e  t r a c e  i n  COMP. 4 3  In  (158) on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

t h e  non-bridge verbs do not  proper ly  govern t h e  t r a c e  i n  COMP 

s i n c e  they  do no t  subcategorize f o r  an g ,  hence a r e  not  coin- 

dexed i n  t h e i r  +gr id  with t h e s e  complements. 

Suppose t h a t  some a n a l y s i s  of t h i s  type works. One must 

s t i l l  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  non-bridge verbs  appear t o  

a s s ign  a 0-role t o  t h e i r  complements. Stowell  (1980) makes t h e  

fol lowing proposal:  

It is a s t r i k i n g  f a c t  t h a t  most of t h e  nonbridge verbs a r e  
manner-of-speaking verbs ,  such a s  g u i p ,  w h i s t l e ,  sk.out, 
gurgle ,  laugh, e x u l t ,  scream, e t c .  Although t h i s  co r re la -  
t i o n  may simply be due t o  some discourse- re la ted  funct ion-  
a l  p r i n c i p l e  such a s  E r t e s c h i k ' s  not ion of "dominance", 
one wonders whether some p r i n c i p l e  of core grammar might 
be involved ( fn :  f o r  d i scuss ion ,  see  Er teschik  1 9 7 3 )  . N o -  
t i c e  t h a t  t h e s e  verbs  a l l  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  i d e n t i f y  some as- 
pec t  of t h e  phys ica l  na tu re  of t h e i r  thematic  o b j e c t s .  
Thus "whisper" means " t o  u t t e r  a whisper- l ike sound", 
"shout" means " t o  u t t e r  a loud, noise" ,  e t c .  Suppose now 
t h a t  t h i s  property of i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  na ture  of t h e  thema- 
t i c  o b j e c t  wi th in  t h e  l e x i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  verb 
has  t h e  e f f e c t  of  absorbing the.thematic o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  
naking it unavai lab le  i n  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  s t r i c t  subcategori-  



z a t i o n .  T h i s  would imply t h a t  t h e  c l a u s a l  complements of  
nonbridge ve rbs  are n o t  a c t u a l l y  a s s igned  a themat ic  r o l e  
i n  t h e  convent iona l  s e n s e ,  b u t  r a t h e r  a r e  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  
a d j u n c t s  t o  t h e  e n t i r e  VP. Thus "John shouted t o  l eave"  
would a c t u a l l y  be i n t e r p r e t e d  as "John u t t e r e d  a s h o u t ,  
conveying t h e  message t o  l eave" ;  " B i l i  whined t h a t  he 
was s i c k "  would mean " B i l l  u t t e r e d  a whine, t o  t h e  e f f e c t  
t h a t  he w a s  s i c k " .  (S towel l  1980b) 

S towe l l  (1980b) a l s o  prov ides  a d d i t i o n a l  ev idence  t o  t h e  

claim t h a t  w e  must d i s t i n g u i s h  between thema t i c  r o l e  a s s ign -  

ment by b r idge  ve rbs  and by nonbridge verbs .  T h e  f i r s t  argu- 

ment concerns  t h e  nominal c o u n t e r p a r t s  t o  t h e s e  verbs .  The no- 

minal  c o u n t e r p a r t s  o f  manner-of -speaking ve rbs  do no t  r e f e r  t o  

t h e  a c t i o n  denoted by t h e  ve rb ,  b u t  r a t h e r  t o  t h e  ve rbs  t hema t i c  

o b j e c t .  So whereas t h e  nominals d e r i v e d  from non-bridge verbs  

r e f e r  on ly  t o  t h e  p h y s i c a l  u t t e r a n c e  i t s e l f ,  t h e  nominals c o r r e s -  

ponding t o  b r i d g e  ve rbs  d i f f e r  i n  t h a t  t hey  r e f e r  t o  t h e  propo-. 

s i t i o n a l  c o n t e n t  o f  what w a s  u t t e r e d .  So f o r  example, " John ' s  

claim1' r e f e r s  t o  t h e  t h i n g  which John c la imed,  r a t h e r  t han  t o  

h i s  act o f  c la iming  something. S towel l  demons t ra tes  t h i s  by 

showing t h a t  one can equa te  a b r i d g e  verb  nominal wi th  a propo- 

s i t i o n a l  St as i n  ( 1 0 0 ) ,  b u t  t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t  p o s s i h l e  f o r  non- 

b r i d g e  verb  nominals,  as we see i n  (16 1 ) . 

(160) a. John ' s  c l a im  w a s  t h a t  w e  should l e a v e .  

b .  B i l l ' s  b e l i e f  w a s  t h a t  w e  would win. 

(161) a .  J i m ' s  whine was very  loud.  

b .  * J i m ' s  whine w a s  t h a t '  w e  should l e a v e .  

c. +Tom's whisper  was t h a t  he l i k e d  S a l l y .  

Another argument p re sen ted  by S towel l  (1980b) t o  t h e  e f f e c t  



t h a t  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n a l  complements t o  nonbridge verbs a r e  not 

d i r e c t l y  l inked with any thematic  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  these  

verbs '  g r i d s ,  b u t  r a t h e r  are more loose ly  l inked  with t h e  verb,  

comes from d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  subcategor iza t ion  f o r  an NP comple- 

ment. Almost a l l  br idge  verbs t h a t  s t r i c t l y  subcategorize f o r  

an S complement a l s o  allow an NP complement, a s  w e  see  i n  (1 6 2 )  . 
(1 6 2 )  a. John rtmembered t h a t  he was s i c k .  

John remembered h i s  i l l n e s s .  

b. B i l l  po in ted  o u t  t h a t  John had l i e d .  

B i l l  pointed ou t  John ' s  dishonesty.  

c. Jane explained how she  had discovered t h e  molecule. 

Jane explained h e r  discovery.  

d. Susan knows t h a t  h e r  boss  w a s  u n f a i r .  

Susan knows h e r  boss '  unfa i rness .  

However, Stowell  no tes  t h a t  nonbridge verbs do not  allow N P  

complements a s  s u b s t i t u t e s  f o r  p ropos i t iona l  5s. 

(163) a. John whined t h a t  S a l l y  had l e f t .  

*John whined S a l l y ' s  depar ture .  

b. Frank whispered t h a t  John had l i e d .  

*Frank whispered John 's  dishonesty.  
c .  P h i l  screamed t h a t  h i s  boss  was u n f a i r .  

? P h i l  screamed h i s  boss ' unfa i rness .  

The c o r r e l a t i o n  is no t  abso lu te ,  b u t  it is  s i g n i f i c a n t  e- 
nough ts j u s t i f y  an account i n  terms of a theory of marked- 
ness .  Suppose, f o r  ins t ance ,  t h a t  it is s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  
c o s t l y  t o  a s s o c i a t e  t h e  subcategor iza t ion  f e a t u r e s  f o r  NP 
with a given thematic  p o s i t i o n  i f  t h e  p o s i t i o n  is  a l ready 
a s s o c i a t e d  with t h e  subcategor iza t ion  f e a t u r e s  f o r  g .  T h i s  
would make sense i f  t h e r e  was a c e r t a i n  c o s t  assigned t o  
t h e  attachment of a subcategor iza t ion  frame t o  a thematic  
r o l e ,  s i n c e  it would be less c ~ s t l y  t o  amend an e x i s t i n g  
subcategor iza t ion  frame than  t o  c r e a t e  a new one. 

(Stowell ,  1980b) 
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Assuming this t o  be on t h e  r i g h t  t r a c k ,  S t o w e l l ' s  propo- 

s a l  h a s  t h e  n i c e  e f f e c t  t h a t  it accounts  f o r  b r i d g e  ve rbs  wi th  

p r i n c i p l e s  which seem t o  be  independent ly  needed i n  some form 

i n  t h e  grammar. Furthermore,  h i s  no t ion  of  p roper  government 

is stated i n  a way t h a t  avo ids  t h e  problems o f  t h e  formula t ion  

i n  ( 1 5 5 )  where c l a u s e  (ii) is n o t  independent ly  mot iva ted ,  a s  

w e  s a w  above. 

However, t h e r e  remain c r u c i a l  conceptua l  problems wi th  t h i s  

a n a l y s i s  s i n c e  it r e f e r s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  t h e  EC and t o  some of  

its m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  s i n c e  it assumes ECP, c o n t r o l  t heo ry  and t h e  

Pro  Drop c o n d i t i o n .  T h i s  weakens a hypo thes i s  which makes cru-  

c i a l  use of E C s ,  l i k e  one which i n c o r p o r a t e s  L\e P r o j e c t i o n  Pr in-  

c i p l e ,  s i n c e  t h e  EC is n o t  independent ly  mot ivated i n  such an 

approach. It a l s o  misses t h e  g e n e r a l i z z t i o n  t h a t  ECP,  c o n t r o l  

and Pro  Drop c o n d i t i o n  are t h r e e  i n s t a n c e s  o f  a g e n e r a l  p roces s  

of r e c o v e r a b i l i t y ,  which is  independent ly  mot ivated f o r  l e x i c a l  

anaphors ,  as w e  have seen  i n  Chapter  2 .  4 4  

Another account  o f  long  d i s t a n c e  dependencies i s  p re sen ted  

i n  Kayne ( 19 81 a )  . Kayne proposes  t h a t  i n s t e a d  of having one es -  

cape ha t ch  as i n  a n a l y s e s  t h a t  stemmed o u t  o f  Chomsky ( 1  973) , 

t h e r e  are two e scape  ha t ches :  s u c c e s s i v e  c y c l i c i t y  through CQMP, 

as i n  t h e s e  o t h e r  a n a l y s e s ,  and p e r c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n .  Kayne's 

n o t i o n  of p e r c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n  comes from an i n t u i t i v e  approach 

t o  t h e  ECP which he  d e s c r i b e s  as fol lows:  

An empty ca t ego ry  must have an an t eceden t ;  t h e  an tecedent  
may i tself  govsrn t h e  empty ca t ego ry ;  i f  n o t ,  t h e  empty 
c a t e g o r y  must,  through its governor ,  be  " c l o s e l y  connected" 
t o  t h e  an t eceden t .  (Kayne 4981a, p. 103) 
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Note t h a t  t h i s  i n t u i t i v e  approach t o  t h e  ECP i s  very c l o ~ z  

t o  ours:  t h e  core  not ion  is  t h a t  t h e  antecedent  must govern the  

EC,  i . e .  Bind it i n  t h e  sense of (2 . - '8 ) ,  although Kayne's govern- 

ment by t h e  antecedent  a l s o  al lows success ive  c y c l i c i t y  a s  i n  

the a n a l y s i s  presented above, which .Is no t  t h e  case f o r  our  ana- 

l y s i s  as w e  w i l l  see s h o r t l y .  

Kayne formsl izes  t h i s  i n t u i t i o n  a s  fol lows.  

(1 6 4 )  Empty Category P r i n c i p l e  
An Empty category - B must have an antecedent  - a such t h a t  

(1 )  - a governs f3 o r  (2 )  a c-commands and t h e r e  e x i s t s  - - 
a l e x i c a l  category X such t h a t  X governs - 6 and - a i s  con- 

bained i n  some pe rco la t ion  p ro jec t ion  o f  X. 

(165) Pe rco la t ion  Projec t ion:  

A i s  a pe rco la t ion  p r o j e c t i o n  of B i f f  A i s  a p ro jec t ion  

B, o r  A is a p ro jec t ion  05 C ,  where C hears  t h e  same su- 

p e r s c r i p t  as B and governs a p r o j e c t i o n  of B ,  o r  a perco- 

l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n  of B. 

Kayne's use of pe rco la t ion  p r o j e c t i o n  makes success ive  cy- 

c l i c i t y  unnecessary i n  sentences  l i k e  (166) . 
(166) a .  Who do you th ink  t h a t  Mary saw t? 

b. Who d i d  you vote  f o r  t ?  - 

This  a n a l y s i s  could be i n t e g r a t e d  with S t o w e l l ' s  (1980) 

a n a l y s i s  of br idge  verbs without  major modif icat ions s i n c e  both 

analyses  make use of indexing complements by verbs.  Kayne's 

a n a l y s i s  could a l s o  so lve  t h e  problem f o r  a success ive  c y c l i c i t y  

a n a l y s i s  shown i n  (1 67 )  . 
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(167) Who does  John b e l i e v e  - t & Mary t o  have seen  t ] ] ?  - 

I n  (167) ,  Mary must r e c e i v e  e x c e p t i o n a l  Case marking from 

b e l i e v e .  But i f  WH-movement i s  s u c c e s s i v e  c y c l i c ,  t h e r e  must 

be an S h e r e ,  so t h a t  government of  Mar-? - by b e l i e v e  i s  imposs ib l e ,  

hence C a s e  assignment is  imposs ib le ,  g iven  t h e  usua l  assumptions 

o f  GB. Kayne's a n a l y s i s  c i rcumvents  t h i s  problem s i n c e ,  by per-  

c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n ,  t h e r e  is a p o s s i b l e  d e r i v a t i o n  wi th  no 

trace i n  COMP i n  ( 1 6 7 ) ,  hence no and ECM can t a k e  p l ace  a s  

u sua l .  Kayne's a n a l y s i s  a l s o  s o l v e s  t h e  prohlem r a i s e d  by sen- 

t e n c e s  l i k e  ( 168) . 
(168) What d i d  you t ry  [g - t [S PRO t o  do -- t l j ?  

I n  ( 168) , t h e  trace i n  COMP must be governed i n  o r d e r  t o  

s a t i s f y  t h e  ECP. But i f  government is al lowed over  t h e  maxi- 

mal  expansion s, then  PRO is a l s o  governed and t h e  s en t ence  

should  be  ungrammatical,  s i n c e  it is  a theorem of  GB t h a t  PRO 

must be  mgoverned,  and Kayne assumes t h i s  a n a l y s i s  of  PRO.  

I n  Kaynels a n a l y s i s ,  t h e r e  cou ld  simply be  no t r a c e  i n  COMP h e r e ,  

g iven p e r c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n .  

Kaynels n o t i o n  o f  ECP as a r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  p r i n c i p l e  s u f f e r s  

f r o m  t h e  same concep tua l  weakness t h a t  t h e  succes s ive  c y c l i c i t y  

a n a l y s i s  s u f f e r s  from: it cove r s  on ly  t r a c e s ,  and some o t h e r  

p r i n c i p l e s  w i l l  have t o  account  f o r  t h e  o t h e r  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  of  

t h e  EC, c o n t r a r y  t o  o u r  approach where a u n i f i e d  a n a l y s i s  of 

r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of E C s  is p re sen ted ;  and fur thermore ,  o u r  analy-  

sis ex tends  t o  l e x i c a l  anaphors ,  s o  it is independent ly  mot ivated.  



There is a l s o  an empi r i ca l  problem with Kayne's a n a l y s i s  

i f  one t r i e s  t o  extend it t o  cover WH-island phenomena. This  

problem stems from d a t a  r e c e n t l y  analyzed by Torrego (1981).  4 5  

Torrego shows t h a t ,  i n  Spanish,  when a c e r t a i n  c l a s s  of WH- 

phrases  ( e s s e n t i a l l y ,  thematic arguments of the  verb and t h e  

s u b j e c t )  are moved i n  t h e  syntax,  they  t r i g g e r  an ob l iga to ry  

r u l e  of  V-preposing, a s  w e  s e e  i n  (169) . 
( 1 6 9 )  a .  Que quer ian  esos  dos? 

'What d i d  those  two want?' 

al.+Que e s o s  dos querian? 

b. A quien p r e s t o  Juan e l  d icc ionar io?  

'To whom d i d  John lend t h e  d ic t ionary? '  

b'.*A quien Juan  p r e s t o  e l  d icc ionar io?  

Furthermore, i f  t h e r e  i s  success ive  c y c l i c  movement of t h e  

WH-trigger, a l l  t h e  in termedia te  verbs must undergo t h i s  r u l e  

of V-preposing, as we can see i n  (1  70) . 
( 1  70) a .  Juan. d i c e  que 10s dos c r e i a n  que Pedro habia  pensado cpe 

e l  grupo habia  aplazado l a  reunion. 

' ~ o h n  says t h a t  t h e  two of them thought t h a t  Pe te r  

be l ieved t h a t  t h e  group had postponed t h e  meeting.' 
b .  Que d i c e  Juan  que c r e i a n  10s dos que habia  pensado 

Pedro que habia  aplazado e l  grupo? 

c .  tQue d i c e  Juan que 10s dos c r e i a n  que Pedro habia  pen- 
sad0 que e l  grupo habia  aplazado? 

One might th ink  t h a t  it is  a l l  verbs i n  t h e  scope of such 

a WH t r i g g e r  t h a t  must undergo V-preposing, but  t h i s  i s  n o t  t h e  

case: t h e  t r i g g e r  must be i n  o r  pass  through t h e  COMP of a verb's 
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- 
S i n  o r d e r  t o  t r i g g e r  p repos ing ,  a s  w e  can see i n  ( 1 7 1 ) .  

( 1  71 A qu ien  ( le )  prometio Juan que Pedro se e n c a r g a r i a  de  

que l a  gen te  s a c a r a  las  e n t r a d a s  a tiempo? 

'To whom d i d  John promise t h a t  P e t z r  would be i n  charge 

o f  people  buying t h e i r  t i c k e t s  on t i m e . '  

Furthermore,  t h i s  is  a l s o  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it is  n o t  

q u i t e  a c c u r a t e  t o  s a y  t h a t  a l l  i n t e rmed ia t e  verbs  must prepose 

s i n c e ,  accord ing  t o  Torrego,  t h e  lowest  verb  is always f r e e  t o  

be preposed or n o t .  She a t t r i b u t e s  t h i s  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  g, and 

n o t  S ,  is  a bounding node i n  Spanish ,  so t h a t  t h e  W-phrase  i s  

f r e e  t o  p a s s  through t h e  lower COW or  n o t ,  a s  w e  can see i n  t h e  

schema i n  (1  72)  . 

Note t h a t  t h e  WI-phrase can only s k i p  the  f h t  C O W ,  s i n c e  a s  

w e  can see by t h e  d o t t e d  l i n e  i n  (172) ,  a subsequent  jump over  

a COMP r e s u l t s  i n  a Subjacency v i o l a t i o n  s i n c e  two nodes a r e  

c ros sed .  So on ly  t h e  f i r s t  COMP can be sk ipped ,  and hence only  

t h e  f i r s t  verb  is f r e e  t o  f r o n t  o r  n o t .  

Given t h e s e  f a c t s ,  an a n a l y s i s  l i k e  Kayne's where passage 

through COMP is o p t i o n a l  s i n c e  t h e r e  is  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  escape 

ha t ch  provided by p e r c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n ,  makes t h e  wrong pre-  

d i c t i o n  t h a t  V-preposing should  always be o p t i o n a l ,  s i n c e  there 

may o r  may n o t  be a t r i g g e r  i n  COMP. So t h e  a n a l y s i s  f a i l s  on 

e m p i r i c a l  grounds as it is.  One p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  save  it is t o  

assume t h a t  p e r c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  i n  Spanish ,  
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b u t  *is would lead u s  f a r  a s t r a y :  a l l  t h e  problems so lved  by 

hav ing  p e r c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n  would have t o  be r econs ide red  un- 

d e r  ano the r  l i g h t  i n  Spanish.  I n s t e a d ,  l e t  us now c o n s i d e r  what 

o u r  a n a l y s i s  o f  long  d i s t a n c e  dependencies is  and s e e  how it ac:- 

counts  for t h e  facts t h a t  w e  have d i scussed  s o  far .  

W e  have p re sen ted  i n  some d e t a i l  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of  Chomsky 

(1973)  with  t h e  v a r i a n t s  proposed i n  S towel l  (1980b) and Kayne 

(1981a) because t h e r e  are p r o p e r t i e s  from each of t h e s e  ana lyses  

t h a t  w e  would l i k e  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  I n  o u r  account  of long d i s -  

t a n c e  dependencies.  From Chomsky's (1973) proposa l  of  success -  

i v e  c y c l i c i t y ,  w e  would l i k e  t o  r e t a i n  t h e  idea t h a t  t h e  r e l a -  

t i o n  between t h e  WH-phrase and t h e  gap is  l o c a l  i n  t h e  s ense  t h a t  

it invo lves  a succes s ion  of l o c a l  r e l a t i o n s .  From S t o w e l l ' s  

(1980b) proposa l ,  w e  w i l l  r e t a i n  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  b r i d g e  verbs  in-  

c o r p o r a t e  t h e  index  of  t h e i r  complement i n t o  t h e i r  8 -gr id ,  

whereas nonbridge ve rbs  do n o t .  From Kayne ' s ( 19 8 1 a )  a n a l y s i s ,  

w e  want t o  r e t a i n  t h a t  t h e r e  can be a sl iccossion of  l o c a l  r c la -  

t i o n s  wi thout  t h e r e  be ing  COMP t o  COMP movement. 46 

Recall t h a t  we have seen  i n  3.3.1 t h a t  t h e  co re  cons t ruc-  

t i o n s  i nvo lv ing  WH-movement f a l l  under t h e  g e n e r a l  n o t i o n  of 

Binding,  i . e .  government and coindexing by t h e  WH-phrase. This 

means t h a t  Bounding theo ry  i s  i n  f a c t  subsumed by Binding theo ry .  

So t h e r e  is  no pohnt i n  a sk ing  what a r e  t h e  bounding nodes i n  

t h i s  approach: t h e  bounding nodes a r e  t h e   i in ding nodes" ,  i . e .  

t h e y  are t h e  nodes a c r o s s  which Binding cannot  t a k e  p l a c e ,  i . e .  
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t hey  are t h e  nodes which block government, i . e .  t h e y  a r e  t h e  
- 

nodes of t h e  form Fx: S ,  NP, PP, and AP. So t h e  reason why 

the WH-phrase and t h e  trace cannot  be  r e l a t e d  i n  s t r u c t u r e s  l i k e  

( 1 7 3 )  i n  languages  where on ly  t h e  co re  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i nvo lv ing  

WH-movement are found, is  n o t  t h a t  S and 5 are both  bounding 

nodes: it is because t h e  WH-phrase cannot govern i n t o  t h e  em- 

bedded s. 

( 1 7 3 )  rg WH[S ... [ - [ ... t...ll]] s S - 

And t h e  reason why, a l though  it i s  claimed t h a t  i s  a 

bounding node i n  languages l i k e  French,  n o t  S ,  it is  s t i l l  i m -  

p o s s i b l e  t o  e x t r a c t  o u t  of an N P  as i n  ( 174 )  is  because NP 

b locks  government of the EC by t h e  WH-phrase. 

( 1 7 4 )  i D e  q u i  o n t - i l s  d g t r u i t  [Np un l i v r e  t 1 

Tne same h o l d s  f o r  PPs as i n  ( 1  75)  . 
( 1 7 5 )  *Qui Jean a-t-il vo t6  Lpp pour g] 

Binding o f  t h e  EC by t h e  WH-phrase w i l l  be  p o s s i b l e  i n  such 

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  on ly  i f  t h e  language h a s  a mechanism t h a t  e l i m i -  

mtes t h e  node t h a t  b locks  government, l i k e  r e a n a l y s i s  i n  En- 

g l i s h  f o r  example. 

Consider  now a c o n s t r u c t i o n  e x h i b i t i n g  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of 

s u c c e s s i v e  movement as i n  ( 1  7 6 )  . 
( 176 )  [H Who [S did John say  [.;[&3 w t h a t ]  B i l l  thought  

[, [&* t h a t ]  Ls P e t e r  s a w  g1 ]]]]j 1 



W e  assume t h a t  t h e  co re  no t ion  of Binding and t h e  no t ion  

o f  xmax as a b a r r i e r  t o  government can never  be  tampered wi th  

i n  languages ,  i . e .  t h a t  t h e s e  n o t i o n s  a r e  never  parameter ized  

i n  languages .  45 So i n  (1  7 6 )  , - t 2 does  no t  Bind - t l ,  s i n c e  it i s  

n o t  an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of  3 ,  hence does n o t  govern - t l .  

The trace t 3  cannot  Bind t2 f o r  t h e  same reasons .  So t h e s e  - - 
t r a c e s ,  even i f  t h e y  were p r e s e n t ,  cou ld  have no b e a r i n g  on t h e  

r e l a t i o n  between who - and - t '  i f  Binding i s  t h e  r e l e v a n t  no t ion .  

Furthermore,  t h e r e  are r easons  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e s e  t r a c e s  

are n o t  p r e s e n t  i n  i n t e r m e d i a t e  COMPs: r e c a l l  t h e  c a s e s  invol -  

v ing  ECM a s  i n  ( 1  77) . 
2 (177) Who does  john b e l i e v e  [S - t [S Mary t o  have seen  - tl]] 

I n  ( 1 7 7 ) ,  Mary must r e c e i v e  ECM from b e l i e v e .  But i f  
- 

t h e r e  is a t r a c e  i n  COMP h e r e ,  S b locks  government and Mary 

cannot  r e c e i v e  Case. So t h e r e  must n o t  be a t r a c e  i n  interme- 

d i a t e  COMPs. 

I f  t h e  l o c a l i t y  of t h e  r e l a t i o n  i s  n o t  mediated by t r a c e s  

i n  COMP, then  what cou ld  it be mediated by? The answer l i e s  i n  

a combination of t h e  ana lyses  of  Kayne (1981a) and S towel l  (1980b) . 
Suppose t h a t  ve rbs  do have a g r i d  i n t o  which a r e  e n t e r e d  t h e  i n -  

d i c e s  of t h e i r  complements. I f  w e  assume t h a t  V i s  t h e  head of 
- 
S ,  as w e  have a l l  a l o n y ,  t h i s  rile ; t h a t  t h e  index t h a t  a m a t r i x  ' 

V e n t e r s  i n t o  i t s  g r l d  when it hiis an S complement i s  t h e  index 

of t h e  V heading t h a t  complement, as i n  ( 1  7 8 )  . 
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(178) a. John t h i n k s  [- tha t [S i  Mary[Vpi~i l l  comei]]] 
i 

Now suppose t h a t  t h e  embedded verb  a l so  h a s  an comple- 

ment o f  i ts  own. Then w e  might conceive of t h e  indexing  a s  i n  

( 1 7 9 ) ,  where an index  c h a i n  is c r e a t e d  i n  t h e  V-grid of t h i n k .  

(1 79) a. John t h i n k s  [- t h a t  [ Mary iVp s a i d i  [z t h a t  [ B i l l  
Si Si i k Sk 

b. r t h i n k  1 

I n  (179b) ,  w e  see t h a t  t h e  index  - 5 is  i n  t h e  V-grid of s a i d ,  

whose index  - i is i n  t h e  V-grid o f  t h i n k ,  s o  t h a t  - k i s  i n  some 

sense  i n  t h e  V-grid o f  t h i n k .  I f  w e  assume t h a t  i n  some languages 

p e r c o l a t i o n  o f  some informat ion  i s  p o s s i b l e  from one index l e v e l  

t o  a n o t h e r ,  t h e n  we  c a p t u r e  t h e  n o t i o n  of  p e r c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n  

of Kayne ( 19 81 a) . Furthermore,  w e  see why nonbridge ve rbs  ap- 

p e a r  t o  break p e r c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n :  a s  sugges ted  i n  S towel l  

(1980b) , t hey  do n o t  have an index  f o r  t h e i r  3 complement i n  t h e i r  

V-grid, so t h a t  an index cha in  is n o t  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  

as w e  see i n  (1  80) . 
(180) John t h i n k s  t h a t  Mary murmuredi t h a t  B i l l  s a i d k  t h a t  

Anne would come 1 ' 



b. t h i n k s  

[,=theme] [:::hd_j 
S ince  murmured does n o t  have t h e  index k of s a i d  i n  i t s  

V-grid, t h e  index  cha in  i s  broken.  

So t h i s  f o r n a l i s m  a l lows  us  t o  c a p t u r e  t h e  c e n t r a l  no t ion  

of p e r c o l a t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n  from Kayne (1981a) whi le  i n c o r p o r a t i n g  

S t o w e l l ' s  (19801a) account  of Bridge ve rbs .  Consider  now a sen- 

t e n c e  l i k e  (1 81 ) . 
(181) John t h i n k s  t h a t  Mary s a w i  B i l l k .  

W e  ass-, a long  wi th  S towe l l  (1980b) ,  t h a t  it is  n o t  on ly  
- 
S complements t h a t  e n t e r  an index  i n t o  a V-grid, b u t  a l l  comple- 

ments. So t h e  e n t r y  f o r  t h i n k  i n  (181) i s  as i n  (182) .  

(182) r t h i n k  1 

we can now see how a l o c a l  r e l a t i o n  can be e s t a b l i s h e d  be- 

tween who - and t h e  trace i n  a sen tence  l i k e  (183) .  

(1  83) a. Who does John t h i n k  (H t h a t  ( Mary ( 
Si wi 

s a w  t 1 )  1 
i 

i - 

1 
1 =theme 

I n  (183) ,  bo th  - who and t h i n k  p e r c o l a t e  f e a t u r e s  t o  3 by t h e  

u s u a l  mechanisms of X t h e o r y  where a head p e r c o l a t e s  some of i t s  

f e a t u r e s  t o  a h i g h e r  node, so t h a t  t h e y  are i n  a c l o s e  r e l a t i o n -  
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sh ip .  Snspose t h a t  t h i s  a l lows who - t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  s l o t  i n  t h e  

V-grid of -- think.. Since t h e  index of saw is i n  t h e  V-grid of - 
t h i n k ,  t h i s  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  is c a r r i e d  over  t o  t h e  s l o t  i n  t h e  

V-grid of  saw i n  languages t h a t  a l low perco la t ion  of some i n -  

formation from one index l e v e l  t o  another  i n  t h e  V-grid, i . e .  

i f  t h e  language all.ows long d i s t a n c e  dependencies. And s i n c e  

s a w  governs t h e  t r a c e  i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  we can assume t h a t  - 
t h e  s l o t  i n  t h e  V-grid of  - saw, being i d e n t i f i e d  by who - v i a  an 

index chain ,  Binds t h e  t r a c e  i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  Thus a l o c a l  

r e l a t i o n  is e s t a b l i s h e d  between t h e  WH-plnrase and t h e  t r a c e .  

This  r e l a t i o n  :holds a s  long a s  t h e  index chain ho lds ,  i . e .  a s  

long as t h e  chain i s  no t  broken up by a verb lacking  an index 

i n  i t s  V-grid l i k e  a nonbria.-5 verb. So w e  now have a s t r a i g h t -  

forward explanat ion 5br  t h e  br idge  phenoinenon. We alsc have an 

explanat ion f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of ECM i n  sentences l i k e  (177) :  

ECM is poss ib le  because t h e r e  i s  no s i n c e  t h e r e  is.  no t r a c e  i n  

t h e  in termedia te  C W  and t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i s  a c t u a l l y  a s  i n  (184) .  

( 1  8 4 )  Whoi does John be l i eve  IS Mary t o  have seen t .I 
-1 

The r e l a t i o n  between who - and t h e  t r a c e  i s  not  mediated by 

an in termedia te  t r a c e  i n  COMP bu t  by t h e  index chain c rea ted  i n  

t h e  V-grid of b e l i e v e  i n  t h e  manner descr ibed above. Notice 

t h a t  our  use of i n d i c e s  i n  V-grids i s  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  use 

t h a t  Stowell  (1980b, 1981a) makes of these  i n d i c e s .  Stowell  

assumes t h a t  coindexing of t h e  V-grid s l o t  with t h e  governed 

complement is t h e  means t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  ECP.  But i f  we t a k e  a 



296 

very s t r a igh t fo rward  approach t o  t h e  ECP and cons ider  it a s  a 

r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  p r i n c i p l e ,  then  it is not  c l e a r  how t h e  s l o t  i n  

t h e  V-grid allows us t o  recover  t h e  content  of t h e  EC, un less  

one a t t r i b u t e s  sonething l i k e  c l i t i c  p r o p e r t i e s  t o  these  s l o t s ,  

assuming t h a t  they  bea r  grammatical f e a t u r e s  f o r  example. But 

t h i s  seem t o  be unwarranted s i n c e  t h e s e  s l o t s  can never l i c e n s e  

t h e  presence of an EC on t h e i r  own: t h e r e  must always be some 

antecedent  around t o  provide t h e  EC with t h e  proper grammatical 

f ea tu res .  This  is  what t akes  p lace  i n  our  ana lys i s :  t h e  index I 

i n  t h e  V-grid funct ions  a s  a l i n k  between t h e  WH-phrase and t h e  

t r a c e ,  bu t  it cannot recover  t h e  content  of an EC on i t s  own. 

There is a l s o  a problem f o r  S towel l ' s  approach t h a t  shows up i n  

sentences l i k e  ( 185) . 
( 185) John seems rS - t t o  be happy] 

I n  S towel l ' s  a n a l y s i s ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  ECP,  t h e  

t r a c e  i n  (185) must be governed by seems and coindexed w i t h  a 

s l o t  i n  t h e  V-grid of seems. Although t h e r e  seem t o  be rea- 

sons t o  be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  WH-phrase i n  COMP heads t h e  i n  some 

sense s i n c e  it seems t o  p e r c o l a t e  some of i t s  f e a t u r e s  t o  S i n  

some cases  a s  w e  have seen i n  3.3.2 above, it seems much l e s s  

l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  embedded sentence i n  (185)  heads 

t h e  sentence i n  any way, although t h i s  i s  t h e  conclusion t h a t  

is forced upon Stowell  i f  t h e  index of t h e  t r a c e  i s  t o  be e n t e r -  

ed i n  t h e  V-grid of seems. *' I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  John governs t h e  

t r a c e  d i r e c t l y  i n  (185) ,  s o  t h e r e  is no need f o r  seems t o  be co- 
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indexed wi th  t h e  trace i n  any sense .  

W e  might assume t h a t  t h e  i ndex  c h a i n s  are easi:Ly i d e n t i -  

f ied  by t h e  fact  t h a t  t h e  V-grid s l o t  which t h e  WH-phrase ends  

up Binding i s  somehow marked by a WH-feature. Th i s  could  be 

done a t  D-s t ruc ture ,  i .e .  a t  a p o i n t  where t h e  WH-phrase and 

t h e  verb  are s t i l l  i n  a l o c a l  r e l a t i o n .  Thus a V-grid s lo t  

could  be Bound by a WH-phrase on ly  i f  t h e  s l o t  w a s  i d e n t i f i e d  

as WH i tself  a t  D-s t ruc ture .  So it would t h e r e f o r e  be  impossible  

f o r  a r e l a t i o n  between a NP and a trace t o  be e s t a b l i s h e d  by 

means of an index  cha in  unless t h a t  NP w a s  a WH-NP. Thus a de- 

r i v a t i o n  l i k e  t h e  one i n  ( 186 )  is  imposs ib le .  

( 186 )  a. Mary seemed [g  t o  be c e r t a i n  [e - t o  be s h o t  - t ] 1 
b. Marie semblait [g c e r t a i n e  d ' b t r e  arr&tl?e  - t] 

A s  w e  have seen  i n  3.2 above, t h e  agreement f a c t s  s h w  t h a t  

t h e r e  is i t e r a t i o n  of  NP-movement i n  t h i s  case: t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  

must be s u c c e s s i v e  c y c l i c ,  Marie be ing  raised from s u b j e c t  t o  

s u b j e c t  i n  ( 1 8 6 ) .  So t h i s  con f inns  t h a t  index c h a i n s  a r e  re- 

s t r i c t e d  t o  s l o t s  b e a r i n g  a WH-feature i n  some sense .  48 

Consider  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p o s i t i o n s  from which a WH-phrase can 

be e x t r a c t e d .  The argument p o s i t i o n s  under VP are a l l  d e a l t  

w i th  i n  t h e  same manner t h a t  w e  d e a l t  wi th  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

i n  ( 183 )  above: t h e s e  arguments, have a  s l o t  i n  t h e  V-grid,  s o  

t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between a  WH-phrase and t h e s e  argument pos i -  

t i o n s  can be e s t a b l i s h e d  v i a  an index cha in .  We now unders tand 

why government by t h e  V is  r e l a t e d  t o  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y :  t h i s  s t r u c -  
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trlral r e l a t i o n  i s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  index  cha in  t.o be e s t a b l i s h e d ,  

hence f o r  t h e  EC t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  its an teceden t ,  which reminds 

u s  of  Kayne's i n t u i t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  of  ECP. 

Next c o n s i d e r  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  which e x h i b i t s  t h e  fa -  

miliar t h a t - t  e f f e c t s  a s  i n  (187) .  

(187) a. Who do you b e l i e v e  [-g - t Ls - t1 s a w ~ a r y ] ]  

b. *who do you b e l i e v e  rZ t2 t h a t  [S t' saw Mary]] - 

I n  (187) ,  s i n c e  t h e  trace i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  is  n o t  an 

argument of  t h e  ve rb ,  it does  n o t  e n t e r  i n t o  t h e  V-grid of s a w .  - 
T h i s  means t h a t  the r e l a t i o n  between who and t h e  trace cannot  - 
be mediated by an index  cha in  formed by e n t e r i n g  t h e  index  of  

s a w  i n  t h e  V-grid o f  b e l i e v e  s i n c e  t h e r e  is no s la t  f o r  t h e  - 
s u b j e c t  i n  t h e  V-grid o f  s a w  anyhow. I f  t h e r e  i s  a t r i c e  i n  - 
C O W ,  however, and i f  a  ph ra se  i n  COMP can p e r c o l a t e  some fea-  

t u r e s  t o  3 as we have seen  above i n  3.3.2, t h e n  w e  might assume 

2 t h a t  - t i n  (187) is  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  t h e  V-grid o f  t h e  m a t r i x  verb 

b e l i e v e :  so who - can Bind - t2 i n  (187a ) ,  and t2 i n  t u r n  can Bind - 

t1 . The reason  why ( 18%) i s  ungrammatical cou ld  have t o  do - 
with  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  when t h e r e  i s  some o t h e r  m a t e r i a l  i n  COMP 

l i k e  t h a t ,  t hen  t h e  trace is n o t  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  t h e  V-grid of  

t h e  ma t r ix  verb.  But even i f  t h e  trace w a s  a c c e s s i b l e  i n  t h i s  
1 sense, t h e  problem wi th  (187b) i s  t h a t  - t2 cannot Bind - t , s i n c e  

2 t does  n o t  govern t '  s i n c e  it i s  n o t  an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  - - 
of  g. So w e  e x p l a i n  t h e  t h a t - t  e f f e c t  i n  a  way s i m i l a r  t o  how 

Aoun e t  a1 (1  9 81 ) do it f o r  example : t h e  t r a c e  i n  COMP cannot  
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Bind t h e  trace i n  subject p o s i t i o n  i f  t h a t  i s  p r e s e n t .  The rea-  
p 

son why t h e r e  is  an asymmetry wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  e x t r a c t i o n  be- 

tween s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  posit!.ons l i e s  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  

s u b j e c t  is  n o t  subca t ego r i zed  by t h e  ve rb ,  hence t h a t  i t s  in -  

dex does  n o t  e n t e r  i n t o  an index cha in  of which V is a p a r t .  

I n  o r d e r  t o  e n t e r  i n t o  such an index c h a i n ,  t h e  t r a c e  i n  sub- 

ject p o s i t i o n  must be  Bound by a trace i n  C O W  p o s i t i o n ,  which 

is  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  t h e  V-grid of  t h e  ma t r ix  verb.  

Consider  now t h e  case where e x t r a c t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  from 

a p o s i t i o n  which is  n o t  subca t ego r i zed  f o r  by t h e  verb.  One 

such i n s t a n c e  is what i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  s e n t e n t i a l  a d v e r b i a l s ,  

of  which w e  see an example i n  (1  88) . 
(188) I n  which room d i d  you siy t h a t  (John s a w  B i l l  - t ) .  

W e  can assume t h a t  ph ra ses  l i k e  i n  which room i n  (188)  a r e  

p r e d i c a t e s  which are a s s o c i a t e d  t o  a main p r e d i c a t e  t o  form a 

complex p r e d i c a t e .  The s t r u c t u r e  o f  such a complex p r e d i c a t e  

can be schematized as i n  (1 8 9 )  . 
(1 89) rX Ix ] Y] , where X = t h e  p r e d i c a t e  formed by - s a w  and Y = 

i n  which room. 4 9  

W e  cou ld  assume t h a t  it is  t h e  index  of t h e  complex p red i -  

c a t e  t h a t  e n t e r s  i n t o  t h e  V-grid o f  t h e  ma t r ix  verb say i n  

( 188 ) ,  so t h a t  t h i s  r ende r s  t h e  index of t h e  a s s o c i a t e d  predi-  

c a t e ,  which is  t h e  t r a c e  t ,  a c c e s s i b l e  f o r  Binding by i n  which - 

roam i n  a way t h a t  is  s i m i l a r  t o  what w e  have proposed f o r  com- 

plements under VP. There is a; d i f f e r e n c e  between a s s o c i a t e  
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Predicates like in which room in (188)  and complements under 

VP however: the complements under VP are governed by the V 

that forms the predicate, so that their index is entered di- 

rectly into the V's grid. This is probably the reason why 

there is a contrast between the possibilities of stranding pre- 

positions in these two types of complements: stranding is more 

freely permitted for VP complements than for associate predi- 

cates, although stranding of a preposition in associate predi- 

cates is possible for some English speakers (cf. Rothstein 1 9 8 1 ) .  

As for the reason why the set of possibAlities of strand- 

ing a preposition in a passive construction is a subset of the 

Possibilities of stranding a preposition in a WH-construction, 

it is that Binding in the WH-construction can be done via an 

index chain, which is not the case for the NP-trace Binder, 

since we assume that index chains are identified by a WH-index. 

So the relation between the verb and the stranded preposition 

does not have to be as "close" as in WH-constructions as in NP 

movement constructions. 50 

Another instance of a position that is not subcategorized 

for by the verb is an adjunct position as in ( 1  90) . 

(190)  a. Bill looked at Paul, full of anger. 

b. +What did Bill look at Paul, full of - t? 
c. +Of what d.id Bisl look at Paul, full - t? 

As we can see in (190), WH-extraction from adjuncts is not 

possible. Adjuncts are different from associate predicates as 
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i n  (188)  i n  t h a t  ad junc t s  do no t  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  forming a  com- 

p lex  p red ica te  with t h e  main p r e d i c a t e  l i k e  a s s o c i a t e  p r e d i c a t e s  

do, s o  t h a t  t h e  index of an adjunct  can never be p a r t  of an in-  

dex chain s i n c e  it is  no t  a c c e s s i b l e  f o r  t h e  V-grid of any verb. 

This  is  why e x t r a c t i o n  from an adjunct  is impossible.  

We now have an a n a l y s i s  t h a t  accounts f o r  long d i s t a n c e  

dependencies of s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  of VP complement p o s i t i o n  and 

of non-subcategorized PP p o s i t i o n ,  a s  we l l  a s  an exp la ina t ion  

as f o r  why such dependencies a r e  no t  poss ib le  f o r  ad junct  posi-  

t i o n s ,  fzom which no e x t r a c t i o n  a t  a l l  i s  poss ib le .  

The e f f e c t s  of Subjacency a r e  der ived  from Binding: when 

t h e  r e l a t i o n  between WH-phrase and t r a c e  i s  l o c a l ,  Binding pre- 

c ludes  movement out  of a  xmax, which g ives  f o r  example t h e  e f -  

f e c t s  of  CNPC; when t h e  dependency is riot l o c a l ,  we assume t h a t  

t h e r e  is i t e r a t i o n  of a l o c a l  Binding r e l a t i o n  by means of in- 

dex-chains, bu t  we mist exclude c a s e s  t h a t  a r e  WH-island v io la -  

tions. I n  an a n a l y s i s  based on Subjacency, WH-island phenomena 

a r e  explained by t h e  assumption t h a t  long d i s t ance  dependencies 

are mediated by i t e r a t i o n  of  WH-movement from COMP t o  COW, and 

by t h e  assumption t h a t  a  doubly f i l l e d  COMP does not  allow a 

proper r e l a t i o n  between &binder and t r a c e ,  e i t h e r  by assuming 

a  f i l t e r  t h a t  precludes doubly f i l l e d  C O W S  a s  i n  Chomsky & Las- 

nik (1977)  f o r  example, o r  by assuming t h a t  one of t h e  A-binders 

i n  COMP when t h e r e  a r e  more than one cannot Bind i t s  t r a c e  s ince  

t h e  proper c-command r e l a t i o n  is  not  e s t a b l i s h e d ,  a s  i n  Chomsky 
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(1981a) for example. So i n  s t r u c t u r e s  l i k e  ( 1  9 1 )  f o r  example, 

on ly  one element can Bind, hence t h e  ungrammatical i ty  of t h e  

s t r u c t u r e .  

( 1 9 1 )  tcow mi c o j l I s  Ci t --.I1 
1 7  

T h i s  is very  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  t h a t - t  phenomena where  t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  i n  COMP is as i n  ( 1 9 2 1 ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  o p e r a t o r  cannot 

Bind i t s  trace. 

So t h e s e  ungrammat ica l i t i es  f i n d  an exp lana t ion  i n  a Sub- 

l acency  a n a l y s i s  by p o s t u l a t i n g  a s t r u c t u r e  i n  COMP and a s t r u c -  

t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  between b i n d e r  and bindee t h a t  restrict  t h e  num- 

b e r  o f  b i n d e r s  t o  one for any given COMP. I n  o u r  a n a l y s i s ,  we 

w i l l  also account  f o r  WH-island phenomena by r e s t r i c t i n g  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  Binder  t o  one. S ince  t h e r e  i s  no COMP-to-COMP 

movement i n  o u r  a n a l y s i s ,  it i s  on t h e  index-chain t h a t  t h e  re -  

s t r i c t i o n  must be made, n o t  on t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  COMP. So w e  

w i l l  assume t h a t  o n l y  one index-chain can be passed on by a 

given V, so t h a t  a V can be a b r i d g e  f o r  on ly  one long d i s t a n c e  

dependency a t  a t i m e ,  t h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  be ing  t h e  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  

t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n  t h a t  a l l ows  on ly  one c-command r e l a t i o n  t o  be 

e s t a b l i s h e d  from COMP i n  a Subjacency a n a l y s i s .  

Assuming such an a n a l y s i s  of  long d i s t a n c e  dependencies ,  

w e  can now r e t u r n  t o  t h e  i n v e r s i o n  f a c t s  of  Spanish desc r ibed  

by Torreqo (1981)  and see more p r e c i s e l y  what i s  t h e  t r i g g e r  
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f o r  t h i s  invers ion .  According t o  Torrego, invers ion  i s  t r i g -  

gered by movement i n  t h e  syntax of t h e  s u b j e c t  and of tnematic  

arguments of t h e  verb. One way t o  capture  t h i s  i s  t o  say t h a t  

a verb w i l l  be preposed i f  it has  an index i n  i t s  V-grid t h a t  

i s  Bound by a WH-phrase, i . e .  a verb t h a t  is  p a r t  of an index 

chain,  The p e c u l i a r  way i n  which a non-subcategorized WH-phrase 

e n t e r s  i ts  index i n t o  a V-grid by a s s o c i a t i o n  would account f o r  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it does n o t  t r i g g e r  V-preposing. 

This  b r ings  us  t o  d i scuss ing  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  even w i t h  a 

Proper t r i g g e r ,  t h e  lowest verb i s  always f r e e  t o  prepose o r  

n o t ,  As w e  mentioned above, Torrego a t t r i b u t e s  t h i s  t o  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  3, a-?d not  S ,  is  a bounding node i n  Spanish,  s o  t h a t  t h e  

WH-phrase is f r e e  t o  pass  through t h e  lower COMP o r  n o t ,  a s  

shown i n  (19  3) . 
( 1 9 3 )  rsi .-is[J[s ... r3[ ] [s . . wh- a s e  . ..]j]1]] 

According t o  Torrego, t h i s  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

Spanish al lows c e r t a i n  v i o l a t i o n s  of WH-islands. A s  we can 

see i n  ( 1 9 4 1 ,  a WH-phrase can always s k i p  t h e  lowest COMP and 

move d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  second COMP s i n c e  i n  doing s o  it only 

c rosses  one s, i n  terms of R i z z i ' s  (1978)  a n a l y s i s .  

( 1 9 4 )  Por qu ien .  d i c e  e s t e  que no recuerda nadie que resca te i  
3 

habia  pagado l a  empresa ti tj? 
I For whom do you say t h a t  nobody remembers what ransom 

t h e  company has  paid?'  

Notice t h a t  t h i s  kind of v i o l a t i o n  of WH-island, and hence 
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t h e  o p t i o n a l i t ~  of V-preposing, can on ly  t a k e  p l a c e  a c r o s s  t h e  

most deep ly  embedded COMP and nowhere e l s e  i n  t h e  i t e r a t i o n  of 

t h e  r u l e  o f  WH-movement. I n  R i z z i ' s  a n a l y s i s ,  t h i s  is  exp la ined  

by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  any sk ipp ing  of  a C O W  a t  a h i g h e r  l e v e l  pro- 

vokes a Subjacency v i o l a t i o n  s i n c e  two 5 bounding nodes would 

then  have t o  be  c ros sed ,  as w e  s a w  i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of  ( 1 7 2 ) .  

So w e  see t h a t  R i z z i ' s  i n s i g h t  c a p t u r e s  a good d e a l  of  what 

i s  going on. I f  w e  look a t  t h e  f a c t s  i n  a s l i g h t l y  less theo ry  

o r i e n t e d  way, w e  see t h a t  e x t r a c t i o n  of  a W-phrase  t o  t h e  low- 

es t  COMP is  always p o s s i b l e  i f  t h a t  COMP i s  n o t  a l r e a d y  f i l l e d ,  

and t h a t  i n  languages  l i k e  I t a l i a n ,  Spanish,  French,  it i s  a l -  

s o  p o s s i b l e  t o  e x t r a c t  one more WH-phrase o u t  of t h a t  lowest  

sen tence .  W e  have seen b r i e f l y  how one can account  f o r  t h e s e  

f a c t s  i n  an a n a l y s i s  t h a t  i n c o r p o r a t e s  a Bounding t h e o r y ,  es- 

s e n t i a l l y  by adopt ing  R i z z i ' s  p roposa l  o f  a parameter  i n  Boun- 

d ing  nodes. 

I n  o u r  a n a l y s i s ,  a WH-phrase can always move t o  t h e  COMP 

of  t h e  lowest 3 dominating t h a t  ph ra se  s i n c e  t h e  WH-phrase can 

always Bind p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  S from COMP (except  i f  t h e r e  i s  

a maximal expansion l i k e  NP o r  PP b lock ing  government, of c o u r s e ) .  

Long d i s t a n c e  dependencies a r e  a l s o  p o s s i b l e  when index 

cha ins  are e s t a b l i s h e d  a s  w e  saw i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of (183)  and 

t h e  fo l lowing  above. 



So what is  happening i n  languages l i k e  I t a l i a n ,  Spanish 

and French i s  t h a t  both s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  used a t  t h e  same time: 

one WH-phrase i s  moved t o  COMP where it aoca l ly  Binds i t s  t r a c e ,  

and another  WII-phrase is moved out  of t h e  lowest 5 and r e l a t e d  

t o  i ts D-structure p o s i t i o n  by means of an index chain.  

(197)  a .  Por quien d i c e  e s t e  que no recucrda nadie que resca te i  
j 

habia  pagado l a  empresa ti g j ?  

.. . t . . . t ...I]]] j -i - j 
This  p o s s i b i l i t y  of using both s t r a t e g i e s  a t  t h e  same time 

would t h e r e f o r e  account f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of havinq WH-island 

v i o l a t i o n s  i n  t h e s e  languages, and it would a l s o  account f o r  

t h e  q u i t e  r e s t r i c t e d  type of  v i o l a t i o n s  t h a t  a r s  p o s s i b l e ,  t h a t  

i s ,  that t h e  "ext ra"  WH-phrase can only be i n  t h e  lowest C O W  

so t h a t  t h e r e  can only be two a p p l i c a t i o n s  of WH-movement: one 

WH-phrase is moved t o  t h e  lowest COMP, and one more i s  moved t o  

a h igher  COMP. A t h i r d  WH-phrase i n  COMP could not  l o c a l l y  

Bind i t s  t r a c e ,  and it coudld no t  be r e l a t e d  t o  i t s  t r a c e  by Bind- 

i n g  i n  an index-chain s i n c e  only one such index-chain can be 

formed a t  a t i m e :  s o  WH-extraction i n  syntax i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  
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two phrases  i n  t h e s e  languages,  one of which must be i n  t h e  low- 

e s t  COW. 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, languages l i k e  English do n o t  permit  WH- 

i s l a n d  v i o l a t i o n s .  This  means t h a t  only one e x t r a c t i o n  s t r a t e -  

gy at a t i m e  can be used i n  English.  T h i s  could be i n t e r p r e t e d  

a s  being t h e  parameter between t h e  two types  of languages: t h e  

P o s s i b i l i t y  of having both e x t r a c t i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  o r  only one 

of them a t  a t i m e .  5 1  

This  a n a l y s i s  of t h e s e  two types  of languages is  conceptu- 

a l l y  a s  v a l i d  as ~ i z z i ' s ,  i f  n o t  more, s i n c e  it makes do with 

Bounding theory  by d e r i v i n g  it from Binding theory ,  s o  t h a t  

t h e r e  is  only one genera l  c o n s t r a i n t  on s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s  

between elements ,  namely t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  on government t h a t  no 

maximal expansion boundary in tervene  between governor and go- 

vernee,  hence between Binder and Bindee i n  t h e  case a t  hand. 

The f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  is only one c o n s t r a i n t  on s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s  

is a f a c t o r  t h a t  f a c i l i t a t e s  language a c q u i s i t i o n .  

Empir ical ly ,  t h e  p resen t  a n a l y s i s  exp la ins  a l l  t h e  f a c t s  

t h a t  are explained by t h e  Bounding theory a n a l y s i s ,  and addi- 

t i o n a l l y ,  it accounts f o r  f a c t s  about e x t r a c t i o n  from N P  and p p  

in t h e  I t a l i a n  type languages t h a t  a r e  no t  covered by t h e  bound- 

ing theory a n a l y s i s .  Recal l  t h a t  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  of N P  o r  PP i s  

impossible i n  langnages with as a bounding node, although t h e  

WH-phrase c rosses  only one bounding node. 52 

1198) a.  *De q u i  LS o n t - i l s  d 6 t r u i t  LNp un I i v r e  g]] 
b. *Quel f i l m  Cs Jean s ' e s t - i l  e n d ~ r m i [ ~ ~  pendant - t]] 
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I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  sentences a r e  ungrammatical because 

t h e  N P  and PP nodes block government by t h e  WH-phrase, hence 

block Binding. The r e l a t i o n  cannot be e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  index 

chain e i t h e r  s i n c e  t h e  V cannot govern t h e  t r a c e  i n  both cases .  

If w e  now r e t u r n  t o  t h e  V-preposing f a c t s ,  w e  note t h a t  V- 

preposing is ob l iga to ry  i n  terms of t h e  bounding theory a n a l y s i s  

i f  a  t r i g g e r  WH-phrase o r  i ts t r a c e  i s  i n  t h e  COMP of t h e  3 of 

t h e  target verb. Trans la ted  i n t o  our  a n a l y s i s ,  t h i s  means t h a t  

V-preposing i s  ob l iga to ry  i f  t h e  COMP con ta ins  a  t r i g g e r  WH- . 

phrase o r  i f  t h e  V e n t e r s  i n  an index chain.  Since both t h e  

WH-phrase i n  COMP and t h e  V head t h e  i n  some sense ,  we can 

say t h a t  V-preposing t a k e s  p lace  i f  h a s  a  WH-index percola ted  

t o  it, which can be e i t h e r  from t h e  WH-phrase i n  C O W  o r  from 

t h e  head V when it e n t e r s  i n  an index chain ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  verb 

i s  a t t r a c t e d  t o  when it has a WH-feature matching one i n  t h e  

verb1 s own V-grid. 

However, s i n c e  there are two ways i n  which movement can 

t ake  p lace  ou t  of t h e  most embedded c lause  i n  t h e  bounding the-  

ory  a n a l y s i s ,  V-preposing i s  o p t i o n a l  i n  t h i s  lowest c l ause  

s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  a  poss ib le  d e r i v a t i o n  i n  which t h e r e  i s  no t r i g -  

g e r  f o r  t h e  r u l e  i n  COMP. W e  can keep t h i s  a n a l y s i s  and dupl i -  

c a t e  i t s  e f f e c t s  i n  our  a n a l y s i s  of I t a l i a n  type languages s ince  

w e  a l s o  acknowledge thac  t n e r e  a r e  two poss ib le  d e r i v a t i o n s  f o r  

t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  from t h e  lowest c lause :  one which involves an 

index chain ,  and one which involves a  more d i r e c t  Binding. Con- 



s i d e r  f i r s t  t h e  case invclving an index chain.  

I n  (199) ,  t h e  f a c t  that t h e  WH-phrase i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  s l o t  

k is  simply c a r r i e d  through t h e  index chain.  As w e  saw above, - 

i n d e n t i f i c a t i o n  is done by pe rco la t ing  f e a t u r e s  from one index 

l e v e l  t o  another  i n  V-grids. Suppose t h a t  t h i s  i n d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

of  s l o t s  from one l i n k  of  t h e  chain t o  another  is op t iona l .  I f  

it does n o t  t ake  p lace  a l l  t h e  way from WHk t o  gk i n  ( 1 9 9 ) ,  then 

t h e  EC t+ would n o t  be proper ly  i d e n t i f i e d  and t h e  sentence 

would be ungrammatical. But i f  t h e  index chain  is  no t  e s t a b l i s h e d  
2 1 between V and V i n  (199) ,  w e  could assume t h a t  i n d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

is s t i l l  poss ib le  by Binding he re ,  the o t h e r  way i n  which iden- 
2 t i f i c a t i o n  can be done. Thus, V coutd Bind t h e  s la t  i n  V 1 

1 Since V is  t h e  head of the  complement g. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 
3 2 

V could n o t  Bind the s l o t  - k i n  V s i n c e  t h i s  s l o t  is  not  read- 

i l y  accessible f o r  Binding s i n c e  it is embedded under L. 

Thus t h e  fact t h a t  t h e r e  are two ways of i d e n t i f y i n g  the  

lowest V-grid s l o t  mi r ro r s  t h e  e f f e c t  of having two ways of de- 

r i v i n g  t h e  sentence i n  t h e  bounding theory a n a l y s i s .  We could 

cont inue t o  assume t h a t  V-preposing t a k e s  p lace  only when the 

V-grid is  p a r t  of an index chain ,  s o  t h a t  V-preposing is o b l i -  
2 gatory  for-v3 and V in (199) , but  it i s  o p t i o n a l  f o r  V' s i n c e  

1 t h e r e  is an a l t e r n a t i v e  d e r i v a t i o n  f o r  V' i n  which V is  n o t  i n  
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an index chain ,  a s  w e  can see i n  (200 )  . 
(200) a. A quien t e  imaginas que Juan - ha dado e l  a r t i c u l o ?  

b.  A quien t e  imaginas que ha dado Juan e l  a r t i c u l o ?  

W e  see t h a t  our  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  parameter t h a t  d i s t i n -  

guishes between I t a l i a n  type languages and English type langu- 

ages with r e spec t  t o  bounding al lows an account of t h e  Spanish 

invers ion  f a c t s  with mhnimal a d d i t i o n s  t o  t h e  grammar. Basic- 

a l l y ,  a l l  w e  have t o  s a y  i s  t h a t  Spanish has a r u l e  of V-pre- 

posing with a s p e c i f i c  t r i g g e r :  t h e  r e s t  fol lows from t h e  ana- 

l y s i s .  More genera l ly ,  we  have seen that  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  is  con- 

c e p t u a l l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  s i n c e  it der ives  bounding theory  from Bin- 

d ing  theory ,  s o  t h a t  one does not  have t o  wonder about what  a r e  

t h e  bounding nodes: they  are the  "Binding nodes", i . e .  t h e  nodes 

t h e  block government, and t h i s  is independently motivated i n  t h e  

grammar. On t h e  e p i r i c a l  s i d e ,  t h e  a n a l y s i s  provides an ac- 

count f o r  problems l i k e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  e x t r a c t i o n  i s  impossible 

ou t  of PPs and N P s  even i n  I t a l i a n  type languages ( c f .  (198)  1 ,  

and the f a c t  t h a t  ECM can be ass igned i n  sentences l i k e  1201) 

s i n c e  no t r a c e  is p resen t  i n  COMP t o  block d e l e t i o n ,  hence 

block government. 

(201 Whoi does John be l i eve  Mary t o  have seen ti]? 

I t  a l d o  i n t e g r a t e s  S towel l ' s  (1980b) account of br idge  

verbs by means of e n t e r i n g  t h e  index of t h e  complement i n t o  

t h e  g r i d  of t h e  matr ix  verb.  
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3.4. ECP and LF movement. 

In  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  w e  w i l l  look a t  some a p p l i c a t i o n s  t h a t  

have been made of t h e  ECP t o  exp la in  phenomena f o r  which an 

a n a l y s i s  has  been presented t h a t  makes use' of movement r u l e s  

t ak ing  p lace  on t h e  LF s i d e  of t h e  grammar. There a r e  two main 

r u l e s  of movement a t  LF t h a t  have been proposed i n  the l i t e r a -  

tu re :  t h e  r u l e  QR which accounts f o r  t h e  scope of q u a n t i f i e r s  

w i t h  r e spec t  t o  one another  ( c f .  May 1 9 7 7 ) ,  and t h e  r u l e  WH-R, 

which accounts f o r  t h e  scope of  WH-operators i n  mul t ip le  WH- 

cons t ruc t ions  ( c f .  Huang (1 9801, Aoun, Hornstein & Spor t iche  ( 1981 1 . 
The s tudy of t h e s e  r u l e s  has  y ie lded  i n t e r e s t i n g  r e s u l t s ,  a l -  

though it is  made d i f f i c u l t  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  judgements a r e  not  

always sharp  s i n c e  t h e r e  is  no o v e r t  i n d i c a t i o n  of t h e  intended 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  most cases  s i n c e  LF movement has  no o v e r t  

e f f e c t  on a  sentence.  Nevertheless ,  t h e r e  a r e  some c l u s t e r i n g s  

of p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  emerging from t h i s  s tudy and w e  w i l l  

p resen t  a b r i e f  overview of  it and an i d e a  of how it i n t e r a c t s  

with t h e  framework proposed i n  t h i s  t h e s i s .  

Consider f i r s t  t h e  r u l e  of QR. It a p p l i e s  t o  q u a n t i f i e r  

phrases ,  ad jo in ing  them t o  an S f  and it g ives  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  

scope, as i n  (202) . 
(202) Three men saw f o i ~ r  women. 

a .  IS [ three  men = - X] LS [four women = LS 5 saw y]]] 

b . IS [four women = y] IS [three men = X] IS 5 saw y ] j ] 

I n  (202b) , t h e r e  a r e  only four  women involved,  bu t  i n  



(202a) , t h e r e  can be a s  many as twelve. 

QR does no t  seem t o  obey Subjacency, a s  we see  from t h e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  i n  (203) .  

(203) Three men thought t h a t  t h e  i d e a  of buying s i x  c a r s  was 

a b i t  crazy.  
a .  LS [ three men=~]  [S [s ix   cars=^'] 5 thought t h a t  t h e  

i d e a  of buying y was a b i t  crazy]]] 

b. Ls [s ix  cars=y] [ th ree  men=xl - LS 5 thought t h a t  t h e  

i d e a  of buying y was a b i t  crazy]] 1 

As f o r  ECP, P i c a l l o  (1982) observed t h a t  it seems t h a t  LF 

movement of a q u a n t i f i e r  is  s u b j e c t  t o  ECP depending on t h e  

mood of t h e  sentence.  H e r  genera l  observat ion is t h a t  ECP i s  

observed i f  t h e  sentence i s  i n  t h e  subjunct ive ,  bu t  t h a t  it 

can be overcome i f  t h e  sentence is i n  t h e  i n d i c a t i v e .  Thus 

t h e  underl ined Q-phrase can have w i d e  scope i n  ( 2 0 4 )  , bu t  not  

i n  (205) . 
(204 )  Tots  els e s t u d i a n t s  saben que alguns examens son d i f i c i l s  

I N D  

( A l l  s t u d e n t s  know t h a t  some exams a r e  d i f f i c u l t . )  

(205) To t s  e ls  e s t u d i a n t s  senten  que alguns examens s i g u i n  
SUB 

d i f i c i l s  

( A l l  s t u d e n t s  r e g r e t  t h a t  some exams a r e  d i f f i c u l t  . j 

Simi la r  observat ions  hold  f o r  Focus cons t ruc t ions ,  which 

a l s o  involve LF movement, as we see i n  (266 ) - (207) . 
(206)  Diuen que en JOAN a r r i b a  

I N D  

.- . . 
(They say  t h a t  JOHN a r r i v e s .  ) 



(207) *Sento que en JOAN vingui  
SUB 

(I r e g r e t  t h a t  JOHN comes. ) 

P i c a l l o  a l s o  shows t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a c o n t r a s t  t h a t  depends 

on mood i n  t h e  case of negat ive q u a n t i f i e r - l i k e  NPs whose scope 

i s  determined by a p l e o n a s t i c  negat ive p a r t i c l e ,  as w e  see  i n  

t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (208) and (209) .  

(208) ?En pere  - no c r e u  que ningu no llestima ( I N D )  

( P e t e r  does *lot b e l i e v e  t h a t  nobody loves  him/her) 

(209) En pere no c r e u  que ningu no 1 'estimi (SUB) - 
*For no - x, - r a person [pe ter  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  [x does not  

love him/her ] 1 

P i c a l l o  sugges ts  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i n  LF e x t r a c t i o n  from 

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  I N D  and SUB c lauses  might be due t o  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  INFL has  s u f f i c i e n t  f e a t u r e s  when it is IND t o  be a 

proper governor, b u t  n o t  when it i s  SUB. 

Consider now t h e  r u l e  of WH-R. Aaun e t  a l .  caaim t h a t  t h i s  

r u l e  does n o t  apply success ive  c y c l i c a l l y  bu t  t h a t  it is a one 

s t e p  process  which moves a WH-phrase from an A-position and ad- 

jo ins  it t o  a [+WHJCOMP. So WH-R does no t  obey Subjacency, as 

w e  s e e  from t h e  CNPC v i o l a t i o n  i n  (210) and t h e  WH-island v io la -  

t i o n  i n  (211) .  

(210) I n  o r d e r  t o  f o i l  t h i s  p l o t ,  we must f i n d  o u t  which agent 
b a t s  t h a t  are t r a i n e d  t o  k i l l  which sena to r .  

(from Hankamer (1974)) 

( 211 )  Which men remember where t o  buy which books? (with t h e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  where which books is moved t o  t h e  COMP 

conta in ing  which m n .  ) 

Aoun e t  a l .  conclude from t h e s e  f a c t s  t h a t  Subjacency holds 
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only f o r  s y n t a c t i c  movement, no t  f o r  LF movement. However, they 

claim t h a t  ECP holds f o r  WH-R. Thus t h e  sentences i n  ( 2 1 2 )  a r e  

ungrammatical because, according t o  Aoun e t  a l . ,  WH-R being a 

one-step movement, t h e r e  i s  no t r a c e  i n  COMP t o  proper ly  govern 

t h e  t r a c e  of t h e  who - i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  embedded 

c lause .  

( 2  1 2 )  a. *Who expects  t h a t  who saw John? 

b.  *Who expects  who s a w  ~ o h n ?  

Note t h a t  it should make no d i f f e r e n c e  according t o  t h e i r  

a n a l y s i s  whether t h a t  is p resen t  o r  not  s i n c e  i n  any case  t h e r e  

i s  no proper  governor of t h e  t r a c e  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  

embedded S a f t e r  WH-R has  appl ied .  But Aoun e t  a l .  mention i n  

a footnote  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  s t r u c t u r e s  l i k e  ( 2 1 2 )  which a r e  judged 

b e t t e r ,  depending on t h e  choice of t h e  matr ix  verb. 

( 2 1 3 )  No one can t e l l  who thought who w a s  a spy. 

Furthermore, a s  observed by Chomsky ( 1 9 8 1 a ) ,  sentences 

conta in ing  mul t ip le  WH-words are always b e t t e r  i f  t h e r e  a r e  WH- 

phrases  a l l  ac ross  t h e  sentence.  Thus sentences l i k e  those i n  

( 2 1 4 )  a r e  f a r  b e t t e r  than  ( 2 1 2 ) .  

( 2 1 4 )  a. Who knows who pu t  what where? 

b.  Who s a i d  who a t e  what? 

The d i f f e r e n c e  i n  judgement between ( 2 1 2 )  and ( 2 1  4 )  shows 

t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i v e  unaccep tab i l i ty  of t h e  sentences i n  ( 2 1  2) 

might be due t o  t h i s  f a c t ,  and t h a t  t h e  ECP i s  not observed by 
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WH-R. Note t h a t  (21 5)  i s  f a r  worse than  ( 2 1  4 )  however. 

(21 5 )  a. +Who knows t h a t  who put  what where? 
b.  +Who s a i d  t h a t  who a t e  what? 

This  could mean t h a t  t h e  t -hat- t  phenomenon might be inde- 

pendenk from t h e  ECP, o r  a t  l e a s t  should be viewed d i f f e r e n t -  

ly :  f o r  example, it could be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  governing proper- 

t ies  of  INFL a s  suggested by P i c a l l o .  However, w e  would then  

expect INFL t o  be a proper governor i n  t h e  i n d i c a t i v e  no t  j u s t  

f o r  QR and WH-R,' bu t  a l s o  f o r  s y n t a c t i c  movement. Bu t lh i s  does 

no t  s e e m  t o  be t h e  case  as we  see by t h e  ungrammaticality of 

(216)  . 
(216) Who does John be l i eve  t h a t  - t saw B i l l ?  

I f  t h e  effects of ECP and Subjacency a r e  both de r ivab le  

from Binding, a s  w e  suggested e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  chap te r ,  then w e  

expect  t e m  t o  p a t t e r n  i n  a similar way: thus  i f  Subjacency 

does n o t  hold f o r  LF movement, then ECP should no t  e i t h e r .  The 

f a c t s  are n o t  a l t o g e t h e r  c l e a r ,  bu t  it i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  P i c a l l o  

is r i g h t  i n  claiming t h a t  i n d i c a t i v e  sentence= zllow e x t r a c t i o n  

from t h e  s u b j e c t  a t  LF rega rd less  of ECP v i o l a t i o n s .  I f  so ,  

then t h e  ques t ion  i s  why t h e r e  should be a c o n t r a s t  between LF 

movement and over t  movement i n  t h e  syntax with r e spec t  t o  ECP 

and Subjacency. This  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  claim of Aoun e t  a l .  

t h a t  Subjacency holds only of s y n t a c t i c  movement, not  of LF 

movement. The ques t ion  again i s  why should it be so?  I f  ECP 

and Subjacency a r e  der ived  from Binding, and i f  Binding i s  a 



way of  i d e n t i f y i n g  an anaphor EC,  then t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  ECP 

a d  Subjacency does no t  seem t o  hold i n  t h e s e  cases  of move- 

ment a t  LF suggests  t h a t  Binding does no t  t ake  p lace  i n  these  

cases ,  and t h e  reason would have t o  be t h a t  Binding 2s not  
4 

needed f o r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  v a r i a b l e  a t  LF. one reason 

why t h i s  might be s o  could be t h a t  movement a t  LF is  d i f f e r e n t  

from movement i n  t h e  syntax. Movement i n  t h e  syntax can be 

viewed a s  a r u l e  t h a t  copies  and then d e l e t e s  t h e  t a r g e t  phrase 

( c f .  Chomsky 8955)).  In  LF, t h e  r u l e  must a l s o  copy t h e  t a r g e t  

phrase i n  o rde r  t o  provide t h e  proper scope i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  bu t  

t h e r e  i s  no reason t o  be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  r u l e  a l s o  d e l e t e s  the  

t a r g e t  phrase: s o  movement i n  LF could be only copying without 

d e l e t i o n .  I f  SO, then t h e r e  is no need t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  t a r g e t  

phrase: it is not emptied of  i ts  f e a t u r e s ,  s o  it is i d e n t i f i -  

ab le  a l l  along. So t h e r e  would be no need f o r  l o c a l i t y  r e s t r i c -  

t i o n s  on LF movement s i n c e  both t h e  copied phrase and t h e  t a r g e t  

phrase a r e  f u l l y  s p e c i f i e d  a l l  along f o r  F-features  and R-index. 

Thus t h e  r e s u l t  of movement of a WH-phrase is as i n  (21 7 )  i f  it 

is  i n  t h e  syntax,  bu t  LF movement is a s  i n  ( 2 1 8 ) .  

In  o rde r  f o r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty  t o  be observed 

i n  ( 2  17 )  , t h e  e - must be provided an R-index and subsequently 

g e t  F-features  by Agreement. But i n  ( 2 1  8 )  , t he  WH-phrase i n  

s i t u  meets a l l  LF requirements s i n c e  it is  f u l l y  s p e c i f i e d .  
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So t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between s y n t a c t i c  movement and LF movement 

would be t h a t  t h e  " t r a c e n  of LF novement i s  not  an EC s ince  when 

t h e  LF s t r u c t u r e  is der ived  from t h e  S- s t ruc tu re ,  t h e r e  i s  f u l l  

s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of the index and F-features  of t h e  " t r a c e " .  There- 

f o r e ,  t h e r e  i s  no need of a l o c a l  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  opera tor  

and i ts  " t r a c e "  s i n c e  t h e  content  of t h e  v a r i a b l e  i s  f u l l y  spe- 

c i f i e d :  t h i s  is  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  resumptive pronoun s t r a t e g y  which 

can be used i n  the syntax and where l o c a l i t y  by Binding is  not  

requi red .  So i f  w e  see t h e  ECP and Subjacency a s  ins t ances  of 

r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  processes  which a r e  der ived  from Binding, we have 

an explanat ion  f o r  why they  don ' t  hold of LF movement: they  don ' t  

have t o  s i n c e  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  i s  poss ib le  anyhow. The same would 

be t r u e  of o t h e r  LF movements l i k e  each-movement which we have - 
seen must f i n d  an antecedent ,  hence has anaphoric p r o p e r t i e s ,  

bu t  does not  have t o  have an antecedent  t h a t  Binds it s ince  t h e  

phrase from which - each i s  e x t r a c t e d  is  f u l l y  s p e c i f i e d  a t  LF, 

as we  see i n  ( 2 1 9 ) .  

(219)  They s a w  each o the r .  

They-each s a w  each o t h e r  ( a f t e r  - each movement) 

This  exp la ins  t h e  c o n t r a s t  between r e c i p r o c a l s  and t r u e  

anaphors: r e c i p r o c a l s  can have non-Binding antecedents  ( c f .  t h e  

d i scuss ion  i n  Chapter 2 ) .  53 

So i f  w e  assume t h a t  ECP and Subjacency a r e  der ived from 

t h e  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  process  of Binding, then  we have an explana- 

t i o n  a s  t o  why they do not  seem t o  hold i n  i n d i c a t i v e  sentences 
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a t  LF, although they hold f o r  s y n t a c t i c  movement t h a t  i s  o v e r t .  

Furthermore, i f  Binding is not  involved i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between 

an opera to r  moved a t  LF and i t s  " t r a c e " ,  then  nothing prevents  

mul t ip le  opera to r s  i n  C O W  o r  adjoined t o  S s ince  government i s  

no t  involved i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  two, where- 

as when Binding does hold,  a s  i n  t h e  case of s y n t a c t i c  movement, 

then i f  t h e r e  a r e  two WH-phrases moved t o  t h e  same C O W ,  f o r  ex- 

ample, one of them cannot Bind its t r a c e  i f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i s  a s  

i n  ( 2 2 0 )  s i n c e  it cannot govern i t s  t r a c e .  

A s  f o r  t h e  cases where t h e  sentence is i n  t h e  subjunct ive  

mood, it mic;ht be t h a t  an ,explanat ion  along t h e  l i n e s  of P i c a l l o  

i1982) is t h e  s o l u t i o n  here:  proper  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  sub- 

ject p o s i t i o n  might be dependent i n  some way on t h e  AGR f e a t u r e s  

of t h e  V: 
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Appendix: t h e  Avoid Pronoun P r i n c i p l e  and t h e  E l s w h e r e  P r i n c i p l e .  

Returning t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  of r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  it n i g h t  be 

i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  t r y  t o  understand why resumptive pronouns a r e  

much l e s s  f e l i c i t o u s  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n s  and o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n s  

i n  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  t o  t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  they  a r e  p r a c t i c a l l y  un- 

acceptable  a s  i n  (221) ( c f .  ( 6 4 ) ,  ( 8 2 ) ,  and (83) above).  

(221) a.??La f i l l e  q u l e l l e  - e s t  venue. 

b.??La f i l l e  que Jean - l ' a  vue. 

Note f i r s t  t h a t  movement o u t  of these  p o s i t i o n s  i s  alwa~rs  poss- 

i b l e  s i n c e  t h e r e  is  no maximal expansion t o  block Binding by 

t h e  moved phrase.  So these  f a c t s  could be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t s  

f o r  which Chomsky (1981a) proposes t h e  Avoid Pronoun P r i n c i p l e .  

Chomsky noted t h a t  i n  sentences l i k e  ( 2 2 2 )  , 

(222) J o h  p r e f e r s  [h is  going t o  t h e  movies1 . 
t h e r e  is  a very s t r o n g  tendency t o  t ake  h i s  - a s  d i s j o i n t  i n  re- 

ference from John. - H i s  explanat ion  is  t h a t  another  s t r u c t u r e  

is poss ib le  with t h e  same i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  where PRO is i n  sub- 

j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  gerund i n s t e a d  of h i s :  - hence t h e  Avoid 

Pronoun p r i n c i p l e ,  which, i n  Chomsky's a n a l y s i s ,  s t a t e s  t h a t  

l e x i c a l  pronouns must be avoided when poss ib le .  

The same seems t o  be t r u e  i n  r e l a t i v e  c l auses .  So con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  with pronouns l i k e  (223) a r e  much l e s s  accep t ib l& 

than forms l i k e  ( 2 2 4 ) ,  where we could assume t h a t  a @-operator 

has  moved t o  COMP . 



(223) a.??L'homme q u ' i l  e s t  venu . .. 
b.??L'homme que je l ' a i  vu . . . 

(224)  a. L ' h o m  que est  venu ... 
b.  L'homme que j ' a i  vu ... 

So w e  could say t h a t  t h e  Avoid Pronoun p r i n c i p l e  is  opera- 

t i v e  he re  and t h a t  it is an empty opera to r  t h a t  is moved i n  ( 2 2 4 ) ,  

although t h e  r u l e  of gue-qui masks t h i s  i n  ( 2 2 4 a ) .  

Another fact t h a t  shows t h a t  t h e  Avoid Pronoun p r i n c i p l e  

i s . a t  work i n  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  has  t o  do with t h e  Rdoubly f i l l e d  

COMP" cons t ruc t ions  t h a t  w e  mentioned are poss ib le  i n  c o l l o q u i a l  

French (cf. (63) above).  Notice t h a t  t h e  examples t h a t  we gave 

a l l  involve WH-phrases i n  PPs. I f  t h e  r e l a t i v i z e d  p o s i t i o n  i s  

t h e  s u b j e c t  o r  t h e  o b j e c t ,  however, t h e s e  doubLy f i l l e d  COMP 

cons t ruc t ions  a r e  ungrammatical. 

(225) a. *Le gars q u i  qui/que 2 est venu 
b. +Le gars qui/que que j ' a i  vu - t 

This  is  n o t  due t o  some f i l t e r  which blocks doubly f i l l e d  

COMPs only i f  the WH-phrase is nominative o r  accusa t ive ,  s i n c e  

the cons t ruc t ion  is poss ib le  i n  ques t ions  as i n  ( 2 2 6 ) .  

(226) a .  Qu i  q u i  e s t  venu? 
b. Qui  que t u  as vu t? 

But @-operators are n o t  poss ib le  i n  ques t ions ,  whereas 

they  are i n  r e l a t i v e  c lauses .  So by t h e  Avoid Pronoun p r i n c i -  

p l e ,  a @-operator is  chosen i n  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  i n  sub jec t  and 

o b j e c t  pos i t ion .  Note t h a t  t h i s  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t h e  Avoid Pro- 
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noun P r i n c i p l e  be extended t o  r e l a t i v e  c l ause  opera to r s .  which 

a r e  not  c l e a r l y  pronoms.  

W e  could say t h a t  t h e  @-operator i s  i n  f a c t  an anaphor, 

s i n c e  it is Bound by t h e  head of  t h e  r e l a t i v e  c l ause ,  assuming 

t h a t  some of t h e  f e a t u r e s  of t h e  opera to r  p e r c o l a t e  t o  s ince  

t h e  opera to r  is i n  COMP, and hence renders  it a c c e s s i b l e  f o r  

Binding. So Binding i n s i d e  Sf  a maxinal p r o j e c t i o n ,  i s  no t  

p o s s i b l e ,  b u t  Binding an element t h a t  p e r c a l a t s s  f e a t u r e s  t o  
- 
S from COMP i s  p o s s i h l e  s i n c e  t h e  element then  p a r t i a l l y  heads 

t h e  g, and heads a r e  a c c e s s i b l e  f o r  Binding. 

S i m i l a r l y  I n  t h e  case  of gerunds l i k e  (222) ,  t h e  PRO i s  an 

anaphor s i n c e  it is l o c a l l y  Bound (recall t h a t  PRO is an anaphor 

or  a pronoun i n  our  a n a l y s i s  o f ' i n f i n i t i v a l  cklauses, which we - 
w i l l  deveEop in$lChapter 5 and where we  w i l l  see t h a t  t h i s  is  al- 

so t h e  case i n  gerunds) .  So t h e  Avoid Pronoun p r i n c i p l e  could 

be i n t e r p r e t e d  n o t  as "avoid a l e x i c a l  pronounn a s  i n  Chomsky 

(1981a ) ,  b u t  r a t h e r  as i n  (227) .  

(227)  Don't pu t  a pronoun i n  a p o s i t i o n  where an anaphor is  

p o s s i h l e ,  i.e. i n  a p o s i t i o n  where the pronoun w i l l  

be i n t e r p r e t e d  as c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with an N P  t h a t  can 

Bind it. 

This  p r i n c i p l e  can be seen as a subcase of an Elsewhere 

p r i n c i p l e  i n  t h e  s p i r i t  of  Kiparsky (1973, 7982). A s  we have 

seen i n  Chapter 2 ,  anaphors have a more r e s t r i c t e d  domain than  

pronouns s i n c e  t h e i r  domain i s  determined by Binding; pronouns 
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on the  o t h e r  hand, a r e  f r e e l y  indexed i n  a l l  o t h e r  con tex t s ,  

t h i s  be ing  the genera l  Elsewhere case .  

The formulation of  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  a s  i n  (227) accounts f o r  

t h e  f a c t s  about gerunds and r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  given our  assunp- 

t i o n s .  Thus a gerund can have an EC anaphor i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

i f  it is s e n t e n t i a l ,  s i n c e  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  1s then  Bindable ac ross  

an S node: s o  by t h e  Avoid Pronoun p r i n c i p l e  i n  (227) ,  t h e  ge- 

rund must have an EC anaphor i n  (222) .  I n  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  i f  

we assume t h a t  t h e  WH-phrase i s  an anaphor and t h a t  t h e  @-oper- 

a t o r  is also an anaphor, then  t h e s e  must be i n s e r t e d  i n s t e a d  of  

resumptive pronouns i n  s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  because t h e s e  

p o s i t i o n s  are always Bindable from COMP s i n c e  no maximal expan- 

s i o n  blocks Binding from C O W  i n  t h e s e  cases;  and s i n c e  t h e  

COMP p o s i t i o n  i tself  is Bindable by t h e  head of  t h e  r e l a t i v e  

c l ause ,  t h i s  meals that anaphors are always poss ib le  i n  t h e s e  

cases, hence by (227) ,  are o b l i g a t o r y  i n  these  cases*  which ex- 

p l a i n s  t h e  unaccep tab i l i ty  of  resumptive pronouns i n  s u b j e c t  

and o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  

Returning t o  t h e  doubly f i l l e d  COMP cons t ruc t ions ,  it is 

i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e t h a t  i f  t h e  e x t r a c t e d  element cannot be an 

anaphor, then  doubling when e x t r a c t i n g  from s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  

p o s i t i o n  is poss ib le .  A f i r s t  case of t h i s  type is when t h e  

p o s i t i o n  is questioned. The WH-phrase is not  an anaphor and 

doubling is poss ib le  a s  vye saw i n  ( 2 2 6 )  above. Doubling of 

t h i s  type is a l s o  p o s s i b l e  i n  headless  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  s i n c e  
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t h e  element i n  COMP cannot be an anaphor, t h e r e  being no head 

t o  a c t  as a Binder of  t h e  @-operator.  Thus sentences like 

(228) are grammatical i n  c o l l o q u i a l  French, and s o  a r e  some 

cons t ruc t ions  of s tandard  French a s  i n  ( 2 2 9 ) .  

(228)  a. Qui  q u i  a bu un jour  va b o i r e  t o u t e  s a  v i e .  
b. Qui que Jean a vu ce  jour-ld va tou jours  d t r e  un 

myst6re. 

(229) a. Qui  que ce s o i t  . . . 
b. Qui  que t u  aies vu .., 

The formulat ion i n  (227) is a l s o  i n t e r e s t i n g  i n  t h a t  it i s  

i n  t h e  s p i r i t  of  our  b a s i c  hypothes is  t h a t  no s p e c i f i c  s t a t e -  

ment should r e f e r  only t o  E C s ,  o r  only t o  l e x i c a l  NPs: Avoid 

Pronoun as s t a t e d  i n  (227) r e f e r s  t o  anaphors i n  genera l ,  not  

j u s t  t o  ECs ,  and conversely,  t o  pronouns i n  genera l ,  not  j u s t  

t o  l e x i c a l  pronouns. So, f o r  example, w e  can maintain t h a t  a 

s i n g l e  parameter d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  SFRCs and QRCs, and t h a t  the 

anaphor i n  (224) does n o t  have t o  be a @-operator: it can be a 

WH-operator t o o ,  f o r  t h e  SF cons t ruc t ions  f o r  example, s i n c e  t h e  

Avoid Pronoun p r i n c i p l e  simply r e q u i r e s  an anaphor, r ega rd less  

of  whether it i s  l e x i c a l  o r  no t .  5 4  

I n  f a c t ,  t h e  formulation of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  (227) r e l a t e s  

n i c e l y  t o  some f a c t s  about o v e r t  anaphors t h a t  we al ready have 

observed. F i r s t ,  it is r e l a t e d  t o  condi t ion  (1  12. ' )  on Bound 

elements i n  Chapter 2 ,  which accounted f o r  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i n  (230). 

(230) a. +John shaved him. 
b. John - shaved himself .  
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Since t h e  pronoun i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  is  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  co- 

r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  John i n  (230a) , and s i n c e  it i s  Bound by John, 

then  t h e  Avoid Pronoun p r i n c i p l e  as s t a t e d  i n  (227) r e q u i r e s  

that an anaphor be i n s e r t e d  i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  a ,  l e x i c a l  ana- 

phor i n  t h i s  ease. 

A second case where (227) is a l s o  r e l e v a n t  i s  t h e  construc- 

t i o n s  where r e a n a l y s i s  is  poss ib le  a s  i n  (231) . 
(231 ) They spoke t o  themselves/*them. 

W e  s a w  i n  Chapter 2 t h a t ,  al though r e a n a l y s i s  is  usual ly  

op t iona l ,  as is c l e a r  i n  (232) ,  

(232) a. John was taken advantage o f .  
b. Advantage w a s  taken of  John. 

r e a n a l y s i s  seems t o  be f u n c t i o n a l l y  forced  t o  apply when t h e r e  

i s  intended coreference  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  N P  i n  t h e  

reanalyzed PP, as we see i n  (231 ) . W e  now have an explanat ion  

f o r  the o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of r e a n a l y s i s  i n  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions ,  

namely (227).  I n  (231) ,  t h e  pronoun them is  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  

c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with they ,  and it is i n  a p o s i t i o n  where they can 

Bind it, provided r e a n a l y s i s  app l i e s .  So by t h e  Avoid Pronoun 

P r i n c i p l e  a s  s t a t e d  i n  (227) ,  an anaphor must be i n s e r t e d  i n s t e a d  

of a pronoun, and s o  r e a n a l y s i s  must apply.  

It is  a l s o  most l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  f r equen t ly  observed f a c t s  

about sub junc t ives  i n  (233) fol low from t h e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  ( 2 2 7 )  . 
(J. ~ u h r o n  w a s  t h e  f i r s t  t o  p o i n t  ou t  a poss ib le  l i n k  between 

t h e s e  f a c t s  and t h e  Avoid Pronoun p r i n c i p l e . )  



(233) a. *Je tewt que j ' a i l l e  v o i r  ce  f i lm.  

b. Je veux [PRO al ler  v o i r  ce f i lm] .  

I f  we assume t h a t  sub junc t ives  and i n f i n i t i v e s  a r e  close-  

l y  r e l a t e d  i n  t h e i r  temporal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  t h a t  both express  

"unrea l ized  t e n s e s n  ( c f .  Bresnan 1972),  then  t h i s  means t h a t  

t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  can be maintained i n  (233) by having an ana- 

phor i n s t e a d  of a pronoun, i .e.  an i n f i n i t i v e  c l ause  i n s t e a d  of 

a subjunct ive  c l ause  s i n c e  PRO is an anaphor i n  (233b) accord- 

ing  t o  our  a n a l y s i s .  (Cf. Chapter 5. ) 55 I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  

fact t h a t  PRO i s  an anaphor o r  a pronoun depends on whether t h e  

p o s i t i o n  can be Bound o r  not .  This  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  when PRO is  

a pronominal i n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e n  a c o r e f e r e n t  pronoun i n  an 

equ iva len t  sub j ~ m c t i v e  cons t ruc t ion  should be poss ib le  s i n c e  

t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  made by (227) is n o t  l e x i c a l  versus  non-lex- 

ical,  b u t  r a t h e r  pronoun versus  anaphor. This  p r e d i c t i o n  is 

borne out .  W e  assume t h a t  i n  long d i s t a n c e  c o n t r o l  construc- 

t i o n s  l i k e  (234) ,  t h e  PRO is a pronoun no t  an anaphor s i n c e  it 

is no t  Bound by its antecedent  b u t  f r e e l y  indexed a t  S-s t ruc ture  

(cf  . Chapter 5)  . 
(234) a .  [PRO d ' g t r e  menace de mort] ne m e  - f e r a  pas changer 

d ' id6e.  

b.  Jean m ' a  d i t  q u ' i l  serait poss ib le  d ' e t r e  admis 
a 11acad6mie] s i  nous en fa i sons  l a  demande. 

c. 11 est  p re fg rab le  p u r n o u s  tous  & d ' a l l e r  v o i r  ce 
f i l m ]  

As we can see i n  (235) , c o r e f e r e n t  pronouns i n  s u b j e c t  po- 



s i t i o n  a r e  poss ib le  i n  t h e  equ iva len t  subjunct ive  c o n s t r u c t i o n s o  

(235)  a. [ ~ u e  & s o i s  s n a c b  de mort] ne f e r a  pas changer 
d '  idbe.  

b. Jean m'a d i t  qu' il s e r a i t  poss ib le  Ique nous soyons 

ah.;s 3 11acad6mie] s i  - nous en f a i s o n s  l a  demande. 
c. I1 est pr6f8rable  pour nous t o u s  Lque nous a l l i o n s  

v o i r  ce film]. 

What w e  see i s  t h a t  t h e  formulat ion of t h e  Avoid Pronoun 

p r i n c i p l e  a s  i n  (227)  has  t h e  conceptual  advantage t h a t  it is  

s t a t e d  a s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  between pronoun and anaphor, not  be- 

tween l e x i c a l  and n o n - h ~ x i c a l  pronoun; and w e  a r e  assuming t h a t  

t h i s  la t ter  type  of  s ta tement  should no t  have a p lace  i n  an 

i d e a l  grammar. Th i s  formulat ion a l s o  has  t h e  empi r i ca l  advan- 

t age  t h a t  it br ings  t o g e t h e r  f a c t s  t h a t  a r e  u n r e l a t a b l e  under 

the l e x i c a l  versus  non-lexical  formulation: t h e  f a c t s  about 

gerunds (236)  , t h e  condi t ion  (1 12 ' ) of Chapter 2 on Bound e l e -  

ments ( 2 3 7 ) ,  t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of  r e a n a l y s i s  i n  some cases  

(238)  , t h e  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  of r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  when t h e  s u b j e c t  and 

o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n s  a r e  r e l a t i v i z e d  with r e s p e c t  t o  resumpt-ive pro- 

nouns (239)  and que doubling (240)  , and f i n a l l y  subjunct ives  

(241 ) and (242)  . 56 

(236)  John p r e f e r s  [his going t o  t h e  movies] (John#his) -- 
(237 )  - John shaved himsdlf/+h>. 

(238)  They spoke t o  - themselves/+them. 
(239)  a.??La f i l l e  q u ' e l l e  e s t  venue . . . 

b . ??Le g a r s  que je 1 a i  vu . . . 
(240)  a. +La f i l l e  q u i  q u i  est venue ... 



b. 9 L a  f i l l e  q u i  que j ' a i  vue ... 
c. L a  f i l l e  avec q u i  que je s u i s  venu ... 

(241)  a. +Je veux que j ' a i l l e  v o i r  Paul. 
b.  Je veux al ler  v o i r  Paul. 

( 2 4 2 )  a. [PRO d f 8 t r e  menace de mort] ne m e  f e r a  pas changer 
d t  idee. 

b.  [ ~ u e  je s o i s  menace de mort] ne m e  f e r a  pas changer 
d 1  idbe. 

Note f i n a l l y  t h a t  t h i s  approach t o  t h e  Avoid Pronoun pr in-  

c i p l e  g ives  d i r e c t  support  t o  our  a n a l y s i s  o f  Binding: t h e  con- 

trasts observed between anaphor and pronoun hold  only i f  ana- 

phors are f u n c t i o n a l l y  def ined  a s  elements t h a t  are governed by 

t h e i r  antecedent ,  hence Bound i n  t h e  sense of ( 2 . 7 8 ) ,  pronouns 

be ing  t h e  Elsewhere case of  f r e e  indexing, and i f  t h e  d i f f e r -  

ence between t h e  two i s  no t  a s t r i c t l y  morphological one. This  

i s  e s p e c i a l l y  clear i n  t h e  case ai like-pronouns i n  subjunct ives  

and PRO of  i n f i n i t i v e s :  i n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  PRO is e i t h e r  an ana- 

phor o r  a pronoun, and t h e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  (227)  holds  only i n  t h e  

cases  where PRO is governed by i ts  antecedent ,  hence where PRO 

i s  an anaphor, n o t  a pronoun. 
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FOOTNOTES: CHAPTER 3. 

1. Recall however t h e  case  of PROarb which has  no F-fea tures ,  - 
even a t  LF. W e  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  t o p i c  i n  Chapter 5. 

2. For a d i scuss ion  of t h e  c o n t r a s t  between i n t e r n a l  and ex- 

t e r n a l  arguments, sea Williams (1980),  Marantz (1981).  

3. However, we w i l l  see when w e  look a t  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of l o c a l -  

l y  c o n t r o l l e d  PRO i n  Chapter 5 t h a t  such an EC i n  a sentence 

l i k e  "John tried PRO t o  winn is i n  f a c t  an anaphor, j u s t  l i k e  

a trace, and t h a t  the "transmission" of a 0-role by a t r a c e  

is simply t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  ndiscont inuous element with one 

8-rolen whereas a r e l a t i o n  antecedent - loca l ly  c o n t r o l l e d  PRO is 

a "discont inuous element wi th  two 0- ro lesn .  See a l s o  footnote  

8, Chapter 4.  

4. Recall however t h a t  t h e  theorem about the non-governed sta- 

t u s  of PRO is a r a t h e r  weak one: government is introduced i n  

t h e  Binding Theory s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  r u l e  o u t  PRO i n  a governed 

p o s i t i o n ,  and t h e r e  is no independent motivat ion f o r  government 

t o  be involved i n  the Binding Theory. Furthermore, t h e  theorem 

is based on t h e  assumption t h a t  PRO being a pronominal anaphor 

it is s u b j e c t  t o  both cond i t ions  A and B of t h e  Binding Theory, 

and hence must no t  have a governing category,  hence be ungoverned. 

But w e  have seen i n  Chapter 2 t h a t  t h e  s t a t u s  of condi t ions  A 

and B as a c t u a l  Binding theory condi t ions  is  un l ike ly .  See the 

d i scuss ion  i n  2.3.3. and t h e  d i scuss ion  of t h e  Avoid Pronoun 

p r i n c i p l e  i n  t h e  Appendix. 
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5. nis observat ion  is due t o  R. Kayne. I n  a t a l k  given a t  

M.I.T. i n  t h e  F a l l  of  1981,  Kayne suggested t h a t  t h e  i n s e r t i o n  

of of 111 such cases  could be due t o  t h e  ECP. I f  one assumes 

t h a t  N cannot be a proper  governor, then  t h e  t r a c e  would no t  

be proper ly  governed i f  - of was n o t  i n s e r t e d .  But then  one is  

faced with t h e  problem of exp la in ing  why t h e  c i ty ' s  d e s b r u c t i .  

is grammatical, as Kayne himself observed. Furthermore, one 

might presume t h a t  t h e  unmarked case i n  a reanalyzed construc- 

t i o n  l i k e  these is f o r  t h e  V t o  govern t h e  t r a c e ,  but  an ex- 

p lana t ion  by ECP must d ismiss  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  o r  else t h e r e  

is no need t o  i n s e r t  of. Note a l s o  t h a t  w e  have seen t h a t  t h e  

l e x i c a l  government p a r t  of  ECP is j u s t  an a c c i d e n t a l  proper ty  

of  t h e  grammar: a trace must be " i d e n t i f i e d n  by an antecedent  

t h a t  governs it, and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it i s  a l s o  l e x i c a l l y  governed 

i n  most cases  is due t o  8-theory and/or Case theory.  One rea- 

son why of might be i n s e r t e d  i n  such cons t ruc t ions  as John was 

taken advantage of  could be t h a t  pass ive  morphology a p p l i e s  on- 

l y  i f  it can absorb Case, s o  t h a t  it could n o t  apply here  i f  of ~- 
was no t  i n s e r t e d  t o  a s s ign  Case. For more d i scuss ion ,  see 

3-3.2.3 and 5.2.2. 

6. Since Genit ive Case can be assigned t o  t he  s u b j e c t  of a ge- 

rund, w e  assume t h a t  t h e  gerund is  .[+N,-V] i n  such cases .  See 

t h e  d i scuss ion  on t h e  occurrence of PRO i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of 

gerunds, and a l s o  on Accusative and Nominative on the s u b j e c t  

of gerunds. 
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7. (From Stowell(1981a))  "Kiparsky's p r i n c i p l e  is a c t u a l l y  

based on a p r i n c i p l e  assumed by t h e  Indian grammarians' theory 

of S a n s k r i t  grammar i n  t h e  ~ L i n i a n  t r a d i t i o n .  See Kiparsky 

(1982) f o r  d iscuss ion ."  Note t h a t  Stowell  (1981a) even tua l ly  

ends up reve r s ing  h i s  a a a l y s i s  and then  cons iders  t h a t  of-in- 

s e r t i o n  is t h e  s p e c i a l  r u l e  because of h i s  way of s t a t i n g  t h e  

t w o  r u l e s ,  which d i f f e r  from t h e  ones presented  here .  See Sto- 

w e l l  (1981a) f o r  d iscuss ion .  

8. However, i n  Chomsky (1981a) , t h e r e  is a v i s i b i l i t y  condi- 

t i o n  on 0-role assignment t o  which we  r e t u r n  i n  3 .3 .2 .4  and it 

could be argued t h a t  t h e  embedded tensed  c l a u s e s  i n  ( 2 3 )  do not  

r ece ive  Case (which is necessary f o r  t h e  tensed  c lause  t o  g e t  

a 8-role) unless  t h e y  are co-superscr ipted with a C a s e  marked 

element as i n  ( i) ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  sentences  a r e  ru led  out  on grounds 

independent from Sub j acency . 
i (i) It seems [g t h a t  John is happy] i 

9 .  W e  ass- t h a t  e x p l e t i v e  elements t r a n s m i t  Case i n  construc- 

t i o n s  l i k e  (27) and (28) ( c f .  Chomsky t1981a)). This  might be tech- 

n i c a l l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  that t h e s e  elements do not  bea r  a 

REF-index.: S o . i t  could be t h a t  t h e s e  .elements ~ i n d  r e f e r e n t i a l  

N P s ,  bu t  i n  a somewhat r eve r se  fashion ,  t h e  Bindee beina t h e  

bea re r .o f  t h e  REF-index here ,  and t h i s  could be responsible f o r  

Case t r a n s f e r .  I t  would a l s o  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  there 

is a d e f i n i t e n e s s  condi t ion  on t h e  r e f e r e n t i a l  NP in '  such 

cons t ruc t ions  where Case i s  t r a n s f e r r e d .  For example, S a f i r  

(forthcoming) observes t h a t  t h e  d e f i n i t e n e s s  r e s t r i c t i o n  seems t o  

hold only if Case i s  t r ansmi t t ed .  Consider t h e  following sentences.  



t i )  I1 est  a r r i v 6  un homme/+llhomme. 

(ii) I1 a & t 6  t i r e  s u r  un bateau.  

(iii) I1 a &t& t i r e  s u r  le bateau.  

I n  a l l  of  t h e s e  sentences ,  t a k e  - il with an e x p l e t i v e  reading.  

I n  ( i) ,  un horn g e t s  Case by be ing  r e l a t e d  t o  and t h e r e  is 

a d e f i n i t e n e s s  effect. I n  (ii) , t h e  sentence is ambiguous: it 

can have t h e  two readings  i n  ( i v )  . 
( i v )  a. Someone s h o t  on a boat .  ( l o c a t i v e )  

b. Someone s h o t  a t  a boat .  ( o b j e c t i v e )  

Sentence (iii) is a l s o  ambiguous b u t  it shows no d e f i n i t e -  

ness  effect, con t ra ry  t o  (i) . The reason,  according t o  S a f i r ,  

iS t h a t  & ba teau  does n o t  g e t  its Case from i n  (iii) , b u t  

from sur s i n c e  t h e r e  is no reana lyp i s  of  V-P i n  French, as w e  

see i n  (v)  . 
(v) CLe bateaui a b t& t i r 6  s u r  gi 

So t h e  d e f i n i t e n e s s  e f f e c t  seems t o  be d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  

Case t r a n s f e r .  Note t h a t  i f  ( inve r se )  Binding of t h e  r e f e r e n t i a l  

NP by - il is a pse-condition f o r  the C a s e  t r a n s f e r ,  then  t h i s  is 

impossible i n  (ii) and (iii) s i n c e  t h e  PP node blocks government 

and t h i s  could be what b locks  t h e  d e f i n i t e n e s s  e f f e c t ,  not  t h e  

Case t ransmiss ion  p r o p e r t i e s .  It is  poss ib le  t h a t  t h e  fact that 

e x p l e t i v e  h a s  no REF-index a f f e c t s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of r e f e r -  

ence of  t h e  f u l l  N P  i n  some way, hence t h e  d e f i n i t e n e s s  e f f e c t  

when - il Binds t h i s  N P .  W e  w i l l  no t  explore  t h e s e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  

any f u r t h e r  here  and leave  them open t o  f u r t h e r  s tudy.  

10. W e  w i l l  n o t  d i s c u s s  i n  any d e t a i l  o t h e r  cons t ruc t ions  f o r  
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which WH-movement has  been p o s t u l a t e d  l i k e  i n d i r e c t  ques t ions ,  

comparatives, t o p i c a l i z a t i o n s ,  c l e f t s ,  tough-movement ( c f .  

Chomsky (1973)). W e  w i l l  assume t h a t  t h e  a n a l y s i s  presented  h e r e  

can be extended t o  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  without major modifica- 

t i o n s .  By core cons t ruc t ions  involv ing  WH-movement, w e  do not  

mean t o  exclude t h e s e  constr .uct ions l i k e  c o m ~ a r a t i v e ,  e t c .  

The~e cons t ruc t ions  are ~ r o b a b l v  a l s o  part of t h e  core construc- 

t i o n s  involv ing  WH-movement, al though some of  them l i k e  tough- 

movement probably have some a d d i t i o n a l  p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  

marked s i n c e  they  s e e m  q u i t e  r e s t r i c t e d  i n  lanquages. B y  core 

cons t ruc t ions  involvinq WH-movement, w e  r a t h e r  want t o  d i s t i n -  

guish cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  those  i n  ( 2 9 )  and (30) from construc- 

t i o n s  where success ive  i t e r a t i o n  of  t h e  r u l e  has  appl ied .  This  

Property of  WH-movement seems t o  be marked i n  t h a t  it does no t  

occur  i n  most languages and it is s u b j e c t  t o  l e x i c a l  v a r i a t i o n  

i n  t h e  languages t h a t  a l low them, l i k e  t h e  br idge  verb phenomena 

f o r  example ( c f .  Er teschik  (1973)). Although w e  acknowledge t h a t  

t h e s e  marked phenomena must be expla ined ,  we a l s o  assume t h a t  

t h e i r  markedness must be r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  t h a t  the  gram- 

mar provides of t h e i r  p r o p e r t i e s .  W e  r e t u r n  t o  success ive  cy- 

c l i c i t y  i n  3.3.3. 

11 .  This  p o s i t i o n  does n o t  have t o  be an EC: it can be a resump- 

t i v e  pronoun. W e  w i l l  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  t o p i c  below. 

1 2 .  There could a l s o  be independent reasons a s  f o r  why t h i s  re- 

l a t i o n  is  ob l iga to ry ,  l i k e  a p r o h i b i t i o n  a g a i n s t  f r e e  v a r i a b l e s  
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o r  vacuous q u a n t i f i c a t i o n .  But note  t h a t ,  a s  pointed ou t  i n  

Chomsky (1981a1, t h e  p r o h i b i t i o n  a g a i n s t  vacuous q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  

is not  a  l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y  s i n c e  t h e r e  could be l o g i c a l  systems 

where t h i s  would be allowed. So it would have t o  be s t i p u l a t e d  

t h a t  t h i s  i s  a proper ty  of  n a t u r a l  languages. On t h e  o t h e r  

hand, i f  Binding is involved he re  along with c e r t a i n  cond i t ions  

on the  need f o r  an R-index and F-fea tures  f o r  NPs a t  LF,  then 

t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of the r e l a t i o n  would follow i n  most cases  

from t h e  fact t h a t  t h e  EC must g e t  these  f e a t u r e s  and an R-index 

from some element i n  t h e  sentence.  The o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of t h e  

r e l a t i o n  could a l s o  be extended t o  PP t r a c e s ,  f o r  example, i f  

t h e r e  a r e  o t h e r  k inds  of f e a t u r e s  which a r e  assumed t o  be neces- 

sary f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  a PP t r a c e .  However, it seems 

t o  be necessary t o  incorpora te  a  s p e c i f i c  s ta tement  t o  t h e  ef- 

f e c t  t h a t  t h e r e  must be no vacuous q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  i n  view of 

t h e  f a c t s  about resumptive pronouns: h e r e ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  i s  o b l i -  

ga tory ,  i .e. t h e  WH-phrase must bind a  pronoun ( o r  a  t r a c e )  i n  

its domain f o r  the sentence t o  be grammatical, al though t h e r e  

i a  no i n t r i n s i c  reason why a pronoun would have t o  be bound. 

Note, however, t h a t  t h i s  opt ion  is  only poss ib le  f o r  WH-elemeIits, 

n o t  f o r  q u a n t i f i e r s  l i k e  everyone, someone, -- e t c . ,  t h a t  i s ,  we 

never f i n d  a  q u a n t i f i e r  of t h i s  type  i n  an x-posi t lon with a re- 

sumptive pronoun a t  S-s t ruc ture .  So it seems t h a t  t h i s  opt ion  

i s  only  poss ib le  i f  t h e  phrase is  one t h a t  can a l s o  be moved 

o v e r t l y  i n  t h e  syntax t o  an This  could mean that 
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t h e  b inding  of  a  resumptive pronoun i s  done i n  analogy with t h e  

binding of a trace a t  S - s t ruc tu re ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n  on 

vacuous q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  i n  n a t u ~ a l  languages i s  a  somewhat d e r i -  

v a t i v e  one. 

13. The domain of  r e a n a l y s i s  i s  broader  than  j u s t  V-P s ince  we 

g e t  sentences  l i k e  (i), where V-NP-P is  a reanalyzed sequence. 

(i) a.  John was - taken advantage o f .  
b. Who d i d  John t e l l  B i l l  ahout? - 

However, w e  w i l l  restrict ourse lves  t o  s impler  examples i n -  

volving V-P ?or expos i to ry  purposes. 

Recal l  a l s o  thab  it has  been noted i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  (van 

Riemsdi jk (1 9 783 Hornstein & Weinberg (1 9 81), Rothstein (1 9 81 ) )  t h a t  

the cons t ruc t ions  where s t r a n d i n g  a P by p a s s i v i z a t i o n  i s  poss-. 

ible are a proper  subse t  of  the cons t ruc t ions  where s t r and ing  

of a P by WH-movement is  possible. So f o r  ins t ance ,  van R i e m s -  

d i j k  (1978) Proposes t h a t  r e a n a l y s i s  t a k e s  p lace  only  i n  t h e  

subse t  where pass ive  is p o s s i b l e ,  t h e  o t h e r  s t randed P s  having 

an "escape ha tchn t h a t  a l lows WH-movement. A similar d i s t i n c -  

t i o n  is made i n  Hornstein & Weinberg (1981),  where pass ive  is 

p o s s i b l e  only with "p red ica tes  t h a t  a r e  a l s o  semantic words", 

and Rothstein (1981) makes t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  by proposing t h a t  

pass ive  is a l e x i c a l  r u l e  while  WH-movement is a s y n t a c t i c  r u l e .  

W e  w i l l  a l s o  assume t h a t  such a d i s t i n c t i o n  must be made: only 

t h e  cons t ruc t ions  where p a s s i v i z a t i o n  is poss ib le  w i l l  be con- 

s i d e r e d  a s  f a l l i n g  under t h e  core  cons t ruc t ions  of WH-movement 
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(with t h e  h e l p  of t h e  a u x i l i a r y  hypothesis  of r e a n a l y s i s ) .  The 

o t h e r  s t randed p r e p o s i t i o n s  will .  n o t  involve r e a n a l y s i s ,  b u t  a 

marked process  vhich is a l s o  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  marked cons t ruc t ions  

where success ive  c y c l i c i t y  i s  poss ib le .  W e  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  to-  

pic i n  3 . 3 . 3 .  

14.  W e  s ay  i n  most cases, and n o t  i n  a l l  cases ,  because t h e r e  

a r e  i n s t a n c e s  of NP movement which are not  t r i g g e r e d  by t h e  need 

f o r  C a s e .  For example, cons ider  (i) . 
(i) Johni t r i e d  PROi t o  be seen Li by yary] 

I n  (i) , PRO does n o t  move i n  o r d e r  t o  get Case s i n c e  it 

never does g e t  Case. I n  GB, it would have t o  be assumed t h a t  

PRO is moved i n  o r d e r  n o t  t o  remain i n  a governed p o s i t i o n ,  

s i n c e  it is assumed t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a theorem t h a t  can be der ived  

from the binding theory  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  PRO must be ungoverned. 

(This w a s  pointed ou t  t o  us  by Jane Simpson, pe r sona l  communica- 

t i o n .  ) 

I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  3C is  i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of  -- seen 

which is  a 8-posi t ion;  hence, it must be ass igned a proper  R-in- 

dex f o r  t h e  sentence t o  be grammatical. The R-index w i l l  be as- 

s igned t o  t h e  EC by John v i a  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  i . e .  PRO i n  

(i) , s i n c e  John - Binds PRO, which i n  t u r n  Binds t h e  t r a c e .  

15. Note t h a t  it is  n o t  necessary t o  assume an e x t r i n s i c  order-  

ing  of Case assignment and WH-movement he re ,  s i n c e  t h e  reverse  

o rde r ing  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lexica l iza-  



16. W e  r e t u r n  i n  3.3.2.3 t o  a problem t h a t  f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  i n  

Hebrew s e e m  t o  p resen t  f o r  o u r  a > a l y s i s ,  namely t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

"Case from o u t s i d e n  is no t  s u f f  i s i e n t  i n  H e b r e w  s i n c e  t h e  equi- 

v a l e n t  t o  t h e  English sentence i n  (i) is  also ungrammatical i n  

Hebrew s i n c e  no Case is ass igned t o  t h a  i n t e r n a l  pos i t ion .  

(i) a o e v e r  I t o l d  Mary [ 2  - t o  f i x  t h e  s i n k 1  

17. This  s e c t i o n  is e r ev i sed  vers ion  of  an a n a l y s i s  presented 

i n  Bouchard ( 19 82a) . 
18. Tha f a c t s  presented  here  a r e  found with only  minor d i f f e r -  

eilces i n  c o l l o q u i a l  French as descr ibed i n  Guiraud ( 1 9 6 6 ) ,  F r e i  

( 1 9 2 9 ) .  

19. There is  a p o s s i b l e  v a r i a n t  with dont f o r  t h i s  type  of re- - 
l a t i v i z a t i o n  of  a de NP. I w i l l  d i s r e g a r d  this form s i n c e  it 

involves complexi t ies  which are n o t  d i r e c t l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  pro- 

blem a t  hand. 

20. Many of t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between SFRCs and QRCs a r e  o f t e n  

s a i d  t o  be an a n g l i c i z a t i o n  of  t h e  ~ u b b e c  French. However, a  

s tudy of  t h e  f a c t s  shows t h a t  t h i s  explanat ion  by a n g l i c i z a t i o n  

comes from a s o c i a l  a t t i t u d e  more than  from a s c i e n t i f i c  s tudy,  

t h i s  s o c i a l  a t t i t u d e  being brought about by f a c t o r s  which a r e .  

obvious t o  whoever knows t h e  s o c i o - p o l i t i c a l  context .  However, 

a s  soon a s  one goes beyond t h i s  s u p e r f i c i a l  l e v e l  of explanat ion ,  

one sees t h a t  QRCs a r e  not  t h e  product of  a n g l i c i z a t i o n ,  bu t  



t h a t  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  f i t  i n t o  a long evo lu t ion  which saw 

French pass  from a s y n t h e t i c  t o  an a n a l y t i c  form. 

There a r e  t h r = e  f a c t s  t h a t  show t h a t  QRCs could no t  be a  

product of  a n g l i c i z a t i o n ,  bu t  were brought about by much deeper 

changes. F i r s t ,  t h e  phenomenon of nd&cumuln, where t h e  s t ruc -  

t u r e  of  r e l a t i v e  c l auses  changes from a  s y n t h e t i c  t o  an analy- 

t i c  form goes back t o  Old French, as we can s e e  i n  ( i) .  

(i) a.  E t  s i  vont les b e l e s  dames tortoises que eles ont  

deux amis ou t r o i s  avec l e u r  barons.  (Aucassin,6,36) 
'And thus  go t h e  n i c e  courteous l a d i e s  t h a t  they  

have two f r i e n d s  o r  t h r e e  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e i r  
barons.  

b. ... l 'empereur Kyrsac de Constant inoble,  que uns 
s i e n s  f r e r e s  12 a v o i t  t o l u  l l e m p i r e  ... 

(Robert de C l a r i ,  X V I I , 1 2 )  

' ,...the emperor Kyrsac of Constznt inople,  t h a t  one 
of h i s  - b r o t h e r s  had t r i e d  t o  t ake  from him t h e  

empire.. . 
c. L a  dame que vos a d s  a f e u  a  flame soventes  f o i s  - s a  

terre m i s e  (Chrbtien de Troyes, Guillaume d8Angle te r re )  

' t h e  lady t h a t  you have t o  f i r e  and flame o f t e n  on 
her land pu t  

d. I1 les t e n d r o i t  as us  e t  coutumes que li empereur 

les avoient  tenuz ( )  (Vil lehardouin)  (Non-inser- 
t i o n  of 4) 

'3e would hold them t o  t h e  customs t h a t  the  emperor 
had h e l d  them ( t o )  . 

(Cf. Bouchard 1980 f o r  more d a t a  and references .  The 
rough t r a n s l a t i o n s  a r e  ours . )  

A second f a c t  is t h a t  t h e  "d6cumulo' can a l s o  be found i n  



many d i a l e c t s  of 20th century  c o l l o q u i a l  French, a s  w e  s e e  i n  

(ii) (These examples are from F r e i  (1929)) 

a. Mon mari que je s u i s  sans  nouvel le  de l u i  . . . - 
b. . . .un tas  de f a r c e s  que j 'en p l e u r a i s  de r i r e  - 

(F lauber t  , Madame Bovary) 
c. Mon neveu que son p6re est cantonnier  (Hamp, & - 

de Champagne ) 
d. Tu me d i r a s  s i  t u  m ' a s  envoy& le c o l i s  que t u  m e  

p a r l h  (@) inon-inser t ion of de) - 
e .  L a  jeune f i l l e  q u g i l  d o i t  se marier avec. - 

Cf . a l s o  Guiraud ( 1966) ; a l s o  Remacle ( 1960) f o r  Wallon, ~ a i g n e r g  

(1 903) f o r  Boulonnais , Aub-Bkhner (1  962)  f o r  Ranrupt , Chaurand 

(1968) fo r  Thierache. 

A s  Guiraud (1966) p o i n t s  o u t ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  w e  f i n d  t h e s e  

~ O n S t r u c t i ~ n s  i n  c o l l o q u i a l  French is n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  s i n c e  it 

follows from a long process  of  h i s t o r i c a l  change i n  t h e  language, 

where t h e  i n f l e c t e d  re la t ive  pronoun is replaced by t h e  comple- 

mentizer  que with appropr ia t e  pronouns i n  t h e  sentence.  

A t h i r d  argument a g a i n s t  t h e  explanat ion  b y 8 a n g l i c i z a t i o n  

comes from the fact t h a t  "d6cumul" is  found i n  many romance lan- 

guages, which sugges ts  t h a t  the phenomenon i s  very o l d ,  o r  a t  

l e a s t  what t r i g g e r e d  it. Thus Diez (1876) s i g n a l s  i,n h i s  com- 

p a r a t i v e  s tudy of romance languages t h a t  t h e  phenomenon can be 

found i n  I t a l i a n ,  Spanish,  Provencal and Old French, among others. 

21. I n  Aoun e t  a l .  (1981 ) , it is  assumed t h a t  r a i s i n g  of WH- 

phrases  i n  s i t u  by WH-R only  a p p l i e s  t o  [+wH] elements,  i . e .  not  
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i n  r e l a t i v e  c lauses .  Cf. a l s o  Huang (1982) f o r  d i scuss ion  of 

Chinese where only LF movement of WH-phrases t a k e s  p lace .  

22. Stowell  (1981a) claims t h a t  COMP does head t h e  S at t h e  

same t i m e  t h a t  INFL does,  which e s s e n t i a l l y  comes t o  t h e  same 

a s  our  proposal  of  pe rco la t ion  of f e a t u r e s .  W e  p r e f e r  t h e  per- 

c o l a t i o n  a n a l y s i s  s i n c e  t h e r e  seems t o  be independent evidence 

f o r  this type  of process  i n  morphology ( c f .  Lieber  1980). 

23. I n  the case of  Dative 4, t h e  p repos i t ion  cannot be omitted: 

(i) a. Le  g a r s  d q u i  j l a i  donne un cadeau 
b. *Le g a r s  que j g a i  donn6 un cadeau 

I t  is poss ib le  t o  have a Dative c l i t i c  a s  i n  (ii). 

(ii) L e  g a r s  que je l u i  a i  donne un cadeau 

So it seems that t h e r e  i s  a semantic con ten t  i n  t h e  Dat ive 

marking which must be recoverable  i n  some way: it f o r c e s  t h e  Da-  

t i v e  t o  be expressed whereas t h e  semant ica l ly  n u l l  does not  

have t o  be expressed as w e  see i n  (6 la' ) (cf  . Marantz (19 81) on 

the assignment of semantic r o l e s  by p r e p o s i t i o n s ) .  This  means 

t h a t  a sentence like (iii) is n o t  ambiguous s i n c e  it cannot be 

der ived  from (v)  b u t  only from ( i v )  s i n c e  t h e  6 complement of 

p a r l e r  - is a Dative. 

(iii) L e  g a r s  que je p a r l e  ... 
( i v )  L e  g a r s  que je p a r l e  de PRO 

(v) Le  g a r s  que je p a r l e  d PRO (# (iii)) 

24.  There a r e  two cases  where a p repos i t ion  is dropped: e i t h e r  

because it is semant ica l ly  empty a s  - d ,  - de i n  sentences l i k e  (75), 



or because i ts  meaning can be somewhat recovered. In  t h e  l a t -  

ter case, r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  can be due t o  t h e  content  of t h e  WH- 

word i t s e l f ,  o r  of  t h e  head of  t h e  r e l a t i v e  c l ause .  An  exam- 

p l e  of  t h e  first case is t h e  l o c a t i v e s  l i k e  - /  ot3 where -- which 

allow some l o c a t i v e  p r e p o s i t i o n s  t o  be omit ted a s  i n  ( i ) .  

(i) a. L a  maison 09 j ' h a b i t e .  (dans) 
b. LW&cole  03 il va. (S)  
c .  La  t a b l e t t e  09 est le  d i c t i o n a i r e .  ( s u r )  
d.  The c i t y  where he l i v e s .  ( i n )  
e. The c i t y  where he is going tomorrow. ( t o )  

f .  The s h e l f  where he found the d i c t i o n a r y .  (on) 

The second case  where it is t h e  head of  t h e  r e l a t i v e  c l ause  

that al lows r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of  t h e  missing P is  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  

(ii) . 
(ii) (From Schachter  (19 72) ) 

a. The t ime ( t h a t / a t  which/+which) t h e  c a t  sat on t h e  
m a t .  

b. The way ( t h a t / i n  which/*which) t h e  c a t  sat on t h e  
m a t .  

c. The reason ( t h a t / f o r  which/+which) t h e  cat sat on 
t h e  mat. 

These examples show t h a t  i f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  head 

and r e l a t i v i z e d  p o s i t i o n  i s  mediated through a @-operator ,  then  

t h i s  r e l a t i o n  al lows r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of t h e  P. I f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  

is mediated through a WH-operator, r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  seems t o  be 

impossible.  But t h e r e  does no t  seem t o  be any immediate reason 

why t h i s  should be impossible from a semantic po in t  of view. 

However, t h e r e  is  a s t r a igh t fo rward  explanat ion  i n  our  a n a l y s i s  



340 

from the perspec t ive  of Case assignment: i f  no P is  p resen t  i n  

(ii) and i f  a  WH-word i s  p r e s e n t ,  then  t h i s  WH-word does n o t  

g e t  Case, and hence i s  i n  c o n f l i c t  with t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lexi- 

c a l i z a t i o n .  I f  no WH-phrase is p resen t  however, t h e  P can be 

omit ted s i n c e  its con ten t  is  recoverable  from t h e  head of t h e  

r e l a t i v e  c l ause ,  and it i s  n o t  requi red  f o r  purposes of Cace 

assignment s i n c e  t h e r e  is no l e x i c a l  i tem t o  a s s ign  Case to. 

Simi la r  examples f o r  c s l l o q u i a l  French a r e  given i n  (iii). 

(iii) (From Bouchard (1979)) 

a. C'es t  le couteau que je coupe ( le  beur re )  (avec) 
b. C ' e s t  le f i l  que je coupe * ( le  beur re )  
c. Qu'est-ce que t u  coupes (*le beur re )  

I n  ( i i i a ) ,  d e l e t i o n  of  t h e  p repos i t ion  - avec i s  poss ib le  

s i n c e  couteau has' semantic content  which i d e n t i f i e s  it a s  a 

p o s s i b l e  ins t rumenta l  f o r  couper. I n  ( i i i b ) ,  i f  le  beurre  

is no t  given as a  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  then  it is  l i k e l y  t h a t  le  f i l  

w i l l  be i n t e r p r e t e d  as t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  of  coupe r a t h e r  than 

as an ins t rumenta l ,  unless  t h e  context  is  very c l e a r  about t h e  

intended meaning where le f i l  is an ins t rumenta l .  I n  ( i i i c ) ,  

an ins t rumenta l  reading of qu 'est-ce que is impossible s i n c e  it 

has  no r e f e r e n t i a l  content  i n d e n t i f y i n g  it a s  a  poss ib le  i n s t r u -  

mental, s o  t h e  ins t rumenta l  p repos i t ion  cannot be omitted i f  t h e  

WH-phrase is t o  be ins t rumenta l .  It can be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a 

d i r e c t  o b j e c t  however. 

25. See 3.3.3 f o r  an a n a l y s i s  of bounding node which is consis-  

t e n t  with t h e  p resen t  ana lys i s .  



341 

26. These sentences a r e  from Vinet (1979) who a l s o  proposes 

t o  analyse r e l a t i v e  c l auses  with s t r o n g  form p r e p o s i t i o n s  a s  

ins t ances  of  t h e  resumptive s t r a t e g y .  This suggest ion is a l -  

s o  found i n  Kayne & Pollock (1978) who mention i n  t h e i r  foot-  

note  17 t h a t  t h e  c o l l o q u i a l  French r e l a t i v e  c l ause  i n  (i) is 

b e s t  analysed a s  ak in  t o  (ii). 

(i) Le mec que t u  pewc compter dessus.  

(ii) Le  mec que je l u i  a i  pa r lg .  

W e  have a l r eady  seen i n  3.2 t h a t  Subjacency can be der ived  

from independently motivated p r i n c i p l e s  as f a r  as N P  movement 

i s  concerned. W e  w i l l  see i n  3.3.3 t h a t  t h i s  is a l s o  t h e  case 

for  WH-movement. 

27. W e  d i s r e g a r d  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between forms l i k e  qui and - le- 

que l ,  assuming that they  are v a r i a n t s  of t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  

f e a t u r e  WH. The d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two seems t o  be t h a t  i n  

r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  & forms are anaphcns, -reas l eque l  forms are 

pronominals. C f .  t h e  d i scuss ion  on Avoid Pronoun t o  which w e  

t u r n  i n  the Appendix t o  t h i s  chapter .  

28. One way ou t  f o r  Groos & Riemsdijk could be t o  assume a s  i n  

Reuland (1980) t h a t  -ing is t h e  N head of a  gerund, whereas a  

f r e e  r e l a t i v e  would have no N head (see t h e  d i scuss ion  on gerunds 

i n  5.2.1.2.1). This  a n a l y s i s  would s t i l l  no t  r e spec t  a strofig 

X theory  however s i n c e  f r e e  r e l a t i v e s  would no t  be l a b e l l e d  by 

l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  under a  head. 

29. Note t h a t  Binding of  t h e  c l i t i c  by t h e  WH-phrase seems t o  
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v i o l a t e  government s i n c e  t h e  c l i t i c  i s  i n  a PP o r  an N P ,  and 

that maximal expansions usua l ly  block government. But i f  t h e  

c l i t i c  is on t h e  head of t h e  phrase,  w e  can assume t h a t  it i s  

access ib le  f o r  government s i n c e  heads a r e  a c c e s s i b l e  f o r  govern- 

m n t .  C f .  t h e  d i scuss ion  i n  2.2.3.3, (63)-(65). 

30. There a r e  some pour r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  s o  t h a t  (100a) can 

have a r e l a t i v e  c l ause  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  A s  expected however, 

such a reading i s  awkward f o r  (100b),  i .e .  it has  t h e  s t a t u s  of 

(99b) .  The c r u c i a l  f a c t  is t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no - $ purposive clauses,  

s o  that. t h e r e  is a c o n t r a s t  between t h e  sentences i n  (99 )  and 

those i n  ( 100) . 
31. This  merging opera t ion  is prabably a l s o  t h e  cause of t h e  

o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of  d e l e t i o n  of t h e  WH-phrase when it is nominal 

i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  noted i n  Chomsky a Lasnik 

(1977). I t  could be related t o  t h e  Avoid Pronoun p r inc ipae  

discussed i n  t h e  Appendix t o  t h i s  chapter .  

32. See a l s o  some cases  of Standard French and English i n  foot-  

note  24 .  

33. Doug Pulleyblank informs us (personal  communication) t h a t  

s i m i l a r  e x t r a c t i o n s  a r e  poss ib le  i n  Yoruba. 

34. There has  been a long and l i v e l y  debate  about t h e s e  f a c t s .  

Cf . Andrews (1978) , Chomsky ( 1980, 198 l a )  , Chomsky Lasnik 

(1977, 1978) , J a e g g l i  (1980) , Lakoff (1970) , P o s t a l  Pullurn 

(1978) among o the r s .  



35. See S e l k i r k  (1972, 1974) where much of t h e  c u r r e n t  ideas  

On t h e  s u b j e c t  o r ig ina ted .  Our expos i t ion  of t h e  f a c t s  draws 

heav i ly  from Manzini (1981). For another  example of phonolo- 

gical r u l e s  which a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  s y n t a c t i c - l i k e  cond i t ions ,  

see the s tudy of  Ewe i n  Clements (1978) . Manzini (1981) a l s o  

proposes an account of t h e  Ewe f a c t s  t h a t  i s  i n  l i n e  w i t h  h e r  

account of t h e  French l i a i s o n  f a c t s .  

36. Th i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  s t r u c t u r e  i s  supported by t h e  p a s s i v i -  

za t ion  facts as w e  w i l l  see i n  5.2.2. 

37. While r e v i s i n g  t h e  f i n a l  ve r s ion  of  this t h e s i s ,  we came 

upon t h e  l a t e s t  add i t ion  t o  t h e  long dehate  on cont rac t ion:  t h e  

con t r ibu t ion  of P o s t a l  & Pullum (1982). P o s t a l  a Pullum give  

more cases  where s t r i n g  adjacency is n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  al low 

cont rac t ion:  i n  a l l  t h e s e  cases, t h e r e  is  no l e x i c a l  element 

o r  Case-marked trace between want - and - t o ,  and y e t  con t rac t ion  

i s  blocked, s o  that  t h e r e  seems t o  be a s t r u c t u r a l  condi t ion  on 

con t rac t ion .  The cons t ruc t ions  involved are lo  when - t o  i s  i n  

an i n f i n i t i v a l  s u b j e c t  of t h e  embedded i n f i n i t i v a l  complement 

of want - as i n  (i); 2O when want i s  i n  a r e l a t i v e  c l ause  embedded - 
under a s u b j e c t  N P  which is followed by an i n f i n i t i v a l  VP as 

i n  ( i f ) ;  3O when want - i s  followed by a purposive c l ause  a s  i n  

(iii); 4' when to is i n  a conjoined VP as i n  (iv); when want - 
i s  a noun s u b j e c t  of  an i n f i n i t i v a l  c l ause  a s  i n  (v) . 

(i) I don ' t  want PRO t o  f l a g e l l a t e  onese l f  i n  public] 
t o  become s tandard  p r a c t i c e  i n  t h e  monastery] (+vanna) 



(ii) I don ' t  want anyone [s who cont inues t o  want] t o  s t o p  

wanting. (+wanna) 

(iii) One must want ( i n  o r d e r )  PRO t o  become an e f f e c t i v e  

consumer] (+wanna i f  under purposive reading,  bu t  OK 

i f  i n f i n i t i v a l  complement of want) 

( i v )  I want Is PRO rVp LVp t o  dance] and CVp t o  s i n g l ] l  

(v) W e  cannot expect  [S [NP t h a t  want] tVp t o  be s a t i s f i e d 1  

A l l  of  t h e s e  cases  fol low from our  s t r u c t u r a l  condi t ion  a1 

want+to con t rac t ion  which states t h a t  want must govern t o .  I n  - - 
(i) ,  t h e  of t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  s u b j e c t  cannot be d e l e t e d  s i n c e  

it i s  n o t  i n  a context  (V ) s i n c e  t h e r e  is  an i n t e r v m b g  S - 
boundary: s o  government of - t o  by want - ac ross  i s  impossible,  

hence c o n t r a c t i o n  is impossible.  I n  (ii) , t h e  embedded want - 
c l e a r l y  does n o t  govern 5. I n  (iii) , i f  we  assume t h a t  pur- 

p o s i v e ~  a r e  gs a t t ached  t o  S ( see  5.3 f o r  more d i scuss ion)  , 
then want - does n o t  govern t o  and c o n t r a c t i o n  i s  t h e r e f o r e  blocked. - 
I n  ( i v ) ,  it seems t h a t  conjunct ion blocks government: s o  con- 

t r a c t i o n  is blocked i f  - t o  i s  i n s i d e  t h e  conjunct ion a s  i n  ( i v )  , 
bu t  it is f i n e  i f  i s  o u t s i d e  t h e  conjunct ion a s  i n  ( v i ) .  

( v i )  I want 1, PRO t o  [dance and s ing l ]  (wanna=OK) 

Note t h a t  t h e  conjunct ion i n  ( i v )  is of VPs, no t  of Ss,  

o r  else PRO would be i n s i d e  a conjunct ion and could not  be go- 

verned by i t s  antecedent  - I ,  a s  requi red  by t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

of l o c a l  c o n t r o l .  

I n  ( v ) ,  t h e  N want does not  govern t o  s i n c e  want i s  t h e  - - 
head of an NP and can only govern i n s i d e  that NP . Even if t h e  
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i n f i n i t i v a l  c l ause  i s  a  complement of t h e  N want, con t rac t ion  

is  impossible ,  however, as w e  see i n  ( v i i )  . 
(vj . i )  Lp t h e  w a n t k  PRO t o  leave]] is  o f t e n  s t r o n g e r  than  

[NP t h e  want t o  stay]] (*wanna) 

The reason could be due t o  the f a c t  t h a t  d e l e t i o n  does 

n o t  take p lace  after  a  N ,  s o  t h a t  government by want is  im-  
p 

poss ib le .  It could a l s o  be t h e  case t h a t  con t rac t ion  is s t a -  

t e d  only on t h e  V want no t  on t h e  N want a s  suggested by Chom- -' 
sky & Lasnik (1978): t h i s  i s  i m p l i c i t l y  s t a t e d  i n  P o s t a l  & Pul- 

lun's c o n s t r a i n t  on con t rac t ion  s i n c e  they  s t a t e  t h a t  want p must 

be a V (see (xb) below). 

There are two o t h e r  cases  b r i e f l y  mentioned by P o s t a l  & 

Pr~llum where con t rac t ion  i s  blocked which have been observed 

by Brame (1981) and f o r  which P o s t a l  & Pullum have no explana- 

t ion :  when want - is i n  a subjunct ive  c l ause  a s  i n  ( v i i i )  and 

when it is i n  a  (pseudo-)imperative c l ause  as i n  ( i x ) .  

( v i i i )  The d i r e c t o r  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  a l l  the a c t o r s  want t o  give 
t h e i r  most. (Swanna) 

( ix)  Want t o  do t h a t  and y o u ' l l  be rewarded. (+wannal 

One p o s s i b l e  explanat ion  eould be along t h e  l i n e s  of Brarne 

('1981): t o  say t h a t  want - c o n t r a c t i o n  is l e x i c a l l y  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  

want when it is i n d i c a t i v e  o r  i n f i n i t i v a l .  This  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  t h e  N - want a l s o  seems t o  be impossible t o  con t rac t  

with - t o ,  a s  w e  j u s t  observed. 

So our  a n a l y s i s  accounts for a l l  t h e  f a c t s  presented by 

P o s t a l  & Pullum: a l l  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  cases  t h a t  they  p resen t  
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where con t rac t ion  is impossible a r e  covered by t h e  requirement 

t h a t  want must govern t o  f o r  con t rac t ion  t o  t ake  p lace ;  t h e r e  - - 
a l s o  seems t o  be a condi t ion  on t h e  l e x i c a l  content  of want 

which excludes a l l  ins t ances  of  want which a r e  n o t  i n d i c a t i v e  - 
or i n f i n i t i v a l  from con t rac t ion  with t o .  To account f o r  t h e  - 
s t r u c t u r a l  condi t ioning  on - t o  c o n t r a c t i o n ,  P o s t a l  & Pullum (1982)  

propose the fol lowing c o n s t r a i n t :  

(x)  A con t rac t ion  t r i g g e r  V can have a con t rac ted  form with 
i n f i n i t i v a l  - t o  only  i f :  

a. - t o  is t h e  main verb of t h e  i n i t i a l  d i r e c t  o b j e c t  
complement of  the matr ix  c l ause  whose main V is  
want; - 

b. the f i n a l  s u b j e c t  of  t h e  complement is  i d e n t i c a l  

t o  t h e  f i n a l  s u b j e c t  of t h e  matrix.  

What (a) states is t h a t  - t o  must be i n  a sentence t h a t  is 

t h e  complement of  want: - so it is a s t r u c t u r a l  c o n s t r a i n t  on t h e  

r e l a t i o n  between the t w o  elements to  be cont rac ted .  I f  w e  as- 

sume t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  between a head and its com- 

plement is that of government, then  ( a )  s t a t e s  t h a t  want - must 

govern t h e  sentence i n  which - t o  is. Clause (b) is s t r a n g e ,  

however, s i n c e  it says  that a r e l a t i o n  between the s u b j e c t  of 

want and t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  to-c lause  has  some bear ing  on t h e  - - 
of want - and - t o :  s o  the r e l a t i o n  between some ele- 

merits A and B has  some bea r ing  on t h e  c o n t r a c t i o r  of some e l e -  

ments C and D. P o s t a l  & Pullum (1982)  alsc i n s i s t  t h a t  t h e  con- 

s t r a i n t  on con t rac t ion  h a s  nothing t o  do with adjacency s i n c e  

c l ause  (b )  restricts c o n t r a c t i o n  con tex t s  t o  l o c a l  c o n t r o l  equ i  
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cons t ruc t ions  and r a i s i n g  cons t ruc t ions ,  and t h i s ,  they  c l a i m ,  

has  nothing t o  do with adjacency. The p e c u l i a r i t y  of c l ause  

(b) f i n d s  an explanat ion  i f  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  on con t rac t ion  is 

given as a requirement t h a t  want govern t o .  Local c o n t r o l  - - 
equ i  cons t ruc t ions  and r a i s i n g  cons t ruc t ions  happen t o  be t h e  

cons t ruc t ions  where 3 d a l e t i o n  must t ake  p lace  i n  o rde r  fer t h e  

antecedenk t o  govern t h e  anaphor EC i n  both cases  i n  our  analy- 

sis. If  government by want is requi red  f o r  c o n t r a c t i o n ,  these  

are p r e c i s e l y  t h e  only cons t ruc t ions  where want can govern t o .  - - 
So c l a u s e s  (a) and (b!, which seem t o  be unre la ted  although 

they  desc r ibe  t h e  proper con tex t s  f o r  con t rac t ion ,  rece ive  an 

explanat ion  i f  one assumes t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  on c o n t r a c t i o n  

is one of government of - t o  by the verb: c l ause  (a1 follows from 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  i f  want - must govern t o ,  it must n e c e s s a r i l y  go- - 
vern t h e  sentence  i n  which t o  is; c lause  (b) fol lows from t h e  - 
f a c t  that 3 d e l e t i o n  must t a k e  p lace  f o r  the V t o  govern - t o ,  

and i f  3 d e l e t i o n  t a k e s  p lace ,  then t h e  EC s u b j e c t  of t h e  i n f i -  

n i t i v a l  c l ause  is governed by the N P  s u b j e c t  of  the higher  

c l ause ,  hence it is f u n c t i o n a l l y  determined t o  be an anaphor, 

i . e . l o c a l l y  c o n t r o l l e d  PRO. 

38. This  parameter iza t ion  of  t h e  bounding nodes was f i r s t  sug- 

ges ted  i n  R izz i  (1978) f o r  I t a l i a n .  Spor t iche  (1979) claims t h a t  

t h e  same holds  f o r  French. Spanish would a l s o  be such a lan-  

guage, c f .  Torrego (1981) among o t h e r s .  

39. A s  noted i n  footnote  (1  3) above, t h e  domain of r e a n a l y s i s  
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a l s o  extends t o  V-NP-P sequences. 

4 0 .  Recall t h a t  small c l a u s e s  a r e  not  b a r r i e r s  t o  government 

s i n c e  they  allow ECM. 

(i) John cons iders  LAn B i l l  s tupid]  

I f  Binding i e  t h e  r e l s v a n t  not ion  t o  account f o r  W-move- 

ment, a s  w e  assume, and i f  Binding involves  government, then  ex- 

t r a c t i o n  from c l a u s e s  which a r e  known f o r  independent reasons 

t o  be permeable t o  government i s  expected. Noto a l s o  t h a t  APs 

i n  copular  cons t ruc t ions  a r e  permeable t o  Binding s i n c e  r e f l e -  

x ives  a r e  o b l i g a t o r y  i n  cases  l i k e  - Johni is  proud of himself i /  

41. W e  w i l l  omit from o u r  d i scuss ion  the ques t ion  of  when move- 

ment t o  60MP t a k e s  p lace ,  i.e. i n  t h e  syntax  o r  LF. For example, 

according t o  Huang (1982) , Chinese would have WN-movement only 

a t  LF. So t h i s  is another  parameter which is independent a f  t h e  

" l o c a l i t y  parameter" t h a t  w e  are d i scuss ing  here.  

42. I n  o r d e r  f o r  t h i s  explanat ion  t o  hold ,  t h e  not ion  of pro- 

p e r  government must be compleme..~ted with s p e c i f i c  assumptions 

aboat  t h e  node INm, which i n  GB is  g e n e r a l l y  assumed t o  govern 

t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of S. I f  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of proper govern- 

ment is  a s  we  have seen above, then  it must be assumed t h a t  INFL 

is n o t  l e x i c a l ,  o r  e l s e  INFL would proper ly  govern s u b j e c t  

of S by c lause  (i); furthermore,  t h e  indexing between INPL and 

the s u b j e c t  must be of a d i f f e r e n t  kind than t h e  usual,  coindex- 

ing ,  or else INFL would proper ly  govern t h e  s u b j e c t  by c lause  
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(ii) . I n  Chomsky (1981a1, both of t h e s e  assumptions a r e  made: 

INFL i s  considered n o t  t o  be l e x i c a l ,  and indexing between INFL 

( i n  fact,  AGR, a subpar t  of  INBL) and t h e  s u b j e c t  is a s p e c i a l  

k ind  of  indexing: cosupersc r ip t ing .  Th i s  is  a d i f f e r e n t  kind 

of  indexinq f o r  independent reasons,  For example, it must not  

be r e l evan t  f o r  t h e  binding theory  o r  else a name o r  a pronoun 

i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  would be bound i n  i t s  governing category,  

i n  v i o l a t i o n  of cond i t ions  B and C ,  s o  t h a t  sentences  l i k e  (i) 

would be ungrammatical, con t ra ry  t o  f a c t .  

(i) a. Johni INFLi see B i l l  

b .  H e i  INFLi see B i l l  

, Furthermore, anaphors would be expected t o  be p o s s i b l e  i n  

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  s i n c e  they  would be bound i n  t h e i r  governing 

category,  as r equ i red  by cond i t ion  A of t h e  b inding  thecry .  

(ii) * H i m s e l f i  INFLi come f o r  d inner  

Therefore,  t h e  indexing o f  AGR and t h e  s u b j e c t  cannot be 

r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  binding theory  i n  t h i s  framework. In  c u r  terms, 

cosupersc r ip t ing  would be l i k e  coindexing with an R-index t h a t  

con ta ins  only an S-index and no REF-index, although t h e  corre-  

spondance between s u p e r s c r i p t  and S-index without  REF-index 

might no t  always be t o t a l .  

Note f i n a l l y  t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  governor is an XO must 

be s t i p u l a t e d  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i a n  of  proper government: i f  it  i s  

not  s t i p u l a t e d ,  then one could expect  t h a t  government by any 

node could count as s a t i s f y i n g  t h e  ECP, s o  t h a t  government of 

t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  by VP would be s u f f i c i e n t  and t h e  cont ras t  
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i n  e x t r a c t i o n  from s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  would be l o s t .  

Recal l  t h d t  we saw i n  Chapter 1 t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a=xO could 

be der ived  from independent motivat ions i n  t h e  core  not ion  of 

government, so t h a t  it d i d  no t  have t o  be mentioned. But i n  

Chomskyls a n a l y s i s ,  t h i s  s p e d i f i c a t i o n  must be reintroduced i n  

t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of  proper  government. 

43. Note t h a t  it must be assumed i n  S towel l ' s  a n a l y s i s  t h a t  t h e  

node COMP does no t  prevent  pe rco la t ion  of  f e a t u r e s  t o  %, s o  t h a t  

t h e  WH-phrase i n  COMP can be considered as t h e  head of %. This  

is similar t o  o u r  a n a l y s i s  where t h e  s t r u c t u r e  is a s  i n  (i) and 

where t h e r e  is p a r t i a l  pe rco la t ion  of  f e a t u r e s  from WH t o  3. 
- 

(i) S 

44 .  For another  account of b r idge  verbs  and r e l a t e d  f a c t s ,  see 

Chomsky (1981a),  Chapter 5. B r i e f l y ,  Chomsky proposes t h a t  t h e  

br idge  verb phenomenon might be amenable t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  

s t a t u s  of 5 and S as bounding nodes depends on t h e  context  i n  

which they  appear. Thus, bounding nodes a r e  cha rac te r i zed  a s  

i n  (i). 
- 

(i) a.  S is a bounding node i f f  it is  i n  t h e  context  - [+wH] 
b. S is a bounding nods i f f  it is i n  t h e  context  [ + w H ~  - 

c. S is a bounding node when governed 

W e  w i l l  no t  d i scuss  t h e  conceptual o r  empir ica l  impl ica t ions  

of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  s i n c e  it r e q u i r e s  assumptions t h a t  a r e  q u i t e  

d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  ones t h a t  w e  w i l l  adopt and does not  r e l a t e  
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d i r e c t l y  t o  our  ana lys i s .  

45. Our discuss ion of V-preposing i n  Spanish dwells heavi ly  

on t h e  d a t a  and ana ly s i s  provided i n  Torrego (1 9 8 1 ) . 
4 6 .  Recall  from our d iscuss ion i n  3 . 3 . 2 . 4  t h a t  it is  a l s o  cru- 

c i a l  f o r  cont rac t ion  t o  t ake  p lace  t h a t  t h e r e  be no t r a c e  i n  

COMP i n  a sentence l i k e  (i) s o  t h a t  S de le t ion  can t a k e  place 

and s o  want - .  can govern 9, hence allowing con t rac t ion ,  

(i) Who do you want rS PflO t o  see d ?  

47. See a l s o  J aegg l i  (1981) who takes  a s i m i l a r  pos i t ion .  

48.  The f a c t  t h a t  index chains a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  by a WH-index, 

s o  t h a t  index chains a r e  only poss ib le  f o r  WH-Binders, r e l a t e s  

t o  our  ana lys i s  of i n f i n i t i v a l  r e l a t i v e  c lauses  ( c f .  t he  d i s -  

c u ~ d i o n  of (97)-  (100) above) . W e  might wonder what property 

of these  i n f i n i t i v a l  r e l a t i v e  c lause  const ruct ions  precludes 

long d i s tance  dependencies. One poss ib le  answer is t h a t  a WH- 

f ea tu r e  might not  be poss ib le  i n  these  types  of r e l a t i v e  c lauses  

where merger of t h e  opera tor  and the head take  p lace ,  t h e  rea- 

son being t h a t  the head cannot bear  such a fea tu re .  So an in- 

dex chain could not  be e s t ab l i shed  s ince  t he  Binder is  not  a 

WH-element, and index chains can only be i d e n t i f i e d  by a WH-in- 

dex: thus  long d i s tance  dependencies a r e  not poss ib le  in such 

Constructions.  

49.  This is s imi l a r  t o  an ana lys i s  t o  which Chomsky (1981a) 

makes a b r i e f  a l l u s ion  i n  h i s  Chapter 5 and where the  s t r u c t u r e  



(1) I n  which room d i d  you say that (S Johr. - saw V P V P  

B i l l )  - t ) )  

50. I n  f a c t ,  r e a n a l y s i s  might not  have t o  t ake  p lace  f o r  

s t r and ing  by WH-movement if, assuming t h a t  P s  have an S-index, 

t h e  language al lows t h e  index of t h e  p repos i t ion  t o  be acces- 

s i b l e  for WH i n  the V-grid s o  t h a t  the t r a c e  i n  t h e  complement 

p o s i t i o n  of the prepos i t ion  is a l s o  a c c e s s i b l e  v i a  an index 

chain as i n  (I) .  

(1) a. Is what CS d i d  YOU [Vp p u t  LNp it] rPp i n  t+] I]] 
i 

b. 
j 

p u t  

= loca t ion  I 
51. It is p o s s i b l e  t h a t  the parameter is  more t e c h n i c a l  than 

t h i s  and it could be t h a t  WH-phrases i n  COMP i n  English type 1 .  

languages have a s t r o n g e r  pe rco la t ion  of f e a t u r e s  t o  s o  t h d t  

it breaks an index chain.  W e  might then  expect  t h i s  t o  have 

o t h e r  e f f e c t s  i n  the grammar. There could be o t h e r  p o s s i b i l i -  

ties of  what e x a c t l y  t h e  parameter is, b u t  w e  have no evidence 

for t h e  moment t h a t  would l e a d  us t o  adopt a parameter t h a t  is  

more s p e c i f i c  than  t h e  one given i n  t h e  t e x t ,  s o  w e  w i l l  adopt 

it as such. 

52. Some e x t r a c t i o n s  ou t  of NP a r e  poss ib le  i n  French, as i n  

(i) . 



(i) a. Combien est-ce q u ' e l l e  a LNp - t dgargent ]  ? 

b. Je ne voudrais  pas  que t u  boive INp - t de b i ~ r e ]  

(cf. Kayne (1975, 1981a1, B a l t i n  (99781, Obenauer (1976))  

But i n  both cases, t h e  - t is t h e  head of t h e  N P ,  which might ac- 

count for  this  e x t r a c t a b i l i t y  s i n c e  heads a r e  usual ly  access i -  

ble Eor government. 

Sentences l i k e  (ii) are a l s o  poss ib le .  

(ii) a. D e  q u i  as- tu  vu INp le p o r t r a i t  7 

b. LBhomme dont t u  as vu lNp le p o r t r a i t  de Rembrandt - t] 
But only  t h e  " sub jec t "  seems t o  be e x t r a c t a b l e  from NPs. 

The not ion  s u b j e c t  he re  is r e l a t i v e :  a s  shown by Zubizar re ta  

(1979),  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  the s u b j e c t  i n  N P s  seems t o  be 

determined thematic  h ie ra rchy  

(iii) a. possessor  o r  source 

b. agent  
c. theme 

The fol lowing sentences show that only s u b j e c t s  can be ex- 

tracted. See a l s o  Cinque (1979) . 
( i v )  a. L'honnne dont le p o r t r a i t  d B A r i s t o t e  de Rembrandt - t 

b. +Rembrandt, dont le p o r t r a i t  C 'Ar is to te  - t de P i e r r e  
c .  Rembrandt, dont  le p o r t r a i t  d e A r i s t o t e  - t 
d. A r i s t o t e ,  dont le p o r t r a i t  - t de Rernbrandt 
e. A r i s t o t e ,  dont le p o r t r a i t  -- t 

So it seems t h a t  only t h e  h i g h e s t  phrase i n  t h e  NP s t ruc -  

t u r e  is e x t r a c t a b l e ,  and it might be t h a t  it is t h i s  s t ructura.1 

p o s i t i o n  of t h e  phrase t h a t  makes it aclcessible t o  ou t s ide  Bin- 

ding, not  t h a t  only one bounding node is! crossed.  Notice t h a t  
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e x t r a c t i o n s  from wi th in  NP by t h e  WH-element dont a r e  usua l ly  - 
b e t t e r  than  with a WH-phrase l i k e  de qu i .  

(v) a.??Lghomme de q u i  &p le p o r t r a i t  d g A r i s t o t e  de Rem- 

b randt  t ] - 
b. L'horme dont [Np l e  p o r t r a i t  d l A r i s t o t e  de Rem- 3 

brandt  ~1 
Dont i s  a l s o  unique i n  t h a t  it can bind two v a r i a b l e s  even - 

i n  con tex t s  t h a t  are n o t  Across-the-board e x t r a c t i o n s  i n  t h e  

sense of  Williams (1978) . 
( v i )  (From Damourette e t  Pichon 0911)) 

L a  Russie dont LNp le bolchevisme - tl n u i t  2 kp l a  c i v i l -  

i s a t i o n  t] - 
F i n a l l y ,  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i n  ( v i i )  shows that it is no t  t h e  

fact t h a t  S is n o t  a bounding node i n  French t h a t  a l lows ( v i i a )  

a s  claimed i n  B a l t i n  (1978) . 
( v i i )  a. Lghomme avec q u i  Lg La p a r l e r  - t] s e r a i t  d i f f i c i l e ]  

b. *Lghomme avec q u i  [i 6 que Jean p a r l e  - t] s e r a i t  
d i f  f i c i l e ]  

Rather it seems that i n f i n i t i v e s  have a  weaker boundary 

than  tensed  c lauses  and t h a t  - a i n  ( v i i a )  i s  a weaker bocndary 

than S. 

So s i n c e  e x t r a c t i o n s  out  of  NPs ( o r  a sentence a s  i n  ( v i i a ) )  

seem t o  be involving s p e c i a l  processes  i n  a l l  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  w e  

w i l l  maintain our  claim t h a t  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  of NP is  g e n e r a l l y  

imposeible,  given t h e  core  not ion  of Binding. On PP a s  a boun- 

d ing  node, see B a l t i n  (1978) . 
53. There might a l s o  be ins tances  of s y n t a c t i c  movement which 
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are j u s t  copying and not  de le t ion .  Thus it seems t h a t  i n  C a p  

Verde, a l l  traces a r e  l sx i ca l i z ed .  

54.  This  formulation of t h e  Avoid Pronoun p r inc ip l e  would a l s o  

i nd i ca t e  t h a t  t h e  d i f fe rence  between CJ& forms and l eque l  f o m s  

i n  r e l a t i v e  c lauses  is  one of anaphor versus pronoun. A s  w e  can 

See i n  ( i) ,  leque l  f o r m  a r e  no t  poss ib le  when sub jec t  o r  ob jec t  

pos i t ions  have been r e l a t i v i zed .  

(i) a. *L1homme [lequel est v e n q ]  

b. +L1homme [lequel [ j ' a i  vu - t 11 
I f  l eque l  is  a pronoun, then by t h e  Avoid Pronoun pr inc i -  

p l e ,  it c a n ' t  appear i n  (i) s ince  sub jec t  and ob j ec t  pos i t ions  

can always be Bound by t h e  phrase i n  COMP, and t h i s  phrase it- 

s e l f  being an N P ,  it can be Bound as an anaphor by the  head. 

Note t h a t  l eque l  is poss ib le  i n  such pos i t ions  i n  non-restr ic-  

t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c lauses  a s  i n  (ii) . 
(ii) a. C e t  h o r n ,  l eque l  1~ n ' a  janais f a i t  quoi que ce 

so i t  pour son nous dggodte. 

b. C e t  horn, leque l  [ ~ a r i e  n ' a  jamais vu t sobre] 
l a  dbgodte 

The reason is t h a t  t h e  head of a non- res t r i c t ive  r e l a t i v e  

c lause  presumably does not  govern t h e  COMP of t h e  r e l a t i v e  c lause  

s i nce  t h i s  c lause  i s  more l i k e  a pa r en the t i c a l ,  and so  the  e l e -  

ment i n  COMP cannot be B ~ u n d  a s  an anaphor and so  must be a pro- 

noun: s o  l eque l  forms a r e  allowed i n  such cases.  Qni  forms can - 
a l s o  be pronouns, a s  w e  see  i n  (iii) . 

(iii) a. Cethomme, q u i  n ' a  jamais f a i t  quoi que ce s o i t  

pour son pays] nous dbgobte. 



b.  C e t  homme, que [ ~ a r i e  n l a  jamais vu - t solre], l e  

dbgofite. 

55. One p o s s i b l e  explanat ion  f o r  t h e  t ransparency of t h e  sub- 

junct ive  5 is provided by Salamanca (1981).  W e  could assume 

that t h e  s t r o n g  t e n s e  dependency of a subjunct ive  c l ause  on t h e  

matr ix  c l ause  is mediated by t h e  pe rco la t ion  and indexing of 

the t e n s e  f e a t u r e s  of  t h e  subjunct ive  c l ause  t o  st where they 

are accessible t o  t h e  matr ix  V. Consider now (i) . 
(i) *Nous voulons que aous p a r t i o n s .  

Assuming a theory  of compounding and morphology similar 

t o  Lieber (1980) , W i l l i a m s  (1981 ) an3 Selleirk (forthcoming) , 
t h e  e x t e r n a l  morpheme o f  a word i s  the head of t h e  word i n  some 

sense. So suppose we have the t e n s e  morphemes of (i) as i n  (ii) . 

What we see i s  that t h e  personal  i n f l e x i o n s  have t o  be p a r t  

of t h e  t e n s e  f e a t u r e s  t h a t  are pe rco la ted  s i n c e  t h e s e  i n f l e x i o n s  

are e x t e r n a l  t o  t h e  t e n s e  f e a t u r e s .  So this, we could assume, 

renders  these personal  i n f l e x i o n s  i n  some sense  t r a n s p a r e n t  t o  

the personal  i n f l e x i o n a  of t h e  matr ix  verbs,  s o  that t h e  v io la -  

t i o n  i n  (i) is s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  one i n  (iii). 

(iii) +We saw us. 

See a l s o  P i c a l l o  (1982) . 
56. It might be argued t h a t  t h e  f a c t s  about gerunds show only 

a preference  i n  judgements, whereas t h e  o t h e r s ,  l i k e  t h e  need 

of a l e x i c a l  anaphor i n  ( 2 3 7 ) ,  show a c l e a r  grammaticali ty con- 



357 

t rast .  But we b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i s  a s  s t rong  f o r  ge- 

runds and t h a t  it is an ambiquity i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of  t h e  ge- 

rund which c r e a t e s  t h i s  o t h e r  weak p o s s i b i l i t y  of coreference 

in (236).  See 5.2.1.2.1. f o r  more d i scuss ion  about gerunds, 

some o f  which w i l l  be  seen t o  be s e n t e n t i a l ,  hence allow Bin- 

d ing  a c r o s s  S,  and o t h e r s  nominal, hence allow no Binding ac ross  

N P .  When a gerund has  a l e x i c a l  s u b j e c t ,  it is nominal, hence 

it cannot have an anaphor i n  its s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  and s o  it does 

no t  f a l l  under (227) i n  t h e s e  cases .  But when it is s e n t e n t i a l ,  

t h e r e  can be a PRO anaphor i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  and t h i s  f a l l s  

Under (227) . 



CHAPTER 4: PRO DROP LANGUAGES 

4.1 General comments. 

The s tudy of  t h e  phenomenon of Pro Drop, where an o v e r t  

s u b j e c t  i s  miss ins  i n  a tensed  c lause  as i n  (1)  , was slowly in-  

corporated i n t o  genera t ive  grammar. 

(1 ) Creo que p a r t i o .  

The phenonenon is discussed  i n  Per lmut ter  (1968, 1971) and 

taken up again  i n  Chomsky & Lasnik (1977) . But i n  r ecen t  yea r s ,  

much a t t e n t i o n  has  been given t o  t h e  s tudy of t h e  phenomenon 

(cf. Borer 1981, Burzio 1981, Chao 1981, Chomsky 1981a,b, J a e g g l i  

1981, R izz i  1979, Taraldsen 1978 t o  name a f e w ) .  The focus of 

this research  has  been mainly on Romance languages,  e s p e c i a l l y  

I t a l i a n  and Spanish. These languages a r e  usua l ly  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  

conf igura t iona l  languages, a s  opposed t o  non-configurational 

languages l i k e  Japanese,  Malayalam, Aus t ra l i an  a b o r i g i n a l  lan- 

guages l i k e  War lp i r i ,  and many American Indian languages. 1 

However, it is a l s o  well-known t h a t  t h e r e  can be missing pro- 

nouns i n  non-configurat ional  languages t o o  (&. t h e  work of 

Hale 1978, Farmer 1980, Mohanan 1981, Nash 1980, P l a t e r o  1978, 

and o t h e r s )  . 
Although t h e  two phenomena of missing pronoun i n  configura- 

t i o n a l  languages and missing pronoun i n  non-configurational lan- 

guages seem t o  be q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  on t h e  s u r f a c e ,  one should 

expect  t h a t  t h e  two be r e l a t e d  i n  some way s ince  i n  both c a s e s ,  

what is allowed La t o  have an EC, and ECs are presumably sub- 
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ject t o  genera l  c o n s t r a i n t s  of r e c o v e r a b i l i t y ,  f o r  ins t ance .  

I f  w e  cont inue t o  assume t h a t  t h e r e  is only one EC, then t h e  

missing pronoun should simply be a n a n i f e s t a t i o n  of t h e  EC,  and 

w e  do not  expect  it t o  be some s p e c i a l  element t h a t  only these  

languages have: t h e  missing pronoun i s  an EC, and i t s  presence,  

type  and content  should be determined by t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of ge- 

n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  j u s t  l i k e  t h e  o t h e r  ECs .  Thus we w i l l  assume 

that t h e  presence of  t h e  midsing pronoun is  determined by the 

extended Pro jec t ion  p r i n c i p l e  and t h e  *c r i t e r ion .  There a r e  

b a s i c a l l y  two types  o f  ECs i n  our  a n a l y s i s ;  an EC i s  an anaphor 

i f  it is Bound by an antecedent ,  and it i s  a pronoun i f  it is 

f r e e l y  indexed a t  S-s t ruc ture .  W e  w i l l  see t h a t  missing-pro- 

nouns f i t  i n t o  t h i s  typology too .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  content  of an 

EC must a l s o  be determined.. Recal l  t h a t  i n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  an EC 

is an element that has  no $- fea tures  a t  PF, and y e t  has  F-fea- 

t u r e s  and an R-index a t  LF. We w i l l  make t h e  s t r o n g  hypothesis  

t h a t  missing pronouns are ECs l i k e  any o t h e r  EC and t h a t  they 

a l s o  have t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s .  The rest of t h i s  chap te r  w i l l  be 

devoted t o  showing how t h i s  is r e a l i z e d  i n  the  grammar of these  

languages. I n  s e c t i o n  4 .2 ,  we w i l l  g ive  an a n a l y s i s  of  Pro Drop 

i n  conf igura t iona l  languages, using I t a l i a n  a s  a case-example. 

W e  w i l l  come back t o  non-configurational languages i n  s e c t i ~ n  

4 . 3  and show how t h e  a n a l y s i s  provided by t h e  model of grammar 

sketched i n  Chapter 2 a l s o  accounts  f o r  t h e  missing pronoun phe- 

nomenon i n  t h e s e  languages a s  w e l l ,  us ing Japanese a s  a case-ex- 

ample. 
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4.2. Pro Drop i n  conf igura t iona l  languages. 

There a r e  two main s e t s  of f a c t s  t h a t  a r e  usua l ly  discussed 

about Pro  Drop languages: t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a d e f i n i t e  pronoun may 

be missing i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  a s  i n  ( 2 )  , and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  

s u b j e c t  may f r e e l y  be inver t ed  a s  i n  (3)  . 
( 2 )  ho t r o v a t o  il l i b r o  

(I found t h e  book. ) 

(3)  ha mangiato Gianni 

(Gianni a t e .  ) 

Other p r o p e r t i e s  of  Pro Drop languages a r e  t h a t  they  allow 

"long d i s t a n c e  WH-movementn of  t h e  s u b j e c t  a s  i n  ( 4 a ) ,  empty 

resumptive pronouns i n  embedded c lauses  a s  i n  ( 4 b ) ,  and appa- 

r e n t  v i o l a t i o n s  of  t h e  t h a t - t r a c e  f i l t e r  (i.e. ECP) as i n  ( 4 c ) .  

( 4 )  a. lluomo [che m i  domando [chi vede] 1 
(The man - x, such t h a t  I wonder who x sees) 

b . ecco l a  regazza [che m i  domando [chi crede [che possa VP] 11 
(This is the g i r l  who I wonder who t h i n k s  t h a t  she may VP) 

c. Chi crede [che partira] 
(Who does he t h i n k  t h a t  - t w i l l  l eave )  

W e  w i l l  see below t h a t  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  ( 4 )  

are a l l  de r ivab le  from t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  allow ( 2 )  and ( 3 )  . 
Therefore,  w e  w i l l  no t  say  more on t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  i r r  ( 4 )  f o r  

now and w e  w i l l  concent ra te  on t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  ( 2 )  

and (3 )  which s e e m  t o  be t h e  core  p r o p e r t i e s  t o  be explained.  

We w i l l  then come back t o  t h e  sentences i n  ( 4 )  and show how 

t h e i r  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  der ived  from those  of t h e  sentences i n  ( 2 )  
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and (31. 

Consider f i r s t  t h e  missing s u b j e c t  property.  In  Chomsky 

(1981a,c), it is proposed t h a t  t h e  parameter t h a t  accounts f o r  

t h i s  is  the p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  apply Aff ix  Hopping ( t h e  r u l e  R) i n  

the syntax  i n  I t a l i a n .  Thus the s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i s  ungoverned 

a t  S-s t ruc ture  i n  such a case and it can conta in  a PRO. I n  a 

language l i k e  English o r  French. R can apply only i n  PF, so 

t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i s  always governed, and t h e r e f o r e  

no PRO can appear i n  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  s i n c e  i n  GB, PRO must be 

ungoverned. So t h e  Pro Drop parameter can be s t a t e d  as i n  (5). 

(5) R may apply i n  t h e  syntax. 

The choice o f  (5 )  a s  a p o s s i b l e  opt ion  i n  a language is  

s a i d  t o  be dependen,t on t h e  r i c h n e s , ~  of  t h e  i n f l e c t i o n  on t h e  

verb : 

Following t h e  reasoning of  Taraldsen ( 1978) , a language 
w i l l  have the op t ion  (5)  when it can, i.e., when i t s  in-  
f l e c t i o n a l  system is s u f f i c i e n t l y  r i c h  i n  t h e  sense he 
describes, so t h a t  the pronominal s u b j e c t  is  determined 
by t h e  verb when it is no t  o v e r t .  (Chomsky 1981c. p.10) 

I n  Chomsky (1981b), t h i s  a n a l y s i s  is r e j e c t e d ,  one reason 

being t h a t  the seems t o  be governed i n  WH-constructions 

where V-preposing h a s  taken p lace  i n  Spanish ( c f .  t h e  discus-  

s i o n  based on Torrego 's  work i n  3.3.3) , 

Also, s i n c e  t h e  [Npe] seems t o  be s t r i c t l y  pronominal and 

not  anaphoric,  Chomsky p r o w s e s  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  of such languages 
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be p ro  when it is n o t  o v e r t l y  r e a l i z e d ,  an EC t h a t  is  [+pronomi- 

n a l ,  -anaphor]. 

A s  f o r  t h e  content  of pro,  s i n c e  t h e  f a c t  t o  be e s t a b l i s h e d  

is t h a t  pro appears  only i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  governed by INFL a t  

D-structurla in conf igura t iona l  Pro Drop languages, Chomsky (1981b) 

ProPoses t h a t  t h e  content  of p ro  must be l o c a l l y  determined, 

more p r e c i s e l y  by an element of t h e  thematic  complex cf which 

pro  i s  p a r t :  and t h e  only element of t h i s  complex t h a t  can d e t e r -  

mine t h e  grammatical f e a t u r e s  of p ro  is AGR. A s  f o r  t h e  Pro 

Drop parameter, Chomsky (1981b) r e v e r t s  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  sugges- 

t i o n  by Taraldsen i 1978) : t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of having pro  a s  sub- 

j e c t  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  a " r i c h  enoughn i n f l e c t i o n a l  system, and it 

is t h e  i n f l e c t i o n  which determines t h e  g r m a t i c a l  f e a t u r e s  of 

t h e  EC i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  a  tensed  c lause .  Note t h a t  i f  

this condi t ion  ofi r i chness  of  i n f l e c t i o n  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as a  

r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  condi t ion ,  it weakens t h e  claim made i n  Chsmsky 

(1981a,b) t h a t  an EC has  inhe ren t  grammatical f e a t u r e s  s i n c e  

these f e a t u r e s  now seem t o  be very dependent on another  element 

I n  t h e  sentence.  Thus pro  does not  have inherent  granmatical  

f ea ru res  i n  Chomskyls (1981b) a n a l y s i s ,  bu t  PRO does. This  does 

n o t  fol low from anything and it is  a cur ious  d i s p a r i t y  if both 

elements a r e  manifes ta t ions  of  t h e  EC. I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  no EC 

has  F-fegtures a t  PF, so t h a t  such a  problem does no t  a r i s e .  

There i s  a l s o  a problem with t h i s  approach i n  t h a t  it pre- 

d i c t s  t h a t  whenever a  ve rba l  form has a  r i c h  enough i n f l e c t i o n  
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i n  a language, then  t h e  s u b j e c t  can be missing. For example, 

ka th  forms i n  (7 )  should be grammatical i n  French s ince  i n f l e c -  

t i o n  seems r i c h  enough t o  recover  t h e  content  of t h e  EC under 

an imperat ive reading. 

( 7 )  a. Nous mangeons. 
b.  sMangeons. (with non-imperative reading)  

One could q u a l i f y  t h e  not ion  " r ichness  of in f l ec t ion ' '  and 

say t h a t  t h e  whole paradigm mxst be r i c h  enough: t h e  ve rba l  form 

of each person would have t o  be uneq.ilivoca1. But his runs i n t o  

problems i n  t h e  account of Hebrew where t h e  s u b j e c t  can be m i s -  

s i n g  i n  p a s t  and f u t u r e  t e n s e s ,  b u t  only i n  t h e  f i r s t  and se- 

cond persons ( see  Borer 1981). 

(8)  a. ( ' a n i )  ' a x a l t i  let ha-banana 
I ate acc the-banana 

b.  ( 'atem) 'axaltem 'st ha-banana 

you-pl a t e  acc  the-banana 

c. hu ' a x a l  let ha-banana 
he a t e  acc  the-banana 

d. * ' axa l  ' e t  ha-banana 

So it seems t h a t  i n  Chomsky's a n a l y s i s ,  it has  t o  be speci-  

f i e d  i n  t h e  grammar of  a language whether a  pro is  poss ib le  o r  

not .  This  goes a g a i n s t  a  s t rong  hypothesis  t h a t  no  s ta tement  

of t h e  grammar should r e f e r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  E C s  o r  l e x i c a l  NPs 

exc lus ive ly .  

Notice t h a t  it is  a l s o  a c c i d e n t a l  i n  t h i s  type of a n a l y s i s  

that t h e  not ion  of government is r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  EC missing 
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s u b j e c t ,  which must be governed by an " i d e n t i f i e r " ,  i . e .  AGR, 

and t h a t  t h e  not ion  of  government is  a l s o  re l evan t  f o r  t r a c e s  

s i n c e  they must be l inked  t o  an antecedent  by government e i t h e r  

d i r e c t l y ,  i f  t h e  antecedent  i t s e l f  governs t h e  t r a c e  a s  i n  (9), 

o r  i n d i r e c t l y  i f  it i s  mediated by an XO governor, a s  i n  ( 10) . 
(9) Whoi tS ti saw  ill] 

(10) Whoi Is d id  B i l l  lVp see sill 

Since t h e  two phenomena are t r e a t e d  independently a s  f a r  

a s  r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of t h e  content  i s  concerned, t h i s  common rele- 

vance of  government is no t  predic ted .  I n  t h e  framework presented 

i n  Chapter 2 on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h i s  comes a s  no s u r p r i s e  s i n c e  

it is  assumed t h a t  one of t h e  two b a s i c  ways i n  which an EC i s  

i d e n t i f i e d  is  by Binding, which involves government. 2 

L e t  us now cons ider  how t h e  missing s u b j e c t  proper ty  can 

be accounted f o r  i n  t h e  approach presented  here .  An EC is poss- 

i b l e  when t h e  fol lowing p r o p e r t i e s  hold: 1' t h e  N P  has  no $-fea- 

t u r e s  a t  PF ( p r i n c i p l e  of  L e x i c a l i z a t i o n ) ,  and 2O t h e  N P  has  

an R-index and F-features  a t  LF ( p r i n c i p l e  of Denotabi l i ty  and 

Agreement). I n  concre te  terms,  t h i s  means t h a t  t h e  WP, i n  or: 

d e r  n o t  t o  be l e x i c a l i z e d  must escape Case as s ign ing  i n  D-struc- 

t u r e  and S-s t ruc ture  not  t o  have a f e a t u r e  i n  PF, but  t h e r e  must 

be something around t o  provide an R-index and F-features  t o  the  

NP a t  LF. The second proper ty ,  i n  t h e  case of missing s u b j e c t s ,  

is guaranteed by t h e  r i chness  of t h e  i n f l e c t i o n  i n  m c s c  cases  

a s  w e  w i l l  see .  
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Consider f i r s t  how Case is assigned. Generally,  Case is 

assigned under government. Thus a verb ass igns  o b j e c t i v e  Case 

t o  the N P  t h a t  it governs, and a p repos i t ion  a l s o  as s igns  C a s e  

t o  t h e  NP it governs. A s  f o r  assignment of nominative Case t o  

t h e  s u b j e c t  of a tensed c l a u s e ,  t h e r e  a r e  two p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  

One can assume t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a node INFL i n  t h e  expansion of S 

and t h a t  nominative Case i s  assigned by some Case ass igning  

f e a t u r e  of INFL t o  t h e  N P  t h a t  it governs: t h i s  is  e s s e n t i a l l y  

t h e  p o s i t i o n  taken i n  t h e  GB framework. Another p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  

t o  a s s u m  t h a t  INFL is  no t  a s y n t a c t i c  node bu t  t h a t  it is a t -  

tached t o  t h e  V i n  t h e  l ex iccn ,  following an axiom of l e x i c a l  

phonology t h a t  a l l  a f f i x a t i o n  i s  done i n  t h e  lex icon ( c f .  K i -  

Parsky 1982, Lieber  1980, Pesetsky 1979).  Then p e r c o l ~ t i o n  of 

t h e  INFL f e a t u r e s  can t ake  p lace ,  t h e  f e a t u r e s  climbing t o  VP, 

s o  t h a t  t h e  Case-assigning f e a t u r e s  of INFL can govern t h e  NP 

i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  and ass ign  nominative Case t o  it. W e  w i l l  

adopt t h e  l a t t e r  proposal  and assume t h a t  nominative Case is  

assigned by t h e  INFL f e a t u r e s  when they  p e r c o l a t e  t o  V P ,  hence 

govern t h e  s u b j e c t  pos i t ion .  This  a n a l y s i s  of nominative Case 

assignment preserves  t h e  p c r a l l e l i s m  t h a t  o f t e n  holds between 

Case assignment and 8-role assignment. Thus t h e  o b j e c t  of a 

verb i s  assigned Case and a 8-role by t h e  verb t h a t  governs it. 

S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  of a tensed  c lause  w i l l  be assigned Case 

and a 8-role by t h e  VP t h a t  governs it i n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  t h i s  

VP node being a complex node where t h e  INFL f e a t u r e s  have perco- 
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l a t e d .  This  allows us  t o  cap tu re  t h e  c l o s e  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  e x i s t s  

between t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of  Grammatical Functions (GF), t h e  assign-  

ment of Case and t h e  assignment of + r o l e  i n  conflgumtional lan-  

guages. Consider f i r s t  t h e  case  of t h e  o b j e c t .  I f  we assume 

t h a t  a 8-role i s  assigned when t h e  complement e n t e r s  an index 

i n t o  an a v a i l a b l e  thematic  s l o t  i n  t h e  head (along t h e  l i n e s  of 

S t o w e l l ( l 9 8 l a ) ) ,  then  a l l  t h r e e  processes  depend on government 

from t h e  head, and t h e  g r i d  of a verb can look something l i k e  

i n  (11) .  

(11) v: 0 
I 

GF 
I 

Case (with poss ib ly  a d d i t i o n a l  requirements 

l i k e  s t r i c t  adjacency, e t c .  f o r  case  

assignment (see Stowell  1981 a )  ) 

Simi la r ly  f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  al though it does not  e n t e r  i ts 

index i n t o  a V-grid, it does g e t  coindexed i n  some way with t h e  

VP t h a t  a s s igns  it i ts  8-role s i n c e  it is  coindexed with AGR, 

a p a r t  of  INFL; and INFL, w e  aasume, p e r c o l a t e s  i t s  f e a t u r e s  

t o  VP, so t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  VP a r e  i n  some sense coin- 

dexed. Associat ing t h e  d e f i n i t i g n  of GFs with Case assignment 

and 8-role assignment, i .e .  with processes  t h a t  t ake  p lace  un- 

d e r  government, suggests  a minor modif icat ion of t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  

of GFs. Ins tead  of saying t h a t  an OBJECT is t h e  NP of V P ,  it 

w i l l  be t h e  N P  governed by V; and i n s t e a d  of saying t h a t  a sub- 

j e c t  is t h e  NP of S f  it w i l l  be t h e  NP governed by VP. T h i s  is 

shown i n  ( 12 , with a genera l  schema given i n  ( 13) . 



(12) a. OBJ: (NPIVP) v (NP) 
b. SUBJ: (NP, S) (NP) 

(13) a. OBJ: X (NP) - 
b. SUBJ: X ( N P )  

The schema i n  (13) genera l i zes  t o  o t h e r  c a t e g o r i e s  l i k e  

NPI AP, PP. 

The not ion  of GF is no t  d i r e c t l y  p e r t i n e n t  i f  one has  

9-roles and C a s e ,  and it is j u s t  a use fu l  n o t a t i o n a l  device t o  

express  government from an X head o r  an head f o r  example when 

w e  use OBJ and SUBJ. 

I f  w e  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  assignment of  Case i n  Pro Drop lan- 

guages l i k e  I % a l i a n ,  suppose t h a t  i n  such languages t h e r e  i s  

t h e  opt ion  t h a t  pe rco la t ion  of t h e  Case -assigning f e a t u r e s  of 

INFL t o  VP can be f r e e l y  dslayed t o  LF. Then t h i s  means t h a t  

a t  D-structure and S-s t ruc ture ,  t h e  element i n  subject p o s i t i o n  

does n o t  get Case i f  t h e  pe rco la t ion  i s  delayed s i n c e  it i s  not  

governed by a node bear ing  C a s e  a s s ign ing  f e a t u r e s .  I n  o t h e r  

words, the r e l a t i o n  between a Case-bearing element and a C s s e -  

a s s ign ing  element is  not  p o s s i b l e  before  LF, s i n c e  t h e  s u b j e c t  

p o s i t i o n  is governed only by a 0-assigning element,  not  a Case- 

a s s ign ing  element. So i n  such languages, t h e r e  is an opt ion  

t o  a s s ign  nominative Case only a t  LF s i n c e  pe rco la t ion  of t h e  

Case-assigning f e a t u r e s  of INFL can be delayed t o  LF. I f  a le- 

x i c a l  N P  is i n s e r t e d  a t  D-structure,  then t h e  opt ion  t o  perco- 

l a t e  t h e  Case-assigning f e a t u r e s  only a t  LF cannot be taken ,  and 
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pe rco la t ion  must t a k e  p lace  i n  t h e  syntax i n  o rde r  f o r  t h e  le- 

x i c a l  NP t o  meet t h e  requirements of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lexica- 

l i z a t i o n  a t  PF: t h a t  is, t h e  l e x i c a l  NP must be assigned Case 

i n  t h e  syntax. So i n  such a case ,  INFL p e r c o l a t e s  t o  t h e  VP i n  

the syntax  as i n  ( 1 4 ) .  

(I 4,  NP [VP+INPL V+INFL ] 

So INFL and t h e  N P  a r e  coindexed f o r  C a s e  assignment t o  

t ake  p lace  i n  a way s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  one i n  which a V and i t s  

o b j e c t  NP a r e  coirdexed. Since INFE and t h e  s u b j e c t  N P  a r e  co- 

indexed, t h i s  t r i g g e r s  Agreement a t  LF by t h e  process  t h a t  we 

s a w  i n  Chapter 2 ,  repeated he re  i n  ( 1  5 )  . 
( 1 5 ) Agreement : 

a ass igns  (redundant ly)  i t s  F-features  t o  fi i f  g and - 
have t h e  same R-index. 

Coming back t o  t h e  missing s u b j e c t  proper ty  of languages 

l i k e  I t a l i a n ,  w e  now see why t h i s  i s  poss ib le .  Since t h e r e  

is t h e  opt ion  t h a t  no Case be assigned t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  pos i t ion  

before  LF, t h i s  meets t h e  f i r s t  condi t ion  f o r  being an EC i f  

no o t h e r  f e a t u r e s  a r e  inse r t ed :  t h e r e  a r e  no $- fea tures  a t  PF. 

A s  f o r  t h e  second cond i t ion ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an R-index and F-fea- 

t u r e s  have t o  be provided a t  LF f o r  t h e  EC t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  as 

a d e f i n i t e  pronoun, t h e  i n t u i t i v e  answer is  t h a t  t h e s e  w i l l  be 

Provided by t h e  r i c h  INFL of t h e  verb.  So both condi t ions  t o  

have an EC which w e  pos tu la ted  i n  Chapter 2 a r e  met: t h e  NP has 

no $ - fea tu res  a t  PF, b u t  it has  an R-index and F-fea tures  a t  LF. 



This  m a n s  t h a t  t h o r e  a r e  two f a c t o r s  t h a t  a r e  a t  p lay  i n  allow- 

i n g  missing sub jec t s :  t h e  proper ty  of having "Case a t  LF" and 

t h e  "lichness of  INFL" . 
(16)  Rich INFL Case a t  LF EC s u b j e c t  - 

+ + + 
+ - - - 

So f o r  example, t h e  reason why there i s  no Pro Drop i n  

French e v m  when t h e I N F L  is  r i c h  enoiAgh is because French does 

no t  a l low "Case a t  LF" (cf. 7b) .  I n  I t a l i a n  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

both condi t ions  are met. Consider sentence (17) . 

rg rS rN, ~1 ~O+INFL t r o v a t o  ii 

I f  t h e  opt ion  of pe rco la t ion  of t h e  Case -assigning f e a t u r e s  

only a t  LF i s  chosen, then  no Case has  been assigned t o  [Npe] 
when it reaches PF, so t h a t  it can be an EC. It i s  necessary 

f o r  t h e  EC t o  g e t  an R-index and F-fea tures  however, and w e  want 

t o  cap tu re  t h e  i n t u i t i o n  t h a t  t h e s e  depend on t h e  r i chness  of 

t h e  i n f l e c t i o n  on t h e  verb. If pe rco la t ion  t a k e s  p lace  only a t  

LF,  then  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h e  syntax  is as i n  ( 1 7 ) .  Since no- 

t h i n g  with R- index can Bind blocking go- 

vernment, hence Binding from o u t s i d e ,  t h e  N P  is  f r e e l y . a s s i g n e d  

an index a t  S - s t ruc tu re ,  j u s t  l i k e  l e x i c a l  pronoms a r e  i n  such 

A-positions. When pe rco la t ion  of INFL to  VP t a k e s  place at LF,  

then t h e  s t r u c t u r e  is l i k e  t h e  one f o r  a l e x i c a l  NP i n  t h e  syn- 



t a x  that w e  s a w  i n  ( 1 4 ) .  

So INFL and [Np el a r e  coindexed a t  LF, j u s t  l i k e  i n  t he  

case of l e x i c a l  NP sub j ec t s ,  s o  t h a t  agreement t akes  place be- 

tween t h e  two. Thus INFL provides i t s  F-features t o  pro,  t h e  

EC, at LF. This  expla ins  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  idea  t h a t  a sub jec t  can 

be "missingn i f  the verbal  i n f l e c t i o n  is r i c h  enough t o  allow 

recoverab i l i ty  of so= content  of t he  missing sub jec t .  

Note t h a t  w e  a r e  assluning t h a t  AGR, a p a r t  of INFL, can 

provide a l l  F-features t o  t he  EC sub j ec t ,  although it i s  not  a l -  

ways t h e  case  t h a t  a l l  these  f ea tu r e s  are expressed over t ly  i n  

t h e  morphology of the verbal  i n f l e c t i o n .  ~ G e r  ( 1 9 8 1 )  gives  

the following axamples of agreement of ad j ec t i ve s  with a m i s s -  

i ng  subjec t .  

(19)  a. LNp 4 son a l t o s / a l t a s .  

e l  e s t a  ab ie r t a /ab ie r to :  b -  rNP - 
So w e  assume t h a t  gender i n  AGR i n  Spanish i s  l i k e  Case i n  

nouns i n  English: it is not  always over t  i n  t h e  morphology, but  

it is t h e r e  a t  so= l eve l .  

Notice t h a t  we have claimed t h a t  there are two f a c t o r s  t h a t  

i n t e r a c t  t o  give the property t h a t  a missing sub jec t  i s  poss ib le  

i n  languages l i k e  I t a l i a n :  Case a t  LF, which allows t h e  N P  t o  

be " i n v i s i b l e n  a t  PF, and r ichness  of PNFL, which allows t he  NP 

t o  ge t  the  required  F-features a t  LF. 



So f o r  example, O l d  French had a r i c h  ve rba l  i n f l e c t i o n  

which is s t i l l  r e f l e c t e d  i n  w r i t t e n  French today. 

(20)  Je mange - 
Tu m a n g s  
I1 mange - (t) ( c f .  mange-t-il) 

Nous mange- 
Vous mangez - 
11s manqent 

I n  Old French, t h e  underl ined endings i n  ( 2 0 )  w e r e  pro- 

nounced. But then  a phonological r u l e  en te red  t h e  language 

which d e l e t e d  the f i n a l  consonant, s o  t h a t  t h e  paradigm became 

opaque: t h e  1-2-3 s i n g u l a r  and 3 p l u r a l  are now a l l  pronounced 

alike. A t  that s t a g e  of t h e  language, Pro Drop stopped being 

poss ib le  and a c l i t i c  form became o b l i g a t o r y  on t h e  verb when 

a pronominal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w a s  wanted. So w e  see  t h a t  t h e  rich- 

ness  of the verba l  i n f l e c t i o n  has  some bear ing  on t h e  p o s s i b i l i -  

t y  t o  have Pro Drop, a t  l e a s t  i n  conf igura t iona i  languages. 

But i f  t h e  F-features  become t o o  opaque, then  an element,  i .e .  

a Pronoun o r  a c l i t i c ,  must be i n s e r t e d  t o  provide t h e s e  fea- 

t u r e s  and t h a t  element w i l l  be l e x i c a l  s i n c e  t h e  f e a t u r e s  a r e  

introduced a t  D-structure,  and s o  a r e  v i s i b l e  i n  PF and must be 

o v e r t  by the p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion .  Once P r o  Drop is made 
p o a r  4 ' 

impossible by t h e  poorness of  t h e  verba l  i n f l e c t i o n ,  then  t h e  

property of Case-at-LF i s  los t  s h o r t l y  a f t e r  s i n c e  it i s  made 

opaque i n  most con tex t s  by t h e  need of a c l i t i c  due t o  t h e  poor- 

ness  of t h e  i n f i e c t i o n .  So f r e e  invers ion  of t h e  s u b j e c t ,  which 
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we w i l l  s e e  s h o r t l y  depends on Case-at-LF, becomes impossible 

soon a f t e r  t h e  language l o s e s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  have an "emp- 

t y "  sub jec t .  This  d iscuss ion  shows t h a t  t h e  " v i s i b i l i t y w  condi- 

t i o n  i n  PF must be s t a t e d  on a l l  $- fea tures  a s  i n  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  

of Lex ica l i za t ion  and no t  j u s t  on Case a s  suggested by Aoun 

( 1979 ) .  I f  some F-feature is  missing i n  INFL, and t hus  must be 

s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h e  syntax  when t h e  N P  is  i n s e r t e d  s i n c e  t h e  fea- 

t u r e  is requi red  a t  LF b u t  cannot be s p e c i f i e d  'by INFL a t  t h a t  

l e v e l ,  then  t h e  s u b j e c t  must be l e x i c a l i z e d .  So F-fea tures  a r e  

c r u c i a l  i n  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Lex ica l i za t ion ,  hence f o r  v i s i b i l i t y  

a t  3F. Recall t h a t  w e  have a l s o  seen t h a t  t h e  f e a t u r e  WH i s  a l -  

s o  v i s i b l e  a t  PF s i n c e  it f o r c e s  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  i n  French r e l a -  

t i v e  c l auses  (cf. 3.3.2.2). 3 

What w e  see is  t h a t  w e  can account f o r  t h e  missing s u b j e c t  

proper ty  of Pro Drop languages l i k e  I t a l i a n  i f  w e  assume t h a t  

the  d i f f e r e n c e  between Pro Drop languages and non-Pro Drop lan- 

guages is that t h e  former have t h e  opt ion  t o  pe rco la te  t h e  Case- 

a s s ign ing  f e a t u r e s  from V t o  VP i n  t h e  syntax o r  a t  L F ,  whereas 

i n  non-Pro Drop languages, t h e  pe rco la t ion  t o  VP must t ake  p lace  

i n  t h e  syntax  o b l i g a t o r i l y ,  s o  t h a t  Case i s  always assigned t o  

t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of a tensed  c lause  i n  these  languages, and 

s o  t h e r e  can be no EC i n  such a p o s i t i o n .  4 

Let us now t u r n  t o  t h e  second proper ty  of Pro Drop languages 

noted a t  t h e  beginning of t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  namely t h e  possibility 

of f r e e  invers ion  of t h e  s u b j e c t .  There a r e  i n  f a c t  two ins tances  



of cons t ruc t ions  with past-verbal  s u b j e c t s  i n  I t a l i a n  which have 

q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  s t r u c t u r e s .  

(21) [S -LVP[* ha mangiato le m t . l e 1  ~ i a n n i ] ]  

(22)  [, -[, a r r ivano  mol t i  s tudent i ] ]  

I n  ( 2 1 ) ,  w e  have a t r a n s i t i v e  verb which normally forms a 

p red ica te  VP t h a t  a s s igns  a 8-role t o  2. s u b j e c t  i n  an e x t e r n a l  

pos i t ion :  s o  t h e  s u b j e c t  Gianni is  adjoined t o  t h e  VP. I n  (23; 

a r r ivano  is an e r g a t i v e  verb ( i n  t h e  sense  of Burzio 1981 ) , s o  

t h a t  the 8-role of  mol t i  s t u d e n t i  i s  assigned i n  t h e  o b j e c t  po- 

s i t i o n ,  s o  t h a t  mol t i  s t u d e n t i  can be i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  a l l  

a long t h e  de r iva t ion .  

I n  Chomsky (1981a,b) , t a k h g  a f t e r  Rizz i  (1979) and Bur- 

z i o  (1981), it is assumed t h a t  (21) is der ived  from t h e  D-struc- 

t u r e  (23) by a r u l e  t h a t  f r e e l y  ad jo ins  the subject t o  VP. 

LVP ha mangiato l e  male]] 

Note t h a t  the s t r i n g  i n  ( 2 2 )  could a l s o  have t h e  s t r u c t u r e  

i n  ( 2 4 ~ )  after  r a i s i n g  t o  s u b j e c t  and s u b j e c t  inve r s ion ,  t h e  in-  

termediate s t r u c t u r e  (24b) a l s o  being a p o s s i b l e  S-s t ruc ture  i f  

s u b j e c t  invezsion does n o t  apply.  

( 2 4 )  a. [S ctLVp a r r ivano  mol t i  studenti]]  
b .  [S molt1 s t u d e n t i  cw a r r ivano  - t]] 
c .  ,[, [, a r r ivano  - t] mol t i  s tudent i ] ]  

These is  evidence f o r  t h e  need of two d i f f e r e n t  s t r u c t u r e s  

i n  (21) and ( 2 2 ) .  F i r s t ,  ne c l i t i c i z a t i o n  is poss ib le  i n  an e r -  



g a t i v e  verb s t r u c t u r e  l i k e  ( 2 2 ) ,  bu t  no t  i n  an invers ion  s t r u c -  

ture l i k e  (2 1 ) . 
(25) & gLVP nei a r r ivano  LNp mol t i  ti] ] 1 
(26) *[S ne mangiano le  mele] LNp mol t i  t , l l]  

i -A 

I n  terms of  our  a n a l y s i s  of  t r a c e s ,  t h e  reason is  t h a t  

t h e  c l i t i c  ne which is a t t ached  t o  t h e  head V gove- LIS t h e  t r a c e  - 
i n  (25) hence Binds it, t h i s  t r a c e  being t h e  head of t h e  N P  

mol t i  ti. But i n  ( 2 6 ) ,  ne doas no t  govern t h e  t r a c e  s i n c e  ne+V - - 
i s  not  an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  of a node dominating t h e  t r a c e  

s i n c e  t h e r e  is an in te rven ing  VP node s o  ne cannot Bind t h e  - 
trace. The trees are given i n  (27a) and (27b) . 

A 
ne+V m o l t i  - t 

ne+V le mele 

The second set of facts involves t h e  r u l e  of "Complement- 

S h i f t "  d iscussed  i n  Burzio (1981). Burzio notes  t h a t  t h e r e  is  

a iate r u l e  which a p p l i e s  i n  PF and which can permute t h e  l i n -  

e a r  o rde r  of pos t  verba l  c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  inc luding  t h e  inver ted  

sub jec t .  

(28) a. Giovanni s c r i v e r a '  una lunga l e t t e r a  a Piero  

(Giovanni w i l l  w r i t e  a long le t ter  t o  P ie ro . )  

b. S c r i v e r a l  Giovanni una lunga l e t t e r a  a P i e r o  



c. S c r i v e r a '  una lu r~ga  l e t t e r a  Giovanni a P ie ro  

d. Sc r ive ra '  una lunga l e t t e r a  a P i e r o  Giovanni 

However, t h e  r u l e  does no t  seem t o  f r e e l y  permute a sen- 

t e n t i a l  complement and a s u b j e c t  adjoined t o  VP, a s  w e  see  i n  

( 2 9 )  

(29) a. Giovanni pensa d i  s t u d i a r e  l i n g u i s t i c a  

b.??Pensa Giovanni d i  s t u d i a r e  l i n g u i s t i c a  

c. ?Pensa d i  s t u d i a r e  l i n g u i s t i c a  Giovanni 

But i f  t h e  verb is an e r g a t i v e  verb,  then  t h e  o rde r  V NP 

is  poss ib le  s i n c e  the N P  can be ass-med t o  he i n  i ts  D-structure 

pos i t ion .  

(30) a .  Giovanni viene a prendere il l i b r o  

(Giovanni cones t o  t ake  t h e  book,) 

b. Viene Giovanni a prendere il l i b r o  

c, ?Viene a prendere il l i b r o  Giovanni 

So t h e r e  seem t o  be good reasons t o  p o s t u l a t e  two d i f f e r e n t  

s t r u c t u r e s  f o r  t h e  sentences i n  (21 ) and ( 2 2 )  . 
To i n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  post-verbal  NP g e t s  C a s e  i n  (21 ) and ( 2 2 )  , 

Burzio (1981) and Chomsky (1981a,b),  t o  which w e  w i l l  r e f e r  here  

as t h e  GB a n a l y s i s ,  propose t o  d e a l  with t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  as 

i f  they  were p a r a l l e l  t o  cons t ruc t ions  i n  English and French 

where Case is t r ansmi t t ed  from a p l e o n a s t i c  element. t o  an NP, 

(31) a .  There is a man a t  t h e  door. 

b. - 11 e s t  a r r i v h  un homrne. 
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But reca l l .  t h a t  t h e r e  is  a d e f i n i t e n e s s  e f f e c t  which usu- 

a l l y  holds when Case is  t r ansmi t t ed  i n  such a way, s o  t h a t  t h e  

sentences i n  (32) are no t  acceptable  because they  v i o l a t e  t h i s  

e f f e c t  (cf. S a f i r ,  forthcoming, see  a l s o  fn. 9 ,  Chapter 3 )  . 
(32) a. *There i s  John a t  t h e  door. (non-presentat ional)  

b.  + I 1  e s t  arrivi? Jean. 

This  d e f j ~ ~ i t e n e s s  e f f e c t  does not  hold i n  I t a l i a n  however, 

as a l l  t h e  examples given above show, s o  t h a t  some account of 

t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  would have t o  be given i f  one wants t o  claim 

t h a t  t h e  Case-assigning procedures a r e  s i m i l a r .  

Note f u r t h e m o r e  t h a t  it i s  no t  only Case but  a l s o  a 8-role 

which is  t r ansmi t t ed  t o  t h e  post-verbal  p o s i t i o n  i n  the  case 

whers invers ion  h a s  taken p lace  as i n  ( 2 1 ) .  I n  ( 2 2 ) ,  t h e  0-role 

is assigned d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  

Chomsky proposes t o  formalize t h i s  by assuming t h a t  a - i n  

(21) and (22) i s  an EC which i s  co-superscr ipted w i t h  t h e  post-  

verba l  N P  i n  both cases .  H e  then  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  bindinq,  which 

i s  done by t h e  usual  coindexing, and B I N D I N G ,  which holds of 

superscri.pted elements. Recal l  t h a t  t h e r e  muat be a c l e a r  d i s -  

t i n c t i o n  betwaz,; binding by Indexing and B I N D I N G  by superscr ip-  

t i n g :  8-roles  and Case can be t r ansmi t t ed  by B I N D I N G ,  bu t  t h e  

binding theory  must apply only t o  b inding ,  o r  e l s e  t h e  B I N D I N G  

of t h e  post-verbal N P  by - a i n  ( 2 2 )  and (23) would v i o l a t e  Condi- 

t i o n  C or Condition B of t h e  binding theory ,  depending on whether 

t h e r e  is  a name o r  a pronorin i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  has  been 
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i nve r t ed .  So it is  c r u c i a l  i n  t h e  GB a n a l y s i s  t h a t  t h e  index 

of t h e  NP adjoined t o  VP a s  i n  ( 2 1 )  must no t  be l e f t  behind by 

t h e  movement r u l e ,  o r  e l s e  t h e r e  would be a binding-theory vio- 

l a t i o n .  But t h i s  i s  con t ra ry  t o  t h e  usual  assumption t h a t  both 

the emptied p o s i t i o n  and t h e  moved N P  keep t h e  same index. 5 

Consider now how trle p resen t  a n a l y s i s  can account f o r  t h e  

invers ion  f a c t s .  Suppose t h a t  t h e  VP-adjoined NP i s  base-gene- 

r a t e d  t h e r e .  What would be t h e  consequences of t h i s ?  I f  t h i s  

p o s i t i o n  i s  assumed t o  be an A-position, and i f  we continue t o  

assu:e the  indexing of A- and G p o s i t i o n s  presented i n  Chapter 

1 ,  t h i s  means t h a t  t h e  index of t h e  W-adjoined p o s i t i o n  i s  only 

r e l e v a n t  a t  LF. Since w e  assume t h a t  Case assignment o r  check- 

i n g  is mediated by t h e  index of t h e  NP by e n t e r i n g  t h i s  index 

i n  a V-grid o r  by having it coindexed with INFL f o r  example, 

t h i s  means t h a t  i f  t h e  index of t h e  N P  is  only r e l e v a n t  a t  LF ,  

( s i n c e  t h e  NP is base-generated i n  an X - ~ ~ o s i t i o n )  t h e  index is  

n o t  "seen" f o r  Case assignment before  LF. I f  w e  a r e  d e a l i n g  

with a Pro Drop language, t h i s  poses no problem s i n c e  such a 

language has  the Case-at-LF proper ty ,  a s  we have seen above i n  

dea l ing  with t h e  missing-  s u b j e c t  proper ty .  So t h e  NP adjoined 

t o  VP and INFL could be matched a t  LF, and Case checking could 

be taken c a r e  of a t  t h a t  l e v e l .  But if t h e  language is  a non- 

Pro Drop language, then t h i s  means t h a t  s i n c e  pe rco la t ion  of 

INFL i s  ob l iga to ry  i n  t h e  syntax,  Case must be launched i n  t h e  

syntax,  a s  we have seen above i n  d i scuss ing  t h e  missing-subject  
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proper ty .  So t h e  Case of t h e  adjoined NP and t h e  Case assigned 

by INFL could never be matched s i n c e  t h e  Case of INZL must be 

launched i n  t h e  syntax,  bu t  t h e  adjoined N P ,  being i n  an x - ~ o s i -  

t i o n ,  i s  only a v a i l a b l e  f o r  Case checking a t  LF. 

Therefore,  f r e e  inve r s ion  i n  Pro Drop languages can be con- 

s ide red  a s  f r e e  base-generation of N P  i n  a VP-adjoined pos i t ion .  

This  is  poss ib le  only i n  languages t h a t  have t h e  Case-at-LF pro- 

per ty .  Since t h i s  i s  a necessary f a c t o r  f o r  a language t o  have 

t h e  missing-subject proper ty ,  nothing s p e c i a l  has  t o  be s a i d  

about t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  having VP-adjoined NPs i n  Pro Drop 

languages: it fol lows from t h e  Case-at-LF property.  A s  f o r  t h e  

9-role of t h e  adjoined NP, i't is assigned a s  usual  by t h e  lower 

VP t h a t  governs it, s o  t h a t  t h e  e x t e r n a l  argument r ece ives  i t s  

8.-role from t h e  c i r c l e d  VP both i n  ( 3 3 )  and ( 3 4 )  . 6 

( 3 3 )  & Giovanni @ ha  mangiato l e  mele]] 

( 3 4 )  [VP @ ha mangiato l e  mele] ~iovannl.]]  

We can cons ider  t h a t  t h e  ?rejection p r i n c i p l e  i s  respected  

he re  s i n c e  t h e  adjoined NP is  i n  a p o s i t i o n  where 8-assignment 

is  poss ib le  a l l  along (see S a f i r  (forthcoming) f o r  a s i m i l a r  pro- 

p o s a l ) .  A s  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  is  Agreement between t h e  

l e x i c a l  NP and t h e  ve rba l  i n f l e c t i o n ,  it is  due t o  t h e  coindex- 

ing  of t h e  NP and IYFL a t  LF f o r  Case checking, and t h e r e f o r e  

it f a l l s  i n t o  t h e  general  Agreement process  between coindexed 

elements which t a k e s  p laze  a t  LF. 

This  accounts f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  VP-adjoined NPs a r e  poss- 
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i b l e  i n  Pro Drop languages without  any a d d i t i o n a l  s t i p u l a t i o n ,  

given our  a n a i y s i s  of t h e  missing-subject  proper ty  of these  

languages. So we now have an account f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 

having a post-verbal  s u b j e c t  i n  s t r u c t u r e s  where the  NP is  ad- 

joined t o  VP, as i n  ( 2 1 )  abcve. Consider now t h e  case where 

t h e  NP is i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of an e r g a t i v e  verb a s  i n  ( 2 2 ) ,  

repeated here  a s  (35) . 

(35) [s gLvP [v a r r i v a n o + ~ ~ F ~ ]  n o l t i  s t u d e n t i  ]I 
We have seen t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  s t r o n g  arguments t o  be l i eve  

t h a t  sentences l i k e  t h i s  have a s t r u c t u r e  d i f f e r e n t  from those  

of sentences involving N P  ad junct ion  s i n c e  - ne c l i t i c i z a t i o n  

and "Complement S h i f t "  with an a r e  p o s s i b l e  i n  s t r u c t u r e s  l i k e  

( 3 5 ) ,  b u t  n o t  i n  t h e  adjoined0NP s t r u c t u r e s .  The ques t ion  is: 

how does t h e  NP g e t  nominative Case i n  (35)?  Since Pro Drop 

languages have t h e  proper ty  t h a t  t h e  Case-assigning f e a t u r e s  can 

remain on t h e  verb u n t i l  LF and do no t  have t o  p e r c o l a t e  i m -  

mediately i n  t h e  syntax  t o  t h e  VP, a s  i n  non-Pro Drop languages,  

then  t h i s  means t h a t  INFL can govern n o l t i  s t u d e n t i  d i r e c t l y  i n  

( 3 5 ) ,  and hence it can ass ign  nominative Case t o  mol t i  s t u d e n t i ,  

even i f  mol t i  s t u d e n t i  is  i n  o b j e c t  pos i t ion .  Molti s t u d e n t i  

would then  agree with INFL i n  t h e  usual  fashion f o r  coindexed 

elements.  This  might seem t o  p resen t  a problem i n  t h e  case of 

a t r a n s i t i v e  verb i n  a Pro Drop language. Thus, one might ask 

why l e  mele does no t  g e t  nominative Case i n  ( 3 6 ) .  

(36) a .  Giovanni [mang ia+~~FL l e  mele] 
b.  [ m a n g i a + l ~ F ~  le mele] 
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But n o t i c e  t h a t  mangia a l s o  a s s i g n s  o b j e c t i v e  Case. I f  

nominative Case is  assigned t o  l e  mele i.n ( 3 6 )  , then o b j e c t i v e  

Case cannot be assigned.  Furthermore, Giovanni would novr be 

Caseless .  Even i f  Giovanni i s  replaced b:; p ro  as i n  (36b) ,  w e  

s t i l l  have t h e  f a c t  t h a t  o b j e c t i v e  Case is l e f t  dangling i n  

(36) i f  le mele g e t s  nominative Case. Furthermore, i f  we assume 

t h a t  8-role assignment and Case assignment a r e  mediated by an 

index which is en te red  i n  a g r i d ,  and i f  w e  assume a s  i n  ( 1  1 )  

above t h a t  t h e  index i s  en te red  once i n  a g r i d  t o  g e t  both a 

0-role and Case, 

GF 
1 

Case 

then t h e  assignment of o b j e c t i v e  Case and assignment of t h e  

@-role  of theme must be pa i red  i n  (36), s o  t h a t  l e  mele must 

g e t  o b j e c t i v e  Case i n  o rde r  t o  g e t  tF .2  intended i n t e r p r e t a t i o n -  

If l e  mele was assigned nominative Case, p a s s i v i z a t i o n  not  ha- 

ving app l i ed ,  le  mele would be i n t e r p r e t e d  as t h e  agent i n  (36), 

which is no t  t h e  intended i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  So allnwing nomina- 

t i v e  Case t o  be assigned d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  an 

e r g a t i v e  cons t ruc t ion  l i k e  (35)  poses no problem i n  a Pro Drop 

language. 

We might i n t e r p r e t  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  elements t h e r e  and a s  

being i n d i c a t o r s  t h a t  s i g n a l  t h a t  the  INFL f e a t u r e s  do not  per- 

c o l a t e  t o  VP i n  sentencas l i k e  ( 3 8 )  . 



(38) a .  There is  a man a t  t h e  door. 

b.  I l y a u n h o m m e  2 l a p o r t e .  

There and - il would have an R-index with only a S-index and 

no REF-index, and t h i s  might be respons ib le  f o r  t h e  d e f i n i t e -  

ness  e f f e c t :  an element t h a t  has  a  Binder with only a S-index 

l i k e  t h e r e  and - il would have t o  be i n d e f i n i t e .  

Burzio (1981) has  noted t h a t  t h e r e  is  a  c o n t r a s t  i n  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  of  having a post-verbal  s u b j e c t  between r a i s i n g  

cons t ruc t ions  and c o n t r o l  cons t ruc t ions :  a  post-verbal  s u b j e c t  

i n  an embedded e r g a t i v e  cons t ruc t ion  is poss ib le  i n  r a i s i n g  con- 

s t r u c t i o n s  a s  i n  ( 3 9 ) ,  b u t  n o t  i n  c o n t r o l  cons t ruc t ions  a s  i n  

( 4 0 ) .  

( 39 ) parevano+INFL in terveni r -ne i  [molt i  til 
( 4 0 )  *sperevano+INFL [S d i  in terveni r -ne i  [molti  ti] j 

I n  o u r  a n a l y s i s  of c o n t r o l ,  t o  which Chapter 5 w i l l  be de- 

voted, l o c a l  c o n t r o l  cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  ( 4 0 )  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  
- 

r a i s i n g  cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  (33) i n  t h a t  i n  both cases ,  S dele-  

t i o n  has taken p lace .  So i n  ( 3 9 ) ,  w e  can assume t h a t  t h e  NP 

mol t i  ti g e t s  Case because of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  S is not  a  b a r r i e r  

t o  government. Assuming as above t h a t  INFL i s  f r e e  t o  s t a y  

on t h e  V t o  a s s ign  Case t o  an o b j e c t  a s  i n  ( 3 5 ) ,  then we can 

assume t h a t  INFL can govern a c r o s s  t o  ass ign  Case i n  ( 3 9 )  . But 

given our  assumptions about t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of l o c a l  c o n t r o l ,  t h e  

same is t r u e  i n  ( 4 0 ) :  nominative Case can be assigned t o  mol t i  
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t here  too .  The c o n t r a s t  t h e r e f o r e  l i e s  elsewhere.  The main -i 

d i ~ f e r e n c e  between (39)  and ( 4 0 )  i s  t h a t  a 8-role  i s  assigned 

t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  i n  t h e  matr ix  c l ause  i n  ( 4 0 )  , bu t  not  i n  ( 3 9 )  . 
Now mol t i  ti is  i n  a p o s i t i o n  where a 0-role  i s  assigned by in -  - 
t e r v e n i r  i n  both sentences.  I f  w e  cont inue t o  assume t h a t  Case 

assignment and 0-assignment a r e  both mediated by coindexing, 

then i n  ( 4 0 1 ,  coindexing with INFL w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  being assign-  

ed t h e  8-role  of  t h e  s u b j e c t  of spexavano. In  (39 )  , on t h e  o- 

t h e r  hand, no 8-role is  a s s o c i a t e d  with being coindexed with INFL. 

So i f  mol t i  ti is  assigned Case by INFL i n  ( 4 0 ) .  it i s  assigned 

t h e  8-role of t h e  s u b j e c t  of speravano and t h e  8-role  of the 

o b j e c t  of  t h e  e r g a t i v e  verb i n t e r v e n i r :  s o  t h i s  is  ru led  out  

by t h e  8 -c r i t e r ion .  I n  (39)  however, s i n c e  parevano does not  - 
ass ign  a 8-role  t o  i ts s u b j e c t ,  t h e r e  is  no €)-cr i ter ion v i o l a t i o n  

s i n c e  mol t i  t g e t s  only  m e  8- ro le ,  an6 t h e  sentence is  gramma- 
i 

t i c a l .  7,8  

So we have an a n a l y s i s  of t h e  two main p r o p e r t i e s  of Pro 

Drop languages l i k e  I t a l i a n .  A missing s u b j e c t  is  poss ib le  be- 

cause requirements t o  have an EC can be met i n  s u b j e c t  posi-  

t ion :  t h e  property of Case-at-LF allows t h e  EC t o  be " i n v i s i b l e "  

a t  PF, and t h e  requi red  f e a t u r e s  can be assigned a t  L F ,  i n  most 

cases  by t h e  r i c h  ve rba l  i n f l e c t i o n .  Subjec ts  can f r e e l y  ap- 

pear  pos t -verbal ly  because t h e  proper ty  of Case-at-LF allows an 

adjoined NP t o  be Case marked, and it a l s o  allows d i r e c t  Case 

marking of  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of  an e rga t i l r e  verb. 9 
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Consider now t h e  secondary p r o p e r t i e s  of Pro Drop languages. 

( 4 1  ) Empty resumptive pronoun: 
ecco l a  regazza [ (he  m i  domando l c h i  crede [che INp 4 

VP]] j 

( 4 2 )  "Long WH-movement" of t h e  sub je:ct : 
l'uomoi [che m i  domando [ch i  ci vede t 11 - j 

( 4 3 )  Apparent v i o l a t i o n s  of t h e  +the.t-t -- f i l t e r :  
c h i  crede [che - t p a r t i r a l  

The case  of t h e  empty resumptive pronoun a s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  

( 4 1 )  i s  an easy one. I f  I t a l i a n  al lows resumptive pronouns, 

t h e r e  i s  no reason why it would no t  a l low an EC resumptive 

pronoun i n  the s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of  a tensed  c lause  s i n c e  a non- 

l e x i c a l  prunoun is poss ib le  i n  I t a l i a n  because t h a t  language 

has  Pro Drop p roper t i e s .  So although t h e  rtqp 4 i n  ( 4 1  ) cannot 

be t h e  t r a c e  of WH-movement s i n c e  it would v i o l a t e  t h e  Sub- 

jacency e f f e c t s  (whether t h e r e  is an a c t u a l  bounding theory  in- 

corpora t ing  t h e  not ion  of  Sllbjacency o r  i f  we assume t h a t  t h e  

e f f e c t s  of  Subjacency a r e  der ived  a s  w e  have seen i n  3 .3 .3)  , 
t h e r e  can be an EC pronoun i n  t h a t  p o s i t i o n  s ince  I t a l i a n  i s  a 

Pro Drop language, and t h e  pronoun could be a resumptive pro- 

noun. So no s p e c i a l  s ta tement  is  requi red  t o  account for ( 4  1  ) : 

it fol lows from t h e  Pro drop p r o p e r t i e s  of I t a l i a n .  

A s  f o r  t h e  o t h e r  two problems; "long WH-movement" of t h e  

s u b j e c t  and apparent  v i o l a t i o n s  of t h e  + t h a t - t  f i l t , ? r ,  t h e r e  i s  

a s o l u t i o n  t h a t  has  been proposed by Rizz i  ( 1 9 7 9 )  i n  which these  

p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  der ived  from t h e  f ree- invers ion  proper ty  of I t a l i a n  
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(cf .  also t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  i n  Chomsky 1981a) .  Thus one could  

assume t h a t  " long  WH-movement" of  t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  + t h a t - t  

f i l t e r  v i o l a t i o n s  a r e  n o t  p o s s i b l e  i n  languages  l i k e  French and 

Eng l i sh  because t h e y  a r e  ECP v i o l a t i o n s .  So, f o r  example, con- 

s i d e r  t h e  s en t ence  i n  ( 4 4 )  , 

(44) Who do  they t h i n k  [FICOMP r2 t h a t ]  lS$, INFL w i l l  l e a v e  soon]] 

I n  ( 4 4 ) ,  t1 is  n o t  p r o p e r l y  governed s i n c e  INFL i s  sa id  n o t  

p rope r  governor ,  and s i n c e  t h e  t r a c e  cannot  

govern tl e i t h e r ,  because t h e  t h c t  i n  COMP d i s a l l o w s  t h e  p rope r  

c o n f i g u r a t i o n  f o r  government (cf .  o u r  d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h i s  pro- 

p o s a l  i n  3.3.3).  So t h e  s en t ence  is ungrammatical s i n c e  tl does 

n o t  r e s p e c t  t h e  ECP. A similar account  can be  given of " long 

WH-movement" o f  the s u b j e c t  i f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  is as i n  ( 4 5 ) .  

t t h a t ]  (45) *This is t h e  g i r l i  t h a t  I wonder who t h i n k s  [3[COMP -Z 

t could  VP]] [S -1 

J u s t  l l k e  i n  (44) , - t, is a l s o  n o t  p r o p e r l y  governed i n  (45)  . 
Now suppose t h a t  I t a l i a n  observed t h e  ECP j u s t  l i k e  Eng l i sh .  

Rizzi (1979) g i v e s  t h e  fo l lowing  d a t a  as suppor t  f o r  t h i s  hypo- 

t h e s i s  (this t y p e  o f  c o n t r a s t  w a s  f i rs t  no ted  by Kayne f o r  

French pe r sonne ) .  

(46) a. non v o g l i o  che t u  p a r l i  con nessuno 

b. +non v o g l i o  che nessuno venga (where nessuno=wide scope)  
c. v o g l i o  che nessuno venga 

The LF s t r u c t u r e s  of  t h e s e  s en t ences  would be as  i n  ( 4 6 ' ) .  



b. [S n e s ~ u n o [ ~  vogl io  ES t venga 1111 
c -  LS vog l io  [s che LS nessunoLs 5 vengdJ]]  

.. . 
If ECP a p p l i e s  a t  LF, then  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i n  ( 4 6 )  could be 

due t o  ECP s i n c e  t h e  t r a c e  i n  (46'b) i s  no t  proper ly  governed 

s i n c e  INFL is no t  a proper  governor. But Rizz i  observes t h a t  

the meaning of  (46b) can be expressed by (47). 

(47) non vog l io  che venga nessuno 

Here, t h e  t r a c e  of nessuno would not  v i o l a t e  t h e  ECP s i n c e  

it is governed by t h e  verb venga, henee proper ly  governed. 

What t h i s  sugges ts ,  according t o  R izz i ,  is t h a t  t h e  e x t r a c t i o n s  

i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (42) and ( 4 3 )  a r e  no t  v i o l a t i o n s  of  t h e  ECP, bu t  

t h a t  i n  fact t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  t a k e s  place from a post-verbal  po- 

s i t i o n  s i n c e  I t a l i a n ,  being a Pro Drop laqguage, has  t h e  f r e e  

invers ion  of  t h e  s u b j e c t  proper ty .  So t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  of ( 4 2 )  

and ( 4 3 )  would be as i n  (48) and (49) r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  where ti is  
I 

t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  site i n  both cases .  

(48) l ' u o m ~ ~ [ ~  WHi che m i  domando k c h i j I S  e[Vp[Vp vede -3 t .j -1 t.]]]] 

(49) chi i  crede che p a r t i r a ]  +J 

I f  one assumes t h e  not ion  of government of Aoun and Spor- 

t i c h e  t h a t  w e  d iscussed  i n  Chapter 2 ,  then t h e  verb i n  ( 4 8 )  and 

(49) governs t h e  N P  adjoined t o  VP: s o  t h e  NP i s  governed by an 

x', and s o  it i s  properly governed. 

There a r e  problems with t h i s  s o l u t i o n  however. The first 



386 

one is a conceptual problem noted by Chomsky (1981a) .  T h i s  so- 

l u t i o n  r e q u i r e s  two not ions  of c-command: under one not ion of 

c-command, V c-commands t h e  N P  adjoined t o  VP s ince  government 

is requ i red  f o r  t h e  above s o l u t i o n  t o  work; bu t  under a second 

not ion  of  c-command, t h e  V must no t  c-command t h e  N P  adjoined 

t o  VP s i n c e  - n e - c l i t i c i z a t i o n  is  no t  poss ib le  from t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  

as w e  see  i n  t h e  c o n t r a s t  betweerr (50) and ( 5 1 )  ( c f .  ( 2 6 )  and 

( 2 7 )  above),  where - n e - c l i t i c i z a t i o n  i s  only poss ib le  from the  

NP i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of an e r g a t i v e  verb,  but  no t  from an 

NP adjoined t o  VP. 

There are a l s o  empi r i ca l  problems with R i z z i ' s  so lu t ion .  

This  s o l u t i o n  predic ts  t h a t  " long WH-movement" of t h e  sub jec t  and 

t h e  + tha t - t  v i o l a t i o n s  w i l l  only be poss ib le  i n  sentences where 

f r e e  inver s ion  has  taken p lace ,  a s  i n  ( 4 8 )  and ( 4 9 )  . But t h e r e  

are two sets of  f a c t s  t h a t  show t h a t  t h i s  is  wrong. 

The f i r s t  counterexample comes from Braz i l i an  Portuguese 

and is  presented  i n  Chao ( 1 9 8 1 ) .  Chao shows t h a t  Portuguese 

allowa both n u l l  s u b j e c t s  and * tha t - t  f i l t e r  v i o l a t i o n s  f r e e l y ,  

bu t  t h a t  t h e r e  is  no f r e e  invers ion  of t h e  s u b j e c t  i n  tensed 

embedded sentences i n  non-contrast ive readings.  This  i s  i . l l u -  

s t r a t e d  i n  ( 5 2 ) .  

( 5 2 )  a .  missing sub jec t :  eles/Q1 sa i ram(  Ithey) l e f t .  ) 



b. t h a t - t :  A s  pessoas que Joao d i s s e  rH que t haviarn - 
sa ido  . . .] 

(The people t h a t  Joao s a i d  i3 t h a t  - t had l e f t ]  

c .  f r e e  invers ion:  *sairam e l e s  ( l e f t  they)  

Whatever t h e  reason why Portuguese does not  allow f r e e  sub- 

ject inversion"), t h e  d a t a  i n  ( 5 2 )  show t h a t  t h e  explanat ion  f o r  

t h e  apparent  v i o l a t i o n s  of t h e  ECP i n  t h i s  Pro Drop language can- 

not  be t h a t  t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  t a k e s  p lace  from a post-verbal  posi-  

t i o n  where t h e  NP would be governed by t h e  verb,  a s  suggested 

by Rizz i  (1979).  

The second counterexample t o  Rizz i  ' s a n a l y s i s  comes from 

f a c t s  of Spanish t h a t  were brought t o  our  a t t e n t i o n  by Es ther  

Torrego (personal  communication). It seems t h a t ,  although 

Spanish normally allows f r e e  s u b j e c t  invers ion  j u s t  l i k e  I t a -  

l i a n ,  t h i s  inve r s ion  cannot t a k e  p lace  i f  t h e  VP a l s o  conta ins  

( 5 3 )  a. Juan d i c e  que Maria es muy a l e g r e .  

b.  +Dice Juan que Maria es muy a l e g r e .  

c. +Dice que Maria es muy a l e g r e  Juan. 

An explanat ion  f o r  t h i s  could be given along the  l i n e s  of 

Stowell  (1991a) who claims t h a t  an 3 complement must be moved 

a u t  of t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  and adjoined t o  t h e  VP s ince  the  

must .lot be assigned Case by v i r t u e  of  h i s  Case-resis tance p r i n -  

c i p l e .  Assuming an a n a l y s i s  of t h i s  type f o r  complements, 

t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  sentence a f t e r  movement of t h e  complement 

is a s  i n  ( 5 4 ) .  



The reason why t h e  s u b j e c t  MF cannot be inver t ed  could be 

then a t t r i b u t e d  t o  some r e s t r i c t i d n  on IrP adjunct ion which would 

preclude double adjunct ion  t o  t h e  same VP. Whatever t h e  exac t  

explanat ion ,  t h e  important f a c t  i s  t h a t  Zree Inversion i s  not  

p o s s i b l e  i n  cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  (54)  i n  Spanish. The c r u c i a l  

f a c t  f o r  t h e  ques t ion  a t  hand is t h a t ,  although free invers ion  

is n o t  poss ib le  i n  ( 5 4 1 ,  e x t r a c t i o n  of t h e  s u b j e c t  i n  con tex t s  

where t h e  ECP is  v i o l a t e d  a r e  s k i l l  poss ib le ,  a s  we see  i n  (55) . 
( 5 5 )  Quieni c r e i a  Juan LH que [S ti d i c e  Ly que Maria e s  muy 

a legre]  ]] 

So again ,  an a n a l y s i s  of t h e  secondary p r o p e r t i e s  of Pro 

Drop languages which d e r i v e s  t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  from t h e  f r e e  in- 

vers ion  proper ty  seems t o  f a i l .  

Note that, given our  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  ECP e f f e c t s  a s  w e  de- 

r ived  them i n  Chapter 3, it should make no d i f f e r e n c e  whether 

t h e  NP is  pre- o r  post-verbal.  Even i f  one reso lves  t h e  pro- 

blem of  t h e  need o f  two not ions  of  c-command pointed out  above, 

it s t i l l  should make no d i f fexence  whether t h e  verb governs t h e  

NP adjoined t o  VP according t o  our  a n a l y s i s  of long d i s t ance  de- 

pendencies i n  3.3.3. Recal l  t h a t  WH-movement i s  poss ib le  e i t h e r  

i f  t h e  WH-phrase ( o r  i ts t r a c e  i n  C O W  f o r  s u b j e c t s  i n  c e r t a i n  

c a s e s )  governs t h e  t r a c e  d i r e c t l y  i n  t h e  S ,  o r  i f  t h e  t r a c e  i n  

t h e  sentence can be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  WH-phrase by means of an in- 

dex-chain, But index-chains a r e  poss ib le  only f o r  elements t h a t  



e n t e r  an ind=x i n  t h e  V-grid, i . e .  i n t e r n a l  arguments, o r  f o r  

a s s o c i a t e  p r e d i c a t e s  which have t h e i r  index  inco rpo ra t ed  i n  

t h e  index o f  a complex p r e d i c a t e .  T h i s  means t h a t  a s u b j e c t ,  

whether it is  pre- o r  pos t -verba l  w i l l  never  e n t e r  i n  a c  index- 

cha in  s i n c e  it i s  an e x t e r n a l  argument. So accord ing  t o  our  

a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  WH-phrase i n  (56)  cou ld  never  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  

trace wi th  t h e  u s u a l  p r o p e r t i e s  of  long  d i s t a n c e  dependencies.  

(56) a .  [g u ~ [ ~  ...[z ... [3 che rS - t VP 33111 

I f  free i n v e r s i o n  of t h e  s u b j e c t  i s  n o t  t h e  s x p l a n a t i o n  

f o r  t h e  apparen t  v i o l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  u s u a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  on e x t r a c -  

t i o n  from t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  s i n c e  e x t r a c t i o n  can t a k e  p l a c e  

even i n  c o n t e x t s  where f r e e  i n v e r s i o n  is  n o t  p o s s i b l e ,  t hen  

what is  t h e  e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  f a c t s  g iven  i n  ( 4 2 )  and ( 4 3 ) ?  

The answer is t h a t  t h e  e x p l a n a t i o n  i s  t h e  same as f o r  t h e  f a c t s  

i l l u s t r a t e d  by ( 4 1 ) :  t h e  resumptive  pronoun s t r a t e g y .  What one 

can assume is t h a t  t h e r e  is an empty resumptive pronoun i n  t h e  

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  t o  which t h e  WH-phrase i s  r e l a t e d  i n  LF. T h i s  

would account  f o r  t h e  " long WH-movement" of t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  

apparen t  v i o l a t i o n s  of t h e  W h a t - t  f i l t e r :  t h e r e  would be no 

v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  a s u a l  p r o p e r t i e s  of long d i s t a n c e  dependencies 

because t h e  WH-phrase and t h e  ~ , ~ j e c t  p o s i t i o n  a r e  n o t  r e l a t e d  

by means of  an index-chain b u t  by t h e  resurnptive pronoun s t r a t e -  

gy. T h i s  a l s o  g e t s  some i n d i r e c t  suppor t  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the  

sen t ences  analogous t o  t h e  I t a l i a n  ( 4 2 )  and ( 4 3 )  i n  non-Pro 



Drop languages l i k e  French and English a r e  acceptable  with a re-  

sumptive pronoun. 11 

(57) a .  This  is t h e  g i r l  t h a t  I wonder who t h i n k s  t h a t  she - 
w i l l  come. 

b. C 1 e s t  l a  f i l l e  que j e  me demande b ien  q u i  p o u r r a i t  
c r o i r e  q u l e l l e  f e r a i t  une chose p a r e i l l e  . 

(58) a.  Which man do you th ink  t h a t  - he w i l l  come? 

b. Q u e l l e  f i l l e  es t -ce  q u l i l s  pensent q u l e l l e  va v e n i r ?  

The resumptive pronoun s t r a t e q y  t h e r e f o r e  accounts i n  a 

n a t u r a l  way f o r  t h e  apparent  v i o l a t i o n s  of t h e  usual  c o n s t r a i n t s  

on long d i s t a n c e  dependencies without  running i n t o  t h e  problem 

of t h e  double not ion  of c-conunand o r  t h e  empi r i ca l  problems found 

i n  Portuguese and Spanish. There is  one problem t h a t  remains 

however, and t h a t  i s  t h a t  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  cannot account f o r  t h e  

nessuno f a c t s  presented i n  ( 4 6 )  and ( 4 7 )  abo-re and repeated here  

a s  (59). 

(59) a. non vogl io  che t u  p a r l i  con nessuno 

b. *non vogl io  che nessuno venga 

c .  vog l io  che nessuno venga 

d. non vogl io  che venga nessuno 

The resumptive pronoun s t r a t e g y  obviously cannot be c a l l e d  

upon t o  exp la in  t h e s e  f a c t s .  But note  t h a t  t h e  embedded sentences 

i n  (59) a r e  a l l  subjunct ives ,  and t h e  same is  t r u e  of t h e  French 

equ iva len t s  t h a t  Kayne has  discussed.  1 2  

( 6 0 )  a. ?Je n l a i  exig& q u l i l s  a r r e t e n t  personne. 

b.  *Je n ' a i  exigh que personne s o i t  a r r s t h .  

c .  J 1 a i  ex ige  que personne ne s o i t  a r r e t h .  
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It seems t h a t  t h e  importance of  t h e  s u b j u n c t i v e  i n  t h e s e  

s en t ences  has  been over looked and t h a t  it i s  c r u c i a l .  Accord- 

i n g  t o  P i c a l l o  (1982) ,  t h i s  i s  a c e n t r a l  p rope r ty  o f  t h e s e  sen- 

t e n c e s  and t h e  facts are q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  wi th  i n d i c a t i v e  sen- 

t e n c e s  as w e  s a w  i n  3 . 4 .  So t h e  phenomenon i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (59)- 

(60)  seems t o  be of  a d i f f e r e n t  n a t u r e  t h a n  t h e  one t h a t  w e  ana- 

l y sed  as d e r i v i n g  from t h e  resumptive pronoun s t r a t e g y .  So, pen- 

d ing  a b e t t e r  unders tanding  of  what i s  going on i n  s en t ences  

l i k e  t h o s e  i n  (59) and ( 6 3 ) ,  one should n o t  ho ld  t h e s e  a g a i n s t  

t h e  resumptive pronoun-s t ra tegy a n a l y s i s .  

Summarizing what w e  have s s e n  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  t h e  proper-  

t ies  o f  c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l  P ro  Drop languages  can be d e r i v e d  i n  

t h e  p r e s e n t  approach t o  E C s  i f  w e  assume t h a t  t h e s e  languages 

have t h e  m e a t - L F  p r o p e r t y ,  which is ob ta ined  by de l ay ing  un- 

til LF p e r c o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  Case-ass igning f e a t u r e s  from V t o  VP. 

So t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  does  n o t  have Case, and i f  no o t h e r  

f e a t u r e  t h a t  t r i g g e r s  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  has  been i n s e r t e d  when w e  

reach PF, t h e n  t h e  NP can be  an EC. I f  w s  assume t h a t  F - f ea tu re s  

a r e  a s s igned  t o  t h i s  NP a t  LF by t h e  r i c h  v e r b a l  i n f l e c t i o n ,  

t hen  t h e  EC can be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a d e f i n i t e  pronoun: t h u s  we 

d e r i v e  t h e  "miss ing s u b j e c t "  p r o p e r t y  o f  P ro  Drop languages.  

The p r o p e r t y  o f  f r e e  i n v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  is  de r ived  from 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  d e l a y i n g  t h e  p e r c o l a t i o n  of  t h e  Case-ass igning 

f e a t u r e s  from V t o  VP a l lows  nominative Case t o  be ass igned  t o  

a VP-adjoined NP o r  t o  an NP i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of an e rga-  
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t i v e  verb,  t h i s  being done without  t h e  need t o  have recourse t o  

two not ions  of c-command t o  account f o r  t h e  - n e - c l i t i c i z a t i o n  

f a c t s .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  t h r e e  o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  of conf igura t iona l  

P s a  Drop languages,  empty resumptive pronouns, "long WH-move- 

ment" of t h e  s u b j e c t ,  and apparent  v i o l a t i o n s  of t h e  * tha t - t  

f i l t e r  w e r e  seen t o  f a l l  under t h e  resunptive pronoun s t r a t e g y ,  

s o  t h a t  EC pronouns a r e  p resen t  i n  t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s ,  not  t r a c e s .  

That t h e s e  t h r e e  p r o p e r t i e s  could not  be der ived from t h e  f r e e  

invers ion  proper ty  a s  proposed by Rizz i  (1979) was evidenced by 

t h e  f a c t s  of  Portuguese and Spanish where e x t r a c t i o n  i s  poss ib le  

even when invers ion  i s  not  poss ib le .  

4 . 3  Pro Drop i n  non-configurat ional  languages. 

W e  w i l l  t ake  Japanese a s  a case-example of Pro Drop i n  non- 

conf igura t iona l  languages. I n  Japanese,  P r e  Drop i s  poss ib le  

even though F-features  a r e  no t  recoverable  from t h e  i n f l e c t i o n  

on t h e  verb s i n c e  t h i s  i n f l e c t i o n  is  very poor. Furthermore, 

it seems t h a t  it is  a very genera l  proper ty  of non-configura- 

t i o n a l  languages t h a t  they  can have missing s u b j e c t s  r ega rd less  

of t h e  r ichness  of INFL. So it is  most l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  missing 

s u b j e c t  is allowed by an i n t r i n s i c  proper ty  of non-configuration- 

a 1  languages. Let  u s  look t h e r e f o r e  a t  what we mean when we say 

t h a t  a  language i s  non-configurat ional .  

Japanese has a  f l a t  s t r u c t u r e  a s  i n  ( 6 1 ) .  

(61) NP1 NP2 tabe]  where s=PaX 

The s t r o n g e s t  c laim t o  make about t h e  lexicon of Japanese 



i s  t h a t  it is e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same as t h a t  of  Engl i sh  i n  r e s p e c t s  

t h a t  concern u s  h e r e .  So f o r  example, t h e  verb  t a b e  i n  ( 6  1 ) 

t a k e s  an N P  complement: it a s s i g n s  t h e  0-role of  p a t i e n t  o r  theme 

t o  i t ,  and it forms wi th  it a  VP t h a t  a s s i g n s  t h e  0-role of agent  

t o  t h e  s u b j e c t .  However, s i n c e  Japanese  has  a  f l a t  s t r u c t u r e ,  

any of  t h e  two NPs i n  (61) can be  forming a VP with  t h e  V: any 

one o f  t h e s e  NPs can be t h e  o b j e c t  of  t h e  V ,  and t h e r e  is  no ap- 

p a r e n t  evidence f o r  a VP s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h e  S - s t r u c t u r e  of  Japan- 

ese. To account  for t h i s ,  Chomsky (1981a) proposes  t h a t  gramma- 

t i c a l  f u n c t i o n s  aze n o t  t o  be  r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  D- and S - s t r u c t u r e s  

i n  Japanese  i n  terms o f  t h e  formal s t r u c t u r e s .  I n s t e a d ,  Chomsky 

sugges t s  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  a s s igned  randomly t o  D-s t ruc tures  and by 

t h e  r u l e  " A s s u m e  GI?" t o  S - s t r u c t u r e s ,  t h i s  r u l e  r e p l a c i n g  move a 

i n  non-conf igura t iona l  languages.  Thus f o r  him, D- and S-s t ruc-  

t u r e s  i n  languages l i k e  Japanese  are p a i r s  (g,g) , where - a i s  

a formal  s y n t a c t i c  s t r u c t u r e ,  and B is a  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  as-  

s o c i a t e d  GFs. For  languages l i k e  Eng l i sh ,  - f3 i s  de r ived  from g 

by a b s t r a c t i o n  from o r d e r ,  etc. For  Japanese ,  g i s  a  f l a t  s t r u c -  

t u r e  w i th  no VP formed by t h e  r u l e  + W* X ,  and - B is  e s s e n t i -  

a l l y  t h e  same a s . ' t h e  cor responding  e lement  i n  Engl i sh .  So a l -  

though Japanese  does n o t  have a VP i n  t h e  - f3 s t r u c t u r e ,  it does 

have one i n  t h e  - a s t r u c t u r e ,  W e  can schematize t h i s  p roposa l  



Surface  s t r u c t u r e  i s  formed on t h e  2 s t r u e t u r e ,  whereas 

LF s t r u c t u r e  comes from t h e  - f3 s t r u c t u r e .  There i s  a  problem 

wi th  ( 6 2 )  however: i f  w e  assume a s  i n  Chomsky (1981a) t h a t  
13 Phrase  S t r u c t u r e  Rules a r e  i n  fact d e r i v a b l e  from t h e  l ex i con  , 

and t h a t  a l l  t h a t  i s  needed i n  t h e  base  b e s i d e s  t h e  l ex i con  i s  

a  gene ra l  % schema, t hen  w e  see t h a t  t h e  - B s t r u c t u r e s  can be 

de r ived  from t h e  l e x i c o n ,  b u t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  is:  where do t h e  g 

s t r u c t u r e s  come from? What i s  - X i n  (62)  3 T h i s  - X cannot be t h e  

l ex i con  s i n c e  i n  (61) f o r  example, one o f  t h e  NPs i s  t h e  s u b j e c t  

of  - t a b e ,  hence n o t  a complement o f  t h e  V; t h i s  means t h a t  - X i s  

a set o f  Phrase  S t r u c t u r e  Rules.  

W e  can s o l v e  t h i s  problem i n  t h e  fo l lowing  way: suppose 

t h a t  t h e  basic d i f f e r e n c e  between c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l  and non-con- 

f i g u r a t i o n a l  languages  i s  n o t  whether GFs are expressed  i n  some 

s t r u c t u r e  o r  n o t ,  b u t  whether t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i s  ambiguous o r  n o t .  

For  example, t h e  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  (6 1 )  would be  ( 6 3 )  . 

I n  ( 6 3 ) ,  t h e  two NPs are governed by V and a l s o  by INFL,  

s o  t h a t  e i t h e r  N P  can be  t h e  s u b j e c t  o r  t h e  o b j e c t :  both  GFs are 

p o t e n t i a l l y  exp res sed  h e r e ,  t h e  o b j e c t  be ing  governed by t h e  V ,  

and t h e  s u b j e c t  be ing  coindexed wi th  t h e  governing INFL. So t h e  

P r o j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  i s  r e s p e c t e d ,  b u t  it is j u s t  n o t  known what 

s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  t o  be f a c t o r e d  o u t  o f  (63)  . I t  i s  necessary  t h a t  

t h e  s t r u c t u r e  be disambiguated a t  some l e v e l .  
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There a r e  vary ing  degrees  i n  which a language can be am- 

b iguous ly  s t r u c t u r e d ,  i .e .  non-conf igura t iona l .  For  example, 

the d i f f e r e n c e  between Japanese  and a language l i k e  W a r l p i r i ,  

which h a s  even " f l a t t e r "  s t r u c t u r e ,  would be t h e  fo l lowing:  

i n  W a r l p i r i ,  even t h e  e lements  i n  NPs can be "scrambled" among 

o t h e r  e lements  i n  t h e  s en t ence ,  and t h i s  i s  s o  because i n  Warl- 

p i r i ,  t h e  - X dominating the s t r u c t u r ~  can be used t o  govern by 

any l e x i c a l  head,  t h u s  making t h e  s t r u c t u r e  w i l d l y  ambiguous as  

i n  ( 6 4 )  f o r  example. 14 

( 6 4 )  

N1 vDET v A.DJ DET 

So f o r  example, any N i n  ( 6 4 )  can go and p ick  an IbBJ o r  a 

DET under - X. I n  Japanese ,  however, on ly  one l e x i c a l  head can 

p e r c o l a t e  i t s  f e a t u r e s  t o  - X and use i t  t o  govern o t h e r  e lements  

In  t h e  s t r u c t u r e .  In (63), t h e r e  i s  arxbiguity because t h e  l e x i -  

cal head V+INFL is ambiguous i n  t h e  s ense  t h a t  it c o n t a i n s  t w o  

p o s s i b l e  governo-3. 

T h i s  account  c r u c i a l l y  assumes t h a t  l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  d e t -  

ermines the ca t ego ry  of  t h e  nodes i n  a tree (on t h i s  t o p i c ,  see 

Bouchard 19 79, Fanner 1980, Nash 1980) . Note t h a t  even i n  l an -  

guages t h a t  a l l ow only  one head t o  use  t h e  X i n  ambiguous s t r u c -  

t u r e ,  t h e r e  can be d i f f e r e n c e s .  F o r - . i n s t a n c e ,  w e  have j u s t  

seen t h a t  X=V i n  Japanese ,  s o  t h a t  v e r b a l  con~plements and the 

s u b j e c t  a r e  i n  f r e e  o r d e r .  But a s  observed by  S towe l l  (1981a1, 

a language could  have a and a 7, s o  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  would be 
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lrnder 0, and t h e  VP i n t e r n a l  complements under V. I f  t h e  Case 

system is  r i c h  enough, t h e r e  could  s t i l l  be f r e e  o r d e r  w i t h i n  

t h e  VP, a l thcugh  t h e  s u b j e c t  would have a  f i x e d  p o s i t i o n  under 

7: German would be such a language.  

The way t o  disambiguate  s t r u c t u r e  ( 6 3 )  w i l l  be by Case 

checking.  I n  a  c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l  language,  which is  no t  ambiguous- 

l y  s t r u c t u r e d ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  for C a s e  assignment i s  unambiguous: 

a governor a s s i g n s  Case t o  a governee.  But i n  an ambiguously 

s t r u c t u r e d  language,  t h i s  is n o t  p o s s i b l e :  when t h e r e  is  a  r i c h  

Case system i n  a language,  a l l  t h e  Cases o f  t h e  NPs t h a t  a r e  

subca t ego r i zed  f o r  by t h e  cannot  be a s s igned  Case by t h e  V i f  

adjacency is a c o n d i t i o n  on Case assignment as proposed i n  Sto- 

w e l l  (1981 a) , f o r  example. S ince  t h e  V cannot  be r e s p o n s i b l e  

f o r  a l l  t h e s e  Cases, t h e  V w i l l  s ubca t ego r i ze  f o r  an N P  t h a t  i s  

i n t r i n s i c a l l y  marked f o r  a s p e c i f i c  Case. So c o n t r a r y  t o  a 

non-ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  language,  where Case can be a s s igned  

unambiguously by a governor  t o  a governee,  i n  an ambiguously 

S t r u c t u r e d  language,  t h e  governee must Assume  Case and check it 

w i t h  a governor.  l 5  T h i s  i s  c r u c i a l  f o r  t h e  disambiguat ion of 

t h e  s t r u c t u r e :  Case is  assumed by an N P ,  and then  t h e  Case i s  

matched up i n  a @-grid .  T h i s  aga in  s u p p o r t s  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  g r i d s  

have Case s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  as w e  sugges ted  i n  ( 1 1 )  above. By 

t h e  above d i s c u s s i o n ,  w e  do n o t  want t o '  imply t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a 

d i f f e r e n c e  between Case a s s i g n i n g  and Case checking: what w e  

r e a l l y  want t o  e x p r e s s  is t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a d i r e c t i o n a l i t y  i n  t h e  
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up: i n  a non-ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  language l i k e  English,  t h e  

d i r e c t i o n  i s  from governor t o  governee, whereas i n  an ambiguous- 

l y  s t r u c t u r e d  language l i k e  Japanese,  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  is  from 

governee t o  governor. 

So Case must be assumed by t h e  NP i n  ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  

languages, but  t h e r e  i s  no need t o  spec i fy  a t  which l e v e l  t h e  

opera t ion  Assume Case t a k e s  place:  the  only requirement i s  t h a t  

it must have some e f f e c t  a t  least  a t  LF s o  t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  

can be disambiguated f o r  proper  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Assume Case 

could no t  apply only a t  PF however, s i n c e  t h i s  would not  disam- 

b iguate  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  where it is  r e l e v a n t  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  16 

To see how A s s u m e  Case func t ions ,  cons ider  the  case  of t h e  

pass ive  d e r i v a t i o n  of a sentence with t h e  verb a t a e  ( ' a w a r d ' ) .  

(65 )  a .  ES NP NP N P  atae] 

b. NB NP atae-rare]  

Let us assume t h a t  pass ive  morphology absorbs Case ( c f .  

Chomsky 1981a, and Marantz 1981). Since t h e  pass ive  morphology 

does no t  change t h e  p red ica te  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  verb,  a t a e  w i l l  

s t i l l  have two o b j e c t s .  But s i n c e  one of t h e  o b j e c t s  cannot 

have a C a s e  r e l a t i o n  with t h e  V anymore, t h e  passive morphology 

having absorbed one of t h e s e  Cases,  t h a t  o b j e c t  w i l l  g e t  i ts  

Case checked by INFL. This  means t h a t  no 9-role can now be as- 

signed t o  t h e  sub jec t  o r  t h a t  NP would g e t  both t h e  0-role of 

t h e  o b j e c t  and t h e  one of t h e  s u b j e c t .  
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So i n  (65b) ,  bo th  NPs have a unique G F  a l l  a long  ( t h e r e  

i s  no r u l e  o f  A s s u m e  G F ) ,  b u t  one of  them cannot  g e t  i t s  regu- 

l a r  Case because of  t h e  p i s s i v e  morphology, s o  it w i l l  assume 

nominative Case and check it wi th  INFL. 

So ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  languages  have t h e  fo l lowing  

p r o p e r t i e s ,  some of  them t o  a va ry ing  degree  ( c f .  Hale 1981) .  

(66) ( 1) Free  word o r d e r  

(2)  DFscontinuous e x p r e s s i o n s  

(3 )  N o  movement t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  

( 4 )  Rich C a s e  systems 

(5)  No p l e o n a s t i c  NPs l i k e  it, t h e r e ,  - il 

(6)  Free  pronoun drop  

(1)  Free  word o r d e r  is p o s s i b l e  s i n c e  ambiguously s t ruekured  

languages allow some r e l a t i o n s  t o  be e s t a b l i s h e d  where t h i s  is 

n o t  p o s s i b l e  i n  a non-ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  language: f o r  ex- 

ample, i n  ( 6 3 ) ,  V can govern NP. nl: NP2. ( 2 )  I f  t h e  language 
I 

is  more r a d i c a l l y  ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  l i k e  W a r l p i r i  as i n  

( 6 4 )  , t hen  d i scon t inuous  exp res s ions  are p o s s i b l e ,  s o  t h a t  N1 

o r  N2 can be r e l a t e d  t o  ADJ, ahd/or  DETl o r  DETZ i n  (64)  . ( 3 )  

N o  movement r u l e s  are neces sa ry  s i n c e  a l l  t h e  proper  r e l a t i o n s  

and C a s e  markings can be done wi thou t  movement: it would make 

no sense  t o  s ay  t h a t  an N P  is r e l a t e d  t o  a t r a c e  t o  g e t  a €)-role 

from a ve rb  f o r  example, s i n c e  t h e  NP can be governed by t h e  V 

wi thout  moving anyhow. ( 4 )  A r i c h  C a s e  system is necessary  t o  

disambiguate  t h e  s t r u c t u r e ,  and fur thermore ,  assuming S t o w e l l ' s  

(1981a) i d e a  t h a t  t h e r e  is  an adjacency c o n d i t i o n  on Case a s s ign -  
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ment, t h e  N P  must A s s u m e  Case s i n c e  t h e  V cannot  be r e s p o n s i b l e  

f o r  a l l  t h e  Cases ass igned .  The p r e s e n t  approach t o  non-confi- 

q u r a t i o n a l  languages  a l s o  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  w i l d l y  ambiguous l an -  

guages l i k e  W a r l p i r i ,  where s t r u c t u r e s  l i k e  ( 6 4 )  are p o s s i b l e ,  

w i l l  have on t h e  whole a r i c h  morphological  system s i n c e  d i s -  

cont inuous e x p r e s s i o n s  w i l l  have t o  be  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  some way 

(by agreement, etc.  ) . (5 )  There w i l l  be  no p l e o n a s t i c  e lements  

l i k e  - it, t h e r e ,  - il i n  such languages:  i f  w e  assume t h a t  t h e s e  

e lements  are p l a c e  f i l l e r s  where Case is  a s s igned ,  t hey  a r e  no t  

p r e s e n t  i n  such languages  s i n c e  Case is  assumed by NPs, no t  

a s s igned  by governors .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e s e  languages have p rope r ty  

(6): f r e e  pronoun drop.  L e t  us now c o n s i d e r  why t h i s  is so .  

I f  t h e s e  languages  have f r e e  Pro  Drop, t h a t  means t h a t  t hey  

can f r e e l y  have ECs  i n s t e a d  of l e x i c a l  NPs. T h i s  means, g iven 

o u r  assumptions,  t h a t  t h e s e  languages a l l ow f o r  C a s e  no t  t o  be 

ass igned  t o  NPs. We have seen above t h a t  a c r u c i a l  p rope r ty  of 

ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  languages  is  t h a t  t h e y  have t h e  r u l e  As- 

sume Case f o r  t h e i r  NPs. Assume Case must app ly  t o  disambiguate  

t h e  s t r u c t u r e .  I t  need n o t  app ly  till LF however: assuming Case 

on ly  a t  LF would be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  disambiguate  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  for 

proper  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  W e  cou ld  s t i l l  assume t h a t  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  

p r i n c i p l e  is re spec t ed  a l l  along: so f o r  example, i f  i n  ( 6 3 )  

NP,  must be governed by t h e  V because it  is  t h e  o b j e c t  of  t h e  

V ,  it w i l l  be  a l l  a long ,  g iven t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  ( 6 3 )  . So suppose 

t h a t  Assume C a s e  a p p l i e s  on ly  a t  LF f o r  some NP*. T h i s  means 

t h a t  t h i s  NP4 h a s  no Case b e f o r e  LF,  hence no Case a t  PF. If 
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no o t h e r  f e a t u r e  r e l e v a n t  f o r  L e x i c a l i z a t i o n  is  a s s igned  t o  t h a t  

NP*, t h e n  it can be an EC as f a r  a s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Lex ica l i za -  

t i o n  is  concerned.  I n  o r d e r  f o r  N P *  t o  be  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  d'de- 

f i n i t e  pronoun however, it must have an R-index and F - f ea tu re s  

on t h e  LF side o f  t h e  grammar. W e  can assume t h a t  t h e  R-index 

is  provided t o  NP* by free indexing  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e .  What about 

t h e  F- fea tures?  Suppose t h a t  t h e  r u l e  Assume C a s e  i s  more ge- 

n e r a l  t han  w e  thought  and t h a t  it g e n e r a l i z e s  t o  A s s u m e  Fea tu re .  

W e  have j u s t  seen  t h a t  t h i s  r u l e  could  apply a t  LF only:  a p p l i -  

c a t i o n  a t  t h i s  "late" l e v e l  would be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  disambiguate  

t h e  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  p rope r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I f  Assume Fea tu re  

does apply  on ly  a t  LF, and if it can spec i@y a l l  t h e  F - f ea tu re s  

r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  NP+ as a d e f i n i t e  pro- 

noun, t hen  NP#i does  n o t  have t o  s u r f a c e  i n  P F , . r e g a r d l e s s  of t h e  

r i c h n e s s  of INFL on t h e  verb.  Moreover, t h i s  p r e d i z t s  t h a t  it 

i s  n o t  on ly  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  NP can be "missing" i n  

ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  languages ,  b u t  t h a t  a sen tence  l i k e  (67) 

should  be  p o s s i b l e ,  where a l l  t h r e e  NPs are i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  de- 

f i n i t e  pronouns. 

- 
el atae (67)  LNP 21 [NP 21 rNP - 

Thi s  p r e d i c t i o n  is  borne ou t :  t h i s  s en t ence  can be i n t e r -  

p r e t e d  as i n  ( 6 8 ) .  

(68)  He/she awarded it t o  her/him. 

Furthermore,  it has  been no ted  t h a t  Pro Drop is  p o s s i b l e  

i n  a l l  ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  languages ,  and t h a t  it is n o t  re- 



s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e s e  languages. W e  g ive  

two o t h e r  examples i n  ( 6 9 )  and ( 70)  . 
(69)  a s h k i i  y i z t s ' o s  (Navaho, from P l a t e r o  19 78)  

boy k i s s e d  
(The boy k i s s e d  her/him.) 

(70) k o t u t t u  (Malayalam, from Mohanan 19 81 ) 

gave 
(She/he gave it t o  her/him. ) 

So our  a n a l y s i s  of E C s  a l lows a u n i f i e d  account of these  

f a c t s  and of Pro Drop i n  non-ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  languages 

l i k e  I t a l i a n :  both types of  languages, ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  

o r  n o t ,  can have ECs a s  d e f i n i t e  pronouns because i n  both i n -  

s t ances ,  something al lows Case t o  be assigned i n  such a way 

that it is  not  " v i s i b l e "  a t  PF. Ambiguously s t r u c t u r e d  lan- 

guages can have Pro Drop because of a b a s i c  property of these  

languages, namely t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they  requ i re  a r u l e  of Assume 

Case t o  disambiguate t h e i r  s t r u c t u r e s ,  t h i s  r u l e  genera l i z ing  

t o  Assume  Fea tures .  Given t h i s  b a s i c  proper ty ,  it follows 

from independently motivated p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  ECs  a r e  allowed i n  

a l l  argument p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e s e  languages according t o  our ana- 

l y s i s  of ECs. 



FOOTNOTES : Chapter  4 .  

1 .  Although w e  are sympathe t ic  t o  Ken Hale's wince whenever t h e  

term 'non-conf igura t iona l '  is  used,  and w e  w i l l  show below t h a t  

t h e  term is i n a p p r o p r i a t e ,  w e  w i l l  con t inue  t o  use  it f o r  expo- 

s i t o r y  purposes  s i n c e  it u n f o r t u n a t e l y  has  been around f o r  a 

wh i l e  . 
2 .  The o t h e r  b a s i c  way of  i d e n t i f y i n g  an EC i s  by free indexing 

a t  S - s t ruc tu re .  W e  w i l l  see i n  Chapter  5 t h a t  t h e  use of  govern- 

ment f o r  i d e n t i f y i n g  an EC also extenl9s t o  some i n s t a n c e s  of  PRO, 

t h e  o t h e r  i n s t a n c e s  of  t h e  EC i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  o f  an i n f i n i -  

t i v e  c l a u s e  be ing  i d e n t i f i e d  by free indexing  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e .  

3 .  E s t h e r  Torrego (pe r sona l  communication) p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  w e  

might account  f o r  the f a c t  t h a t  emphatic pronouns must be l e x i c a l  

by assuming t h a t  the f e a t u r e  [+focus] is v i s i b l e  a t  PF, and hence 

f o r c e s  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n  j u s t  l i k e  t h e  f e a t u r e  [WH] for example. 

Thus t h i s  f e a t u r e  h a s  v i s i b l e  e f f e c t s  i n  PF, i .e .  i n t o n a t i o n a l  

effects, i n  t h e  c o n t r a s t  shown i n  (i) . 
(i) a. John s a w  H I M .  

b .  John saw him. 

Furthermore,  it is w e l l  known t h a t  c l i t i c s  cannot  bear such 

a [+foousl f e a t ~ r e ,  s o  t h a t  a s t r o n g  form pronoun must be substi- 

t u t e d  i n  such cases as i n  (ii) . 
(ii) a. *Jean LES a vus.  

b .  Jean  a vu EUX. 

So assuming t h a t  a f e a t u r e  [+focus] i s  added t o  t h e  empha- 
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t i c  pronoun and t h a t  t h i s  f e a t u r e  is  v i s i b l e  a t  PF s i n c e  it has 

e f f e c t s  as i n  (i) and (ii) , then i n  a Pro D r o ~  language, the  

PF of a sentence with a  [+focus] N P  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of a  

tensed c lause  is a s  i n  (iii) . 

This  N P  cannot be an EC by t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lex ica l i za t ion  s ince  

it bea r s  a  f e a t u r e  v i s i b l e  a t  PF. So it must be l e x i c a l i z e d  as 

i n  t h e  following Spanish example. 

( i v )  a. * N P  v i o  a Jean 
[+focus] 

b.  YO v i o  a  Juan 

4 .  Unless t h e  Case i s  ass igced  t o  a  WH-phrase which subsequent- 

l y  moves t o  COMP, ca r ry ing  t h e  Case along a s  w e  have seen i n  

Chapter 3 .  

5. Rizz i  (1979) proposes t h a t  t h e  binding theory does n o t  ap- 

p l y  when an N P  is bomd from t h e  8-posit ion from which t h a t  NP 

g e t s  i t s  8-role t o  account For t h i s  problem. But note  t h a t  t h e  

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  is no t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  from which t h e  MP g e t s  i t s  

8-role i n  e r g a t i v e  verb cons t ruc t ions .  

6 .  Note t h a t  i f  t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of t h e  s u b j e c t  i n  a  sentence 

depends oc  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t e n s e  must rapge over a  f u l l  p ropos i t ion ,  

a s  w e  have suggested i n  Chapter 1 ,  then (34) f u l f i l l s  t h i s  re- 

quirement even i f  t h e r e  !.s no element a t  a l l  i n  what is t h e  usu- 

s f  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  sentence.  



7. Note t h a t  i n  sentences l i k e  ( i ) ,  John i s  not  assigned two 

8-roles  a s  mol t i  ti is  i n  ( 4 0 ) .  

i John tr ied PRO t o  go1 

John Binds PRO and a s s i g n s  it i t s  R-index and F-features .  - 
PRO is an anaphor and it bears  i t s  own 8-re le ,  j u s t  l i k e  him- 

s e l f  does i n  (ii) . - 
(ii) John shaved himself .  

The d i f f e r e n c e  between (i) and (40) is  t h a t  i n  (40) an NP 

i s  a c t u a l l y  assigned two 0-roles ,  whereas - John and PRO g e t  one 

8-role each i n  (i) . 
8. Burzio (1981) a l s o  no tes  t h e  ungrammaticality of (I) . 

(i) +Parem [S Giovanni leggere molto] 

H e  a t t r i b u t e s  t h i s  t o  the f a c t  t h a t  Giovanni is not  Case- 

governed i n  ( i ) ,  t h i s  not ion  of government being d i f f e r e n t  from 

t h e  one of trace-government i n  h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  l a t t e r  being 

requi red  f o r  traces i n  t h e  same p o s i t i o n ,  a s  i n  (ii). 

(ii) Giovanni pareva leggere  molto] 

Burzio relates t h e  need of two not ions  of government here  

t o  the f a c t  t h a t  I t a l i a n  does n o t  have Exceptional Case Marking 

which would be t h e  case  when only one not ion of government is  

made use of i n  t h e  language; s o  f o r  example, "Case-government" 

would be i d e n t i c a l  t o  "trace-government" i n  English s i n c e  English 

has  ECM. 

(iii) I expect [S John t o  read a l o t 1  

But it seems q u i t e  c e r t a i n  t h a t  ECM is  a marked phenomenon 
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among languages. However, Burz io ' s  a n a l y s l s  would lead  us t o  

be l i eve  t h a t  t h i s  is not  t h e  case  s i n c e  ECM languages make use 

of only one not ion of government, whereas non-ECM languages re- 

q u i r e  ( a t  l e a s t )  two not ions  of government. We w i l l  g ive  al 

a n a l y s i s  i n  Chapter 5 where ECM is  the  marked case. B r i e f l y ,  

t h e  unmarked process  of o b j e c t i v e  Case assignment i s  t o  ass ign  

both Case and a 8-role a t  the  same t ime,  t h i s  again being con- 

s i s t e n t  with t h e  view t h a t  a V-grid i s  a s  i n  ( i v ) .  

( i v )  V: 8 
1 
GF 

I 
Case 

I f  a language has  ECM, it is because it allows a V t o  

a s s ign  C a s e  without  it ass ign ing  a 8-role a t  t h e  same t ime,  i . e .  

it al lows a break i n  t h e  u n i c i t y  of ( i v ) .  Since I t a l i a n  does 

no t  allow such a break,  Case assignment and 8-role assignment 

by a V go together .  Assigning Case t o  Giovanni i n  (i) would 

v i o l a t e  t h i s  u n i c i t y .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i n  ( 3 9 )  , we might 

assume t h a t  nominative Case is  assigned t o  t h e  head of t h e  com- 

plement, namely i n t e r v e n i r ,  which i n  t u r n  as s igns  it t o  mol t i  t .  

So here  t h e  u n i c i t y  requirement is respected.  

9 .  There could be another  poss ib le  way t o  de r ive  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  

by making use of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  INFL has  i n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e  which 

c o n s i s t s  of  an AGR p a r t  and a t e n s e  p a r t ,  a s  i n  (i). 

(i INFL 

A 
AGR t e n s e  

I f  w e  assume t h a t  t e n s e  is  t h e  nominative Case a s s i g n e r ,  



and AGR is t h e  e lement  t h a t  b e a r s  t h e  F - f ea tu re s ,  w e  could say  

t h a t  AGR p e r c o l a t e s  i n  t h e  s y n t a x ,  b u t  t h a t  t e n s e ,  t h e  Case 

a s s i g n e r ,  p e r c o l a t e s  on ly  a t  LF as an o p t i o n  i n  Pro  Drop lan-  

guages. So i n  t h e  syn tax ,  AGR Binds t h e  EC i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  

and t h e  F - f ea tu re s  of  AGR a r e  t hen  borne by t h e  EC a t  LF s i n c e  

Agreement t a k e s  p l a c e  between two coindexed e lements .  We see 

no reason t o  choose between t h i s  s o l u t i o n  and t h e  one given i n  

t h e  t e x t ,  a l though it might t u r n  o u t  under c l o s e r  s c r u t i n y  t h a t  

some e m p i r i c a l  evidence w i l l  f a v o r  one a n a l y s i s  ove r  t h e  o t h e r .  

For  i n s t a n c e ,  Brandi a Cordin (1981) p r e s e n t  an a n a l y s i s  

of  two I t a l i a n  d i a l e c t s ,  T r e n t i n o  (T)  and F i o r e n t i n o  (F) , where 

t h e  fo l lowing  f a c t s  are found. 

l o  S u b j e c t  c l i t i c s  are o b l i g a t o r y  (except  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  s i n g .  

and second p l u r .  i n  T ) ,  - whether t h e r e  i s  a l e x i c a l  N P  o r  n o t  i n  

t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  

I come 

T e  - vegni You come 

E l / l a  ven -- He/she comes 

Vegnim W e  come 

Vegni You come 

I/le ven - -  They come 

(iii) T 

M i  vegno I come 

T i  - te  vegni  YGU come 

Mario ven Mario comes 
Noi vegnim W e  come 

Voi vegni  You come 
L e  p u t e l e  - l e  ven The g i r l s  come 

E' vengo - 
t u  v i e n i  - 
E g / l a  v i ene  - - 
Si v iene  - 
Vu' v e n i t e  - 
E ' / le vengono -- 

10 - e ' vengo 

T e  t u  v i e n i  - 
Mario e' viene  - 
Noi s i  v iene  - 
Voi vu' v e n i t e  - 
Le regazze - l e  vengono 



2O These c l i t i c s  a r e  o b l i g a t o r y  even i n  t h e  second conjunct  i n  

Cases l i k e  ( i v ) ,  con t ra ry  t o  French where they  can drop. 

( i v )  a. E l l e  danse e t  chante .  
b. +La - can ta  e b a l a  (T) 

c .  - L a  can ta  e b a l a  (T)  

d. *La - can ta  e b a l l a  (F) 
e .  L a  - c a n t a  e - l a  b a l l a  (F) 

So as pointed ou t  by Brandi & Cordin, t h e  c l i t i c s  i n  T and 

F seem t o  behave much more l i k e  an agreement form on t h e  verb 

than  l i k e  real c l i t i c s .  This  i s  f u r t h e r  supported by t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h e  f requent  r e s t r i c t i o n s  involving s p e c i f i c i t y ,  d e f i n i t e -  

ness  and animacy found i n  c l i t i c -doub l ing  c o ~ s t r u c t i o n s  ( c f .  

Spanish, Rumanian, Hebrew) a r e  n o t  found i n  T and F. 

3O I n  the eases where a p l e o n a s t i c  p ro  is  proposed i n  t h e  GB 

a n a l y s i s ,  F has  a " n e u t r a l "  c l i t i c .  

(v) a. impersonal verbs: E' - p a r  che Mario - e '  s i a  p a r t i t o .  
(It seems t h a t  Mario l e f t .  1 

b. ex t rapos i t ion :  - E' Sara  meglio anda' v i a  
(It w i l l  be b e t t e r  t o  leave . )  

c .  impersonal passives:  3' C s t a t o  t r o v a t o  una borsa  
(CL ( n e u t r a l )  has  been found a bag. 

d. f r e e  inversion:  6 venuto una regazza 
a ~ ' 6  - venuta una regazza 

(CL has  come a g i r l )  

In T on t h e  o t h e r  h>md, t h e r e  is no c l i t i c  a t  a l l  p resen t  

j.n these  cons t ruc t i ans .  

( v i )  a. (*El)  - par  che e l  Mario e l  s i a  p a r t i  
b .  ( W g )  Sara meio ' n a r  v i a  
c. E s t a  t r o v a  'na borsa  



*L1ei - vegnuda 'na p u t e l a  

I n  both F & T ,  t h e  verb does no t  agree with t h e  inver t ed  

NP i n  f r e e  inver s ion  cons t ruc t ions ,  bu t  r a t h e r  with t h e  c l i t i c  

(assuming t h a t  t h e r e  is a phone t i ca l ly  n u l l  c l i t i c  i n  such ca- 

ses i n  T). 

I n  t h e i r  a n a l y s i s ,  Brandi & Cordin assume t h a t  INFL con- 

s i d t s  of two subpar t s ,  one which expresses  t h e  agreement w i t h  

t h e  s u b j e c t ,  and one which is t h e  Case ass igner .  This  is  exac- 

t l y  a s  we assume i n  (i) above, where AGR agrees  wikh t h e  sub- 

ject, and t e n s e  a s s i g n s  Case. The b a s i c  f a c t s  t o  account f o r  

are the agreement with a l e x i c a l  s u b j e c t  a s  i n  ( v i i ) ,  t h e  m i s s -  

i n g  s u b j e c t  as i n  ( v i i i ) ,  and t h e  dummy pro  a s  i n  f r e e  invers ion  

( v i i )  a. L e  p u t e l e  - le ven (T) 

b. Le regazze & vengono (F) 

( v i i i )  a. - Le ven (T) 

b. - Le vengano (F) 

( i x )  a. Ven le  p u t e l e  (T) 

b. - E g  viene le regazze (F) 

Suppose t h a t  we  assume t h a t  AGR and t e n s e  can pe rco la te  

Separa te ly  as i n  (i) above, and furthermore suppose tfiat AGR must 

Perco la te  i n  t h e  syntax. Then i n  ( v i i ) ,  both AGR and t e n s e  have 

percola ted  i n  t h e  syntax,  s o  nominative Case is assigned by t ense  

and AGR i s  r e a l i z e d  a s  t h e  c l i t i c  - l e  which agrees  w i t h  t h e  lex- 

i c a l  s u b j e c t .  I n  ( v i i i ) ,  AGR has  percola ted  i n  t h e  syntax ,  but  
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t e n s e  p e r c o l a t i o n  is de layed  u n t i l  LF: s o  t h e r e  is  no Case as- 

s igned  t o  t h e  NP i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  PF, s o  it can be an 

EC and t h e  F - f ea tu re s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t h i s  

EC as a d e f i n i t e  pronoun are provided  by AGR which Binds t h e  

EC. F i n a l l y ,  i n  ( i x )  , AGR has  p e r c o l a t e d  i n  t h e  syn tax ,  b u t  

t e n s e  p e r c o l a t i o n  is aga in  de layed  u n t i l  LF: s o  t h e  post -ver-  

b a l  NP c m  get Cast2 as w e  s a w  i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of ( 3 4 )  - ( 3 5 )  . 
What about  AGR i n  such c a s e s ?  W e  cou ld  assume t h a t  AGR, be ing  

i n  some s o r t  s t r a n d e d ,  a g r e e s  w i t h  no th ing :  s o  it is  as s igned  

some unmarked f e a t u r e s  of  t h e  language i n  F,  and it is  as s igned  

no f e a t u r e  a t  a l l  i n  T s i n c e  t h i s  language presumably has  no 

unmarked f e a t u r e s  (no te  t h e  T a l s o  has  some persons  where no 

c l i t i c  i s  p r e s e n t ,  a s  w e  saw i n  (ii) ) . 
So t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between I t a l i a n  on t h e  one hand and F & T 

on t h e  o t h e r  could  be t h a t  INFL always p e r c o l a t e s  as a u n i t  i n  

I t a l i a n ,  b u t  n o t  i n  F a T ,  t h i s  g i v i n g  us  t h e  c o n t r a s t  j u s t  seen .  

10. The reason  might b e ,  f o r  example, t h a t  Por tuguese  does n o t  

allow t h e  base g e n e r a t i o n  o f  VP ad jo ined  NPs. 

11. The a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of t h e  s en t ences  might depend on how 

f r e e l y  a s p e c i f i c  dialect a l l ows  t h e  resumptive pronoun s t r a t e -  

gy, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  case o f  ( 5 8 ) .  The f a c t  t h a t  (58) is n o t  

as e a s i l y  accep ted  as (57)  might have t o  do wi th  t h e  Avoid Pro- 

noun p r i n c i p l e  as i n  ( 2 2 7 ) ,  Chapter  3 ,  s i n c e  bo th  Engl i sh  and 

French have ways t o  have an anaphor ,  i .e. a v a r i a b l e ,  i n  (58) : 

by non- inser t ion  of that, and by t h e  r u l e  of  gue-qui. 
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12. I t  must be s a i d  t h a t  t h e  judgements of a c c e p t a b i l i t y  f o r  

personne and nessuno sentences a r e  very hazy. For many speakers  

wide scope i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  pre-verbal p o s i t i o n  i s  poss ib le .  

13. Except poss ib ly  f o r  t h e  expansion of S. See Stowell  (1981a) 

who develops t h i s  idea  i n  d e t a i l .  

14.  We a r e  oversimplifying here  s i n c e  t h e r e  a r e  some c o n s t r a i n t s  

on AUX which must appear i n  second p o s i t i o n  i n  War lp i r i ,  and 

t h e r e  a r e  a l s o  c o n s t r a i n t s  on i n f i n i t i v a l  complements, e t c .  But 

this i s  n o t  d i r e c t l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  po in t  a t  s t ake .  Cf. Hale 

(1978),  Nash (1980). 

15. This  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  Kayne's ( 1 9 8 1 ~ )  i d e a  of unambiguous pa ths .  

I n  a s t r u c t u r e  l i k e  ( 6 3 )  , i f  V ass igns .  o b j e c t i v e  Case, then it 

can ambiguously as s ign  it t o  NP1 o r  NP2 s i n c e  t h e r e  is  an am- 

biguous path f o r  government. So t h e  NPs w i l l  assume Case ins tead .  

16. The idea  t h a t  a s t r u c t u r e  can be ambiguous i s  not  a s  b i -  

z a r r e  as it might s e e m  a t  f i r s t ,  and t h e r e  a r e  precedents  i n  t h e  

l i t e r a t u r e  which are q u i t e  widely accepted. For example, consi-  

d e r  t h e  case of a l e x i c a l  NP t h a t  g e t s  i t s  Case by Exceptional 

C a s e  Marking as i n  (i) . 
(i) John b e l i e v e s  CS B i l l  t o  have won] 

I n  (i) , B i l l  is  governed by t h e  matr ix  verb be l i eves  t o  g e t  

i t s  Case, it is i n  some sense  governed by t h e  i n f i n i t i v e  VP t o  

g e t  i ts 8-role,  and furthermore,  t h e  whole i n f i n i t i v e  sentence 

is  a l s o  governed by b e l i e v e s  and is thus  assigned a 9-role.  So 

i n  t h e  ECM a n a l y s i s ,  (i) is i n  some sense  3-way ahbiguous s t r u c -  

t u r a l l y .  



CHAPTER 5 :  CONTROL THEORY 

5.1. General  Comments. 

I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  w e  w i l l  look a t  ano the r  t y p e  of  E C ,  

t h e  EC PRO which i s  t h e  s u b j e c t  of i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s .  ' W e  

w i l l  see how t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of an EC i n  such a c o n s t r u c t i o n  

fo l low from t h e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  proposed i n  Chapter  2 .  

There a r e  many ana lyses  of t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  r e c e n t  

l i t e r a t u r e  (Chomsky & Lasnik, 1977; W i l l i a m s ,  1 9  80 ;  Chomsky , 

1980-1981; Kos t e r ,  1981; Manzini 1980-1982; Mohanan, 1981; 

Bresnan, 1982) .  What t h e s e  ana lyses  have i n  common i s  t h a t  

t hey  propose a s p e c i f i c  t heo ry  of c o n t r o l  t o  account f o r  

p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  e lement  i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of  i n f i n i t i v e  

c l a u s e s  (whether t h i s  s u b j e c t  is  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  syn tax  a s  

i n  most of t h e s e  a n a l y s e s ,  o r  whether it is p r e s e n t  only  a t  

some p o s t - s y n t a c t i c  l e v e l  a s  i n  some c a s e s  i n  Bresnan (1982) 

f o r  example).  These t h e o r i e s  of  c o n t r o l  s p e c i f y  t h i n g s  l i k e  

what can be  a c o n t r o l l e r ,  what can be a c s n t r o l l e e ,  which 

N P  is  t h e  c o n t r o l l e r  when t h e r e  a r e  two NPs i n  t h e  ma t r ix  

c l a u s e ,  what v e r b s  are c o n t r o l  vexbs,  and what a r e  t h e i r  

l e x i c a l  p r o p e r t i e s .  I n  some a n a l y s e s ,  some of t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  

a r e  de r ived  by o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s :  f o r  example, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

only  t h e  s u b j e c t  of i n f i n i t i v e s  i s  a p o s s i b l e  c o n t r o l e e  i s  

de r ived  from t h e  f a c t  t h a a c o n t r o l l e e  i s  a pronominal anaphor 

i n  Chomsky (1981a) :  t h i s  then  f o r c e s  it t o  be  ungoverned 

f o r  t h e o r y - i n t e r n a l  reasons  t h a t  w e  have seen i n  Chapter  2 ,  

and on ly  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of an i n f i n i t i v e  c l a u s e  o r  

a gerund i s  ungoverned. These ana lyses  a l s o  vary  i n  t h a t  
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some of them have a uniform t r ea tmen t  of t h e  phenomenon 

(cf. Chomsky, l 9 8 l a ;  Chomsky & Lasnik, 1977; Manzini , 1980) , 

whereas o t h e r s  assume t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  two o r  more s u b t h e o r i e s  

of  c o n t r o l  app ly ing  d i f f e r e n t l y  depending on t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  involved  ( c f .  Wil l iams,  1 9 8 0 ;  Kos t e r ,  1981; 

Bresnan , 1 9  82 )  . 1 

What t h e s e  ana lyses  have i n  common i s  t h a t  t hey  a l l  

propose t h e o r i e s  of c o n t r o l  which a r e  meant t o  d e a l  s p e c i f i c a l l y  

w i t h  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  s u b j e c t s  of i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s .  2 

This  goes a g a i n s t  our  g e n e r a l  approach t o  E C s  where no s t a t e -  

ment of  t h e  grammar should e v e r  r e f e r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  ECs  

o r  t h e i r  p r o p e r t i e s .  I n s t e a d ,  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of PRO,  t h e  

EC s u b j e c t  of  i n f i n i t i v e s ,  should fo l low from g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  

of  t h e  grammar which a r e  a l s o  independent ly  mot ivated f o r  

NPs,  whether l e x i c a l  o r  no t .  

The a n a l y s i s  t h a t  w e  w i l l  adopt  has  p r e c i s e l y  t h i s  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c :  assuming t h a t  t h e r e  is  an EC p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  

syn tax  o f  i n f i n i t i v a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  w e  w i l l  show t h a t  i t s  

p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  p a r a l l e l  t o  some t h a t  have been observed i n  

o t h e r  NPs and t h a t  no s p e c i f i c  s t a t emen t  is  r e q u i r e d  t o  

account f o r  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of PRO. The a n a l y s i s  p r e s e n t s  a 

non-uniform t r e a t m e n t  of t h e  EC i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of 

i n f i n i t i v e  c l a u s e s :  t h u s  t h e r e  js n 6 t  a s i n g l e  e lement  PRO 

w i th  uniform p r o p e r t i e s  a s  i n  t h e  pronominal anaphor a n a l y s i s  

of Chomsky (1981a) f o r  example, b u t  t h e r e  i s  r a t h e r  one EC 

w i th  two d i f f e r e n t  sets of  p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  f u n c t i o n a l l y  

determined.  This  non-uniform t r e a t m e n t  of PRO d i f f e r s  from 
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from t h e  ones p re sen ted  i n  Will iams (1980) , Ros te r  (1981) 

and Bresnan (1982) however i n  t h a t  w e  do no t  propose two o r  

more mechanisms t o  account  f o r  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of PRO,  b u t  

r a t h e r  w e  c l a im  t h a t  PRO f a l l s  i n t o  two a l r e a d y  independent ly  

mot ivated t y p e s  of  NPs. So a l though  w e  agree  t h a t  a l l  E C s  

s u b j e c t  of i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s  do n o t  have t h e  same p r o p e r t i e s ,  

w e  do n o t  make t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  by p o s t u l a t i n g  e x t r a  mechanisms 

i n  t h e  grammar, and t h e  d i v i s i o n  between t h e  two t y p e s  of 

ECs  t h a t  w e  propose does  n o t  always f a l l  i n  t h e  same p l a c e  

t h a t  t h e s e  ana lyses  propose.  

A s  w e  have a l r e a d y  said i n  t h e  course  of p reced ing  

c h a p t e r s ,  w e  c l a im  t h a t  PRO i s  n o t  a pronominal anaphor,  

b u t  r a t h e r  t h a t  it is  e i t h e r  an anaphor o r  a pronominal ,  

w i th  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t o  each  of t h e s e  t ypes  of 

NPs accord ing ly .  So t h e  t heo ry  of c o n t r o l  does  n o t  e x i s t :  

it is d e r i v e d  from t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  account  f o r  t h e  

p r o p e r t i e s  of anaphors and t h o s e  t h a t  account f o r  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  

of  pronominals. I n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  l o c a l l y  c o n t r o l l e d  P R O s  

are Bound anaphors ,  whereas long d i s t a n c e  c o n t r o l l e d  PROs  

and a r b i t r a r y  PROs a r e  pronominals t h a t  f r e e l y  r e f e r .  Reca l l  

Chomsky's (1981a) a t tempc t o  reduce Governing ca t ego ry  t o  

Binding ca t ego ry  d i scussed  i n  2 .3 .  Chomsky concludes  t h a t  

t h i s  is  p o s s i b l e  f o r  a l l  cases excep t  f o r  c a s e s  i nvo lv ing  

PRO, which he ana lyses  a s  a pronominal anaphor. 

(1) (i) John expected (him t o  win) 

(ii) John t r i e d  (PRO t o  win) 

(iii) John knows(how (PRO t o  w i n ) )  



" I n  ( i ) ,  him cannot  be  coindexed wi th  - John o r  ( c o n d i t i o n  B)  

w i l l  be  v i o l a t e d .  But e x a c t l y  t h e  same argument shows t h a t  

PRO cannot be  coindexed w i t h  - John i n  ( i i) ,  (iii), an i n c o r r e c t  

r e s u l t .  Replacement of "b ind ing  ca tegory"  by "governing 

ca tegory"  g i v e s  t h e  c o r r e c t  r e s u l t s ,  i n  t h i s  ca se .  I t  

t h e r e f o r e  appears  t o  be  necessary  t o  i n t r o d u c e  a c r u c i a l  

r e f e r e n c e  t o  government i n  t h e  b ind ing  t h e o r y ,  a s  i n  (951, 

though i t s  e f f e c t s  a r e  so narrow as t o  sugges t  t h a t  an e r r o r  

may be l u r k i n g  somewhere." (Chomsky 1981a, p. 221) 

But i f  PRO i s  e i t h e r  an anaphor o r  a pronominal ,  a s  w e  

c la im,  t hen  t h i s  problem does n o t  a r i s e .  PRO is an anaphor 

i n  (ii), and s o  it i s  Bound by - John. I n  (iii), PRO i s  a 

pronominal t h a t  c o r e f e r s  f r e e l y  w i th  - John: t h i s  is seen  i n  

( 2 ) ,  where PRO i s  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  w i t h  - John i n  ( a )  , b u t  no t  

i n  (b) . 

( 2 )  (a)  John knows (how PRO t o  behave h imse l f )  

(b )  John knows (how PRO t o  behave o n e s e l f )  

S ince  t h e r e  can be no 5 d e l e t i o n  i n  ( 2 )  and (1-iii) 

because COW is f i l l e d ,  John cannot  Bind PRO s i n c e  Binding is  

imposs ib le  a c r o s s  a maximal p r o j e c t i o n ,  s o  PRO i s  no t  an 

anaphor: it is f r e e l y  indexed l i k e  a pronominal.  I n  (i) , 

John and him cannot  be  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  d e l e t i o n :  - - 
hence John - Binds him - i f  t hey  a r e  c o r e f e r e n t i a l ,  and t h i s  i s  

p rosc r ibed  by t h e  subcase  of  t h e  Elsewhere P r i n c i p l e  given 

i n  (2 .227) .  So i f  one does  n o t  cons ide r  PRO t o  be a pronominal 

anaphor ,  b u t  a pronominal or - an anaphor a s  i n  our  a n a l y s i s ,  
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t h e  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  from Governing ca t ego ry  i s  c l o s e  t o  our 

no t ion  of Bound anaphor,  a l though  t h e r e  a r e  some d i f f e r e n c e s  

between t h e  two. 

W e  can compare how t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of P R O  a r e  accounted 

f o r  i n  t h e i r  g e n e r a l  o u t l i n e s  i n  Chomsky (1981a) and i n  t h e  

p r e s e n t  a n a l y s i s  a s  i n  ( 3 ) .  

Chomsky ( 19 81a) P r e s e n t  a n a l y s i s  

-When P ro  may appear :  government and Case 

b ind ing  

-Where PRO must appear : P r o j e c t i o n  idem 

p r i n c i p l e  and 

Case 

-How PRO g e t s  r e f e r e n c e :  c o n t r o l  t heo ry  Binding o r  

co re fe rence  

Under ou r  a n a l y s i s ,  a PRO can appear  under t h e  g e n e r a l  

c o n d i t i o n  which governs t h e  appearance of any EC: it must 

have no @ - f e a t u r e s  - a t  PF, hence it must be i n  a  non-Case 

marked p o s i t i o n .  A PRO must appear  i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

of an  i n f i n i t i v e  c l a u s e  i f  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e  f o r c e s  

t h e  presence  of an NP, and i f  t h e  NP cannot  be l e x i c a l  s i n c e  

Case i s  n o t  ass igned .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  anaphor PRO g e t s  i ts  

r e f e r e n c e  from t h e  an t eceden t  t h a t  Binds it, and t h e  

pronominal PRO c o r e f e r s  f r e e l y ,  t h e s e  ways of  g e t t i n g  an 

R-index be ing  independent ly  mot ivated.  W e  w i l l  see t h e  d e t a i l s  

of how t h e s e  components account  f o r  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of PRO 

by p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of PROS. 



5.2. PRO as an anaphor. 

I f  PRO i s  an anaphor i n  a c e r t a i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  then it 

should  e x h i b i t  t h e  f o u r  p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  anaphors u s u a l l y  

have: t h e  antecedent-anaphor r e l a t i o n  i s  o b l i g a t o r y ,  it is  

unique,  it i s  l o c a l ,  and it has  s p e c i f i c  s t r u c t u r a l  c o n s t r a i n t s .  

W e  have seen t h a t  t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  a l l  fo l low from t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  an anaphor is Bound by i ts  a n t e c e d e n t ,  i n  t h e  s ense  

t h a t  t h e  an t eceden t  governs  and a s s i g n s  i t s  R-index t o  t h e  

anaphor.  These f o u r  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  found i n  a l l  so -ca l l ed  

l o c a l  c o n t r o l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s :  i n  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  t h e  

an t eceden t  Binds t h e  anaphor ic  EC,  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  be ing  a s  

i n  ( 4 ) .  

( 4 )  John t r i e d  (S PRO t o  l e a v e )  

Here, d e l e t i o n  has  t aken  p l a c e ,  assuming t h a t  3 

d e l e t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  ( + V ) ,  so t h a t  John 

governs  PRO, hence Binds it, and PRO i s  f u n c t i o n a l l y  determined 

t o  be an anaphor. So d e l e t i o n  a l lows  government of PRO t o  

t a k e  p l a c e ,  and hence Binding.  W e  can see t h a t  d e l e t i o n  

i s  what allows t h e  r e l a t i o n  between c o n t r o l l e r  and c o n t r o l l e e  

t o  be e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  such c o n s t r u c t i o n s  s i n c e  t h e  r e l a t i o n  

is blocked when 3 d e l e t i o n  is imposs ib le .  For  example, i f  

t h e  COMP is f i l l e d  as i n  ( 5 ) ,  t h e  PRO has  a pronominal i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n ,  n o t  an anaphor ic  one,  a s  w e  can see by t h e  f ac t  

t h a t  PRO f r e e l y  c o r e f e r s .  

(5)  (a)  John knows (ghow (S  PRO t o  behave h i m s e l f ) )  

(b) John knows (ghow (S PRO t o  behave o n e s e l f )  ) 
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S i m i l a r l y ,  one can assume t h a t  5 d e l e t i o n  does  no t  t a k e  

p l a c e  a f t e r  a nonbridge v e r b  s i n c e  t h e  3 i s  no t  " i d e n t i f i e d t '  

by t h e  nonbridge verb  s i n c e  i t s  index is  no t  e n t e r e d  i n  t h e  

V-grid. And aga in  PRO i s  n o t  aaaphor i c  i n  such c a s e s ,  b u t  

pronominal ,  as  w e  see i n  ( 6 )  . 
( 6 )  (a )  John shouted (g PRO t o  a r r e s t  B i l l )  

( b )  John s a i d  (g PRO t o  behave) 4 

To e x p l a i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  PRO i s  no t  bound i n  s en t ences  

l i k e  (6)  , c o n t r a r y  t o  what h e r  t heo ry  p r e d i c t s ,  Manzini (1982) 

claims t h a t  t h e r e  is a phono log ica l ly  n u l l  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  

w i t h  a r b i t r a r y  r e f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  ma t r ix  s en t ence  which b inds  

t h e  PRO.  But a s  she  n o t e s ,  t h i s  poses  t h e  problem of what 

t h i s  EC c o n t r o l l e r  is: "It i s  n o t  an NP-trace because it has  

no an t eceden t ;  it i s  c o t  a PRO because it is i n  a governed 

p o s i t i o n ;  it is  n o t  s p r o  because it does  n o t  have a pronomical 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I t  ca.n be  a free - ~ a r i a b l e ;  i f  however a t  

some l e v e l  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  free v a r i a b l e s  are excluded,  

t h e  mapping t o  t h i s  l e v e l  must i n c l u d e  a r u l e  d e l e t i n g  f r e e  

v a r i a b l e s  and c o n d i t i o n s  on b ind ing  l i k e  ( 9 )  must n o t  ho ld  a t  

t h i s  l e v a l n  (where ( 9 )  = A PRO s u b j e c t  of a subca tegor ized  

sen t ence  i n  a sen t ence  S i s  bound i n  S .  (Manzini 1982, p .  2 )  

I f  c o n t r o l  i s  p o s s i b l e  by a subsequent ly  d e l e t e d  free 

v a r i a b l e ,  one might wonder why t h i s  i s  n o t  a l s o  p o s s i b l e  

f o r  ve rbs  of  l o c a l  c o n t r o l  l i k e  a, SO t h a t  a s en t ence  

l i k e  ( 4 )  would be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  i n  (7 )  . 
( 7 )  (a) John t r i e d  (PROatb t o  l eave )  - 

( b )  'John tr ied t h a t  some - x Leave' 



I f  it i s  a l e x i c a l  proper ty  of verbs  l i k e  try t h a t  they 

do no t  allow such a phonological ly  n u l l  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  then 

t h i s  amounts t o  s t a t i n g  i n  a converse way t h a t  try i s  a 

s u b j e c t  c o n t r o l  verb: s o  it undermines t h e  whole at tempt  t o  

reduce c o n t r o l  thec ry  t o  binding theory.  And one can a l s o  

wonder a t  what consequences t h i s  use of n x l l  elements has 

on t h e  Projec t ion  p r i n c i p l e .  

This use of phonological ly  n u l l  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s  a l s o  

misses t h e  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  e x i s t s  between b r idge  verbs and l o c a l  

c o n t r o l  verbs on t h e  one hand, and nonbridge verbs  and 

t h e i r  property of being "pronominal c o n t r o l "  verbs  on t h e  

o t h e r  hand. As noted i n  Chomsky (1981a1, c o n t r o l  verbs a r e  

inva r i ab ly  b r idge  verbs.  We might s e e  a c o r o l l a r y  i n  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  nonbridge verbs  a r e  inva r i ab ly  non-local c o n t r o l  

verbs.  5 

, I n  our a n a l y s i s ,  t h e r e  i s  nothing t o  say about verbs 

l i k e  those  i n  ( 6 )  : s i n c e  they  a r e  nonbridge ve rbs ,  d e l e t i o n  

does n o t  t a k e  p lace ,  and hence it fol lows t h a t  Binding i s  

n o t  poss ib le  ac ross  5 ,  hence t h a t  " l o c a l  c o n t r o l n  i s  impossible.  

On t h e  o the r  hand, pronominal c o n t r o l  i s  p red ic ted  t o  be 

p o s s i b l e  according t o  our  a n a l y s i s :  so t h e  PRO can f r e e l y  

c o r e f e r ,  with t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of having a r b i t r a r y  r e fe rence  

a s  i n  ( 6 )  , o r  a coref e r e n t  reading a s  i n  (8) . 6 

(8 )  ( a )  Maryi knew t h a t  John had s a i d  (z  PROi t o  behave 

h e r s e l f i )  , bu t  shei refused t o  do it. 

(b )  Maryi remembered t h a t  John had said/whispered 

(5 PROi t o  behave h e r s e l f i )  



If w e  assume t h a t  d e l e t i o n  i s  what a l l ows  l o c a l  

c o n t r o l  by a l lowing  Binding,  t hen  t h e  problem of ou r  

a ~ a l y s i  s l i e s  i n  p a i r s  l i k e  (9) and (10) . 

( 9 )  John t r i e d  (S PRO t o  win) 

(10) John b e l i e v e d  (S himself  t o  be the  winner)  

Conversely,  t h e  ungrammatical i ty  of  s en t ences  l i k e  (11) 

and ( 1 2 )  raises t h e  same problem. 

(11) *John tr ied (S B i l l  t o  l eave )  

(12)  *John b e l i e v e s  ( S  PRO t o  be t h e  winner)  

Recall t h a t  i n  ou r  a n a l y s i s  of E C s ,  Case is a c r u c i a l  

f a c t o r  i n  t h e i r  d i s t r i b u t i o n :  ECs   ann not have any - + f e a t u r e s  

a t  PI?, hence no  Case. But t h e n ,  i f  3 d e l e t i o n  i s  p o s s i b l e  

a f t e r  try t o  allow Binding of  PRO, why i s n ' t  Case a s s igned  

t o  - B i l l  i n  (ll)? And conve r se ly ,  i f  d e l e t i o n  is what i s  

a l lowing  ECM i n  ( 10 ) , why can ' t John Bind PRO i n  ( 1 2 )  ? The - 
answer t o  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  l i e s  i n  t h e  p rope r  a n a l y s i s  of 

ECM. I f  3 d e l e t i o n  is t h e  on ly  f a c t o r  t h a t  a l l ows  ECM s i n c e  

it a l lows  government by a Case-ass igner ,  t hen  some gene ra l -  

i z a t i o n s  a r e  missed. For  example, French has  5 d e l e t i o n  

s i n c e  it has  r a i s i n g  a s  i n  ( 1 3 ) .  

(13) Jean  semble ( S  - t a v o i r  f i n i )  

Whether it be because o f  ECP a s  i n  t h e  GB framework, or 

because of Binding of t h e  t r a c e  by John as i n  t h e  present 

framework, t h e r e  is  d e l e t i o n  i n  (13) t o  a l l ow government 

of  t h e  t r ace . .  But it i s  w e l l  known t h a t  ECM i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  



in French in that there are no verbs like believe that assign 

Case to the subject NP of the embedded infinitive clause. 

(14) *Jean croit (S Paul &re intelligent) 

But if ECM depends only on the option for a V to trigger 

deletion or not, this would mean that the fact that no 

transitive verb in French triggers deletion, with subsequent 

ECM, is purely accidental. Surely, this would be missing 

a generalization. 

So it seems that ECM is more than just 5 deletion. For 

instance, Kayne (1981b) proposes to relate the ECM facts in 

(15) to the facts about Case-assignment in (16). 7 

(15) (a) John believes is Bill to have lied]. 

(b) *Jean oroit [gill avoir menti]. 

(16) (a) John prefers [Coy [gill to leave] . ] 
(at) *John prefers [gor [gRO to leave] . ]  (dialectal) 

(b) *Jean a d6cid6 [ge [pierre partir] .I 
(b ' ) Jean a dCcid6 [ge [ g R O  partir] . ] 
Kaynets suggestion is that prepositions in French do 

not govern structurally like prepositions in English, so that 

de - cannot assign Case in (16b), even if there is only one S 
boundary; and de does not govern PRO in (16bt) for the same - 
reason, so that PRO can appear in such a position. When a 

preposition does seem to assign Case in French as in J'ai 

parlg de Jean, Kayne claims that in such cases, "P in French, 

rather than assigning Case, is subcategorized for (some 

specific) Case" (p. 364, fn. 21). Just the converse is true 

of for in English, so that Case is assigned in (16a), and - 



government precludes t h e  presence of PRO i n  ( 1 6 a t ) .  Kayne 

then  t ransposes  t h i s  a c a l y s i s  t o  account f o r  t h e  f a c t s  i n  (15) 

i n  t h e  following way. H e  proposes t o  account f o r  ECM by 

p o s t u l a t i n g  a  j7J prepos i t ion  i n  COMP which ass igns  Case t o  

t h e  s u b j e c t  NP, i f  it i s  i t s e l f  assigned Case by some higher  

Case as s igner .  So t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  f o r  t h e  sentences i n  (15) 

a r e  a s  i n  (17) according t o  Kayne (1981b) . 
(17) (a) John be l i eves  (g fd ( S  B i l l  t o  have l i e d ) )  

(b) *Jean c r o i t  ( S  $U (S B i l l  a v o i r  menti  ) )  

Since p r e p o s i t i o n s  do not  govern s t r u c t u r a l l y  i n  French, 

t h e  f a c t s  i n  (17) r e f l e c t  t h e  f a c t s  i n  ( 1 6 ) :  t h e  fl 

prepos i t ion  cannot a s s i g n  Case i n  French, j u s t  l i k e  - de 

cannot i n  (16b) .  I n  English on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  9 

prepos i t ion  can a s s i g n  Case al though it i s  no t  subcategorized 

f o r  B i l l .  - 
Furthermore, Kayne relates t h e s e  f a c t s  t o  f a c t s  about 

p repos i t ion  s t r and ing  i n  t h e  two languages. 

(18) ( a )  Which candida te  have you voted f o r  - t ?  

(b)  *Quel candida t  as - tu  vot& pour - t ?  
(19) ( a )  John was voted a g a i n s t  by almost everybody. 

(b )  *Jean a 6 t 6  vot6 con t re  par  presque tous .  

Assuming t h a t  r e a n a l y s i s  of V-P i s  involved i n  p repos i t ion  

s t r and ing ,  Kayne asks  t h e  ques t ion:  why should French not  have 

a  r e a n a l y s i s  r u l e  j u s t  l i k e  English? Kayne suggests  t h a t  

r e a n a l y s i s  between two l e x i c a l  c a t e g o r i e s  is poss ib le  only 

i f  t h e  two govern i n  t h e  same way. S ince  V and P do not  



govern in the same way in French, reanalysis between these 

two categories is not possible, since V and P govern in the 

same way in English, reanalysis is possible. So in Kayne's 

analysis, the French-English contrast with respect to 

preposition stranding reduces to (20) . 
(20) In French, P and V do not govern in the same way, but 

in English they do. (That is, in English, P can 

govern structurally, as well.) 

In fact, Kayne claims that reanalysis is possible in 

French: thus it would be involved in causative constructions, 

assuming an analysis of the type in Rouveret & Vergnaud (1980). 

(21) Marie a fait partir Jean. 

Since the reanalysis is of the V-V type, Kayne's analysis 

predicts that this is possible since the two elements involved 

govern structurally here. 

Although Kayne's analysis is interesting in that it 

captures a relationship between ECM, preposition stranding 

and Case assigning by a P in COMP to the subject of an 

infinitive clause, it faces problems which suggest that 

some modifications of the analysis are warranted. 

First, there is an empirical problem in that, as noted 

by Kayne himself, a V-N reanalysis is possible in French for 

idiomatic expressions like mettre fin 'put an end ( to) ' : 

Pollock (1979) showed that they can be subject to reanalysis 

in passive sentences like (22). 



( 22 )  Je veux que soit mis fin > la guerre. 
For Kayne's analysis to follow, this would require that 

V and N be governors of the same type. But Kayne, in work 

in progress, rejects the idea that N is a structural governor: 

this, according to him, would explain the requirement sf 

the P of in ( 2 3 )  to satisfy ECP, since the N care is not a - - 
structural governor for the trace. 

(23) John was taken care of t by Mary. - 

The need for of cannot be due to Case requirements here - 
since John gets nominative Case. 8 - 

So the fact that reanalysis of the V-N type does occur 

in French poses a problem for Kayne's analysis. 

Another problem lies at the conceptual level. If, as 

assumed generally in GB, +marking entails subcategorization, 

and if all of this is done under government (understood as 

structural government here), then this means that in Kayne's 

analysis, P in French would fall outside of this general 

pattern: it subcategorizes for some specific Case although it 

does not govern its complement. This would seem to require 

complications in the grammar that we will not try to explore 

here. Furthermore, it would make French the exceptional case 

and English the unmarked case with respect to preposition 

stranding and ECM: But it seems quite clear that English is 

the marked case in these respects (overwhelminqly so as far 

as statistics are concerned anyhow). 

We could maintain the spirit of Kayne's analysis and keep 



its nice resulto by restating it in a slightly different way 

however. 9 

We have assumed so far that 8-role assignment and Case 

assignment are done under government (at least for 

configurational languages; for nonconfigurational languages, 

cf. chapter 4 ) .  Furthermore, we assume that 8-role and 

Case assignment usually go together, so that insertion of the 

index of a governed complement in a V-grid, for example, 

results in assignment of both 8-role and Case since such a 

grid has the form given in (24). 

(24) V: 8 
I 
GF 
I 
Case 

Suppose that we strengthen this assumption and that we 

assume, in the spirit of Marantz (1981), that NPs in sub- 

categorized PPs like the underlined phrase in (25) are not 

assigned their 8-role by the V, but are assigned a 8-role 

by the P. 

( 2 5 )  (a) John talked about Bill. - 
(b) John gave it to Mary. 

Consider for example the sentences in (26) and (27) 

from Marantz (1981) . 
(26) (a) Elmer gave the porcupines to Hortense. 

(b) Elmer put the porcupine on the table. 

(c) Elmer stole a porcupine from the zoo. 



(27) (a) The train to Pittsburgh arrived at the station. 

(b) The porcupine on the table slipped its leash. 

(c) The porcupine from the zoo was tamer than the rest. 

As pointed out by Marantz, ,wThe underlined NPs in the 

sentences in (26) bear the same semantic roles as those born 

by the underlined NPs in the corresponding sentences in (27). 

If we assumed that arguments receive their semantic roles 

simply by virtue of filling argument slots in P-A structures 

(Predicate Argument structures), then it would be an accident 

that the items which are used to mark a verbt s arguments 

independently assign the semantic roles that the argument 

they mark bear when these items are not being used to mark 

a verb's arguments. If the "sourcen argument of steal, for 

example, received its semantic role by occrlpying the second 

slot in P-A structure (of steal), it would be an accident 

that - from, which assigns the source role in other constructions 

(see, e.g. (27~11, is used to mark steal's source argument. 

Since steal in this case would, in effect, be assigning the 

source role itself, from would be unnecessary. - 
If all of a verb's arguments received their semantic 

roles from the verb, we might expect all the arguments to 

be marked in the same manner, or with some arbitrary marking 

to specify which argument goes in which slot in a P-A structure. 

That arguments of a verb are marked in the same manner as 

NPs bearing identical semantic roles which are not arguments 

of a verb is the strongest evidence for viewing the assignment 

of semantic roles to arguments as independent of P-A structures." 



4 2 6  

(Marantz (1981), p. 52-53) 

So we could generalize to all categoriers the proposal that 

assignment of 8-role and assignment of Case go together in 

the unmarked case. If we consider that French falls into the 

m a r k e d  cases, as seems most likely, this would mean that 

French respects this general schema for Case and 8-role 

assignment: an elemen+: will assign Case to an NP only if it 

also assigns a 8-role to that NP. A direct consequence of 

this is that ECM should be impossible in French, since ECM 

consists precisely in separating the Case-assigning properties 

of an element from its @-assigning properties. Thus, ( 2 8 )  

is ungrammatical. 

( 2 8 )  *Jean croit (S Paul &re intelligent) 

since croit cannot assign Case to Paul since it does not - 
assign a 8-role to Paul. Similarly, de cannot assign Case - - 
to Jean in (29) since it does not assign a +role to Jean. - 
(29)  "11s ont parli (S de ( S  Jean partir)) 

In English on the other hand, we can say that a marked 

option of assigning Case independently from assigning a +role 

is allowed, so that there is no one-to-one correspondence 

between the two anymore: government by the Case-assigner is 

sufficient for Case to be aseigned, as we see in (30) . 
(30) (a) John believes (S Bill to be happy) 

(b) They prefer ( 5  for (S Bill to leave)) 

So ECM would come about when a language allows a separation 
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of Case-assigning properties from 8-assigning properties. 

Similarly, reanalysis is possible between V and P in 

English but not in French because it involves transferring 

the Case-assigning properties to the V and leaving the 

8-assigning properties to the P. We can see this by the fact 

that passive morphology on the V absorbs the Caseassigning 

properties of the construction, as in (31). 

(31) John was talked about at the conference. 

So again we can assume that this is dependent on the 

possibility of a separation of Case-assigning properties from 

8-assigning properties which is allowed in English, but not 

in French. 

We can assume that this possibility of separating Case 

assignment from 8-role assignment is a marked property of 

lexical items in English. So for example, believe has this 

property but try does not. 

(32) (a) John believes Bill to be the best) 

(b) *John tried ( s  Bill to be the best) 

Sich an analysis gives a unified account of ECM and 

reanalysis and it marks English as the special case with 

respect to ECM and preposition stranding. This analysis 

shows that the fact that believe is an ECM verb, whereas 

try is not, has nothing to do with a difference in triggering 

g deletion between the two Vs since both Vs trigger 5 

deletion: it is due to a lexical property of believe which 

makes it assign Case to an NP that it governs, even if it is 



not subcategorized for it. Try on the other hand does not 

have this property. So in a construction like (331, where 

S deletion has taken place since the sentential complement 

is infinitive and is subcategorized for by the V, 

3 V (S NP ... 
the NP cannot be lexical if the V is try since, although it 

would be governed by the V, try does not have the property 

of separating its Case-assigning properties from its 8-assigning 

properties, and try does not assign a *role to this NP. 

A verb like try can be a Case assigner however, and it can 

assign Case to an NP if it also assigns a +role to that 

NP, as in (34b) and (35b) . 
(34) (a) *John tried (S Bill to go) 

(b) John tried the boat. 

(35) (a) *John prefers (S Bill to go) 

(b) John prefers the red boat. 

If the verb in (33) is of the believe type however, i.e. 

an ECM verb, then the NP cannot be an EC since it is assigned 

Case and hence must be lexical by the principle of Lexical- 

ization. Thus we have the contrast in (36). 

(36) (a) John believes (S Bill to be intelligent) 

(b) *John believes (S PRO to be intelligent) 

So we can assume that deletion takes place for every 

subcategorized infinitival complement: if the verb is of the 

believe type, Case is assigned to the NP subject of the 

infinitive clause, which must therefore be lexical; if the 

verb is of the try type, the NP cannot be lexical since it 



does not receive Case, but it is an anaphor since it can 

always be governed by an NP in the matrix clause: hence the 

obligatoriness of "controln in these constructions since 

Binding is always possible. 

Kayne (198lb) discusses the contrast in (37). 

(37) (a) *Je crois/reconnais/constate Jean Gtre le plus 

intelligent de tous. 

(b) Quel garcon crois/reconnais/constates-tu etre 

le plus intelligent? 

He observed that these French verbs have the property that 

a sequence V NP VP is ungrammatical if NP is lexical and 

remains in place, but grammatical if NP is a WH-phrase and 

moved. But this contrast is never found in "normal" verbal 

objects. 

(38) (a) Je crois Jean intelligent. 

(b) Quel garqon crois-tu intelligent? 

What Kayne suggests is that in (37b), Case is assigned 

to quel garcon when it is in C m ,  assuming a successive 

cyclic derivation of this sentence. So there is an inter- 

mediate stage as in ( 3 9 ) .  
-- 

(39) V (g (COW quel aarpon) (s & itre.. . 
Kayne assumes that Case can be assigned across oGe 

S-type boundary, so that V assigns Case to quel garqon in 

(39). Note that this stipulation that Case can be assigned 

across only one S-type boundary misses the generalization 

that Case is assigned under government (in most cases) and 



that g, being a maximal expansion, blocks government to an 

element inte.ma1 to the 5 which is not a head of s .  
So assignment of Case into COMP, with the embedded subject 

brought "close enoughn to the Case assigner, explains the 

contrast in ( 37 )  according to Kayne. Note that this must be 

specified as a property of certain verbs only, or else Case 

would be assigned in COMP in sentences like (40), incorrectly 

predicting such a sentence to be grammatical. 

(40) *Who did John try (8  t (S t to go)) - - 

One solution could be as in Chomsky (1981a): to assume 

that try is "intransitiven when it has an infinitival 

complement, i.e. that it does not assign Case. In Chomsky's 

analysis of control verbs, 5 deletion is impossible after 

verbs like try, in order to allow the presence of PRO which 

must not be governed in his analysis. But then to say that 

such verbs are also non-Case assigners would be missing the 

generalization that all verbs that do not allow deletion 

in English are also "intransitive" verbs. In our analysis, 
- 
S deletion is a general process that takes place (at least) 

in the context (+V ) :  It is not a lexical property. - 
Furthermore, a verb like try is a Case assigner, but it is 

not an ECM verb, so that it does not separate its Case 

assigning properties from its +assigning properties. So 

it is because try does not assign Case to PRO that this PRO 

is possible. 10 

As for verbs like croire in French, they follow the 



general situation in French which is that no verb is an ECM 

verb as we can see by the ungrammaticality of (38a) . However, 

if the structure of (37b) is at some point as in (39), and 

if COMP heads in some sense, as we have seen and assumed 

above, then V can assign Case in COMP in (39). So we could 

say that French has a class of "weak ECM verbsw: these verbs 

can assign Case to an NP for which they are not subcategorized 

provided that this NP is in the C O W  position of an for 

which they are subcategorized, hence an NP that partly heads 

that complement, so that the verb "weakly subcategorizes" 

for that NP. A stipulation of this type will have to be 

made in any analysis to account for the contrast between 

(33b) and (40). 11 

What we have seen so far about "local control" constr~~ctions 

is that the general process of deletion, which applies 

in the context ( + V ) ,  allows an NP from the matrix clause 

to Bind the subject position of the infinitive clause. Th'a 

subject position of the infinitive clause is an EC anaphor 

if, like all other ECs, it does not have a @-feature - when 

it reaches PF; otherwise, it is a lexical anaphor. Hence, 

the EC milst not be assigned Case. We assume that the 

unmarked situation is for Case and 8-assigning properties 

to go together, so that even if a verb governs an NP as in 

the local constructions, the verb does not assign Case to 

the NP since it does not assign a 8-role to the NP. English 

has the exceptional property that some of its lexical items 

allow a separation of the Case and 8-assigning features, so 



that English has ECM verbs like believe, it has a preposition 

for in COMP which can assign Case to an NP that is governed - 
but is not subcategorized for, and it has reanalysis between 

V and P, where V absorbs the Case marking properties of the 

construction, although P keeps its @-assigning properties, 

all of these being instances of this separation of Case and 

8-assigning properties. 

rnment? 

If, as we ciaim, Case is relevant for the distribution 

of PRO, J.i~e for all ECs, rather than government as is 

claimed in GB, it can be interesting look constructions 

where only one of these properties seems to be present in 

order to determine what is really the relevant property. 

Is the distribution of PR3 determined by the fact that is 

must be ungoverned, or by the fact that it must not be 

Case marked? The constructions to look at are lo when there 

is government but no Case is assigned, and 2O when Case is 

assigned but there is no government. These are the constrictions 

where the two analyses make different predictions. 

5.2.1.1 Government but no Case. 

There are (at least) four constructions where an EC can 

appear in a non-Case marked position which is governed, and 

where the EC cannot receive a PRO interpretntion: raising 

as in (41), passive as in (42), ergative as in (431, and 



( 4 1 )  ~t seems ( S  e t o  be happy) 
(42) I t  was h i t  e - 
(43) 11 e s t  a r r iv ;  - e 

( 4 4 )  John is proud - e 

I n  a l l  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions ,  t h e  EC i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a 

t r a c e ,  n o t  a s  a PRO. So f o r  ,example, i f  - it is  non- re fe ren t i a l  

i n  ( 4 1 ) ,  t h e  sentence cannot be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  (45) :  it i s  

simply ungrammatical i f  - it is  non- re fe ren t i a l .  

(45) I t  seems (PROarb t o  be happy) - 
The same holds f o r  ( 42 )  and ( 4 3 ) .  And i n  ( 4 4 1 ,  t h e  

sentence cannot be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  i n  ( 4 6 ) .  

( 4 6 )  John is proud of some - x.  

This  seems t o  c o n t r a d i c t  our  c laim t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of PRO is dependent on Case, not  on government. I n  a theory 

t h a t  has  a theorem t h a t  PRO must be ungoverned on t h e  o t h e r  

hand, PRO is n o t  p o s s i b l e  i n  (41-44) s i n c e  it would be 

governed. But w e  have seen i n  our d i scuss ion  of N P  t r a c e s  

i n  3.2 t h a t  t h e r e  is a s t r a igh t fo rward  explanat ion  f o r  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  t h e  EC is n o t  i n t e r p r e t e d  as PROarb i n  (41-43). - 
I n  t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions ,  t h e  EC is Bound by - it, and hence 

it i .  f u n c t i o n a l l y  determined t o  be an anaphor, s o  t h a t  an 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a s  i n  (45) i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  s i n c e  t h e  EC has 

t h e  R-index and t h e  F-features  of  - it. One p iece  of evidence 

i n  favor  of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  comes from German impersonal 

pass ives .  Recal l  t h a t  German can have impersonal pass ives  

as i n  (47) .  



(47) E s  wird g e l a c h t  

it is laughed ( 'People a r e  laughing ' )  

I n  ( 4 7 ) ,  t h e  verb i s  a  non-ergative verb,  and t h e  e f f e c t  

of pass ive  morphology i s  simply t o  e l imina te  t h e  8- ro le  assigned 

t o  t h e  s u b j e c t :  an e x p l e t i v e  element - es i s  then i n s e r t e d  i n  

t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  (47) i s  poss ib le  

because t h e r e  i s  no EC f o r  - es t o  Bind i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  so  

t h a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  found i n  English i n  cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  

(41-43) does no t  a r i s e .  I f  t h e  verb i s  an e r g a t i v e  verb on 

t h e  o t h e r  hand, then  t h e r e  is a  +marked p o s i t i o n  i n  o b j e c t  

pos i t ion :  i n  such a case ,  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  - e s  Binds t h i s  +marked 

p o s i t i o n ,  and t h i s  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  same type of ungrammaticality 

a s  i n  t h e  English cons t ruc t ions .  

(48) *Es w i r d  g e f a l l e n  

it is f a l l e n  ( 'People f a l l ' )  

So t h e  f a c t  t h a t  cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  (41-43) and (48) 

a r e  ungrammatical fol lows d i r e c t l y  i n  our  a n a l y s i s .  On t h e  

o t h e r  hand, i f  t h e r e  i s  a r e f e r e n t i a l  s u b j e c t  i n  one of 

t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  a s  i n  John seems t o  be happy, t h e  EC i s  

i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a  t r a c e ,  no t  a s  PRO, i n  o rde r  f o r  John t o  

g e t  a  8-role .  

Consider now t h e  case  of ( 4 4 ) .  W e  a l ready have an 

explanat ion  f o r  t h e  ungrammaticality of t h i s  sentence: a s  

we saw i n  3 .2 ,  o f - inse r t ion  must t ake  p lace  i n  t h e  context  - 
(+N NP)  , r e g a r d l e s s  of t h e  l e x i c a l  content  of NP- So ( 4 4 )  - 
is n o t  i n t e r p r e t a b l e  a s  ( 4 6 )  because PROarb cannot be t h e  - 



object of proud since - of-insertion applies and forces 

lexicalization of NP. 

So we have explanations as for why the EC cannot receive 

a PRO interpretation in these four constructions where there 

is government but no Ccse marking. On the ether hand, there 

are constructions of this type where PRO can appear. Thus, 

according to our analysis, all local control PROS are governed 

but not Case marked, hence we account for their strictly 

anaphoric interpretation. 

( 4 9 )  John tried ( S  PRO to go) 

Similarly, in French, PRO can appear in a position governed 

by - de when de - cannot assign Case to that position, as in 
(50) 

(50) Jean a peur (g  de ( S  PRO partir) ) 

We have seen in our discussion of ECM above that an 

account can be given of this fact without having to resort to 

different ways of assigning Case as in Kayne's analysis, 

where Case can be assigned under government or by subcategorization. 

We saw that this creates potential problems for the Projection 

principle since subcategorization is no longer uniformly 

dependent on government in such an analysis. The problem 

that (50) raises for a GB analysis is that some account must 

be given as to why - de does not govern PRO in such a 

construction. 

Another construction which can be considered to Pall 

together with (50) is the strong preposition construction 



discussed  i n  3.3.2.2. 

(51) (a) Un g a r s  que j e  m e  f i e r a i s  pas dessus.  

(b)  L e  g a r s  que j e  v a i s  v o t e r  pour. 
( c )  Tu es a s s i s  dessus.  

(dl J e  s u i s  pour. 

W e  could assume t h a t  t h e s e  Ps do not  a s s ign  Case, s o  

t h a t  t h e  content  of t h e  PP i s  P-PRO (dessus PRO, pour P R O ) .  

Since r e a n a l y s i s  of V-P i s  not  p o s s i b l e  i n  French, a s  w e  saw 

above, t h e  PRO cannot be moved o u t  of t h e  PP by WH-movement 

s i n c e  it could not  Bind i ts t r a c e  i n s i d e  a PP, t h i s  being 

a  maximal expansion which t h e r e f o r e  blocks government. So 

it remains i n  p l a c e ,  which i s  a t t e s . t e d  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

such cons t ruc t ions  do no t  obey subjacency ( c f .  3.79). So 

he re ,  PRO is governed by t h e  P ,  bu t  it is  no t  assigned 

C a s e .  

F i n a l l y ,  r e f l e x i v e  cons t ruc t ions ,  when they a r e  

morphological a s  i n  some i n s t a n c e s  i n  Romance languages, 

could a l s o  be  an ins tance  where PRO i s  governed bu t  not  Case 

marked. Consider French se f o r  example. W e  could assume 

t h a t  - s e  is simply a  C a s e  absorber  l i k e  a l l  o t h e r  c l i t i c s .  

That c l i t i c s  a r e  only Case absorbers ,  and not  8- ro le  

absorbers ,  is  e s p e c i a l l y  c l e a r  i n  languages t h a t  allow c l i t i c  

doubling, where a  l e x i c a l  NP can appear with a  c l i t i c  i f  

a  Case a s s i g n e r  i s  a v a i l a b l e ,  a s  i n  t h e  genera l  schema i n  

( 5 2 ) .  

I f  - se i s  only a  Case absorber  i n  r e f l e x i v e  cons t ruc t ions ,  



then  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  can be a s  i n  (53). 

(53) Jean se lave  PRO souvent. 

H e r e ,  se absorbs t h e  C a s e  normally assigned t o  t h e  

p o s i t i o n  where PRO is, and Jean Binds PRO, s o  t h a t  PRO iz - 
an anaphor. PRO i s  governed by l ave  s i n c e  it g e t s  a + r o l e  - 
from lave .  PRO i s  a l s o  governed by i t s  antecedent  Jean.  So - 
se is v e r y ' s i m i l a r  t o  pass ive  morphology: it absorbs - 
accusa t ive  C a s e ,  b u t  a l s o  d a t i v e  Case, con t ra ry  t o  pass ive  

morphology. Passive morphology always e l imina tes  t h e  8 - ro le  

assigned t o  t h e  sub jec t :  - se does it o p t i o n a l l y .  Thus, i n  

the r e f l e x i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of (53) , t h e  8-role of t h e  

s u b j e c t  is  no t  e l iminated:  Jean i s  base-generated i n  s u b j e c t  

p o s i t i o n  where it g e t s  i t s  *role,  and it Binds t h e  anaphor 

PRO which a l s o  g e t s  a  0-role.  But (53) can a l s o  have t h e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  ( 5  3 ) . 
(53' ) Jeani se lave  gi souvent. 

'One washes Jean o f t e n 1  

In  (53 ' )  t h e  8- ro le  of t h e  s u b j e c t  has been e l iminated:  

Jean was i n s e r t e d  i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  D-structure,  and Jean - 
has  t o  move t o  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  t o  g e t  Case s i n c e  - se absorbs 

t h e  Case assigned t o  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  Another way for 

t h e  s & j e c t  t o  g e t  Case i n  such i n s t a n c e s  i s  by i n s e r t i n g  

e x p l e t i v e  -- il which t r a n s f e r s  Case t o  t h e  o b j e c t ,  with t h e  

usua l  d e f i n i t e n e s s  e f f e c t  a s  i n  il se vend beaucoup de 

pommes i c e t t e  f o i r e .  
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So w e  see t h a t  i n  t h e  case  of governed bu t  not  Case 

marked E C s ,  some of them cannot be PRO because they  a r e  e i t h e r  

Bound by an e x p l e t i v e  element ( c f .  (41-4311, o r  because they 

a r e  no t  r e a l l y  i n  a non-Case marked p o s i t i o n  s i n c e  - of - inse r t ion  

a p p l i e s  t o  a s s ign  Case. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, f o r  some of 

t h e s e  p o s i t i o n s ,  t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  PRO al lows a simple 

account of t h e  s t r i c t l y  anaphoric p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  EC i n  

ques t ion ,  without  having t o  r e v e r t  t o  ana lyses  where sub- 

ca tegor iza t ion  is  no longer  dependent on govermrent: t h i s  

i s  t h e  case  f o r  l o c a l l y  c o n t r o l l e d  PRO, s t rong  p r e p o s i t i o n s  

i n  French, and morphological r e f l e x i v e s .  

5.2.1.2. Case i s  assiuned.  but  t h e r e  i s  no uovernment. 

Consider now t h e  second type of cons t ruc t ion  where 

d i f f e r e n t  p r e d i c t i o n s  a r e  made by ana lyses  where government 

is  r e l e v a n t  and analyses  where Case is r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of PRO. I f  Case is assigned,  b u t  t h e r e  i s  no 

government, a PRO is pred ic ted  t o  be poss ib le  i n  a GB 

a n a l y s i s ,  i n  an a n a l y s i s  where t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of PRO 

depends on Case as ours  however, t h e  p r e d i c t i o n  is t h a t  PRO 

should no t  be p o s s i b l e ,  s i n c e  no EC should be p o s s i b l e  

(except  i f  Case is c a r r i e d  along l i k e  i n  WH-movement 

construct ions1 . 
I n  o r d e r  f o r  an NP t o  g e t  Case, although it i s  not  

governed, it must be t h a t  Case is  no t  ass igned under government. 

We have seen two cons t ruc t ions  where t h i s  i s  poss ib le :  i n  

cons t ruc t ions  where g e n i t i v e  Case i s  assigned (cf  . 3 . 2 1 ,  and 



in nonconfigurational languages, where the rule Assume Case 

(generalized to Assume features) is responsible for Case 

marking (cf. 4.3) . In the latter case, we have seen that 

an EC is not possible if Case is "visible" at PF, which is 

the level we must consider here when we say Case is assigned 

but there is no government, since that is the level where 

the Principle of Lexicalization applies. However, if the 

Case is only assumed at LF, hence is invisible at PF, then 

a pronominal EC is possible in these languages. 

5.2.1.2.1. Gerunds. 

Consider constructions where Genitive Case is assigned. 

Recall the rule ofGenitive Case assignment (3.191, given 

here as ( 5 4 )  . 
( 5 4 )  Genitive Case Assignment 

In the configuration (a . . . - B . . . I ,  assign Genitive - 
Case to 0 ,  where - 
(i) a is some projection of (+N, -v) , - and 

(ii) - B is an immediate constituent of - a, 

If we assume that Case assignment rules are obligatory, 

as seems natural, then Case is obligatorily assigned to NP* 

in a construction like (NP NP* 81, so that, according to our 

analysis, sentences like those in ( 5 5 )  are ungrammatical, 

given the principle of Lexicalization. 

(55) (a! *Johni read (Np PROi book of poems) 

(b) *The Barbariansi enjoyed (Np PROi destruction of 

Rome 1 



So t h e s e  sentences p r e s e n t  no problem f o r  our a n a l y s i s :  

PRO i s  not  p o s s i b l e  here  s i n c e  any NP i n  such a p o s i t i o n  i s  

assigned Geni t ive  Case, hence must be l e x i c a l .  They do 

p resen t  a problem f o r  an a n a l y s i s  where government is  t h e  

r e l e v a n t  f a c t o r  f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of PRO, s i n c e  assignment 

of Case, i f  no t  under government, should have no e f f e c t  on 

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of PRO. I n  Chomsky (1981a),  adapt ing from 

an idea  of Aoun E Spor t iche ,  Chomsky proposes t o  so lve  t h i s  

problem by saying  t h a t  PRO is governed i n  ( 5 5 ) ,  although it 

is  not  governed f o r  purposes of Case assignment. Chomsky 

adopts  t h e  not ion  of government of Aoun & Sgor t iche ,  which 

s t a t e s  t h a t  a head governs a l l  elements i n  i t s  p r o j e c t i o n s  

(except  i f  such an element i s  i n  another  maximal expansion, 

of  course)  . The s t r u c t u r e  f o r  (55a) f o r  example is (56) . 
(56) .. . (NP (NP PRO) (, book (pp of (NP poems) 1 )  1 

I n  ( 5 6 ) ,  book - governs PRO according t o  t h e  Aoun & 

Spor t iche  not ion  of government. This  would al low one t o  

cap tu re  t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (55) and ( 57 )  . 
( 57 )  John l i k e s  (NP* (NP PRO) (VP reading books) ) 

Assuming t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  gerunds,  i n  (571, PRO i s  

no t  governed according t o  Aoun & Spor t iche  s i n c e  MP* i s  not 

an expansion of reading  because of t h e  in termedia te  NP node. 

But t h e r e  a r e  problems wi th  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  First, i n  

cons t ruc t ions  l i k e  (NP NP* (, N.. . )  , if N governs NO*, we 

might expect  a subcategorized element t o  appear i n  such a 



position. To avoid this unwanted result, one must say that 

there are two notions of government: a more narrow one which 

is relevant for subcategorization, and a wider one such as 

the Aoun & Sportiche notion of government. But one might 

wonder at the justification of such a complication of the 

grammar if the second notion of government is introduced only 

to rule out constructions like ( 56 )  , since these can be 
ruled out by Case theory. 12 

Note also that if *(NP PRO(a (N book))) is not possible 

because book - governs PRO, then one has to complicate the 
account for adjuncts like the one in John came home (PRO drunk). 

The structure of the adjunct cannot be simply (AP PRO(ji (Adrunk))) 

in such an analysis since the PRO would be governed just like 

the case of the nominal above. One has to adopt some structure 

where the node dominating the NP PRO is not a projection of 

ADJ, something like (ADJUNCT PRO ADJECTIVE), a structure 

which has no independent motivation and which is a violation 

of strict %theory since there is no lexical category 

ADJUNCT. 

Another problem with this notion of government is that 

one expects this notion of government to be paralleled by a 

similar notion of C-command. But then this would mean that 

in a construction like (58) , 

NP2 c-commands NP1. So if a language had Genitive Case 

assigned to both NP1 and NP2, so that NP2 is not in a PP, 



s i n c e  NP2 then  c-commands NP1, it is p r e d i c t e d  t h a t  NP1 can 

b e  an anaphor bound by NP2. But t h i s  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  no t  

borne o u t ,  as w e  can see i n  t h e  f o l l o w i i ~ g  example from 

Japanese .  ( S i m i l a r  examples could  be  c o n s t r u c t e d  i n  o t h e r  

languages w i t h  o v e r t  Case markings.  ) 

(59 )  *(NP -aiaim karera-no hihan) each othe- they* criticism 

Consider  a g a i n  t h e  c o n t r a s t  between "normal" NPs and 

gerunds.  I n  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  Aoun & S p o r t i c h e  a n a l y s i s  t o  ho ld ,  

gerunds must have t h e  s t r u c t u r e  g iven  i n  ( 5 7 1 ,  where NP* i s  not  

headed i n  t h e  u s u a l  way i n  X t heo ry .  So t h i s  a n a l y s i s  works 

on ly  i f  t h i s  v i o l a t i o n  of  a ve ry  s t r o n g  axiom of  R t heo ry  

i s  allowed. But t h i s  is n o t  neces sa ry  i f  one adopts  an 

a n a l y s i s  of gerunds similar t o  Reuland 's  (1980) a n a l y s i s .  

What w e  cou ld  assume i s  t h a t  a gerund i s  headed by a (+N, -V) 

e lement ,  namely -a. W e  can s t i l l  assume that a l l  a f f i x a t i o n  

is done i n  t h e  l e x i c o n ,  as i s  assumed i n  l e x i c a l  phonology. 

The s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  head of t h e  gerund is as i n  (60) . 
s t e m  + wing 1 - +V) (+N, -V) I C - 

If t h e  f e a t u r e s  o f  -ing p e r c o l a t e  up i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e ,  

t hen  t h e  whole gerund ph rase  is l a b e l l e d  as  a p r o j e c t i o n  of 

a (+N, -V) e lement ,  hence it is  an NP a s  i n  ( 6 1 )  . 

A s t r o n g  p e r c o l a t i o n  of  t h e s e  nominal f e a t u r e s  a s  i n  

(61 )  would g i v e  a ph rase  w i t h  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of  a nominal 



gerund as i n  Lees (1960): t h e  gerund t akes  a d j e c t i v e s ,  t h e  

o b j e c t  i s  introduced by o f ,  t h e r e  can be a determiner  o r  a - 
Geni t ive  s u b j e c t ,  t h e  gerund can be p l u r a l ,  and negation 

is ind ica ted  by t h e  p a r t i c u l e  no. - I n  t h i s  case ,  according 

t o  our  a n a l y s i s ,  PRO i s  never poss ib le  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  

s i n c e  Geni t ive  Case is  assigned i f  an N P  i s  i n  s u b j e c t  

p o s i t i o n ,  fo rc ing  l e x i c a l i z a t i o n .  So i f  any of these  

p r o p e r t i e s  of nominal gerunds i s  p r e s e n t ,  a l o c a l l y  cont.rolled 

PRO s u b j e c t  i s  impossible.  W e  g i v e  some examples i n  (62) . 
( 6 2 )  (a) Ii enjoy (PROi s inging)  

( a ' )  *I i  enjoy  PRO^ good s inging)  
(b) Ii enjoy (PROi s ing ing  operas)  

( b ' )  *Ii enjoy (PROi s ing ing  of operas)  
(c) Ii enjoy (PROi reading a good book) 

(c ' )  *I i  enjoy (PROi readings)  

But on t h e  o t h e r  hand, some gerunds do al low a PRO 

s u b j e c t ,  a s  we saw i n  (57) . And a s  observed by Lees (1960) , 
some gerunds seem t o  be  v e r b a l  s i n c e  they  have a l l  t h e  

equiva lent  ve rba l  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  nominal gerunds given 

above. Thus ve rba l  gerunds t ake  adverbs,  t h e  o b j e c t  g e t s  

accusa t ive  Case, no determiner  is  allowed, no number marking 

is  p o s s i b l e ,  and negat ion i s  ind ica ted  by t h e  p a r t i c u l a t e  

not .  One way t o  account f o r  t h i s  could be t o  say t h a t  -ing - 
can a l s o  be (ON, +V): so  t h e  head of a gerund could a l s o  be 

of t h e  form i n  (63), wi th  pe rco la t ion  a s  i n  ( 6 4 ) .  



( 6 4 )  (G  ... ( . . .  (V+ (v&)) ) )  

Since v e r b a l  gerunds do n o t  have a COMP s i n c e  they do 

no t  a l low f ron ted  WH-phrases, they  are presumably Ss ,  n o t  

3s. l3 Since they  are Ss ,  t h e  PRO s u b j e c t  can be Bound by an 

antecedent  i f  t h e  ve rba l  gerund i s  i n  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  as i n  

(62a-b-c) . 
But f a c t s  are n o t  c l e a r  c u t  a s  t h i s .  There are ambivalent 

(63) 

cases  where a gerund seems t o  have p r o p e r t i e s  of nominal 

gerunds and p r o p e r t i e s  of ve rba l  gerunds. For example, 

cons ider  a sentence  l i k e  (65)  . 

- 
s t e m  + -ing 
(ON, +V) (-N, +V) - - 1 

(65) I h a t e  ( John ' s  s ing ing  operas)  

Here, t h e  assignment of Geni t ive  Case t o  - John is a 

proper ty  of nominal gerunds, but  t h e  assignment of Accusative 

Case t o  operas  is a proper ty  of v e r b a l  gerunds. What we can 

assume is t h a t  i n  such cases ,  -ing is nominal, s o  t h a t  i t s  

f e a t u r e s  p e r c o l a t e  up t o  l a b e l  t h e  gerund as an NP, and John - 
is assigned Geni t ive  Case. But a t  t h e  same time, it seems 

that some f e a t u r e s  of t h e  v e r b a l  s t e m  s i n 2  a r e  a l s o  allowed 

t o  p e r c o l a t e  t o  a s s i g n  Accusative Case t o  operas.  This i s  

reminiscent .  of t h e  convention on pe rco la t ion  presented i n  

Lieber (1980) and Marantz (1981) which s t a t e s  t h a t ,  i n  some 

cases ,  a f e a t u r e  of a non-head s t e m ,  a s  i n  t h i s  case  for  

s i n g ,  can p e r c o l a t e  up i f  t h e  head is  not  s p e c i f i e d  f o r  such 



a fea tu re :  t h e  f e a t u r e  he re  would be  t h e  Accusative Case 

as s ign ing  f e a t u r e  of s i n g ,  f o r  which t h e  head -ing i s  n o t  

s p e c i f i e d .  So it is t h e  ambiguous na tu re  of t h e  head 

sing+ing as  ( ( - N ,  +V) + (+N, - V ) )  which c r e a t e s  such s i t u a t i o l l s .  

Note t h a t  i f  an a d j e c t i v e  i s  i n s e r t e d  i n  t h e  gerund t o  modify 

t h e  head, then t h e  gerund inust be s t r i c t l y  nominal, and 

Accusative Case cannot bz assigned by t h e  V-stem a s  w e  see  

i n  ( 6 6 ) .  

(66) John's  loud s ing ing  * ( o f )  operas  

This  i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  ADJ i s  a t t ached  a t  a  

low p o i n t  i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e ,  and t h a t  assignment of accusa t ive  

Case and bear ing  an ADJ would c l a s h  a t  t h a t  l e v e l .  

So t h e  ambiguous n a t u r e  of t h e  head of t h e  gerund exp la ins  

why some noininel gerunds appear t o  have t h e  v e r b a l  proper ty  

of a s s ign ing  Accusative Case. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e r e  

seem t o  be v e r b a l  gerunds i n  complement p o s i t i o n  t h a t  do not  

e x h i b i t  Binding of t h e i r  PRO s u b j e c t  although t h e  a n a l y s i s  

presented so  f a r  p r e d i c t s  Binding t o  be ob l iga to ry  i n  such 

cases .  Thus, as noted by Wasow & Roeper (1972) (henceforth 

W & R ) ,  t h e  sentence  i n  ( 6 7 )  i s  ambiguous between a  "con t ro l l ed"  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  and one where anyone can be doing t h e  

singing.. 

( 6 7 )  I abhor ( PRO s inging)  
CL - 

I f  (67) i s  a  case  involving a  ve rba l  gerund, then we 

p r e d i c t  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r o l l e d  reading is p o s s i b l e ,  where - I 
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Binds PRO ac ross  - a ,  where a=S. But why is t h e r e  a l s o  t h e  - 
a d d i t i o n a l  a r b i t r a r y  reading? In order  t o  understand what 

i s  going on, l e t  us cons ider  (68) . 
(68) I abhor (PRO s ing ing  operas)  

A s  noted by W&R, (68) is  not  ambiguous l i k e  (67 )  : ( 6 8 )  

only has  t h e  c o n t r o l l e d  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  where - I Binds PRO. 

But note  t h a t  (68)  is v e r b a l  s i n c e  Accusative Case is  assigned 

t o  operas  and Geni t ive  Case i s  no t  assigned t o  PRO. So it 

seems t h a t  when t h e  gerund is c l e a r l y  ve rba l ,  Binding always 

t akes  p lace .  What t h i s  sugges ts  f o r  ( 6 7 )  i s  t h a t  i n  t h e  

a d d i t i o n a l  a b r i t r a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  the gerund i s  nominal. 

But i f  so ,  why then i s  PRO n o t  l e x i c a l i z e d  s i n c e  it i s  assigned 

Geni t ive  Case? The answer i s  t h a t  PRO simply is not  t h e r e  

when t h e  gerund is nominal i n  (67) .  Recal l  t h a t  NPs, 

con t ra ry  t o  Ss ,  do no t  have an o b l i g a t o r y  s u b j e c t ,  f o r  what- 

eve r  reason t h i s  w i l l  u l t i m a t e l y  depend on. So t h e r e  could 

be no s u b j e c t  p resen t  i n  t h e  naminal gerund i n  ( 6 7 ) :  hence 

t h e  a r b i t r a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  This a r b i t r a r y  reading i s  

s i m i l a r  t o  o t h e r  cases  where t h e  s u b j e c t  is not  expressed, 

l i k e  impersonal se (il se vend beaucoup de pommes), o r  NPs - 
with no s p e c i f i e d  s u b j e c t  ( t h e  d e s t r s c t i o n  of Rome, t h e  

7 

s e l l i n g  of app les j  , o r  impersonal pass ivds  (il a 6 t e  d6couvert 

que S ,  es wird g e l a c h t )  . 
T h i s  can he lp  us account f o r  some f a c t s  noted by Thompson 

( 1 9 7 2 )  about c o n t r o l  p r o p e r t i e s  of gerunds. Thompson notes  

t h a t  some verbs t ak ing  " a c t i v i t y  gerundsw as t h e i r  complements 

fo rce  a c o n t r o l l e d  reading,  whereas o t h e r s  allow a non- 



c o n t r o l l e d  reading. Examples of both  types  a r e  given i n  

(69)  and i 7 0 ) ,  r e spec t ive ly .  

(69) OBL con t ro l :  
( a )  Evelyn dreads s ing ing  a s o l o .  

(b) Max c a n ' t  bea r  watching t h e  t i d e  come i n .  

(70) " f r e e w  c o n t r o l  

( a )  John questioned/recomend going t o  t h e  movies. 
(b)  England vetoed pass ing  such a motion. 

Thompson then  p o i n t s  out  t h a t  t h e  verbs  which r e q u i r e  a 

c o n t r o l l e d  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  denote p r i v a t e  p r e d i c a t e s ,  i n  t h e  

sense  t h a t  " these  verbs  involve an i n d i v i d u a l  and h i s  p r i v a t e  

thoughts ,  f e e l i n g s ,  and personal  welfare:  (Thompson (19721, 

p. 381). On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  f r e e  c o n t r o l  verbs a r e  

"publ ic  p r e d i c a t e s w ,  t h a t  is, an a c t i v i t y  i s  descr ibed which 

is genera l ly  shared. It might be t h a t  some c o r r e l a t i o n  of 

t h i s  type  i s  poss ib le ,  b u t  wpxivatenessw of t h e  p r e d i c a t e  

involved is n o t  what fo rces  con t ro l :  t h e  reasons a r e  

s t r i c t l y  s y n t a c t i c .  For example, cons ider  t h e  examples i n  

(69)  again ,  where t h e  p r i v a t e  p r e d i c a t e  is  supposed t o  fo rce  

c o n t r o l .  I f  one changes t h e  i n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  

gerunds,  a s  i n  (71), c o n t r o l  is no longer  ob l iga to ry ,  con t ra ry  

t o  Thompson's p r e d i c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  o b l i g a t o r i n e s s  of c o n t r o l  

is  due t o  p r o p e r t i e s  of  t h e  matr ix  verb,  no t  of t h e  gerund. 

(71) ( a )  Evelyn dreads s inging.  
(b)  Max c a n ' t  bear  s inging .  

What seems t o  be going on is  t h a t  some verbs  t ake  a 

nominal gerund a s  complement, o t h e r s  a ve rba l  gerund, and 



o t h e r s  a l low both a s  complements. And t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 

c o n t r o l  depends on t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  complement: i f  t h e  

gerund is  ve rba l ,  then  Binding of P R O  ac ross  S t a k e s  p lace ;  

i f  t5e gerund i s  nominal, then  PRO is impossible because of 

Genit ive Case assignment and t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Lexica l iza t ion:  

s o  t h e r e  i s  no s u b j e c t ,  which accounts f o r  t h e  a r b i t r a r y  

reading.  Thus t h e  NP without a s u b j e c t  r ece ives  a reading 

somewhat l i k e  t h e  N P  i n  ( 7 2 )  where by by-phrase can be 

omit ted.  

( 72 )  Constant d e n i a l  of o n e ' s  a c t i o n s  (by someone) is 

saddening. 

So gerunds w i l l  have an o b l i g a t o r i l y  c o n t r o l l e d  PRO 

s u b j e c t  when they  a r e  v e r b a l  and i n  a p o s i t i o n  where t h e  PRO 

can be Bound. I f  t h e  gerund is  nominal, it e i t h e r  has a 

l e x i c a l  s u b j e c t  o r  no s u b j e c t  a t  a l l :  hence it i s  forced 

t o  have a r b i t r a r y  reading when it i s  c l e a r l y  nominal and 

has no o v e r t  s u b j e c t ,  a s  w e  can s e e  i n  ( 7 3 ) .  

( 73 )  *I i  enjoy (PROi s inging  of operas)  

Note f i n a l l y  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  c l e a r l y  ve rba l  gerunds i n  

t h a t  nominal gerunds a r e  not  p o s s i b l e  i n  such p o s i t i o n s .  A 

f i r s t  case ,  suggested by K .  Hale (personal   communication^, 

is  a s  complement of percept ion verbs ,  a s  i n  ( 7 4 )  . 
( 7 4 )  ( a )  I saw John coming down t h e  s t r e e t .  

(b) I heard Mary s inging  i n  h e r  room. 

These gerunds do no t  allow Genit ive Case marking, do not  



t ake  a d j e c t i v e s  nor t h e  p repos i t ion  - o f ,  nor p l u r a l  markings, 

nor t h e  negat ive  p a r t i c u l e  - no. Depending on t h e  a n a l y s i s  

of percept ion  verbs  i n  English,  t h e  Case of t h e  l e x i c a l  

s u b j e c t  can be assigned by ECM, a r  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  could be 

one of c o n t r o l  a s  i n  (75) . 
(75) V NP (S PRO V+& . . . I  

A second case  where gerunds a r e  o b l i g a t o r i l y  ve rba l  i s  

when they  a r e  adjuncts .  A s  we see i n  ( 7 6 1 ,  Geni t ive Case 

assignment is impossible i n  such cases .  

(76)  *John's having l e f t ,  Mary f e l t  sad.  

The o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  of nominal gerunds a r e  a l s o  never 

found i n  ad junc t  gerunds. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, a PRO i s  

always p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e s e  cases ,  and it is Bound by t h e  s u b j e c t ,  

which i s  p red ic ted  i n  our  a n a l y s i s  i f  t h e  ad junc t  i s  

a t t ached  t o  S: t h e  s u b j e c t  then  Binds t h e  PRO. 

i 
PRO having l e f t  John a l l  a lone Mary 

n 
f e l t  sad 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, o t h e r  ana lyses  of c o n t r o l  a r e  a t  a 

l o s s  t o  expla in  why only s u b j e c t  c o n t r o l  is  poss ib le  i n  such 

tdses, except  by s t i p u l a t i n g  t h a t  ad junc t s  a r e  " sub jec t  

o r i e n t e d " ,  which i s  j u s t  r e s t a t i n g  t h e  problem. Furthermore, 

it is f a l s e :  a s  w e  w i l l  see i n  ( 7 9 )  below, when t h e  s u b j e c t  

of t h e  gerund i s  a l e x i c a l  pronoun, it can be o b j e c t  o r i en ted .  

The reason why ad junc t s  must be v e r b a l  and cannot be 

nominal could be due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  nominal wing must bear  



C a s e ,  l i k e  a l l  nominal e lements ,  and t h a t  C a s e  cannot  be 

a s s igned  t o  a d j u n c t  p o s i t i o n s .  

The s u b j e c t  i n  a d j u n c t s  can  be  l e x i c a l :  b u t  i n  such 

cases, it does  n o t  g e r  Gen i t i ve  Case, b u t  r a t h e r  a c c u s a t i v e  

C a s e  a s  i n  ( 7 8 ) ,  and inore marg ina l ly ,  Nominative Case as i n  

( 7 9 ) .  

(78) H i m  - having lef t ,  Mary f e l t  s ad .  

(79) Mary h a t e s  John,  - he be ing  a bache lo r .  

What w e  can assume i n  such cases is t h a t  t h e  v e r b a l  -i?g 

has  C a s e a s s i g n i n g  f e a t u r e s  and t h a t  it a s s i g n s  Accusat ive  

Case l i k e  t r a n s i t i v e  v e r b s  s i n c e  it p s r c o l a t e s  and governs  t h e  

s u b j e c t ,  o r  it a s s i g n s  Nominative Case i n  more marg ina l  

cons t ruc t i .ons  when it is  a n a l o g i c a l l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  INFL. 

A l a s t  case t o  c o n s i d e r  i s  when a  gerund i s  i n  t h e  

s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of a sen tence  as i n  ( 8 0 ) .  

(80) (From Thompson (1972) 1 
Trapping muskrats  b o t h e r s  Mary. 
(a)  ... She t h i n k s  i t ' s  n o t  feminine.  
(b )  ... She i s  c i r c u l a t i n g  a p e t i t i o n  t o  make it 

i l legal ,  

If t h e  gerund is neminal ,  t hen  no P R 3  i s  p o s s i b l e  i n  

(80) o r  else it g e t s  G e n i t i v e  C a s e  and must be l e x i c a l :  s o  

t h e  gerund gets an a r b i t r a r y  s u b j e c t  read ing .  I f  t h e  gerund 

is  v e r b a l ,  PRO i s  p o s s i b l e :  it i s  no t  Bound b y  any NP i n  

t h e  s e n t e n c e  s o  t h a t  it can f r e e l y  c o r e f e r .  I n  t h e  c a s e  a t  

hand, it can c o r e f e r  w i th  Mary, o r  be a r b i t r a r y .  So v e r b a l  



gerunds can be i n t e r p r e t e d  j u s t  l i k e  i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s  

when they a r e  i n  s u b j e c t  pos i t ion :  a s  w e  w i l l  s ee  s h o r t l y  

when w e  d i s c u s s  long d i s t a n c e  c o n t r o l ,  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

t h e  PRO i n  (81) and (82) would be p a r a l l e l .  

(81) Mary s a i d  t h a t  ( P R O  t rapping  muskrats) i s  not n ice .  

(82 )  Mary s a i d  t h a t  ( P R O  t o  t r a p  muskrats) is  no t  n ice .  

So t h i s  a n a l y s i s  of gerunds a s  being p o t e n t i a l l y  ve rba l  

o r  nominal accounts f o r  t h i s  apparent  problem where Case i s  

assigned b u t  t h e r e  i s  no government. We have seen t h a t  a 

c l o s e r  a n a l y s i s  shows t h a t  Case is cssigned i n  gerunds i n  

some ins tances ,  and t h a t  t h e  gerund has t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of a 

nominal i n  such cases ,  except  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  ambiguous 

n a t u r e  of t h e  head of t h e  gerund a l s o  al lows Accusative Case 

t o  be assigned t o  t h e  object. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, some 

gerunds have v e r b a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  t h e  head -2 being ( -N ,  +I7) 

i n  such cases  and no case  i s  assigned t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  when 

t h e  gerund i s  v e r b a l ,  with consequences f o r  c o n t r o l  t h a t  

fol low d i r e c t l y  from our  genera l  assumptions about Binding of 

ECs . 
5.2.1.2.2. Case agreement with P R O .  

Consider now a second ins tance  where a PRO seems t o  have 

Case, hence should be l e x i c a l  cccording t o  our  assumptions. 

There a r e  cases  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  where ad junc t s  modify a 

PRO agree  i n  Case with t h e  c o n t r o l l e r  of t h a t  PRO, and cases  

where t h e  adjunct  has a s p e c i a l  Case of its own, which suggest  

t h a t  PRO i t s e l f  has  a Case with which t h e  adjunct  agrees  



(cf . Neid le  (1982) f o r  Russian,  Andrews (1976) , Levin ( 1981) , 

Levin & Simpson (1982) f o r  I c e l a n d i c ,  Simpson (1982) f o r  

I c e l a n d i c  and W a r l p i r i ) .  W e  w i l l  u s e  Russian a s  p re sen ted  

i n  Neid le  (1982) a s  ou r  case-example, and show how t h e  

a n a l y s i s  can a l s o  account  f o r  I c e l a n d i c  and W a r l p i r i .  

I n  Russian,  'second p r e d i c a t e s ' ,  a  term used by Comrie 

(1974) t o  r e f e r  t o  m o d i f i e r s  which a r e  de tached  from t h e  

noun ph rase  t o  which they  r e f e r ,  may e i t h e r  ag ree  i n  Case 

w i t h  t h e  noun t h e y  modify, o r  t a k e  t h e  In s t rumen ta l  Case. 

(83) Ivan  v e r n u l s j a  ugrjumyj/ugrjumym. 

Ivan (Nom) r e t u r n e d  glocmy ( ~ o m / I n s t r )  

There are two words however which must o b l i g a t o r i l y  

a g r e e  wi th  t h e i r  an tecedent :  od in  ' a l o n e '  and s a m  ' o n e s e l f ' .  - - 
(84) Ivan v e r n u l s j a  odin/*odnim. 

Ivan (Nom) r e t u r n e d  a l o n e  (Nom/*Instr) 

I n  i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s ,  t h e s e  a d j u n c t s  - odin  and - Sam 

must o b l i g a t o r i l y  ag ree  w i t h  a s u b j e c t  c o n t r o l l e r  of  t h e  PRO 

t h a t  t h e y  modify a s  i n  (85) . 
(85) ( a )  Vanja xoxe t  p r i j t i  odin/*odnomu. 

Vanja (nom! wants t o  come a l o n e  (Nom/*Dat) 

(b)  Ljuda p r i e x a l a  pokupat '  maslo sama/*samoj. 

Ljuda (Nom) came t o  buy b u t t e r  h e r s e l f  ( ~ o m / * ~ a t )  

.However, when t h e  c o n t r o l l e r  o f  pY.0 i s  n o t  a s u b j e c t ,  

od in  and S a m  a r e  i n v a r i a b l y  Dat ive ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of  t h e  Case of - - 
t h e  c o n t r o l l e r .  



(86) (a) Ja vedel emu prijti odmomu . 
I (Nom) told him (Dat) to come alone (Dat) 

(b) MY poprosili Ivana pojti odnomu/*odnogo 
We (Nom) asked Ivan (ACC) to go alone ( ~ a t / * ~ c c )  

(c) U Koli net sil proj ti samomu/*samogo 

Around Kolja (Gen) (there is) not (the) strength to 

come alone (Dat/*Gen) 

'KOlja doesn't have t he  strength to come alone' 

Furthermore, if the infinitival clause is introduced by 

a complementizer, then the adjuncts - odin and - Sam are again 

invariably Dative, even if the controller of the PRO is a 

subject in this case, as we see by the following minimal 

pair. 

(87) (a) Ljuda priexala pokupat' maslo sama/*samoj. 

Ljuda (Nom) came to buy butter herself (Nom/*Dat) 

(b) Ljuda priexala, &oby pokypat' maslo*sama/samoj. 

Ljuda (Nom) came in-order-to(C0MP) buy butter herself 

( *Nom/Dat) . 
Finally, if the controller of PRO is the subject 

passive cmstruction, Dative Case is strongly favored on the 

adjunct. 14 

(88) On by1 ungovoren prijti *odin/?odnomu. 

he (Nom) was persuaded to come alone (*Nom/?Dat) 

Neidle (1982) proposes to account for these facts in 

the following way. Assuming a theory of control along the 

lines of Bresnan (19821, she suggests that in Russian, 

Grammatical control is only possible if the controller is a 

subject. Assuming that grammatical control induces full 



agreement,  i n c l u d i n g  t h a t  of  Case, t h i s  accounts  f o r  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  - od in  and - sam o b l i g a t o r i l y  ag ree  wi th  t h e  s u b j e c t  

c o n t r o l l e r .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, o t h e r  c o n t r o l l e r s  are n o t  

determined by grammatical  c o n t r o l ,  b u t  by anaphor ic  c o n t r o l ;  

t h i s  is  a l s o  t h e  case when a  complementizer i s  p r e s e n t  i n  

t h e  i n f i n i t i v e  c l a u s e .  So i n  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  there is n o t  f u l l  

agreement between t h e  c o n t r o l l e r  and PRO: s o  t h e r e  i s  no 

agreement mediated between t h e  a d j u n c t  and t h e  c o n t r o l l e r  

a s  f a r  as Case is  concerned. The reason why t h e  a d j u n c t  

is Dat ive  i s  t h a t  s u b j e c t s  of  i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s  seem t o  be 

a s s igned  Dat ive  i n v a r i a b l y  i n  Russian:  t hus  o v e r t  NPs are 

found i n  O l d  Church S lavon ic ,  and a lso  o c c a s i o n a l l y  i n  

Modern Russian i n  subject p o s i t i o n  of i ~ f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s  

w i th  Dat ive  Case. Comrie (1974) g i v e s  t h e  fo l lowing  example 

from Gorky: 

C 89) A nedavno, p red  t e m  kak v z o j t i  lune  , po nebu l e t a l a  
r e c e n t l y  before COMP rise ( i n f )  moon(Dat) about  sky 
w a s  f l y i n g  

bol'8u8!aja x e r n a j a  p t i c a .  
huge b l ack  b i r d  
'Recent ly ,  b e f o r e  t h e  moon w a s  t o  rise, a huge b lack  
b i rd  w a s  f l y i n g  about  t h e  sky '  

Neid le  (1982) s a y s  t h a t  Dat ive  s u b j e c t s  of i n f i n i t i v e s  

can a l s o  be found i n  exp res s ions  l i k e  (90 )  i n  Modern Russian.  

(90) Kak mne s k a z a t ?  
how I ( D a t )  say ( i n f )  
'How could  1 say? '  



So t h e  s imples t  claim t o  make is t h a t  PRO has  Dative 

C a s e  i n  i n f i n i t i v e s  i n  Russian s o  t h a t  ad juncts  agree with 

t h a t  PRO i n  Case. Note t h a t  i n  t h e  Lexical-Functional 

Grammar framework assumed by Neidle,  t h e r e  i s  no PRO i n  t h e  

c o n s t i t u e n t  s t r u c t u r e  of grammatical c o n t r o l  cons t ruc t ion ,  . 
hence no Dative Case assigned,  which would exp la in  why - odin 

and sam agree  with t h e  c o n t r o l l e r  i n  t h i s  case.  - 
As f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  pass ive  s u b j e c t s  do no t  t r i g g e r  

agreement i n  Case when they a r e  c o n t r o l l e r s ,  Neidle sugges ts  

t h a t  t h i s  i s ' b e c a u s e  t h e  c o n t r o l  equat ion needed i n  such a  

case  would involve an o b j e c t  c o n t r o l l e r ,  and t h a t  o b j e c t  

grammatical c o n t r o l l e r s  a r e  not  p o s s i b l e  i n  Russian. 

Suppose t h a t  w e  were t o  adapt  Neid le ' s  s o l u t i o n  t o  our  

framework. W e  could say t h a t  s u b j e c t  c o n t r o l  involves Binding 

i n  Russian, b u t  t h a t  some s t r u c t u r a l  c o n s t r a i n t  prevents  

o b j e c t s  from being Binders i n  Russian: f o r  example, we 

could say t h a t  d e l e t i o n  only t a k e s  p l a c e  i f  t h e r e  is 

adjacency between t h e  V and t h e  5 i n f i n i t i v e  i n  D-structure,  

s o  t h a t  d e l e t i o n  is no t  p o s s i b l e  i n  ( 9 1 ) ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  

an NP between t h e  V and g. 

(91) MY p o p r o s i l i  Ivana (H  PRO p o j t i  odnomu) 
w e  (Nom) asked Ivan(Acc1 t o  go a lone  (Dat) 

So t h e  non-control by an o b j e c t  would be p a r a l l e l  t o  

non-control when COMP is f i l l e d  a s  i n  (87b): t h e r e  can be 

no 3 d e l e t i o n ,  hence no Binding a c r o s s  a  maximal expansion 

s i n c e  government i s  blocked. The same explanat ion  would 



ho ld  f o r  p a s s i v e s  s i n c e  t h e r e  is an NP o b j e c t  which a l s o  

p r e v e n t s  5 d e l e t i o n  undcr adjacency,  hence Binding,  a s  i n  

( 8 8 )  15 

So w e  could assume t h a t  Binding t r i g g e r s  f u l l  agreement 

i n  Russian,  i n c l u d i n g  Case, whereas co re fe rence  t r i g g e r s  

on ly  agreement i n  F - f ea tu re s ,  which i s  t h e  u s u a l  ca se .  What 

about  t h e  Dat ive  Case on PRO? Not ice  t h a t  our  t h e o r y  does  

n o t  p r e d i c t  t h a t  an EC cannot  have Case: it p r e d i c t s  t h a t  

an EC cannot  have Case i n  PF. W e  have seen  i n  ou r  a n a l y s i s  

of P r o  Drop i n  c h a p t e r  4 t h a t  it is p o s s i b l e  f o r  an EC t o  

have Case, namely a t  LF, a l though  it does  n o t  have Case a t  

PF. Now n o t e  t h a t  Russian h a s  s t r u c t u r a l l y  p r e d i c t a b l e  Case, 

and some i n s t a n c e s  o f  s t r u c t u r a l l y  u n p r e d i c t a b l e  Case, so- 

called qu i rky  Case. If we  assume t h a t  q u i r k y  Case i s  Case 

t h a t  is checked o n l y ,  n o t  a s s igned  by t h e  e lement  which 

a s s i g n s  t h e  B-ro le ,  t h i s  means t h a t  Case n o t  be ing  a s s i g n e d ,  

it w i l l  n o t  be v i s i b l e  a t  PF u n l e s s  some o t h e r  element 

a s s i g n s  it. For  example, c o n s i d e r  q u i r k y  Case i n  I c e l a n d i c .  

(92) Hana van ta  d i  peninga 
she  (Acc) l a c k s  money ( A c c )  

If w e  assume a long  wi th  Marantz (1981) , Burzio  (1981) , 

Levin (1981) and Levin & Sinpson (1982) , t h a t  qu i rky  Case 

marked s u b j e c t s  are i n  f a c t  D-s t ruc ture  o b j e c t s ,  t hen  w e  can 

assume t h a t  INFL i n  I c e l a n d i c  simply a s s i g n s  Case, any Case. 

The unmarked Case i n  I c e l a n d i c  is  Nominative: f o r  example, 

Simpson (1982) p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  "a d e f a u l t  assignme.?t of 



NOMINATIVE case and n e u t e r  gender  w i l l  probably be needed f o r  

p a r t i c i p l e s  and p r e d i c a t e  a d j e c t i v e s  i n  quirky-case  s u b j e c t  

s e n t e n c e s  and p a s s i v e s  of quirky-case  o b j e c t s .  I n  t h e s e  t ypes  

of  s en t ence ,  p a s s i v e  p a r t i c p l e s  and m a t r i x  p r e d i c a t e  a d j e c t i v e s  

ag ree  n o t  w i t h  t h e  qu i rky  case subjec t ,  ( i f  t h e r e  is one) , 

b u t  r a t h e r  have NOMINATIVE case, n e u t e r  gender and s i n g u l a r  

number" (Simpson (1982) ,  p. 9-10) 

(93)  (a) S t e i n i  v a r  kas t a6  

Stone ( D a t )  (masc) w a s  thrown ( N o m  meut s i n g )  
(b) Honum v a r  k a l t  

(He ( D a t )  w a s  cold (Nom neu t  s i n g )  

So Nominative is  t h e  unmarked Case. But i f  t h e  ve rb  

r e q u i r e s  a n o t h e r  Case t o  be  checked t o  g e t  a 0 - ro l e ,  t hen  

INFL w i l l  a s s i g n  whatever o t h e r  Case i s  b e f i t t i n g .  But t h e  

V does  n o t  a s s i g n  th is  Case: it on ly  checks  it. So languages 

t h a t  a l l o w  q u i r k y  Case have t h e  p rope r ty  t h a t  such Cases are 

n o t  a s s igned  by the ve rb  t h a t  a s s i g n s  t h e  + r o l e ,  b u t  t h a t  

t h e y  are r a t h e r  checked a t  LF. 

I f  w e  r e t u r n  t o  Russian,  w e  no t e  t h a t  t h i s  language has  

t h i s  p r o p e r t y  of  having t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of only  checking a 

Case a t  LF s i n c e  it has  qu i rky  Case c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  W e  can 

assume t h a t  INFL i n  i n f i n i t i v e s  used t o  have t h e  p rope r ty  

t h a t  is  could a s s i g n  Dat ive  Case t o  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  a s  i s  
I 

evidenced by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  is  found i n  O l d  Church 

S l avon ic ,  a r c h a i c  l i t e r a r y  Russian and some froze11 e x p r e s s i o n s  

of  Modern Russian.  I f  w e  f u r t h e r  assume a passage from 



Case a s s i g n e r  t o  Case checker  f o r  i n f i n i t i v a l  INFL i n  Russian,  

w e  g e t  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  PRO might have Dat ive  Case, b u t  on ly  

a t  LF. So t h e  c r u c i a l  f a c t  f o r  o u r  t heo ry  i s  n o t  t h a t  w e  have 

an  EC PRO which t r i g g e r s  Dat ive  Case ag reenen t ,  bu t  r a t h e r  

a t  what l e v e l  t h a t  Case is  p r e s e n t :  and ve see t h a t  it i s  

p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h i s  C a s e  t o  be  p r e s e n t  on ly  a t  LF, and t h a t  it i s  

p o s s i b l e  f o r  it t o  t r i g g e r  a g r e e m n t  wi th  an a d j u n c t  because 

Agreement t a k e s  p l a c e  on ly  a t  LF. But it is s t i l l  possib1.e 

f o r  t h a t  NP t o  be an  EC i f  it h a s  no Case a t  PF. 

Consider now I c e l a n d i c .  I n  I c e l a n d i c ,  i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  

l i k e  t h o s e  j u s t  p r e sen ted  f o r  Russian,  a d j u n c t s  e i t h e r  ag ree  

w i th  t h e  c o n t r o l l e x  or t a k e  Nominative Case. W e  have seen  

i n  (93)  t h a t  Nominative i s  t h e  unmarked Case i n  I c e l a n d i c ,  

s o  t h a t  it can be  a s s igned  t o  a d j u n c t s  by d e f a u l t  presumably 

i n  some cases .  When agreement does  t a k e  p l a c e ,  it seems t o  

be s i m i l a r  t o  Russian: Binding induces  Case agreement, a s  

w e  see i n  ( 9 4 ) .  

( 9 4 )  (a)  E g  ba6 drenginn a 6  V e r a  gobur/goban 

I (Nom) asked the-boy ( acc )  to-be good (Nom-Acc) 

(b )  Eg s k i p a  i drengnum a6 Vera go6ur/gabum 

I (Nom) o rde red  the-boy ( D a t )  to-be good (Nom/Dat) 

However, qu i rky  Case s u b j e c t  ve rbs  i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s  

t r i g g e r  agreement wi th  t h i s  q u i r k y  Case, no t  w i t h  the Case of 

t h e  c o n t r o l l e r .  
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(95) Eg vonas t  ti1 a6 van ta  e k k i  e inn /e inan  e f n i i  r i t g e r  

6 i n a  

I (Nom) hope till to - l ack  n o t  a l o n e  (Nom/Acc) mater ian  (Acc) 

f o r  t h e  ki ies is  

'I hope n o t  t o  l ack  a l o n e  m a t e r i a l  f o r  t h e  t h e s i s '  

( van ta  is an Accusat ive  qu i rky  Case verb)  -- 
I f  w e  aasQme t h e  a n a l y s i s  3f q u i r k y  C a s e  g iven  above,  

then  t h e  q u i r k y  Case is checked i n  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  

ve rb ,  and t h e  N P  moves i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  s en t ence  t o  

g e t  a Case a s s igned  by INFL. Bat t h i s  h o l d s  on ly  i n  t ensed  

sen tences .  Suppose t h a t  INFL cannot  a s s i g n  such a  Case i n  

i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s ,  t hen  no th ing  can a s s i g n  a  Case t o  t h e  

NP: so it cannot  be l e x i c a l .  The NP, w e  can assume, can 

s t i l l  g e t  a 8 - ro l e  from t h e  q u i r k y  Case verb  i f  w e  cons ide r  

t h e  q u i r k y  Case s p e c i f i c a t i o n  t o  be some k ind  of f i l t e r i n g  

of non-properly Case-marked NPs: s i n c e  t h C  NP has  no Case a t  

a l l ,  it is n o t  p revented  from be ing  a s s igned  t h e  + r o l e ;  

on ly  i f  it has  a  non-matching Case is it f i l t e r e d  o u t .  So 

t h e  NP can be an EC s i n c e  it i s  n o t  a s s igzed  Case a t  PF. And 

t h i s  NP cannot  g e t  C t s e  from i t s  Binder  even by Agreement 

a t  LF s i n c e  t h i s  would n o t  pas s  t h e  q u i r k y  Case f i l t e r i n g .  

So t h e  NP has  on ly  one Case s p e c i f i c a t i o n  i n  i t s  e n t r y  t h a t  

of t h e  f i l t e r i n g  q u i r k y  Case i n  t h e  V-grid where t h e  NP e n t e r s  

i t s  index t o  g e t  a  @-ro le ,  and it is  t h i s  Case s p e c i f i c a t i o n  

which i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  Agreement of t h e  a d j u n c t .  

A s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  c a s e  i s  p re sen ted  f o r  W a r l p i r i  i n  

Simpson (1982) .  I n  W a r l p i r i ,  s u b j e c t s  ;:an be  a s s igned  e i t h e r  



Absolutive or Ergative Case. The Ergative is marked and 

according to Hale (19781, it is semantically predictable: an 

agent or a perceiver is marked Ergative. 

There are non-finite clauses in Warlpiri, and adjuncts 

can occur in such clauses modifying the PRO subject. "If 

the verb in a non-finite clause demands an ERGATIVE case- 

marked Subject, an adjunct modifying the subject gets 

ERGATIVE case: 

(96) Warnapari-ki + Ipa-rna-rla wurrukangu kuyu 
yarnunjuku-rlu dog(Dat) + PASTIMP-lsg-3Dat 
Saeak-PAST meat-Abs hungry(Erg1 ngarni-nja- 

kurra-ku 

eat-INF-COm-Dat 

'1 sneaked up on the dog hungrily eating meat ' 

In (96), dog has Dative case in the matrix. It is the 

controller of the kurra clause. The verb in the kurra 

clause is transitive and takes an ERGATIVE Subject 

normally. An adjunct modifying the understood Subject 

of the kurra clause, 'hungry', gets ERGATIVE case.)' 

(Simpson (1982), p. 14) 

We can assine that in Warlpiri, agent and perceiver 

are specifically marked for Ergative, somewhat like a quirky 

Case but attached to these semantic roles generally, instead 

of being lexically specified for some semantic role assigned 

by a verb as in the usual instances of quirky Case. Then 

the analysis is similar to the one for Russian and Icelandic: 

Warlpiri is a nonconfigurational language, so that, as we 



have seen  i n  Chapter  A ,  Case i s  no t  ass igned  i n  t h i s  language,  

b u t  assumed a t  some l e v e l .  So t h e  PRO h a s  no Case a t  PF, 

b u t  t h e r e  is  t h i s  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  r o l e s  of agent  

and p e r c e i v e r  which is checked a t  LF: and t h i s  t r i g g e r s  

E r g a t i v e  Case Agreement of  t h e  a d j u n c t  a t  LF. 

So w e  see t h a t  a n  o b j e c t i o n  t o  ou r  d e r i v i n g  t h e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of PRO from Case r a t h e r  t han  from government cannot  

come from unanalyzed d a t a :  one must f i r s t  s e e  how t h e  Case 

i s  encoded i n  t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s ,  and a t  what l e v e l .  We have 

seen  t h a t  "PRO wi th  Case" shows up i n  languages  where s p e c i a l  

Case p r o p e r t i e s  are p r e s e n t :  e i t h e r  qu i rky  Case, o r  t h e m a t i c a l l y  

determined Case, and t h a t  t h e s e  requi rements  a r e  s p e c i f i e d  

a t  a  r a t h e r  a b s t r a c t  l e v e l  i n  t h e  grammar, i .e .  a t  LF. So 

o u r  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  PRO from Case s t i l l  h o l d s  

s i n c e  it i s  Case a t  PF which is  r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  P r i n c i p l e  of 

L e x i c a l i z a t i o n ,  n o t  Case a t  LF, a s  we a l r e a d y  saw i n  t h e  

d i s c u s s i o n  of Pro  Drop languages.  And w e  have seen i n  t h e  

d i s c u s s i o n  of  gerunds t h a t  t h e  problems encountered by a 

d e r i v a t i o n  of t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  PRO by government w i th  

r e s p e c t  t o  d i f f e r e n t  n o t i o n s  of government and c-command, 

and of s tr ict  theo ry  v i o l a t i o n s ,  i n  f a c t  f avo r  a  d e r i v a t i o n  

by Case theo ry  i n s t e a d .  

5 .2 .2 .  Other  a s p e c t s  of l o c a l  c o n t r o l .  

L e t  u s  c o n s i d e r  a f e w  more c a s e s  i nvo lv ing  l o c a l  c o n t r o l ,  

i . e .  Binding of PRO. I n  some i n s t a n c e s ,  t h e r e  a r e  two 

p o s s i b l e  Binders ,  s i n c e  bo th  t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  o b j e c t  
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govern t h e  embedded PRO, as wi th  ve rbs  l i k e  p r o m i s e  and - ask .  

( 9 7 )  - John promised Mary ( S  PRO t o  shave h imse l f )  

(98) John asked Mary (S PRO t o  shave h e r s e l f )  

However, t h e s e  s en t ences  a r e  no t  ambiguous: on ly  John 

is t h e  c o n t r o l l e r  i n  ( 9 7 )  , and on ly  Mary i n  (98)  . l6 SO i n  

one case it is  t h e  s u b j e c t  t h a t  Binds,  and i n  t h e  o t h e r  it. 

is t h e  o b j e c t .  However, t h i s  is  n o t  due t o  a  struct11,ral  

d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two sen tences  b u t  it i s  simply a  

matter of semant ics  or pragmat ics ,  a s  no ted  by Manzini ( 1 9 8 0 )  : 

a  change i n  t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e  can r e v e r s e  t h e  choice  

o f  Binders ,  as w e  see i n  (99-130). 

(99) John promised Mary (S PRO t o  b e  a l lowed t o  shave 
h e r s e l f )  

(100) - John asked Mary (S PRO t o  be al lowed t o  shave h imse l f )  

The same judgements ho ld  when p a s s i v i z a t i o n  of t h e  ma t r ix  

v e r b  has  taken  p l ace .  

(101) ( a )  * B i l l  was promised - t (S PRO t o  shave himself  

(b) B i l l  was asked - t is PRO t o  shave h imse l f )  

(c) B i l l  was promised - t (S PRO t o  be al lowed t o  
shave h imse l f )  

(d )  * B i l l  was asked t ( S  PRO t o  be al lowed t o  shave - 
h imse l f )  

This d i s c u s s i o n  b r i n g s  us t o  ano the r  i n s t a n c e  where 

p a s s i v i z a t i o n  is  involved.  Nothing t h a t  w e  have s a i d  s o  f a r  

p r e s e n t s  a  d e r i v a t i o n  of ( 1 0 2 )  from t h e  D-s t ruc ture  i n  ( 1 0 3 ) .  

(102) *John was t r i e d  ( a  - e t o  l eave )  

(103) - was t r i e d  ( a  J a n  t o  l eave )  - 



4 6.3 
But note  t h a t  a sentence l i k e  (104) is  a l s o  ungrammatical. 

(104) * I t  was t r i e d  ( a  - e t o  leave)  
- 

I n  a GB account,  t h e  ungrammaticality of ( 1 C 2 )  could be 

due t o  ECP i f  - a = S: t h e  t r a c e  would no t  be proper ly  governed, 

and i f  t h e  - e is  PRO, then John does not  have a 8-role .  But - 
t h e  ungrammaticality of (104) cannot be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  

c o n s t r a i n t s  on t h e  EC: i f  a. = i n  (104) ,  then t h e  EC can be - 

PRoarb' and t h e r e  i s  no v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  8 - c r i t e r i o n  s i n c e  - it - 
can be exp le t ive .  Chomsky (1981a) proposes t o  account f o r  

t h e  ungrarmnaticality of (104) by saying t h a t  pass ive  morphology 

cannot apply t o  s i n c e  it does not  ass ign  Case when it  

has an i n f i n i v i t a l  complement. But we have seen i n  our  

d i scuss ion  of try with respec t  t o  ECM i n  (40) above t h a t  t o  

say t h a t  try i s  an " i n t r a n s i t i v e "  verb when it has an 

i n f i n i t i v a l  complement misses t h e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  t h a t ,  i n  

a GB a n a l y s i s ,  a l l  verbs t h a t  do now allow d e l e t i o n  would 

a l s o  be " i n t r a n s i t i v e "  verbs.  

I n  our a n a l y s i s ,  (104) i s  ungrammatical because e x p l e t i v e  

it Binds a 8-pos i t ion ,  s i n c e  a = S .  But i n  ( 1 0 2 ) ,  t h e  - - 
ungrammaticality can only be due t o  Case theory: - John can 

Bind t h e  - e a s  a t r a c e ,  and g e t  a + r o l e .  So vle w i l l  a l s o  

say t h a t  pass ive  morphology cannot be appl ied  when t h e r e  

i s  no assigned Case t o  be absorbed: s i n c e  try is  not  an ECM 

verb,  no Case can be assigned i n  (1021, hence no Case can 

be absorbed, and pass ive  morphology i s  not poss ib le .  Note 

t h a t  f o r  a verb l i k e  b e l i e v e ,  which i s  an ECM verb,  a Case 

is assigned i n  t h e  same cons t ruc t ion ,  hence pass ive  morphology 



is possible, and we get a sentence like (105). 

(105) John is believed (S - t to be happy) 

As pointed out by Chomsky (1981a), this presents a 

problem for the analysis of ECM of Kayne (1981b) since (105) 

contrasts with the ungrammatical sentences in (106) and (107). 

(106) *Bill was preferred (a for - t to leavp) 
(107) *Bill was wanted (a g-to leave) - 

Chomsky suggests to account for (106-10 7) by assuming 

that - for is not a proper governor, "perhaps a special case 

of the principle that the only proper governors are the 

lexical categories" (Chomsky .(1981a) , p. 298) . In (107) , 
wanted would be subcategorized for a - for complementizer but 

with the special constraint that - for is deleted after this 

verb. So - for, although it has prepositional properties, 

would be a complementizer, hence not a lexical category, 

and hence not a proper governor. So the sentences in (106- 

107) are out by the ECP. In the case of believe in (105) 

however, Chomsky says khat Kayne would be forced to claim 

that although - for is not a proper governor, the @ preposition 

in the COMP of the 8 complement of believe is a proper 

governor. So Chomsky concludes that this would virtually 

amount to accepting the S deletion hypothesis for ECM, 

although he remarks that "Kayne's approach to unifying 

preposition stranding and Exceptional Case Marking is, 

however, sufficiently attractive so that an attempt 

solve the remaining difficulties surely seems in order" 



(Chomsky (1981a) , P o  298) 

We w i l l  n o t  e n t e r  i n t o  a  d iscuss ion  of t h e  problems 

r a i s e d  i n  such an a n a l y s i s  t h a t  c laims t h a t  some elements Pike 

f o r  a r e  not  l e x i c a l  f o r  purposes of proper  government s i n c e  - 
w e  have seen t h a t  l e x i c a l  government is  an a c c i d e n t a l  

proper ty  of r e c o v e r a b i l i t y  of p r o p e r t i e s  of a  t r a c e  by Binding 

( c f .  Chapter 3 ) .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, we have presented an 

a n a l y s i s  of ECM t h a t  maintains  t h e  u n i f i e d  account of 

p repos i t ion  s t r and ing  and ECM presented i n  Kayne (1981b1, and 

it would be i n t e r e s t i n g  i f  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  could be ccmpatible 

with an account of t h e  f a c t s  i n  (105-107). The account f o r  

(105) i s  s t ra ight forward:  s i n c e  d e l e t i o n  t akes  p lace  i n  t h e  

context  (+V ) ,  John c a ~  Bind t h e  t r a c e .  Furthermore, s i n c e  
7 - 

be l i eve  is  an ECM verb ,  a  Case can be assigned by t h i s  verb ,  

hence pass ive  morphology can apply t o  absorb it, assuming 

t h s  c o n s t r a i n t  t h a t  pass ive  morphology a p p l i e s  only i f  Case 

can be absorbed i n  English,  which seems q u i t e  n a t u r a l .  

I n  (1061, w e  can say t h a t  p r e f e r  does no t  ass ign  Case 

t o  an i n f i n i t i v a l  complement, hence t h a t  it cannot t ake  

pass ive  morphology. But even i f  p r e f e r  d id  ass ign  Case and 

pass ive  morphology was p o s s i b l e ,  t h e  sentence would s t i l l  
- 

be ungrammatical s i n c e  - a - S s i n c e  COMP is  f i l l e d  by - f o r ,  

hence d e l e t i o n  cannot t ake  p lace :  s o  B i l l  cannot Bind t h e  

t r a c e  ac ross  5 ,  and t h e  sentence i s  out by the  + c r i t e r i o n  

s i n c e  B i l l  has no 9-role .  

This leaves  us with (107) .  Why d o e s n ' t  want allow 



passive morphology? It seems to be an ECM verb since it can 

be followed by a lexical NP in the subject position of the 

embedded infinitival clause. 

(108) John wants ( a  Bill to leave) - 
So offhand, we would expect want to behave like believe. - 

But note that want is different from believe in that it has - -- 
the additional property to allow a PRO in the same position 

where it allows a lexical NP. 

(109) John wants (S PRO to leave) 

The solution is to adopt Kayne's use of a preposition, 

but to restrict it to want. So the structure of (108) is in -- 
fact (110) . 
(110) John wantL (: 9 (SBill to leave)) 

Want is not an ECM verb, since it does not assign Case - 
to an NP that it is not subcategorized for in (109) where a 

PRO is possible. But want can assign Case to a @ preposition - 
in COMP in (110) , 7,ssuming that this (d preposition, being 

in COMP, is the head of in some sense. So the Case 

properties are not separated from the 9-properties for want, - 
hence want - is not an E m  verb, but rather something like 

the "weak ECM" verb croire in French (cf. the discussion of 

( 3 7 )  above) . The $9 preposition, once Case marked, then in 

turn assigns Case to Bill. Now since passive morphology - 
applies only when the verb assigns Case, it will apply to 

want - only when want assigns Case to a $3 preposition, hence - 



only when such a preposition will be present in the structure. 

This means that the structure for (107) must be as in (111). 

(111) *Bill was wanted (B @ (S 2 to leave)) 

But then Bill cannot Bind the trace in (111) since 3 - 
deletion cannot take place because C O W  is filled by the gj 

prepositidn. So Bill - does not get a 8-role, hence the 
ungrammaticality of the sentence. So the contrast in 

passivization between waEc and beiieve is due to the presence - 
of this $ preposition in the COMP of the infinitival 

complement of want when want assigns Case. - - 
As for (log), the @'preposition has not been inserted. 

Since want is not an ECM verb, Case is not assigned to the NP, 

which then can be an EC by the Principle of Lexicalization. 

Since S deletion takes place, COMP being empty, John Binds - 
the PRO, and "local control" is established obligatorily, 

hence the ungrammaticality of the sentences in 1112). 

(112) (a) *John wanted (S PRO to shave oneself) 

* (b) *Mary knew that John wanted (S PRO to behave 

herself) 

Thus our general principles that account for ECs can 

explain the contrast in passivization in (105-1C7) without 

any modification if one accepts that want is not an ECM verb -- 
but rather that it assigns Case via a $5 preposition in COMP. 

And this analysis is compatible with our unified account of 

preposition stranding and ECM. Recall that this account is 

also compatible with out account of contraction, discussed 



i n  3.3.2.4. R e c a l l  t h a t  w e  assumed t h e r e  t h a t  c o n t r a c t i o n  of 

want+to t o  wanna i s  n o t  dependent on t h e  Case-marked s t a t u s  of 

t h e  trace s i n c e  t h e r e  a r e  i n s t a n c e s  where t h i s  i s  n o t  r e l e v a n t  

and where on ly  s t r u c t u r a l  c o n d i t i o n s  seem t o  be  a t  p l a y ,  a s  

i n  (113) .  

(113) (a)  They want, tollbe s u r e ,  a p l a c e  under t h e  sun.  

( *wanna) 

(b) They (wish and wantj t o  go (*wanna) 

I n  ou r  a n a l y s i s  of want c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  t h e r e  i s  a s t r u c t u r a l  - 
d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  complement w i th  PRO s u b j e c t  and t h e  

complement w i t h  Case-marked s u b j e c t ,  a s  w e  see i n  ( 1 1 4 ) .  

( 1 1 4 )  ( a )  I want L S  PRO t o  go) 

(b; I want (g  9 ( s  B i l l  t o  go)  

When WH-extraction t a k e s  p l a c e  from t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  

Case must b e  a s s igned  t o  t h e  Wh-phrase by t h e  P r i n c i p l e  of 

L e x i c a l i z a t i o n :  s o  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  must be a s  i n  (114b) .  On 

t h e  o t h e r  hand, i n  o r d e r  f o r  a PRO t o  be p o s s i b l e  i n  s u b j e c t  

p o s i t i o n ,  it must n o t  have Case, s o  t h e  @ p r e p o s i t i o n  must not  

be p r e s e n t ,  and then  5 d e l e t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  s i n c e  no th ing  

b locks  it, s o  t h a t  PRO i s  Bound by t h e  s u b j e c t  of  want; b u t  - 
t hen  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  is  a s  i n  (114a). Con t r ac t ion ,  w e  assune 

can t a k e  p l a c e  on ly  i f  want governs  t o :  s o  it can t a k e  p l a c e  - 
i n  (114a), b u t  n o t  i n  (114b1, where t h e  5 blocks  government. 

W e  s a w  i n  our  d i s c u s s i o n  of promise and ask above that -- -- 
t h e r e  a r e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  wi th  two p o t e n t i a l  Binders and t h a t  

it is semant ic  o r  pragmat ic  f a c t o r s  t h a t  determine t h e  cho ice  

of  Binder. Another case of t h i s  type  i n  o u r  a n a l y s i s  i s  a 



sentence like (115) (this sentence is discussed in Kayne 

(115) 11 me semble ( S  - e avoir compris) 

Since 3 deletion has taken place, the EG in (115) has 

two possible Binders: either il or me. If il is referential, - - - 
then il must Bind the EC in order to get a 8-role since no - 
0-role is assigned to the subject of sembler. So the sentence 

gets the interpretation in (116) . 
(116) He seems to me (t to have understood) - 

On the other hand, il can be a nonreferential expletive - 
element: in such a case, il cannot Bind the EC since this would - 
result in a 8-criterion violaticn since expletive it cannot - 
bear a 8-role, unless the embedded subject position is not 

a @-position, as in I1 me semble y avoir beaucoup de monde. 

But in (115), it is possible for me to Bind the EC. However, - 
we agree with Ruwet (1976) and Kayne (1981bJ that the 

interpretation in this case is not one where me is raised - 
from the subject position of the infinitival clause as in 

(117a) , a proposal made by Rouveret & Vergnaud (1980) , but 
rather one where me "controls" the EC. Our reason to believe - 
this is that me is related to two 8-roles, as in (117b). - 
So the interpretation of (115) is as in (117b) . 
(117) (a) # It seems that I have understood. - 

(b) It seems to me that I have understood. - - 

So me - gets a 8-role as Dative object of semble, and the 
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EC g e t s  an independent + r o l e  front a v o i r  compris. So it seems 

t h a t  m e  - c o n t r o l s  t h e  EC i n  (115) i f  - il is  e x p l e t i v e .  I n  f a c t ,  

a s  p r e d i c t e d  by o u r  a n a l y s i s ,  m e  must Bind t h e  EC and (115) - 
cannot  g e t  a r ead ing  where t h e  EC i s  PROarb a s  i n  (118) s i n c e  - - 
S d e l e t i o n  has taken  p l ace .  

(118) * I 1  m e  semble (S  PROarb a v o i r  comprisl 

The f a c t  t h a t  c o n t r o l  r a t h e r  t han  r a i s i n g  i s  involved i s  

f u r t h e r  confirmed by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  n o n - c l i t i c  Dat ive  coniplements 

can c o n t r o l  t h e  EC. 

(119) 11 semble a Jeani  (ei y  &re a l l 6  di j ; )  (From Gross 
(1968))  l7 

So i n  o u r  a n a l y s i s ,  (115) p r e s e n t s  no p a r t i c u l a r  problem. 

However, t h i s  p r e s e n t s  a problem f o r  a  GB a n a l y s i s .  I n  o r d e r  

f o r  t h e  EC i n  (115) t o  be  a  PRO, it must n o t  b e  governed i n  

t h e  GB a n a l y s i s .  But on t h e  o t h e r  hand,  i n  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  

EC t o  be  a  t r a c e ,  it must be  p rope r ly  governed. So sembler 

must t r i g g e r  d e l e t i o n  when t h e r e  is r a i s i n g ,  b u t  no t  

when t h e r e  i s  c o n t r o l .  So when a  Dat ive  o b j e c t  i s  p r e s e n t ,  

sembler is  e i t h e r  a  r a i s i n g  o r  a  c o n t r o l  verb .  On t h e  o t h e r  

hand, i f  no Dat ive  complement is p r e s e n t ,  sembler must be a 

r a i s i n g  v e r b ,  i . e .  it must t r i g g e r  5 d e l e t i o n ,  s i n c e  an 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  l i k e  ( 1 2 0 )  is n o t  p o s s i b l e .  

(120) *Ilexpl semble PROarb e t r e  p a r t i )  - - 
I n  o u r  a n a l y s i s ,  no such problem a r i s e s  a s  we have seen .  

A s  f o r  (1201, s i n c e  3 d e l e t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  i n  t h i s  context . ,  



e x p l e t i v e  il would Bind t h e  EC, and t h i s  r e s u l t s  i n  a  8 - v i o l a t i o n .  - 

So an e x p l e t i v e  il is  p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of - 
sembler when t h e r e  is  an i n f i n i t i v a l  complement w i th  a +marked 

s u b j e c t ,  on ly  i f  some o t h e r  Binder i s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  a i n d  t h e  

EC t o  p r e s e n t  t h e  il from Binding t h e  0-marked EC. So a11 - 
t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of  sembler fo l low from our  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s ,  

and t h e r e  i s  no need t o  compl ica te  t h e  l e x i c a l  e n t r y  of 

sembler . 
5.3. PRO as a pronoun. 

A s  NP can  be  an EC and a  pronoun i f  it is  i n  a p o s i t i o n  

where no Case i s  a s s igned ,  and i f  no NP Binds it ,  s o  t h a t  it 

is n o t  a n  anaphor b u t  a f r e e l y  indexed pronoun. Such a 

pronoun w i l l  n o t  e x h i b i t  t h e  f o u r  b a s i c  p r o p e r t i e s  of 

anaphors which are de r ived  from Binding by t h e  an tecedent .  

So a pronoun w i l l  n o t  o b l i g a t o r i l y  have an an t eceden t ;  i f  

it has  one, it need no t  be l o c a l ;  it need no t  be unique;  and 

it does  n o t  have t o  haoz a s p e c i f i c  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  wi th  

th,:  pronour, (except  f o r  t h e  f l c t  t h a t  t h e  pronocn may n o t  

c-command i t s  an teceden t ,  t h i s  being a t ~ t a l l y  independent 

c o n s t r a i n t  on pronouns; c f .  t h e  Binding Condi t ion i n  ( 2 . 1 3 7 )  1 .  

I n  t h e  case of  i n f i n i t i v e s  which w e  a r e  d i s c u s s i n g  h e r e ,  

t h e  NP s u b j e c t  can always be an EC s i n c e  no Case i s  ass igned  

t o  t h a t  p o s i t i o n ,  excep t  f o r  t h e  s p e c i a l  c a s e s  where t h e  

i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e  i s  t h e  complement of a  ma t r ix  verb  which 

i s  an ECM verb ,  ar when a p r e p o s i t i o n  is i n s e r t e d  i n  COMP 

i n  a  language t h a t  a l l ows  ECM. I n  a l l  t h e  o t h e r  c a s e s ,  t h e  



NP s u b j e c t  can be an EC. I n  o rde r  f o r  t h a t  EC t o  be a pronoun 

however, it must be t h e  case  t h a t  the  EC i s  not  Bound, o r  

else it is  an anaphor, not  a pronoun, by func t iona l  d e f i n i t i o n .  

The EC w i l l  no t  be Bound i f  S d e l e t i o n  does not t ake  p lace ,  

s i n c e  t h e  5 then blocks government by a Binder. There a r e  two 

f a c t o r s  t h a t  can prevent  5 d e l e t i o n  from applying: e i t h e r  t h e  

i s  no t  a context  where P d e l e t i o n  t akes  p lace ,  o r  t h e  COMP 

of t h i s  S is f i l l e d ,  so t h a t  g d e l e t i o n  i s  not  poss ib le .  

Consider t h e  l a t t e r .  The obvious candidate  i s  when COFP 

i s  f i l l e d  by a WH-phrase. 

(121) ( a )  They d o n ' t  know ( 5  what (S PRO t o  do t) - 
(b)  They d o n ' t  know (g how (s PRO t o  behave themselves/ 

onese l f )  

Here PRO is  pronominal s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  no Binder f o r  it 

( t h e  WH-phrase Binding another  EC). Since it g e t s  no R-index 

by a Binder,  PRO is f r e e l y  indexed a t  S-s t ruc ture .  PRO can 

p ick  t h e  index of an N P  i n  t h e  sentence,  s o  t h a t  it can be 

c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  they i n  t h e s e  sentences.  But PRO can a l s o  

pick some o t h e r  index, and have no core fe ren t  i n  t h e  sentence 

a s  i n  t h e  reading with oneself  i n  (121b).  There might be 

var ious  pr igmat ic  f a c t o r s  t h a t  w i l l  determine t h e  choice of 

coref e r e n t  . 
The C O W  might be f i l l e d ,  and hence block S d e l e t i o n ,  

because a r e l a t i v e  c l ause  is  formed, as i n  (122). 

(122) John gave (Mary) (Np a booki (g  e .  ( S  PROk t o  read 
-1 

t . ) ) )  
-1 

Here PRO i s  pronominal s i n c e  it has no a c c e s s i b l e  Binder. k 



For  pragmat ic  r ea sons  which have t o  do wi th  t h e  meaning of 

g i v e ,  i f  an  o b j e c t  l i k e  Mary i s  p r e s e n t ,  t h i s  o b j e c t  w i l l  

be t n e  p r e f e r r e d  an t eceden t  f o r  PROk But Mary does  no t  

no t  Bind PROk: it i s  s imply c o r e f e r e n t  w i t h  it. This  is  

c l e a r e r  i n  a s en t ence  l i k e  ( 1 2 3 ) .  

(123) John found ano the r  book ( S  ei (S PROk t o  read  t . ) )  - -1 

The p r e f e r r e d  read ing  is where PROk i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  

c o r e f e r e n t  w i th  John,  b u t  it need no t  be  s o  i f  a c o n t e x t  i s  - 
given  where John has  t h e  h a b i t  of sugges t ing  books t o  read  - 
t o  h i s  f r i e n d s  o r  s t u d e n t s .  

Consider now t h e  second c a s e  where PRO i s  pronominal ,  

i . e .  where 5 d e l e t i o n  does  n o t  t a k e  p l a c e  because t h e  S 

i s  noc i n  t h e  proper  c o n t e x t .  We w i l l  look at f o u r  d i f f e r e n t  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  wnere t h i s  happens. 

1" Nonbridge v e r b s .  

(124) John shouted/whispered ( 5  (S PRO t o  l eave )  

W e  have a l r e a d y  d i scussed  t h i s  c a s e  a t  t h e  beginning of 

5.2. W e  assume t h a t  5 d e l e t i o n  does  no t  t a k a  p l a c e  a f t e r  a 

nonbridge ve rb  s i n c q  t h e  3 i s  no t  " i d e n t i f i e d "  by t h e  nonbridge 

verb  s i n c e  i t s  index i s  no t  e n t e r e d  i n  t h e  V-grid. So t h e  

PRO is  pronominal s i n c e  it cannot  be Bound, and it f r e e l y  

r e f e r s  l i k e  a pronoun. I n  ( 1 2 4 ) ,  PRG cannot  c o r e f e r  wi th  

John under normal c i rcumstances ,  b u t  i t  can c o r e f e r  wi th  

some o t h e r  NP i n  t h e  s en t ence  i f  one i s  p r e s e n t ,  a s  i n  ( 1 2 5 ) .  



(125) (a)  John whispered t o  B i l l  ( Z  PRO t o  l e a v e )  

( b )  They s a i d  t h a t  John shouted ( S  t o  l e a v e )  

I n  ( 1 2 5 a ) ,  PRO can be B i l l  o r  B i l l  and some x. I n  (125b) ,  - 
PRO can be t h e y ,  o r  t hey  and some x ,  or  some x. - - 

2@ S e n t e n t i a l  s u b j e c t s .  

(126) (S (s  PRO t o  f i n i s h  t h e  work on t i m e )  1 i s  impor tan t  

f o r  m e .  

Here, S d e l e t i o n  does n o t  t a k e  p l a c e  s i n c e  t h e  2 i s  no t  

i n  a  con tex t  ( + V  Even if it was i n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  would 

s t i i l  be no Binder  f o r  PRO, s o  PRO i s  pronominal.  I t  can 

c o r e f e r  w i t h  m e ,  b u t  it need n o t ,  a s  w e  see from t h e  c o n t r a s t  - 
i n  (127) .  

(127) (a)  To f i n i s h  my work on t i m e  i s  impor tan t  f o r  m e .  

(b) To f i n i s h  o n e ' s  work on t i m e  i s  impor tan t  f o r  m e .  

A similar account  f o r  t h e  r e f e r e n t i a l  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of  

PRO ho lds  i f  t h e  s e n t e n t i a l  s u b j e c t  i s  i n  an embedded sen tence ,  

a s  i n  ( 1 2 8 ) .  

(128) ( a )  John t h i n k s  t h a t  (S PRO t o  f eed  h imse l f /onese l f )  1 
w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t .  

( b )  John t h i n k s  t h a t  (E L s  PRO t o  l eave  e a r l y )  w i l l  

be d i f f i c u l t .  

I n  (128b) ,  PRO can be  John,  John and some x ,  o r  some x .  - - 
Note t h a t  a l l  c a s e s  of  "long d i s t a n c e "  c o n t r o l  g iven i n  t h e  

l i t e r a t u r e  involve  pronominal PRO,  where S d e l e t i o n  i s  no t  

p o s s i b l e .  
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3O Puraos ives  . 
(129) John bought a book (g ( s  PRO t o  p l e a s e  h i s  t e ~ c h e r ) )  

I n  (1291, John seems t o  Bind PRO, b u t  it is no t  t h e  c a s e  

t h a t  a s u b j e c t  Binds t h e  PRO of a purpos ive ,  s i n c e  s en t ences  

l i k e  (130) a r e  a l s o  p o s s i b l e .  

(130) The book was s o l d  (H (S PRO t o  h e l p  t h e  r e fugees )  ) 

A s  noted by Manzini (1980) ,  i n  s en t ences  l i k e  ( L 3 0 ) ,  

t h e  PRO i s  a r b i t r a r y ,  b u t  it i s  s t i l l  perce ived  a s  being 

r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  agen t  of - s o l d ,  a l though  t h i s  agen t  i s  no t  

expressed .  So t h i s  i s  a m a t t e r  of p ragmat ics ,  n o t  of Binding.  

I n  f a c t ,  it seems t h a t  t h e  PRO can be r e l a t e d  t o  any NP 

which can be  a " p o t e n t i a l  agen t" ,  no t  on ly  t o  one t h a t  b e a r s  

t h a t  themat ic  r o l e  i n  t h e  s en t ence .  This  would e x p l a i n  

t h e  ambigui ty  of (131) , where e i t h e r  John ( t h e  agen t  of - 
h i r e d ) ,  o r  Mary ( t h e  p a t i e n t  of h i r e d ) ,  o r  even John and Mary - 
can be doing t h e  f i r i n g .  18 

(131) John h i r e d  Mary (B PRO t o  f i r e  B i l l )  

The reason  why a PRO i n  a purpos ive  i s  no t  Bound is  

because 5 d e l e t i o n  does  no t  t a k e  p l a c e  s i n c e ,  j u s t  l i k e  i n  

t h e  c a s e  of nonbridge v e r b s ,  t h e  S i s  no t  " i d e n t i f i e d 1 '  by 

any verb  s i n c e  it i s  no t  governed by any verb and i t s  index 

is n o t  e n t e r e d  i n  any V-grid. So t h e  PRO i s  pronominal i n  

such c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  

4O Extraaosed i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s .  

Consider t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (132) and ( 1 3 3 ) .  



(132) (a)  I t  is  i m p o r t a n t  ( a  PRC t o  l e a v e  e a r l y )  

( b )  I t  is i m p o s s i b l e  Ta PRO t o  l e a v e  e a r l y )  
- 

(133) ( a )  * I t  i s  c e r t a i n  ( PRO t o  l e a v e  e a r l y )  
a 

( b )  * I t  i s  s u r e  ( a  PRO t o  l e a v e  e a r l y )  
- 

Our t h e o r y  t e l l s  u s  t h a t  t h e  r e a s o n  why t h e  s e n t e n c e s  i n  

(133) a r e  ungrammat ica l  i s  due  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  e x p l e t i v e  it - 

Binds  a 8 - p o s i t i o n  h e r e ,  s o  t h a t  5 d e l e t i o n  h a s  t a k e n  p l a c e  

and - a = S. I f  t h i s  i s  r i g h t ,  t h e n  w e  e x p e c t  r a i s i n g  t o  b e  

p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  s i n c e  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  t h e  

m a t r i x  c l a u s e  nan Bind t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  t h e  embedded c l a u s e  

a c r o s s  S. 

(134)  (a) John i s  c e r t a i n  (s t t o  l e a v e  e a r l y )  - 
(b) John is  s u r e  ( t t o  l e a v e  e a r l y )  

S - 
On t h e  o t h e r  hand,  s i n c e  PRO get.s an  a r b i t r a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

i n  (1321,  it i s  a p ronomina l ,  and s o  it j.s n o t  Bound by i t :  - 
- 

so S d e l e t i o n  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  h e r e ,  and a = S.  W e  t h e n  - 
e x p e c t  r a i s i n g  n o t  bo be p o s s i b l e  i n  such c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  

s i n c e  t h e  r a i s e d  NP c a n n o t  Bind i t s  t r a c e  a c r o s s  3 ,  and hence  

h a s  no 8-role. T h i s  i s  indeed  t h e  c a s e .  

(135) (a) *John is i m p o r t a n t  (S 5 t o  l e a v e  e a r l y )  

( b )  *John is  i m p o s s i b l e  ( B  t t o  l e a v e  e a r l y )  - 

So t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (132) and (1.33) i s  t h e  consequence 

of  a  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  d e l e t i o n .  The r e a s o n  

why t h e r e  might  b e  such a  d i f f e r e n c e  c o u l d  b e  due  t o  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h e s e  t w o  t y p e s  of  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  have  d i f f e r e n t  D - s t r u c t u r e s .  

The s i m p l e s t  a s sumpt ion  t o  make a b o u t  (133)  where 5 d e l e t i o n  



takes place is that the D-structure is (136). 

So the 5 is in a context (+V and 2eletion takes - 
place. But (132) on the other hand would involve a derivation 

by extraposition from a D-structure like (137). 

So this reduces to the case of sentential subjects: 

5 deletion cannot take place, even after extraposition since 

the 3 is not "identified" by the ADJ, so PRO is pronominal. 19 

If extraposition does not take place, then we get the S-structure 

in (138). 

(138) (a) (S PRO to leave early! is important. 

(b) (g  PRO to leave early) is impossible. 

These are the four major contexts in which deletion 

is not possible. In these contexts, PRO- is a pronominal. 

so that it exhibits the converse of the four basic properties 

of anaphors derived from Binding. Thus the PRO does not 

have to have an antecedent, as in (139). 

(139) (a) It is important ( S  PRO to leave early) 

(b) John knows ( S  how ( S  PRO to behave oneself 1 )  

There can be more than one antecedent as in (140). 

(140) John told Mary that ( 3  PRO to leave early)) is 
important. 

(PRO = Jchn Mar John and Mary, John and x ,  Mary Y f  -- - -- 

and x, John and Mary and x, x) - - - - 

We also see in (140) that the antecedent need not be 



local. I n  f a c t ,  t h e  s t r i c t l y  pronominal  n a t u r e  o f  PRO i n  

t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  can  b e  seen  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  PRO can 

have a n  a n t e c e d e n t  even a c r o s s  s e n t e n c e s  i n  a  t e x t ,  j u s t  l i k e  

l e x i c a l  pronouns ,  a s  n o t e d  i n  Mohanan (1981,  Bresnan (1982) . 
( 1 4 1 )  Tom f e l t  embar rassed .  

A - (PRO p i n c h i n g  e l e p h a n t s )  was a  m i s t a k e .  

B - I t  w a s  shamefu l ,  (PRO e x h i b i t i n g  h i m s e l f  i n  p u b l i c )  

l i k e  t h a t .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  i s  no s t r u c t u r a l  c o n s t r a i n t  o f  t h e  t y p e  

found f o r  a n a p h o r s ,  a s  w e  see i n  (142) . 
(142) ( g  PRO t o  f i n i s h  h i s  work on t i m e )  i s '  i m p o r t a n t  f o r  

a c h i l d ' s  development .  

Thus, w h i l e  on t h e  one hand o n l y  a n  NP t h a t  c a n  govern  

t h e  PRO can  be a "local c o n t r o l l e r " ,  t h e r e f o r e  o n l y  a  s u b j e c t  

o r  an object, on t h e  o t h e r  hand any N P  c a n  b e  a  " long  

d i s t a n c e  c o n t r o l l e r n  s i n c e  o n l y  c o r e f e r e n c e  is i n v o l v e d  i n  

t h i s  c a s e ,  b u t  B ind ing ,  and no s p e c i a l  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n  

is t a k i n g  p l a c e .  

A p o i n t  which w e  have  d e l a y e d  t o  a d d r e s s  i s  why pronominal  

PRO h a s  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  what  is known a s  a r b i t r a r y  PRO when 

PRO is a f r e e  p ronomina l ,  i . e .  n o n - c o r e f e r e n t i a l .  What a r e  

t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of t h i s  f r e e  pronqminal  EC? b i n c e  i t  h a s  a n  

R-index of  i t s  own, t h a t  means t h a t  a t  LF, Agreement a p p l i e s  

v a c u o u ~ l y  f o r  f r e e  pronominal  PRO s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  no e lement  

t h a t  h a s  F - f e a t u r e s  f o r  PRO t o  a g r e e  w i t h .  So s i n c e  t h i s  

PRO h a s  no  F - f e a t u r e s  i n s e r t e d  i n  D - s t r u c t u r e  and S - s t r u c t u r e ,  



o r  else it would b e  l e x i c a - L  by t h e  P r i n c i p l e  o f  L e x i c a l i z a t i o n ,  

and s i n c e  t h i s  PRO d o e s  n o t  g e t  any F - f e a t u r e s  by Agreement 

a t  LF e i t h e r ,  t h i s  h a s  f o r  consequence t h a t  f r e e  PRO h a s  no 

F - f e a t u r e s  a t  LF. I f ,  a s  w e  have  s e e n  i n  2 . 2 . 2 . ,  a n  e lement  

must have t h e  F - f e a t u r e s  of  some s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  i n  domain 

D i n  o r d e r  t o  d e n o t e  t h a t  o b j e c t ,  t h e n  f r e e  PRO c a n n o t  d e n o t e  

such  a s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t :  b u t  t h e n  w e  have  a n  e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  

i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a  v a r i a b l e - l i k e  e l e m e n t ,  - 
a l t h o u g h  it i s  n o t  t e c h n i c a l l y  a  v a r i a b l e ,  i . e .  it i s  n o t  

x - ~ o u n d :  h a v i n g  no F - f e a t u r e s ,  f r e e  PRO can  r a n g e  o v e r  a l l  

t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  domain D t h a t  can  s a t i s f y  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  

of  which f r e e  PRO is s u b j e c t ,  r e g a r d l e s s  ~f t h e  grammat ica l  

f e a t u r e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  :hese i n d i v i d u a l s .  

There  i s  one  c o n s t r a i n t  on f r e e  PRO however: it seems 

t o  g e t  a  p r e f e r r e d  r e a d i n g  w i t h  t h e  s e l e c t i o n a l  f e a t u r e  

( + a n i m a t e ) .  Thus (146) is very awkward i f  one h a s  i n  mind 

r o c k s  o r  trees, b u t  f i n e  i f  one h a s  i n  mind humans o f  a n i m a l s .  20 

(146) (a) (S PRO r o l l i n g  down t h e  h i l l )  would be dangerous .  

( b )  (S. PRO r o l l i n g  up t h a t  h i l l )  i s  i m p o s s i b l e .  

A p o s s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i a n  f o r  t h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  can  b e  found 

i n  Marantz ( 1 9 8 1 ) .  Marantz makes a  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

" n o m i n a t i v e - a c c u s a t i v e  l anguages"  l i k e  E n g l i s h ,  F rench ,  and 

" e r g a t i v e  l anguages"  l i k e  D y i r b a l  and C e n t r a l  A r t i c  Eskimo. 

" I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  a p p e a r i n g  i n  some P-A s t r u c t u r e s ,  semant ic-  

r o l e  c l a s s e s  seem n e c e s s a r y  t o  e x p r e s s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  abou t  

t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of  P-A s t r u c t u r e s  ( P r e d i c a t e  Argument 

s t r u c t u r e s )  w i t h i n  a l a n g u a g ~ .  I n  E n g l i s h  and many o t h e r  



languages, it is generally true that if one of the inherent 

roles associated with a verb is an "agent" role, i.e., is 

the role of an active, animate being who intentionally causes 

something, then this role will be assigned to the logical 

subject of the predicate that the verb produces. It is also 

generally true in these languages that " themeh inherent 

roles -- roles of objects that the verb specifies to undergo 
a change of state -- and "patient" inherent roles -- roles 
af objects that bear the brunt of the action described by 

the verb -- are assigned by verbs, i.e., are borreby logical 
objects. These generalizations must be stated within the 

grammar of a language. A straightforward statement is given 

in (147) ." (Marantz (1981) , p. 54-55) 
(147) (a) agent roles - logical subjecr 

(b) theme/patient roles - logical object 

Marantz tested this hypothesis with children 3-4 years 

old (cf. Marantz (1980) ) . He presented the children with 

made up verbg like moak, - meaning "to pound with the elbow", 
the predicate argument structure violating the generalization 

in (147) as in (148). 

(148) moak: 'pound with the elbow"' object = agent 

subject = patient 

So sentences like (149) containing moak violate the 

generalization for English-speaking children that agents 

come preverbally , patients post-verbally . 
(149) The book is moaking Larry. 



Marantz's experiments show that English-speaking children 

have more difficulty 1earni.i~ to use verbs like moak which 

do not conform to the generalization in (147). For example, 

when shown Cindy pounding a ball with her elbow, the children 

tend to say "Cindy is moaking the ball". 

So it could the fact that the unmarked case for a subject 

in English is to be an agent, hence an active, animate being 

who intentionally causes somethinq, that induces the preferred 

reading for non-specified subjects like free PRO to be 

(+Animate). 

5.4. On differences between trace and PRO. 

In Chomsky (1981a), Chomsky assumes the following 

differences between trace and PRO. 

(150) (i) trace is governed, PRb is ungoverned. 

(ii) the antecedent of trace is in a the 

antecedent of PRO is in a 8-position. 

(iii) trace obeys Subjacency, PRO does not. 

The point in (i) is a question of choice of analysis: in 

our analysis., PRO is governed when it is proximate, and its 

distribution depends on Case, not government: arguments to 

this effect have been givca in the preceding sections of 

this chapter. As for (ii), we agree with Chomsky. Consider 

now (iii). Since proximate PRO is Bound by its antecedent, 

just like a trace, Subjacency holds for anaphoric PRO in our 

analysis. Thus in (151) . 



(151) "Ronald seems (z  t h a t  it i s  c e r t a i n  ( -  t t o  be b a c k ) )  
1 s, - 

z2 is d e l e t e d ,  and it Binds t h e  t r a c e ,  s o  t h e  sen tence  i s  ou t  - 
by t h e  + c r i t e r i o n  because e x p l e t i v e  - it has  a 8 - ro l e ,  and 

r e f e r e n t i a l  Ronald does  no t  have a 8 - ro l e .  S i m i l a r l y ,  i n  

(152) *John t r i e d  ( -  t h a t  it i s  s u r e  ( -  e t o  l eave  e a r l y )  
S1 S2 - 

S2 i s  d e l e t e d ,  and - it Binds t h e  E C ,  which i s  a + c r i t e r i o n  

v i o l a t i o n .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, a l l  t h e  examples g iven  i n  t h e  

l i t e r a t u r e  where PRO v i o l a t e s  Subjacency involve  pronominal 

PRO, n o t  anaphor ic  PRO. 

(153) ( a )  John t h i n k s  ( t h a t  (g  PRO t o  f eed  h imse l f )  w i l l  

be d i f f i c u l t )  

(b )  *John seems ( t h a t  ( g  5 t o  f e e d  h imse l f )  w i l l  

be d i f f i c u l t )  

I n  (153a ) ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between PRO and John v i o l a t e s  - 
Subjacency,  a s  w e  can see from t h e  ungrammatical i ty  of  (153b) .  

Indeed it does ,  b u t  because t h i s  i s  a c a s e  of pronominal PRO,  

and pronominal PRO can c o r e f e r  w i t h  any NP. W e  can s e e  t h a t  

PRO is  pronominal i n  (153a) s i n c e  it can be f r e e  PRO,  a s  

(154) John t h i n k s  t h a t  t o  f eed  onese l f  w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t .  

Another d i f f e r e n c e  between t r a c e  and PRO is i l l u s t r a t e d  

i n  t h e  fo l lowing  sen tences  (from Burzio ( 1 9 8 1 ) ,  d i s cus sed  a l s o  

i n  Chomsky (1981a) ) . 
(155) One i n t e r p r e t e r  each seem (S t t o  have been ass igned  t o  

t h e  v i s i t i n g  d ip lomats )  



(156) *One i n t e r p r e t e r  each t r i e d  (S PRO t o  have been ass igned  

t o  t h e  v i s i t i n g  d ip lomats )  

The d i f f e r e n c e  according t o  Chomsky i s  t h a t  " t h e  D- 

s t r u c t u r e  p o s i t i o n  of one i n t e r p r e t e r  each must be " c l o s e  

enough" t o  t h e  ph ra se  t h e  v i s i t i n g  d ip lomats  f o r  each t o  be 

i n t e r p r e t e d  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  a s  a  q u a n t i f i e r  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  

l a t t e r  phrase . "  (Chomsky (1981a1, p. 62) 

W e  ag ree  w i th  t h i s  e x p l a n a t i o n ,  b u t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  is :  

what i s  " c l o s e  enough"? Suppose t h a t  it i s  the fo l lowing:  

t h e  NP each  must be p a r t  of  t h e  same P r e d i c a t e  S t r u c t u r e  a s  

t h e  phrase  t o  which each  is re laLed .  Fo:r example, i n  (155) , 

one i n t e r p r e t e r  each is  an ~ g u m e n t  of  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  formed 

by a s s i g n ,  and t h e  v i s i t i n q  d ip lomats  a l s o  is  an argument of 

t h e  p r e d i c a t e  fcrmed by a s s i g n .  But i n  ( 1 5 6 ) ,  one i n t e r p r e t e r  - 
each i s  a n  argument of t h e  p r e d i c a t e  formed by t r i e d ,  whereas - 
t h e  v i s i t i n g  d ip lomats  is  an a r g . m e n t  f o  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  

formed by a s s i g n .  So w e  have "c loseness"  i n  (155) , but not  

i n  (156) .  The d i f f e r e n c e  between t r a c e  and PRO t h a t  comes 

o u t  of t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (155) and (156) i s  t h a t  t h e  

an t eceden t  o f  PRO i s  i n  a 8 -pos i t i on ,  whereas t h e  an tecedent  

of t r a c e  is no t  i n  a  8 - p o s i t i o n .  And t h i s  i s  p r e c i s e l y  

t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  w e  c l a im  t h a t  t h e r e  is between t r a c e  and 

PRO. 

5.5. Concluding remarks. 

Any a n a l y s i s  which d e r i v e s  c o n t r o l  from the binding  theo ry  

and where PRO always has  anaphor ic  p r o p e r t i e s ,  a s  when it i s  



a pronominal anaphor,  w i l l  always be faced  wi th  t h e  problem of 

m u l t i p l e  an t eceden t s  f o r  PRO and an t eceden t s  a c r o s s  s en t ences  

i n  a t e x t ,  t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  never  being found f o r  " t r u e  

anaphors".  And any a n a l y s i s  t h a t  has an a c t u a l  t heo ry  of 

c o n t r o l  w i l l  be weakened by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  t heo ry  of 

c o n t r o l  w i l l  always r e s t a t e  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of co re fe rence  f o r  

pronouns when m u l t i p l e  an t eceden t s  a r e  p r e s e n t  i n  a cons t ruc t? -on ,  

i .e .  when PRO i s  pronominal i n  ou r  a n a l y s i s .  A s  f o r  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  t h e  behavior  of PRO i s  sometimes i d e n t i c z l  t o  t h a t  

of  an anaphor,  and sometimes i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h a t  of a pronoun, 

t h i s  being determined by t h e  p r e c i s e  con tex t  i n  which PRO 

appea r s ,  s ~ c h  t h e o r i e s  w i l l  e i t h e r  f a i l  t o  c a p t u r e  t h i s  f a c t ,  

o r  t h e y  w i l l  r e q u i r e  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  e s s e n t i a l l y  reproduce 

e f f e c t s  t h a t  are independent ly  accounted f o r  by p r i n c i p l e s  

zccount ing  f o r  p r o p e r t i e s  of anaphors and pronouns i n  gene ra l .  

I n  o u r  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e r e  i s  no theo ry  of c o n t r o l :  PRO 

i s  e i t h e r  an anapkor o r  a pronoun, t h i s  being determined 

f u n c t i o n a l l y  a s  w e  have j u s t  s een ,  and t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of PRO 

a s  an anaphor o r  as a pronoun a r e  determined by t h e  same 

g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  which a r e  independent ly  n o t i v a t e d  f o r  

a l l  i n s t a n c e s  of anaphors o r  pronouns. And t h i s  a n a l y s i s  

i s  c ~ n s i s t e n t  wi th  ou r  g e n e r a l  methodological  p r i n c i p l e  

wliich s t a t e s  t h a t  no s ta tement  i n  t h e  grammar should r e f e r  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  on ly  t o  E C s  o r  on ly  t o  l e x i c a l  NPs. 

Reca l l  t h a t ,  be s ides  t h e s e  conceptua l  reasons  t o  

adopt  an a n a l y s i s  w i th  anaphor ic  o r  pronominal PRO, t h e r e  
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are a l s o  e m p i r i c a l  reasons  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between t h e  two 

t y p e s  of PRO which have t o  do wi th  t h e  subcase  of t h e  Elsewhere 

P r i n c i p l e  i n  (3.227) d i s c u s s e d  i n  3 . 3 . 2 . 2  and r epea t ed  he re  

a s  (157) .  

(157) Don' t  p u t  a pronoun i n  a p o s i t i o n  where an anaphor 

i s  p o s s i b l e ,  i .e.  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  where t h e  pronoun w i l l  

be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  w i th  an NP t h a t  can 

Bind it. 

We saw t h a t  "l ike-pronouns" a r e  no t  p o s s i b l e  i n  s u b j u n c t i v e s  

when a c ~ r r e s p o n d i r ~ g  i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e  i s  p o s s i b l e  w i t h  an 

anaphor ic  P R O ,  as i n  (1581 . 
(158) (a) *Je  veux que j ' a i l l e  v o i r  c e  f i lm .  

( b )  Je veux (S PRO a l l e r  v o i r  ce  f i l m )  

But i f  PRO is a  pronominal ,  t hen  a "l ike-pronoun" i n  an 

equivalent  s u b j u n c t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  p o s s i b l e  s i n c e  t h e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  made by (157) is  n o t  l e x i c a l  v e r s u s  non- l ex i ca l ,  

b u t  r a t h e r  pronoun ve r sus  anaphor. Thus, PRO i s  a pronomiml 

i n  t h e  s en t ences  i n  (159) accord ing  t o  ou r  a n a l y s i s ,  and we 

see t h a t  t h e  corresponding s u b j u n c t i v e s  w i th  "l ike-pronouns" 

a r e  p o s s i b l e  a s  i n  (160) .  

(159) (a)  (S  - PRO d l e t r e  menaci de  murt)  ne m e  -- f e r a  pas  

changer d ' i d6e .  

(b) Jean m'a d i t  q u ' i l  s e r a i t  p o s s i b l e  ( g  PRO - d l e t r e  

adrnis & l'acad6mi.e) s i  - nous en f a i s o n s  l a  demande. 

(c)  I1 e s t  p r & f 6 r a b l e  pour nous t o u s  ( S  PRO d l a l l e r  

v o i r  c e  f l i m )  



, 
(160) ( a )  (Que je s o i s  menace de  mort)  ne me f e r a  pas  - 

changer  ii ' id6e .  

(b )  Jean m'a d i t  q u ' i l  s e r a i t  p o s s i b l e  (que nous 

soyons admis l ' acad6mie)  s i  nous en f a i s o n s  

l a  demande. 

( c )  I1 e s t  prGf6rable  pour nous t o u s  (que nous 

a l l i o n s  v o i r  ce  f i l m ) .  

One might a rgue  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  s t i l l  minor s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  

t h a t  must be  made about  which NP can be a c o n t r o l l e r .  For 

example, G r i n d e r ' s  (1970) I n t e r v e n t i o n  C o n s t r a i n t  might be 

brought  back t o  s u r f a c e  t o  account  f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 

c o n t r o l l e r  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  sen tence .  

( 1 L 1 )  E r i c  s a i d  t h a t  Roxanne knew t h a t  it would be d i f f i c u l t  

(PRO t o  c r i t i c i z e  he r se l f / *h imse l f )  

I f  PRO i s  a pronoun h e r e ,  something a d d i t i o n a l  must be 

s a i d  about  i t s  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  t o  c o r e f e r .  W e  s e e  t k a t  PRO 

i s  indeed a  pronoun h e r e  s i n c e  it can be f r e e ,  i . e .  a r b i t r a r y ,  

(162) E r i c  s a i d  t h a t  Roxanne knew t h a t  it would be 

d i f f i c u l t  (PRO t o  c r i t i c i z e  onese l f  1 

As f o r  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  on t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of (1611, 

it has  no th ing  t o  do wi th  d i s t a n c e  from t h e  c o n t r o l l e r  o r  

any f a c t o r  of  t h i s  type :  it is  simplv due t o  semant ic  

p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  verb kx:m, and inv l? r t  ! g  t h e  verbs  i n  ---. 
(161) a s  i n  (163) changes t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of co re fe rence  

f o r  t h e  pronominal PRO. 



(163) Eric knew that Roxanne said that it would be difficult 

(PRO to criticize herself/himself) 

We do recognize that some semantic and pragmatic factors 

are at play ir possibilities of coreference, but these are 

not part of a "theory of control". 

5.6. Appendix: control in French. 

We will not give an exhaustive.ana1ysis of infinitival 

clauses in French, this is a topic for another whole dissertation, 

but we will look at some leads in the analysis of French 

infinitival clauses. 22 Yle saw in footnote (7) that Kayne 

(198l.b) provides some arguments to the effect that de (and - 
presumably - 5 and par in some cases) is in COMP in French 

infinitival clauses, just like English for. Thus, lo de - - 
does not co-occur with a WH-phrase in C O W ;  2O de appears - 
with infinitival complements, but not NP complements after 

certain verbs; 3O - de is not possible after raising verbs; 

4O - de precedes the negative particule ne. - 
These observations are not quite accurate however. Thus, 

as noted by Kayne (1981b), some verbs which are traditionally 

considered to be raising verbs take a preposition in their 

infinitival complement's COMP, like commencer , f inir (de, - - 

- - - ) , menacer (de) , risquer (el, continuer (G) I cesser (de) 

arrgter (de)' - . . . But if these verbs are raising verbs, then 

in Kayne's analysis, the trace is not properly governed by 

the preposition in COMP, since he assumes that P is not a 

proper governor in French. His proposal is to say that these 



are i n  f a c t  c o n t r o l  ve rbs .  A s i m i l a r  conc lus ion ,  f o r  

d i f f e r e n t  r ea sons ,  is  p re sen ted  i n  Rouveret & Vergnaad (1980) 

f o r  menacer. Rouveret & Vergnaud g i v e  t h e  fo l lowing  paradigm 

t o  show t h a t  menacer i s  i n  f a c t  a c o n t r o l  v e r b ,  s i n c e  it does  

n o t  behave l i k e  sembler i n  some i n s t a n c e s .  

(164) (a) I1 semble/menace d ' y  a v o i r  beaucoup de monde 

2 l a  f g t e .  

( b )  I1 semble/menace de p l e u v o i r  

(c)  I1 semble/*menace de  f a l l o i r  p a r t i r  

(dl  I1 semble/*menace de  s t a v & r e r  que Jean  e s t  i d i o t .  

Rouveret & Vergnaud c l a im  t h a t  s u b j e c t s  of a tmospher ic  

ve rbs  and of exp res s ions  l i k e  y a v o i r  a r e  c o n t r o l a b l e ,  t h u s  

e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of (164a-b) . On t h e  o t h e r  

hand, t hey  say  t h a t  e x p l e t i v e  s u b j e c t s  cannot  be c o n t r o l l e d  

a s  i s  evidenced by t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (165) and (1661, 

where p l e u v o i r  would have a  c o n t r o l l a b l e  s u b j e c t ,  b u t  no t  

t h e  " e r g a t i v e "  verb  tomber. 

(165) I c i ,  il tombe rarement  beaucoup de  ne i g e  s a n s  

p l e u v o i r  . 
(166) * I c i ,  il p l e u t  rarement s a n s  tomber beaucoup de  

ne ige  . 
But i f  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  s u b j e c t  of tomber is no t  c o n t r o l l a b l e ,  

t hen  Rouveret & Vergnaud have no exp lana t ion  f o r  t h e  

grammat ica l i ty  of ( 1 6 7 )  i f  menacer i s  n o t  a  r a i s i n g  verb .  

(167) I1 menace de  tomber beaucoup de ne ige .  

The c o n t r a s t  between (165) and (166) i s  probably due t o  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  il can t r a n s m i t  Case t o  t h e  complement of - 
tomber i n  (1651, b u t  t h a t  a  PRO c o n t r o l l e d  by il a s  i n  (166) - 



cannot .  01 t h e  o t h e r  hand, ( 1 6 7 )  shows t h a t  a r a i s e d  il can - 

t r a n s m i t  such a Case,  a s  w e  must say anyhow for sen tences  l i k e  

(168) .  

(168) I1 semble tomber beaucoup de ne ige  chez vous. 

The reason  why menacer i s  n o t  very  good i n  ( 1 6 4 ~ - d )  might 

be due t o  i t s  double  e n t r y  a s  bo th  a c o n t r o l  ve rb  and a r a i s i n g  

verb.  Thus a n e a r l y  synonymous verb  l i k e  r i s q u e r ,  which i s  

only  a r a i s i n g  ve rb ,  i s  much b e t t e r  i n  t h e s e  c o n t e x t s .  

(169) (a) I1 r i s q u e  de  f a l l o i r  p a r t i r .  

( b )  I1 r i s q u e  de  s ' av6 re r  que Jean  e s t  i d i o t .  

Furthermore,  a l l  t h e  ve rbs  i n  t h e  l i s t  above a r e  compat ible  

w i t h  e r g a t i v e  v e r b s  ( i n  t h e  s e n s e  of Burzio  (1981) i n  t h e  

s e n t e n t i a l  complements, and such ve rbs  a r e  n o t  supposed t o  

have c o n t r o l l a b l e  s u b j e c t s  accord ing  t o  Rouveret & Vergnaud. 

(170) I1 a commenc6 i / f i n i  par/menac& de/ r i s q u &  de/  

continu; i/ cess; de/ a r r & t &  de tomber beaucoup 

de ne ige /  a r r i v e r  beaucoup de monde. 

A l l  t h e s e  ve rbs  a l s o  a l l ow t h e  EN-AVANT r u l e  of Ruwet 

(1972) (see a l s o  Couquaux (1981) ) , s o  t h a t  i n  a c o n t r o l  

a n a l y s i s ,  hn a l t e r n a t i v e  exp lana t ion  w i l l  have t o  be  found 

f o r  a sen t ence  l i k e  ( 1 7 1 ) .  

(171) (a)  La  s o l u t i o n  du probleme a sembl&/risqu6 d t /  

c e s sg  d1 / . . . S t r e  r6visGe 

(b )  (NP L a  s o l u t i o n  g,i) a sembli /  r i s q u i  d t / c e s s i  d t / .  . . 
A 0 0 

en etre r e v i s e e .  -i 

En i s  l i k e  I t a l i a n  ne: it can be r e l a t e d  t o  a t r a c e  i n  a - - 



lexical NP that is in an object position only. So it is 

possible in passive constructions, raising constructions, 

ergative verb constructions, but - en cannot be related to a 

trace in an NP that is in a subject position.   his generalization 

is lost for all these verbs in a control analysis, and it is 

disturbing that the violation of the generalization is found 

only with these verbs. 

Another argument for the raising status of these verbs 

comes from idioms: idiomatic expressions can be passivized or 

raised, but they cannot control since they would receive a 

+role in the controller position which they cannot bear. 

(172) (a) On a don& tort la police. 

(b) Tort a 6t6 don& la police. 

(c) Tort semble avoir 6t6 don& la police. 

(dl *Tort a essay; dlgtre don& la police. 

The verbs in our list above do allow idioms as subjects, 

and this confirms that they are raising verbs. 

(173) Tort risque dl/finira par/ continue d'/ ... 
&re don& la police. 

What all this seems to indicate is that these verbs are 

better dealt with if one assumes that they are raising verbs. 

But the fact that they have a preposition in COMP is troubling, 

both for a GB analysis since it entails an ECP violation, and 

for the present analysis since this means that is not 

deleted, and hence that Binding by the subject of the matrix 

clause should be impossible. A solution is to say that the 



preposition is not in COMP i~ thesn cases, but rather that 

it is like English to. The matrix verb can still subcategorize - 
for a specific preposition in the lower clause since this 

preposition is attached to the lower verb, so that it is 

accessible for subcategorization since the lower verb is the 

head of 5 .  As for the reason why there is no WH-phrase 

possible in these cases, it could come from subcategorization 

and semantic reasons. Thus although sembler does not have 

a preposition in the COMP of its infinitival complement, it 

still does not allow a WH-phrase in the embedded clause. 

The same is true of control verbs like vouloir. So it might 

be that the preposition is now always in COMP and that it 

is sometimes lower in the embedded clause. 

There are also instances where the P is not in COMP but 

where it seems that the P is higher than COMP rather than 

lower. Consider verbs like penser and parler, which can be 

control verbs as in (174). 

(174) (a) J'ai partir t6t. 

(b) J'ai par16 de partir t6t. 

Note that these constructions involve pronominal 

coreference rather than Binding since in both cases, PRO 

can be je, fi and x, or even just x (at least for parler). - - - 
the P seems to be higher,than COMP since WH-extraction is 

possible to the COMP in sentences like (175) . 



(175) ( a )  As-tu pens6 i ( q u i  on p o u r r a i t  i n v i t e r  t ) ?  - 
(b) Avez-vous p a r l e z  d e ( q u i  on p o u r r a i t  i n v i t e r  t)? - 

So i f  t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e  i s  under PP ,  o r  i f  t h e  P 

i s  i n  COMP blocking  5 d e l e t i o n  here, a pronominal PRO r a t h e r  

t han  an  anaphor ic  PRO is expected according t o  o u r  a n a l y s i s .  

Some ve rbs  l i k e  d i r e  e n t e r  i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  where a  

P i s  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  complement, and a l s o  i n  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  where no P i s  p r e s e n t .  

(176) J ' a i  d i t  de PRO p a r t i r  t o t .  

(177) J ' a i  d i t  (PRO v o u l o i r  p a r t i r  t & t / p r 6 f 6 r e r  l a  v e r t e )  

I n  ( 1 7 6 ) ,  PRO i s  a r b i t r a r y .  I n  ( 1 7 7 ) ,  PRO i.s n e c e s s a r i l y  

je. I f  w e  assume t h a t  d e  i s  i n  COMP h e r e ,  t hen  i s  no t  - 
d e l e t e d  i n  ( 1 7 6 ) ,  hence t h e  pronominal r ead ing .  On t h e  

- 
o t h e r  hand, S d e l e t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  i n  (177 )  , and je Binds 

PRO, g i v i n g  a c o n t r o l l e d  read ing .  Note t h a t  (176) cannot  

have an  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  where 2 is  c o r e f e x e n t i a l  w i t h  t h e  

pronominal PRO: t h i s  cou ld  be due t o  t h e  E:lsewhere P r i n c i p l e  

( c f .  (3.227))  g iven  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  a c o n s t r u c t i o n  wi th  

an anaphor ic  PRO l i k e  (177). The de  seems t o  be i n  COMP i n  - 
( 1 7 6 ) ,  g iven  t h e  fo l lowing  c o n t r a s t  no ted  by Kayne (1981b) .  

(178) (a) Je l u i  a i  d i t  (0; a l l e r )  

(b) *Je  l u i  ai d i t  (0; d ' a l l e r )  

D i r e  - can a l s o  t a k e  a  Dat ive  o b j e c t .  

(179) Je l u i  a i  d i t  ( P R O  p r & f & r e r  l a  v e r t e )  

(180) Je l u i  a i  d i t  (de  PRO p a r t i r  t 6 t )  



In (180), PRO can be coreferential with lui, not with - 

2: the reason might again be due to the Elsewhere Principle. 
In (179) , only je is the Binder: this is probably due to 

semantic reasons related to the meaning of dire which has 

drifted depending on whether it has a de+infinitive complement - 

or an infinitive complement: in the first case, dire has an 

imperative meaning, and in the second case, it has a meaning 

close to admit. Thus interchanging of the complements in 

(179-180) as in (181-182) gives semantlcally odd results. 

(181) ??Je lui ai dit (PRO partir 5 heures) 

(182) ??He lui ai dit (de PRO pr&f6rer la verte) 

There are subject control verbs that take a de+infinitive - 
complement. 

(183) J 'ai essay&/oubli;/d&cid& (de PRO partir) 

The de seems to be in COMP, given the Facts in (184) . - 
(184) (a) Jgai oubli6 (0; PRO aller) 

(b) *Jga.i oubli6 (0; d'aller) 

The reason why there is no WH-phrase with - de cannot be 

attributed to the subcategorization or semantics of oublier 

since (184a) is grammatical: so it must be due to the presence 

of - de in COMP. But then - de is not obligatory in the 

infinitival complement of verbs like oublier since a sentence 

like (184a) is grammatical. On the other hand, if no WH-phrase 

is present, the presence of de seems to be required, as we - 



see by the ungrammaticality of (185) . 

So it seems that the requirement for a de in COMP is a - 
somewhat "surfacy" requirement" if the COMP is not filled, 

something must fill it at some level. A simiiar fact is noted 

in Rochette (1980) with respect to sentences like (186-187). 

(186) (a) Je force Marie manger. 

(b) Je persuade Marie de manger. 

(187) Je permets Marie de partir. 

Rochette points out that in sentences like (186-187), 

"the presence of a preposition is syntactically predictable 

since French cannot have a sequence of more than one verbal 

complement without introducing the second (and any other 

following the second one) by a preposition. " (Rochette (19 80) , 

p. 15). 

A similar kind of phenomenon is also found with verbs 

like avouer, certifier, admettre. These verbs are subject 

control verbs and take a bare infinitival complement. 

(188) Jean a avou&/certifi&/admis (PRO avoir tout vu) 

But if the infinitival clause becomes a sentential 

subject, or if impersonal passivization applies, then de is - 
required. 

(189) (From Rochette (1980) 

(a) De pouvoir participer la conference nous avait 

&t& certifig maintes reprises par les authorit&. 

(b) I1 nous avait ;t; certifie (de - pouvoir participer 
au meeting) 



Now suppose t h a t  i n s e r t i o n  of  de i n  an empty COMP i n  - 
such cases is  done a t  a  l a t e  l e v e l ,  Fay on ly  a t  PF,  when 

c e r t a i n  s y n t a c t i c  o r  l e x i c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  m e t .  Then a l l  

t h e  f a c t s  above fol low:  - de  and a  WH-phrase do no t  co-occur 

i n  COMP because - de i s  i n s e r t e d  on ly  i f  C O W  i s  empty. A s  

f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t  c o n t r o l  c a s e s  i n  ( 1 8 3 ) ,  i f  - de i s  i n s e r t e d  

on ly  a t  PF (due t o  l e x i c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h i s  c a s e ) ,  t h s n  t h e  

S - s t r u c t u r e  is  a s  i n  (190 )  . 

I f  t h i s  is  a  c a s e  o f  s u b j e c t  c o n t r o l ,  then  according 

t a  our  a n a l y s i s ,  NP ought t o  Bind PRO i n  ( 1 9 0 ) .  But it seems 

t h a t  it should n o t  be a b l e  t o  do it s i n c e  an 2 i s  p r e s e n t ,  

b lock ing  government. However, i f  w e  i n t e r p r e t  5 d e l e t i o n  i n  

a way s i m i l a r  t o  Lasnik & Kupin (1977) s o  t h a t  ( S  ( S  counts  

on ly  as  (S when COMP i s  empty, t hen  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  

government of  PRO by NP i s  p o s s i b l e  i n  ( 1 9 0 ) ,  s i n c e  COMP 

is n . u l l  a t  t h a t  l e v e l ,  t h e  de  be ing  i n s e r t e d  on ly  a t  PF. 
2 3  

- 
So t h i s  e x p l a i n s  why t h e s e  ve rbs  a r e  s u b j e c t  c o n t r o l  ve rbs .  

So it seems t h a t  t h e  a n a l y s i s  t o  d e r i v e  c o n t r o l  from 

g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  apply ing  on pronouns and anaphors ex tends  

t o  French r a t h e r  n a t u r a l l y ,  a l though  a much more e x t e n s i v e  

s tudy  of  French w i l l  be  needed t o  see i f  no mod i f i ca t ion  i s  

needed i n  t h e  end. 



FOOTNOTES; Chapter  5 

1. W e  w i l l  no t  g i v e  a sys t ema t i c  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of each of 

t h e s e  a n a l y s e s  s i n c e  they  a r e  f a i r l y  w e l l  known, b u t  w e  w i l l  

p o i n t  o u t  some p r o p e r t i e s  of  s p e c i f i c  ana lyses  when they  

d i f f e r  i n  c r u c i a l  r e s p e c t s  from t h e  o t h e r s  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  

some p o i n t  a t  hand. 

2 :  There i s  one excep t ion  i n  t h e  r e c e n t  l i t e r a t u r e  i n  

Yanzini  (1982) , t o  which w e  w i l l  r e t u r n .  

3 .  The i d e a  t h a t  t h e r e  is  no illdependent t heo ry  of  c o n t r o l  

and t h a t  i t s  e f f e c t s  are d e r i v a b l e  from p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  

account  f o r  p r o p e r t i e s  of anaphors and pronominals w a s  

p r e sen ted  i n  (Bouchard (1981) ) . Manzini (1982) a l s o  proposes  

t o  whol ly  d e r i v e  t h e  t heo ry  of c o n t r o l :  she  c l a ims  t h a t  PRO 

being a pronominal anaphor ,  i ts  p r o p e r t i e s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  

c o n t r o l  can be  de r ived  from t h e  b ind ing  theo ry  c o n d i t i o n s  

A and B ,  g iven  an extended no t ion  of b ind ing  theo ry  a s  i n  

(i) ( h e r  ( 5 5 ) ) .  

(i) (A)  I f  - a i s  z.n anaphor and - r i s  a governing 

ca t ego ry  f o r  - a ,  - a i s  bound i n  Y . 
d 

( A ' )  I f  - a i s  an anaphor,  t h e r e  i s  no governing 

ca t ego ry  f o r  - a and Y - i s  a domain-governing 

ca t ego ry  f o r  - a 

a i s  bound i n  Y - - 
(B) I f  - cr ii a Pronominal and Y - i s  a governing 

ca t ego ry  f o r  - a - a i s  f r e e  i n  - Y 

She proposes  t h e  fo l lowing  d e f i n i t i o n s :  



(ii) Governing category: 

y is a governing category for a iff - - 
y is the minimal category domain of a subject - 
containing - a and a governor for 2 

y contains a nominal accessible to a - - 

(iii) Domain-governing category: 

Y is 2 donain-governing category for a iff - - 
y is the minimal category domain of a subject - 
containing (the domain of) - a and a governor for 
the domain of - a 
y contains a nominal accessible to a - - 

Note that given (i-At), there is less reason to believe 

that PRO is a pronominal: it could be just an anaphor in some 

cases. Manzinits way of deriving control theory from binding 

theory is very close to ours: however, her analysis depends 

on a binding theory where conditions A and B (with some 

extensions like ( A ' ) )  are stated, and on the theorem that 

PRO must be ungoverned. We have seen that conditions A and 

B do not seem to be independent components of the grammar: 

condition A derives from the functional definition of an 

anaphor, and condition B follows from a restatement of the 

Avoid Pronoun Principle as the Elsewhere Principle (see the 

appendix of Chapter 3). We will also see that there is 

no reason to add a statement like (i-At). Although Manzini 

seems to adopt a uniform treatment of PRO as a pronominal 

anaphor, what her analysis reproduces is in fact the 

properties of ariaphors for some P R O s ,  and the properties of 

pronominals for others: thus some P R O s  are locally bound by 

a unique antecedent, whereas others freely corefer. 



4 .  W e  assume t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  two ve rbs  say: one which is a 

b r idge  ve rb  a s  i n  John s a i d  t h a t  B i l l  was coming, and one 

which i s  a  nonbridge ve rb  a s  i n  ( 6 b ) .  There is  a  d i f f e r e n c e  

i n  meaning between t h e  two which c o r r e l a t e s  wi th  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  

i n  b r i d g e  s t a t u s :  t h e  f i r s t  - s a y  i s  a  s t a t emen t  ve rb ,  t h e  

second one i s  an " impera t ive"  verb.  

5. I t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  whether Manzini (1982) i n t e n d s  t o  ex tend  

h e r  use  of t h i s  p h o ~ o l o g i c a l l v  n u l l  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  t o  t h e  

c a s e s  of " i m p l i c i t  c o n t r o l "  noted by P o s t a l  (1970) ,  Wasow & 

Roeper (1972) and Thompson (1972) a s  i n  (i) . 

(i) ( a )  Hunting e l e p h a n t s  can be dangerous.  

( b )  S ing ing  loudly  i s  good therapy .  

( c )  Ea t ing  vege tab l e s  is h e a l t h f u l .  

(d)  Play ing  v o l l e y b a l l  i s  fun.  

For  example, Thompson n o t e s  t h a t  ( i . a )  cannot  be i n t e r -  

p r e t e d  a s  i n  (ii) , b u t  on ly  a s  i n  (iii) . 
(ii) ( a )  His hunt ing  e l e p h a n t s  can be dangerous 

f o r  us .  - 
(b) The i r  hun t ing  e l e p h a n t s  can be  dangerous f o r  

you. 

(iii) (xi hunt ing  e l e p h a n t s )  can be dangerous ( f o r  X i )  

Althauah t h e  ( f o r  X i )  can be  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a  f r e e  v a r i a b l e  

i n  g e n z r i c  s en t ences  l i k e  ( i ) ,  Thompson a l s o  g i v e s  examples 

of " i m p l i c i t  c o n t r o l "  i n  nongeneric s en t ences  a s  i n  ( i v )  where 

( for  X .  ) can no lcnger be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a  f r e e  v a r i a b l e .  
1 



(iv) (a) Hitting Jack over the head was unwise. 

(X = me, you) 

(b) Going there was fun. (X = me, us) 

(c) Tearin13 up my new paper dolls !;as mean. 

(X = you) 

(d) Filling out our income tax form was easy 

this year. (X = us) 

If in (iv-d), PRO gets its features from the free variable 

controller, and if - our agrees with PRO, this means that PRO 

has specific features, hence the free variable too. This 

poses the question of recoverability of the deletion of the 

free variable with such features at LF', if a free variable 

with such features is possible at all. 

6. In Manzini's (1982) analysis, these readings, contrary 

to fact, are given as ungrammatical since there is a 

phonologically null indirect object to said which obligatorily 

binds the PRO in (8) : the only way in which s ~ c h  readings 

would be possible in Manzini's analysis is if the phonologically 

null controller is coreferent with Mary: but then it is not 

a free variable anymore. Furthermore, i2 wou3.d presumably 

force the interpretation of the sentence to be something 

like ( 8 ' )  

(8') Mary knew that John had said to Mary that 

Mary should behave herself. 

But this is not the only possible reading and Mary could 

have found out from someone else what John had said, for 

example. 



One s o l u t i o n  f o r  Manzini could be  t o  say t h a t  t h e  

i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  w i t h  a  f r e e  v a r i a b l e  i s  o p t i o n a l  he re .  But 

t hen  one might expec t  it t o  be  o p t i m a l  i n  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  

( 6 )  a l s o ,  w i th  s u b j e c t  c o n t r o l ,  b u t  t h i s  i s  no t  p o s s i b l e .  

So t h i s  o p t i o n a l i t y  of  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t  would have t o  be  

l e x i c a l l y  s p e c i f i e d ,  which aga in  amounts t o  r e s t a t i n g  t h a t  

some V s  a r e  s u b j e c t  c o n t r o l  V s  and o t h e r s  n o t .  

7 .  ' Kayne g i v e s  arguments t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  de  i s  i n  COMP -- 
j u s t  l i k e  Eng l i sh  -- f o r .  

lo - de  does  n o t  co-occur w i t h  a WH-phrase i n  COMP. 

(i) (a)  Je l u i  a i  d i t  o; a l l e r .  

( b )  Je l u i  a i  d i t  d ' a l l e r  1; 

(c)  *Je l u i  a i  d i t  o; d ' a l l e r  

2' - de  appea r s  on ly  w i t h  i n f i n i t i v a l  complements a f t e r  some 

v e r b s ,  n o t  w i t h  NP complements. 

(ii) (a) Je l u i  a i  d i t  de  p a r t i r .  

(b) *Je  l u i  ai d i t  de  quelque chose.  

3O d e  - i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  a f t e r  r a i s i n g  verbs .  

(iii) *Jean se rnb le /para l t  d ' i t r e  p a r t i .  

4O - de precedes  t h e  n e g a t i v e  p a r t i c u l e  - ne and s o  p a r a l l e l s  

Eng l i sh  - f o r  r a t h e r  t h a n  to.  - 
( j v )  ( a )  Je l u i  a i  d i t  de ne v o i r  personne.  

(b) * J e  l u i  a i  d i t  ne de  v o i r  personne.  

See t h e  appendix t o  t h i s  c h a p t e r  f o r  f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n .  

8 .  Reca l l  t h a t  i n  our  a n a l y s i s  of o f - i n s e r t i o n ,  of i s  - - 

i n s e r t e d  o b l i g a t o r i l y  u n l e s s  a  more s p e c i f i c  r u l e  l i k e  Gen i t i ve  

C a s e  Assignment takes precedence over  it. Since  t h e r e  is  



no such r u l e  h e r e ,  - of i s  i n s e r t e d ,  and t h e  Case t h a t  it would 

normally a s s i g n  i s  absorbed by p a s s i v e  morphology i n  t h e  

reana lysed  taken-care-of.  

9 .  The fo l lowing  a n a l y s i s  was a r r i v e d  a t  independent ly  from 

Kayne's work, which w e  subsequent ly  d i scovered  t o  be  c l o s e l y  

r e l a t e d  t o  o u r  a n a l y s i s  i n  many i n t e r e s t i n g  a s p e c t s .  

10. S towe l l  (1981a) p rov ides  some evidence t o  t h e  e f f e c t  

t h a t  m a t r i x  v e r b s  s e e m  n o t  t o  a s s i g n  Case t o  i n f i n i t i v a l  

complements i n  g e n e r a l .  Thus he c o n t r a s t s  t h e  s en t ences  i n  

(i) and i n  (ii). 

(i) ( a )  John knew t h a t  t h e  wate r  would b e  c l e a n .  

(b) I t  w a s  known t h a t  t h e  w a t e r  would be c l e a n .  

(c)  That  t h e  water would be  c l e a n  w a s  known. 

(ii) (a) John knew how t o  f i x  t h e  s i n k .  

(b )  * I t  was known how t o  f i x  t h e  s i n k .  

(c) * H o w  t o  f i x  t h e  s i n k  was known. 

The sen tences  i n  ( i i -b -c )  cannot  be  r u l e d  o u t  because of  

t h e  need f o r  a c o n t r o l l e r  s i n c e  PRO can be  a r b i t r a r y  he re .  

StowelJ. sugges t s  t h a t  t h e  reason  f o r  t h i s  ungrammaticai i ty  

could  be  t h a t  t h e  m a t r i x  verb  g e n e r ~ l l y  does  n o t  a s s i g n  Case 

when it has  an i n f i n i t i v a l  complement a s  i n  ( i i) ,  s o  t h a t  

it cannot  t a k e  p a s s i v e  morphology, which abso rbs  Case 

a s s i g n i n g  f e a t u r e s .  

11. Note t h a t  i n  o u r  a n a l y s i s ,  c o n s i d k r e r  i n  French cannot  - 
have a complement s t r u c t u r e  a s  i n  (i) s i n c e  no V is an ECM V 

i n  French,  i .e.  no V a l lows  a  s e p a r a t i o n  of C a s e  and 

8-ass ig-ment  by a  verb.  
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(i) Jean  cons ide re  ( S  Marie heureuse)  

Ra the r ,  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  must be something l i k e  (ii) . 
(ii) Jean  considGre (Np Marie) (Ap PRO heureuse)  

Burzio  (1981) comes t o  t h e  same conc lus ion  f o r  I t a l i a n .  

H e  claims t h a t  ECM does  no t  e x i s t  i n  I t a l i a n ,  s o  t h a t ,  f o r  

example, a l t e r n a t i o n s  comparable t o  t h e  Engl i sh  ones  i n  (iii) 

are a l t o g e t h e r  l a c k i n g  ( o r  a t  l e a s t  extremely r a r e )  i n  I t a l i a n .  

The same is  t r u e  f o r  French. 

(iii) (a) I want him cap tu red .  

(b)  H e  k icked t h e  door  s h u t .  

(c) H e  p u l l e d  t h e  c u r t a i n s  open. 

(dl  H e  o rde red  a monument e r e c t e d .  

I f  t h e s e  s en t ences  a r e  cases of  ECM, and i f  ECM does n o t  

e x i s t  i n  I t a l i a n  and French,  t h e n  w e  have a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  

exp lana t ion  f o r  t h e  c o n t r a s t  between Engl i sh  on t h e  one hand,  

and I t a l i a n  and French on t h e  o t h e r  hand. But t hen  t h i s  

means t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  complement of  v e r b s  l i k e  

c o n s i d 6 r e r  must be  as i n  (ii) . 
There i s  a l s o  a c o n t r a s t  between French and Engl i sh  as 

i n  ( i v )  which a l s o  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  languages  d i f f e r  i n  

t h i s  r e s p e c t .  

( i v )  ( a )  I cons ide r  it imposs ib le  t h a t  John d id .  t h a t .  - 
(b)  Je considGre imposs ib le  que Jean  a i e  f a i t  c e l a .  

1 2 .  The Aoun & S p o r t i c h e  no t ion  of government i s  a l s o  used 

i n  Chomsky (1981a) t o  account  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  VP ad jo ined  

NPs are governed,  s i n c e  e x t r a c t i o n  from such a p o s i t i o n  seems 



to be possible in view of apparent that-t violations in 

Italian. See the discussion of this proposal by Rizzi in 4.2 

above, But we have seen there that this does not seem to be 

the right analysis since extraction i.s possible in configurational 

Pro Drop languages even when inversion of the subject is 

not possible. A better analysis seems to be along the lines 

of the resumptive pronoun strategy. Recall also that, because 

of the - ne cliticization facts, which is possible only from 

real object positions, not from adjoined positions, this 

lead to double notions of c-command for the analysis to work. 

13. The reason why verbal gerunds do not have a COMP could 

have to do with their tense interpretation. 

14. There are nevertheless sentences like (i), so that this 

last instance is only a preference for Dative Case. 

(i) Ja by1 prinuxden borot's ja odin 

I (Nom) was forced to fight alone (Nom) 

15. The fact that cases of Binding seem to be possible some- 

times in passive constructions as in footnote (14) suggests 

that it is linear adjacency that is relevant for some speakers, 

not structural adjacency. 

16. Some speakers do accept sentences with ask where the - 
subject is the controller even when an object is present. 

17. If Dative complements are NPs at some level as we saw 

in the discussion of (2.52-531, then they can Bind, hence 



c o n t r o l ,  t h e  EC. 

18. The c o n t r a s t  between (i) t,nd (ii) presen ted  i n  Manzini 

(1982) 

(i) The p r i c e s  were decreased  (PRO t o  h e l p  t h e  r e f u g e e s )  

(ii) *The p r i c e s  decreased  (PRO t o  h e l p  t h e  r e fugees )  

can be due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some agen t  must be o v e r t l y  or  

c o v e r t l y  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  s en t ence  toward which t h e  purpos ive  

can be o r i e n t e d .  So t h e  p r e d i c a t e  formed by a p a s s i v e  verb  

would s t i l l  have a c o v e r t  a g e n t  r o l e  t h a t  it could a s s i g n ,  

which can be o v e r t l y  expressed  f o r  example by a &-phrase. 

But i n  (ii), t h e  p r e d i c a t e  has  been tampered w i t h ,  and t h i s  

a g e n t  r o l e  i s  no longe r  a v i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  purpos ive  t o  be 

d i r e c t e d  to. Thus a &-phrase is  no t  p o s s i b l e  w i t h  

c o n s t r u c t i o n s  l i k e  (ii) . 
(iii) (a)  The p r i c e s  were decreased  by t h e  board.  

(b) *The p r i c e s  decreased  by t h e  board.  

19. Note t h a t  V?H-extraction i s  p o s s i b l e  o u t  of an e x t r a -  

posed i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e  as i n  (i). 

(i) Whoi is  it impor tan t / imposs ib le  ( S  (S PRO t o  

i n v i t e  t . )  13 
-1 

So a l though  A-Bindint? i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  i n t o  such a 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  because b locks  government, x- ind ding seems 

t o  be p o s s i b l e .  The exp lana t ion  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  movement 

t o  COMP i n  t h e  embedded 5 ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  is  i n  f a c t  

as i n  (ii). 

(ii) Whoi i s  it important / impossible  (S ei (S PRO 

t o  i n v i t e  ti) ) 7 



The - e i n  COMP can be Bound by who, assuming aga in  t h a t  - 
elements  i n  COMP head t h e  5 i n  some sense :  s o  who Binds e ,  - - 
which i n  t u r n  Binds t. - 

20. Thompson (1972) g i v e s  t h e  fo l lowing  exampLe from Lord 

(1972) ,  i n  which an inanimate  r ead ing  seems t o  b e  accep tab le .  

(i) PRO c o l l i d i n g  w i t h  ano the r  weather  s a t e l l i t e  would 

be n e x t  t o  imposs ib le ,  according t o  D r .  Schwi tze l .  

But n o t e  t h a t  t h i s  example i s  a t  t h e  very  l i m i t  between 

c o r e f a r e n t i a l  pronominal PRO and f r e e  PRO, s i n c e  t h e  u se  of  

ano the r  c l e a r l y  b i a s e s  t h 2  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  PRO. I f  ano the r  

i s  r ep l aced  by - a ,  t h e n  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  r ead ing  f o r  PRO Is 

(+animate) aga in .  

21. A similar obse rva t ion  i s  found i n  Wehrli  (1981) .  

22.  On c o n t r o l  i n  French and r e l a t e d  t o p i c s ,  see Kayne (1975- 

1981b) ,  Long (1976a-b) , Po l lock  (1978) ,  Rochet te  (1980) ,  

Ruwet (1972-1976) , Wehrli  (1980: . 
23. This  means t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  ( (S cannot  be  c ros sed  

f o r  government even i f  C O W  is empty a f t e r  a nonbridge ve rb  

would have t o  be  s l i g h t l y  yev ised  and some emphasis would 

have t o  be p u t  on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some " i d e n t i f i c a t i o n "  by 

t h e  m a t r i x  V i s  neces sa ry ,  t h a t  is ,  t h a t  government a c r o s s  

(g (S i s  p o s s i b l e  on ly  i f  t h e  5 i s  a complement of t h e  V .  

F u r t h e r  r e sea rch  w i l l  be neces sa ry  t o  g i v e  a more s u n s t a n t i v e  

d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h i s  " i d e n t i f  i c a t i o n t '  . 
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