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Chapter One 

BACKGROUND hfATERIALS 

0. Introduct ion 

The na t ive  speaker of any na tu ra l  language knows t h a t  spec i a l  re la t ion-  

ships ,  ca l l ed  anaphoric re la t ionsh ips ,  e x i s t  between ce r t a in  pa i r s  of elements 

i n  t he  language. When two items A and B i n  a given discourse a r e  anaphor- 

i c a l l y  r e l a t ed ,  t h e  f u l l  spec i f i ca t ion  of t h e  meaning of 3 involvas ( i )  

r e f e r r i n g  t o  t he  f a c t  t h a t  A and B a r e  anaphorically r e l a t ed ,  and ( i i )  re- 

peating some pa r t  of t he  meaning of A. The i tems playing the  r o l e  of B i n  

t h i s  charac te r iza t ion  w i l l  be re fe r red  t o  a s  anaphoric elements o r  anaphora. 

The items upon which anaphors depend f o r  t h e  spec i f ica t ion  of t h e i r  meanings 

a r e  ca l led  t h e i r  antecedents. The co l l ec t ive  term f o r  anaphoric r e l a t i ons  

i n  general  i s  ananhora. 

I n  some cases ,  items which may serve as anaphors may a l s o  appear i n  

contexts i n  which they  a r e  not associated with an antecedent. I n  such a 

case, o ther  ( possibly non-linguistic)  f a c t o r s  must provide s u f f i c i e n t  infor-  

mation f o r  t he  determination of t h e  meaning of t h e  item i n  question. 

The c l a s s i c  example of an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  i s  t h a t  between d e f i n i t e  

pronouns and t h e i r  NP antecedents, 

( 1 )  (a) The President has promised t h a t  he w i l l  end t h e  war. 

(b) Nixon can ' t  expect black people t o  vote f o r  him. 

( c )  A man does what t h inks  best. I 

Numerous o ther  anaphoric r e l a t i ons  have been discussed by generat ive grammar- 

ians.  Examples of severa l  of these a r e  given i n  (2). 

(2)  ( a )  When Billy saw Mary's t r i c y c l e ,  he wanted _cne, too. 



(b)  John shaved himself. 

( c )  After  Pete t r i e d  LSD, Karen d id  

(d )  The book says  t o  add t h e  water t o  t h e  beans, but I did 

ju s t  t h e  oppositle. 

( f) Fred pot  r ec l a s s i f i ed  I - A ,  and it happened t o  George to .  

(g) The pol ice  claim t h a t  Mike and robbed a bank, and 
a . .  

t h e  former has confessed, although t h e  l a t t e r  claims .. b.....,.. 
t o  have an a l i b i .  

I n  addi t ion t o  cases l i k e  these,  i f  we allow anaphors t o  be phonetically 

nu l l ,  it i s  possible t o  t r e a t  ins tances  of e l l i p s i s  ( o r  what has been ca l l ed  

"delet ion under iden t i ty" )  as anaphoric r e l a t i ons .  Examples of n u l l  anaphors 

are given 5.n (3) .  

(3)  (a) MW enjoys singing t o  herse l f .  

( b )  John l e f t ,  but B i l l  didnc t 

(c)  John lef t ,  but he didnt t say why . 
1. Goala 

I n t u i t i v e l y ,  it i s  c l e a r  why languages have anaphoric re la t ions :  

anaphora reduces redundancy, thereby shortening (and hence simplifying) 

~ e n t e n c e s .  I n  order  f o r  t h i s  s impl i f ica t ion  t o  be possible,  however, it 

i s  necessary t h a t  t h e  apeaker of  a language be ab le  t o  i d e n t i f y  co r r ec t ly  

t h e  elements pa r t i c ipa t ing  i n  an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  and t o  determine correct-  

l y  t h e  meaning of  t he  anaphor on the  bas i s  of meaning of t h e  antecedent. 

If a grammar i s  t o  r e f l e c t  t he  l i n g u i s t i c  competence of a natrive speaker of 
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a language, it must include mechanisms f o r  assoc ia t ing  anaphor and anteoed- 

en t  and f o r  specifying co r r ec t l y  hhe reading of t h e  anaphor a s  a funct ion 

of t h e  reading of t h e  antecedent. 

I n  the  past  decade, a voluminous y e t  depressingly inconclusive l i t e r -  

a t u r e  has grown up around t h e  problem of represent ing anaphora i n  t h e  

.r grammar of English. This t h e s i s  i s  an attempt t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  i s s u s s  in-  

volved and t o  i nd i ca t e  i n  a general  way how t h e  grammar of English might 

r e f l e c t  %he speakers'  i n t u i t i o n s  regarding anaphora. 

More spec i f i ca l l y ,  t h i s  t h e s i s  w i l l  consider t h e  following questions: 

(A) What s o r t s  of mechanisms a r e  bes t  su i t ed  f o r  represent ing 

anaphora i n  a grammar? 

(B) What a r e  t h e  condit ions on t h e  r u l e ( s )  assoc ia t ing  anaphora 

with antecedents,  expecial ly ,  how a r e  such rules ~ r d e r e d ? ~  

(C) Do t h e  var ious  cases  of anaphora form a l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  

s ign i f i can t  c l a s s  of phenomena, and, i f  so, how can t h e  

grammar capture t h i s  f a c t ?  That is ,  i s  it proper t o  speak 

of "anaphoric r e l a t i ons"  i n  general ,  o r  should, e.g., 

;def in i te  pronouns be t r e a t e d  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t l y  from e l l i p t i -  

c a l  construct ions? 

( D )  What do t he  answers t o  ( A )  - ( C )  e n t a i l  f o r  l i n g u i s t i c  

theory? 

(E) I n  what ( i f  any) ways a r e  t h e  phi losphical  problem of r e f e r -  

ence and Fregels  d i s t i n c t i o n  between sense and reference 

r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  answers t o  (A) - ( D ) ?  

Ex t r i n s i c  Factors  

It should be noted herle a t  t h e  beginning t h a t  some ins tances  of anaphora 
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involve f a c t o r s  which a r e  c l e a r l y  non-linguistic,  and hence, presumably 

not represented i n  l i n g u i s t i c  theory. For example, f a c i a l  expressions o r  

hand gestures  (point ing)  may ind ica t e  t h e  intended re fe ren t  of a d e f i n i t e  

pronoun, even when no antecedent i s  included i n  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  context. 

To t r y  t o  incorporate  gestures  i n t o  grammar would be tantamount t o  requir-  

i ng  grammar t o  descr ibe not j u s t  language, but a l l  means of communication. 

Such an extension of the  goals of l i n g u i s t i c  theory (even assuming it t o  

be possible and des i rab le )  i s  wel l  beyond the  scope of t h i s  d i s se r t a t i on ,  

and w i l l  hence not be considered. 

A r e l a t ed  point which ought not t o  require  repeat ing i s  t h a t  people 

do use anaphoric elements i n  ways which v i o l a t e  t he  various anaphora r u l e s  

which have been and w i l l  be proposed. This, f o r  example, Robert Rardin 

claims t h a t  h i s  grandmother uses  sentences l i k e  (4 ) ,  where she r e f e r s  t o  

MPS. Smith. 

(4)  I saw Mr. Smith t h e  o ther  day; you know she died l a s t  year. 

No theory of anaphora ever proposed ( o r  l i k e l y  t o  be proposed) can ass ign 

she t h e  proper meaning. Facts l i k e  these  i n  no way inva l ida t e  the  attempt - 
t o  formulate such ru les .  Rather, they re-emphasize t h e  need t o  d i s t inguish  

between l i n g u i s t i c  competence and performance ( see  Chomsky (1965)). Here, 

a s  i n  a l l  l i n g u i s t i c  research,  t he  i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  and even the  use of 

examples v io l a t i ng  t h e  proposed r u l e s  i s  of l i t t l e  consequence, so long 

a s  t h e  na t ive  speaker knows t h e  examples t o  be deviant.  Of course, the  

accep tab i l i t y  of such examples must u l t imate ly  be explained, presumably 

i n  terms of extra-grammat i c a l  mechanisms. 

It i s  s imilary an unrel iable  t e s t  of a sentence's  grammaticality t o  

embed it i n  a context and submit it t o  t h e  perusal  of nwnerous graduate 
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students.  The context can e a s i l y  force  an abnormal i n t e rp re t a t i on  on a 

sentence i n  such a way t h a t  i t s  deviance i s  overlooked. An espec ia l ly  

c l e a r  example of t h i s  i s  Hammerton (1970). Hammerton questions Chomskyf s 

a s se r t i on  (Chomsky (1968)) t h a t  ( 5 )  does not permit t h e  indicated anaphoric 

r e l a t i on .  

( 5 )  *Learning t h a t  - Job had won the  race surprised - him. 

I n  support of t h i s  posi t ion,  Hammerton s u b i t t e d  t h e  passage i n  (6) t o  

twenty speakers of English, w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  a l l  of them in t e rp re t ed  

t h e  penultimate occurrence of - him a s  r e f e r r ing  t o  John. 

(6) John i s  a very happy man t h i s  morning; though he was 

thoroughly miserable l a s t  n ight .  He got home convinced 

t h a t  he had come i n  second i n  t he  race  and t h a t  B i l l  had 

won it. I n  f a c t ,  he was so sour about it thk t  he could 

hardly bring himself t o  l i s t e n  t o  t h e  report  on the  radio. 

Learning t h a t  John had won t h e  race  surpr ised him. It de- 

l igh ted  him, too. 

Hammertonfs r e s u l t  io hardly surpr i s ing  and qu i t e  i r r e l evan t .  The deviance 

of ( 5 )  i s  not a mat ter  requir ing s t a t i s t i c a l  confirmation. The f a c t  t h a t  

a discourse l i k e  ( 5 ) ,  i n  which John i s  the  subject  under discussion,  allows 

any occurrence of - him t o  be in te rpre ted  a s  r e f e r r i n g  t o  John has no bear- 

i n g  on t h e  question of what anaphoric r e l a t i ons  a r e  possible . .within a 

sentence. A l l  t h a t  can be leg i t imate ly  be concluded from ( 6 )  i s  t h a t ,  i n  

l i n g u i s t i c s ,  a s  i n  any empirical  science,  extraneous f a c t o r s  may obscure t he  

data.  

A l e s s  c l e a r  example of t h e  same s o r t  of confusion between t h e  meaning 

of a sentence and the  ways i n  which a context can supply it with an in t e r -  
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p r e t a t i o n  i s  t o  be found i n  Karttunen (1971). This case  i s  discusaed i n  

d e t a i l  i n  chap te r  5. 

One reason why anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  appear t o  be e s p e c i a l l y  s u s c e p t i b l e  

t o  t h i s  technique of suggest ing a l t e r n a t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  by providing a 

context  i s  t h a t  anaphora i a  i n  p a r t  a d i scourse  phenomenon. That i s ,  

anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  may hold between elements i n  d i f f e r e n t  sentences ,  as 

was i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  ( 6 )  above. Examples with o t h e r  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  are 

given i n  (7).  

(7)  ( a )  John t r i e d  t o  seduce Mary. B i l l  d i d  so, t o .  

( b )  Nobody b e l i e v e s  t h a t  John w i l l  win. Even he doesn ' t  

be l i eve  - it. 

( c )  John plans  t o  come. He claims t h a t  Mary w i l l  , t o .  

( d )  Mayor 'uihite i s  runninn f o r  re-e lec t ion.  I c a n ' t  

imagine why 

Notice t h a t  i n t e r - s e n t e n t i a l  anaphora i s  poss ib le  on ly  i f  t h e  antecedent  

occurs  e a r l i e r  i n  t h e  d i scourse  t h a n  t h e  anaphor, and only  if t h e  anaphor 

and antecedent  a r e  i n  f a i r l y  c l o s e  proximity. 

(8) ( a )  *He - went t o  t h e  s t o r e .  John bought some bread t h e r e .  

( b )  ??John went t o  t h e  s t o r e .  I go t h e r e  o f t e n  myself. 

Mary, however, d i d n ' t  want t o  . 
I t  seems, then,  t h a t  i n t e r - s e n t e n t i a l  anaphora can be descr ibed reasonably 

s t r a igh t fo rward ly .  The on ly  r e a d i l y  apparent  problems a r e  making p r e c i s e  

t h e  no t ion  of "c lose  proximity", and accounting f o r  t h e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  be- 

tween i n t e r - s e n t e n t i a l  and i n t r a - s e n t e n t i a l  anophora. These problems w i l l  

not be considered,  and t h e  remainder of  t h i s  t h e s i s  w i l l  be concerned on ly  

w i t h  antecedents  and anaphors which a r e  contained i n  a s i n g l e  sentence. 
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I n  a l l  t h a t  follows, therefore ,  an element w i l l  be termed "anaphoricU only 

i f  it has an antecedent i n  t h e  same sentence. 

One f i n a l  comment along these  l i nes :  when d i f f e r e n t  informants d i f f e r  

i n  t h e i r  judgments regarding t h e  grammaticality of a sentence, it i s  not 

necessar i ly  an ind ica t ion  of d i a l e c t  o r  u id io l ec tu  differences .  T h i s  i s  

espec ia l ly  t r u e  when the  speakers i n  question a r e  l i n g u i s t s  with ~ompet ing 

theo r i e s  t o  defend. I n  general ,  such s i t u a t i o n s  a r i s e  because of t h e  

marginal character  of t h e  data. The f a c t  t h a t  supposed d i a l e c t  d i f fe rences  

among l i n g u i s t s  so of ten  c o r r e l a t e  KL ., di f fe rences  i n  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r ien t -  

a t i o n  i s  a good ind ica t ion  t h a t  it i s  frequent ly  not simply a mat ter  of 

d i a l e c t s .  This i s  not ,  of course, t o  deny t h a t  genuine d i a l e c t s  e x i s t .  

However, t h e r e  i s  a tendency among generative grammarians t o  a t t r i b u t e  

confusion regarding marginal and unre l iab le  da*a t o  d i a l e c t  di f ferences .  

Instead of worrying so much about d i a l e c t s ,  l i n g ~ \ i s t s  would be b e t t e r  o f f  

t r y i n g  t o  f i nd  c l ea re r  examples on which t o  base t h e i r  analyses. This 

pol icy w i l l  be adopted i n  t he  present work. 

3. Assumptions 

Before going on t o  consider ( A )  - (E) i n  d e t a i l ,  it seems advisable t o  

make e x p l i c i t  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  framework and background assumptions upon 

which the remainder of t h i s  t h e s i s  i s  t o  be based. T h i s  i s  necessary because 

of t h e  current  t h e o r e t i c a l  s p l i t  among generative grammarians which has cast, 

i n t o  q ~ e s t i o n  almost every substant ive o r  methodological proposal ever pLt 

forward under t h e  name of generative grammar. Because t h i s  controversy i s  

so far-reaching and deep, it would go beyond the  scope of t h i s  t h e s i s  t o  

attempt t o  j u s t i f y  theae background assumptions i n  any d e t a i l .  Rather, 

references  w i l l  be given t o  work supporting t h e  ~ssumpt ions ,  and, i n  some 
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cases, the arguments w i l l  be summarized. Of course, any productive r e s u l t s  

t h a t  may come out of the  present work provide indi rec t  evidence f o r  the  

assumptions underlying tha t  work. 

3.1 Theoretical Framework 

The fundamental problems of l i ngu i s t i c s ,  as every generative grammar- 

i a n  agrees ( see  e.g., Chomsky (1971)), i s  t o  account f o r  the  f a c t  t h a t  a 

ch i ld  learning a language i s  able  i n  the space of a few short  years and on 

the  bas is  of very l imited and la rge ly  degenerate da ta  t o  master a system so 

f a n t a s t i c a l l y  complex. The only plausible  explanation of t h i s  remarkable 

f e a t  appears t o  be t h a t  human beings a r e  innately equipped with a highly 

structured language-learning mechanism, and t h a t  much of t h e  complexity of 

language i s  not learned, but i s  r a the r  a r e f l ec t ion  of t h e  s t ruc tu re  of t h i s  

innate  mechanism. This hypothesis e n t a i l s  t h a t  many of the  s t r u c t u r a l  

propert ies  of aw language a r e  i n  f a c t  manifestations of the  s t ruc ture  of 

the  innate  language-learning mechanim, and a r e  hence necessar i ly  common t o  

a l l  languages. Thus, t h e  discovery of l i n g u i s t i c  universals  serves t o  corr- 

oborate t h e  hypothesis of inna te  s t ruc ture ,  and the primary goal of l i n g u i s t i c  

research i s  t h e  discovery of l ing t i i s t ic  universals.  

From these very general considerations emerge c e r t a i n  conclusions about 

des i rab le  properties f o r  a t h e o r y  of language. Most importantly, a theory 

should be maximally r e s t r i c t i v e ,  i n  the  sense t h a t  it should minimize the  

number of possible descr ipt ions of a given phenomenon ( subject , of course, 

t o  l imi ta t ions  imposed by the data, i. e. , by the  d ive r s i ty  of languages). 

T h i s  ree t r ic t iveness  serves t o  explain the  ease with which languages a r e  

acquired. I n  s t r iv ing  f o r  res t r ic t iveness ,  it i s  t o  be expected t h a t  

l i n g u i s t i c  theory w i l l  be highly structured. That is, t h e  theory w i l l  



postulate  a var ie ty  of d i f f e ren t  kinds of mechanisms, each with highly 

special ized functions. I n  terms of methodology f o r  research, t h i s  means 

t h a t  t he  l ingu i s t  should not be a f r a id  t o  postulate new s o r t s  of ru les ,  i f  

he can simultaneously l i m i t  t h e i r  functions and the functions of the  already 

established kinds of rules .  

I n  par t icu lar ,  these considerations ~ e f u t e  the methodological arguments 

of Postal  ( 1 9 7 0 ~ )  i n  favor of what he c a l l s  a "homogeneous theoryn. This 

argument (and s i m i l a ~  ones by Postal  (1970a) and Lakoff (1970a, 1 9 7 0 ~ ) )  i s  

based on the  f a l se  assumption t h a t  the theory which most serverely limits 

the  categories  of ru les  necessary i s  t o  be preferred over a l l  others.  I n  

f a c t ,  however, it i s  t h e  theory with t h e  most l imited generative capacity 

which i s  t o  be preferred. Further,  t h i s  preference i s  d ic ta ted  by f a c t s ,  

not methodology. Since any ru le  formulable i n  any of the  other  theories  i s  

formulable a s  a der iva t ional  constraint ,  but probably not conversely, it 

follows t h a t  Lakoffls theory i s  a p r io r i  t h e  l e a s t  desirable  ex is t ing  theory. 

This i s  not t o  say t h a t  it i s  incorrect ,  but ra ther  t h a t  the  burden of 

proof l i e s  with i t s  proponents, ra ther  than i ts  opponents, a s  Lakoff and 

Postal  have claimed. 

On the  bas is  of these general considerations (together with the  lack 

of convincing empirical evidence showing a l e s s  r e s t r i c t i v e  theory t o  be 

necessary--see Baker & Brame (1971)), t h i s  t hes i s  w i l l  adopt the  general 

framework of what has come t o  be known a s  the  Extended Standard Theory 

(EST) (eee Chomsky (1969, 1970, 1971)). I n  par t icu lar ,  it w i l l  be assumed 

t h a t  t he  work of der iva t ional  cons t ra in ts  can be done by surface s t ruc ture  

ru l e s  of in te rpre ta t ion  (see  Jackendoff (1969)), together with a su i tab ly  

r e s t r i c t i v e  notion of deep s t ruc ture  and powerful universal  cans t ra in ts  on 
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t h e  operat ion of t ransformat ional  r u l e s  (~homsky (1971), Emonds (1970)). 

Fur ther ,  it w i l l  be assumed t h a t  syn t ac t r i c  r u l e  fea tures  (Eakoff (1965)) 

a r e  an ad hoc device,  t h e  need f o r  which has not been adequately demonstrated, 

and t h e  use  of which i s  t o  be avoided wherever possible  (~ayne 1969)).3 

Hence, where competing analyses d i f f e r  with respect  t o  t h e  need f o r  ru le -  

4 f ea tu re s ,  t h e  one without them i s  t o  be preferred,  

3.2 Spec i f ic  Analyses 

I n  addi t ion  t o  these  general  methodological assumptions, t h e r e  a r e  a 

c e r t a i n  number of substant ive  points  dea l ing  s p e c i f i c a l l y  with anaphora 

which w i l l  be assumed below. 

3.2.1 F i r s t  of a l l ,  it w i l l  be assumed t h a t  t h e  ana lys i s  of English re f lex ives  

presented by Helke (1970) i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  correct .  The c e n t r a l  f ea tu re  of 

Helkefs  ana lys i s  i s  t h a t  r e f l ex ives  cons i s t  of a head noun s e l f  with a 

possessive pronominal determiner. The necessary agreement between t h i s  

determiner and some o the r  NP i n  t h e  same clause i s  accounted f o r  by a t rans-  

formation which i n s e r t s  pronominal copies  of t h e  NPts i n t o  empty determiner 

nodes. This transformation i s  independently necessary f o r  examples l i k e  (9 )  . 
(9)  ( a )  The man l o s t  h i s  way. 

(b) The dog wagged its t a i l .  

( c )  The pol ice  l o s t  t h e i r  heads. 

The cons t r a in t  t h a t  r e f l ex ives  and t h e i r  antecedents be i n  t h e  same 

simplex sentence (o r ,  i n  Helke's terminology, "have t he  same oen ten t i a l  

anceatrylt) i s  accounted f o r  by Chomskyfs I ' insert ion prohibi t iont1 (Chomsky 

(19651, P* U 6 ) :  

( 10) "no morphological material . . .can be introduced i n t o  a 

configuration dominated by S once t h e  cycle  of transform- 
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a t i o n a l  r u l e s  has a l ready completed i t s  appl ica t ion  t o  

t h i s  configurationM. 5 

Since (10) i s  purportedly a un iversa l  cons t ra in t  applying not only t o  

re f lex iv iza t ion ,  but a l s o  t o  o the r  processes of t he  same general  type,  and 

s ince  pronouns and t h e i r  antecedents a r e  not r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a s ing le  simplex 

sentence, it follows t h a t  Helkets theory requi res  t h a t  r e f l ex ives  be handled 

by an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  kind of mechanism than t h a t  employed t o  account f o r  

t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between ordinary anaphoric pronouns and t h e i r  antecedents. 

But t h i s  conclusion i s  i n  cont rad ic t ion  t o  t h e  widely accepted view t h a t  

pronominalization and r e f l ex iv i za t i on  a r e  simply two aspects  of a s ing l e  

phenomenon. I n  support of his cont rovers ia l  conclusion, Helke demsnatrstdd 

t h e  f a l s i t y  of t h e  oft-repeated claim t h a t  pronouns and r e f l ex ives  a r e  i n  

complementary d i s t r i bu t ion ,  using examples l i k e  (11). 

( l l ) ( a )  The sounn n i r l  took it upon e herse l f  1 t o  lead t h e  revo1utio.n. 

(b)  Mrs. Adams wrapped t h e  s t o l e  around fm +herse l f  1 . 
Further,  he pointed out  t h a t  t h e  well-known paradigp exhibi ted i n  (12) i s  

a c t u a l l y  evidence f o ~  t h e  general  cons t ra in t  ( 13) ,  which accounts f o r  ( 14) 

a s  wel l  as (12),  and says nothing about t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between pronouns 

and re f lex ives .  

(12) *X hur t  me. You hu r t  me. He hur t  me. 

I hur t  you. Wou hur t  you. He hurc you. 

I hur t  him. You hur t  him. +f& hurt  h&, 

I hur t  myself. ifyou hur t  myself. *He hurt  myself. 

*I hur t  yourself .  You hu r t  yourself .  ikHe hur t  yourself .  

*I hur t  himself. *You hurt  himself. He hur t  himself. 

(13) Given t h e  configuration NP V-W2, NP and NP2 have ncn- 1- 1 



i n t e r sec t ing  reference. 6 

(l-4) ??I hur t  us. *You (pl.) hur t  you (sing.  ) . 
*We hurt  me. *You ( sing.) hur t  you ( pl .  ) . 

Notice, by t h e  way, t h a t  Helkets analysis  of r e f l ex ives  receives  support 

from t h e  following cons t ra in t ,  proposed by Ray Jackendoff : 

(15 I f  A, B, and C a r e  t h ree  elements i n  a sentence such t h a t  

an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  holds between A and B and an anaphoric 

r e l a t i o n  holds between B and C,  then the  sentence i s  mark- 

ed ungrammatical unless  an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  holds be- 

tween h and C.7 

(15) will be re fe r red  t o  as t h e  Trans i t i v i ty  Condition. 

Leaving aside,  f o r  t h e  moment, t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  (15),  consider what 

it e n t a i l s ,  i n  conjunction with (16). 

(16)(a)  hoped t h a t  & would not hur t  he r se l f .  

(b)  *Mary hoped t h a t  John would not hur t  herself .  

I n  (16a),  t h e r e  i s  an anaphoric r e l a t i onsh ip  between Mary and a, and, 

according t o  a l l  ex i s t i ng  theo r i e s  of re f lex ives  except Helkets, between 

and herse l f .  Thus, by (15), t he re  must be an anaphoric r e l a t i onsh ip  between 

Mary and herse l f .  However, any plausible  r u l e  which could e s t a b l i s h  an 

anaphoric re la t ionahip  between Mary and heree l f , in  (16a) could a l so  do so 

i n  (16b). The ungrammaticality of (lbb) ind ica tes ,  then, t h a t  t he re  i s  no 

anaphoric r e l a t i onsh ip  between M a r g  and herself .  i n  (16a). T h i s  i s  a d i r e c t  

v io l a t i on  of (15).  I n  Helkets  theory,  however, t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y  does not 

a r i s e ,  aince the  relevant anaphoric r e l a t i o n  holds not between Mary and her- 

s e l f ,  but between Maq and &, The ungrammaticality of (16b) does not re- - 
s u l t  from t h e  imposs ib i l i ty  of es tab l i sh ing  an anaphoric re la t ionsh ip ,  but 



from the  imposs ib i l i ty  of generating t h e  re f lex ive  i n  t he  appropria te  pos i t ion  

without v io l a t i ng  t h e  i n s e r t i o n  prohibit ion.  8 

For t h i s  reason, as w e l l  a s  those given by Helke himself, Helkels 

ana lys i s  of r e f l ex ives  w i l l  be assumed i n  a l l  t h a t  follows. 

3.2.2 One s t e p  omitted from t h e  previous argument was t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of 

t h e  T rans i t i v i ty  Condition. Jackendoff assumes t h a t  t he  r e l a t i o n  holding 

between a d e f i n i t e  pronoun and i t s  antecedent i s  always i d e n t i t y  of reference 

(which by d e f i n i t i o n  is t r a n s i t i v e ) ,  and he appears t o  believe t h a t  t h e  

T rans i t i v i ty  Condition follows from t h i s  assumption, I n  order t o  u t i l i z e  

t h e  t r a n s i t i v i t y  of  coreference t o  do t h e  work of (15), Jackendoff, (1969) 

has t o  introduce a r u l e  marking p a i r s  of NPts which are not anaphorically 

r e l a t e d  a s  being non-coreferent. I f  he did not have auch a ru l e ,  then he 

m u l d  predict  t h a t  sentences i n  which NP and NP a r e  anaphorically r e l a t ed  
1 2 

and NP2 and NP a r e  anaphorically r e l a t ed  would be g r m a t l c a l ,  with NP 
3 1 

and NP in te rpre ted  a s  coreferen t ia l ,  regardless  of  whether they a r e  anaphor- 3 
i c a l l y  re la ted .  Such a predict ion i s  a variance with t h a t  made by the  Trans- 

i t i v i t y  Condition, and, as w i l l  be seen immediately below, it is ,  i n  f a c t ,  

f a l s e .  Hence, Jackendoffls idea  t h a t  t h e  T rans i t i v i ty  Condition followa 

t r i v i a l l y  from t h e  t r a n s i t i v i t y  of  i d e n t i t y  s f  reference holds only i f  it 

i s  maintained t h a t  co re fe ren t i a l  NPls a r e  necessar i ly  anaphorically r e l a t ed .  

However, as Pos ta l  (1971b) argues, t h e  f a i l u r e  of  two NPls t o  be r e l a t ed  

anaphorically does not e n t a i l  t h a t  they have d i s t i n c t  re fe ren ts .  This can 

be seen from (17'). 

(17)(a)  Leon Trotsky and Leon Bronstein were t h e  same person. 

(b)  If you have seen t h e  evening s t a r ,  you have aeen t h e  morn- 

ing  s t a r .  



While Leon Trotsky and Leon Bronstein may be used t a  r e f e r  t o  t h e  same 

t h ing ,  as may the  eveninn s t a r  and t h e  morning s t a r ,  no anaphoric r e l a t i o n  

holds between these  pa i r s  i n  (17).  

The c l ea re s t  evidence f o r  t h e  T rans i t i v i ty  Condition cons is t s  of exam- 

ples  l i k e  (18).  

(18) ( a )  The woman _he loved said  t h a t  John was a j e rk .  

(b) The woman John loved hurt  - him. 

( c )  *Mary t o l d  him t h a t  John was a jerk.  

(d)  *The woman loved t o l d  t h a t  John was a jerk. 

The s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i ons  between John and he a r e  i d e n t i c a l  i n  (18a) and ( l a ) .  

Thus, and John may be anaphorically r e l a t e d  i n  ( led) .  The s t r u c t u r a l  

r e l a t i o n s  holding between he and i n  (18d) a r e  exact ly  those holding be- 

tween - John and - him i n  (18b), so  it must be possible  f o r  & and && t o  be 

anaphorically r e l a t ed  i n  (18d). (18c) shows t h a t  $& and John may not be 

anaphorically r e l a t ed  i n  (18d). Thus the  T rans i t i v i ty  Condition i s  needed 

t o  account f o r  t h e  ungrammaticality of (186). 

Further evidence f o r  t h e  T rans i t i v i ty  Condition i s  provided by (19) (due 

t o  Postal ) .  

(19) *The man who -- he sa id  Mary kissed was lying.  

It i s  c l e a r  t h a t  an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  holds between r e l a t i v e  pronouns and 

t h e i r  heads. Furthermore, every ex i s t i ng  theory of anaphora would permit 

an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  t o  be es tabl ished between the  head of a r e l a t i v e  

c lause and a pronoun i n  t h e  clause.  I n  (19) ,  then,  t h e  man and y& may be 

anaphorically r e l a t ed ,  and t h e  man and may be anaphorically re la ted .  

(20) shows t h a t  & and he cannot be anaphorically re la ted  ( f o r  reasons 

discussed i n  Chapter 4). 



(20) Who - d id  - he say Mary kissed? 

I n  order  t h a t  t h e  same explanation s u f f i c e  t o  account f o r  (19) and (20), it 

i s  necessary t o  adopt t h e  T r a n s i t i v i t y  Condition. Otherwise, i t  would be 

necessary t o  r u l e  out anaphora between t h e  man and he i n  (19) ,  i n  addi t ion  

t o  r u l i n g  out anaphora between 9 and he. 

Strong support f o r  t h e  T r a n s i t i v i t y  Condition i s  given by Williams (1971). 

He notes  thab t h e  grammaticality of (21a & b) would lead one t o  expect (21c) 

t o  be grammatical, were it not f o r  t h e  T r a n s i t i v i t y  Condition, 

(21) (a )  Because Mary d idn ' t  , James d idn ' t  want t o  j o i n  t h e  

par ty .  

(b) Because nothing happened u n t i l  some time a f t e r  Sam joined 

t h e  partx,  James d idn ' t  want t o  

( c )  *Because Mary d idn ' t  u n t i l  some time a f t e r  Sam 

J o i n e d t h e p a r t g , J a m e s d i d n l t w a n t t o  . 
(21) a l s o  shows t h a t  t h e  T rana i t i v i t y  Condition i s  not l imited t o  MPl s and 

t h a t  it hence cannot be simply a t r i v i a l  consequence of t h e  t r a n s i t i v i t y  of 

t h e  coreference r e l a t i on .  9 

For t he se  reasons, t h e  T r a n s i t i v i t y  Condition w i l l  be assumed t o  be 

co r r ec t ,  

3.2.3. A p a r t i c u l a r l y  important assumption f o r  t h e  following chapters  i s  t h a t  

t h e r e  i s  no transformation of Pronominalization which replaces  an NP by a 

d e f i n i t e  pronoun when t h e  NP meets c e r t a i n  condit ions of i d e n t i t y  with another 

NP. I n  o the r  words, it w i l l  be assumed t h a t  t h e  general  approach employed 

i n  t he  flclassicl l  works on anaphora (Lees & Klima (1963), Langacker ( l966) ,  

Ross (1967b), Pos ta l  (1966)) i s  incorrbct. 

Numerous arguments have been advanced i n  support of t h i s  assumption, 
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and they w i l l  be summarized below. Perhaps t h e  s t rongest  of these  i s  due 

t o  Bresnan (1970). She points  out! t h a t ,  i n  sentences l i k e  (22a), e i t h e r  

Pro~~omina l iza t ion  o r  There-insertion, but, not both, may apply, as (22b-d) 

demonst~ate .  

(22) ( a )  Some s tudents  s a i d  t h a t  some s tudents  had been i n  t he  

o f f i ce .  

(b) Some s tudents  said  t h a t  they  had been i n  t he  o f f i ce .  

( c )  Some s tudents  s a id  t h a t  t he re  had been some s tudents  i n  

t h e  of f ice .  

(d)  *Some s tudents  s a id  t h a t  t h e r e  had been they i n  t h e  of f ice .  

The reason t h a t  (22d) i s  ill-formed i s ,  of course, t h a t  There-insertion appl- 

i e s  only t o  sentences with i n d e f i n i t e  subjects ,  so t h a t  it cannot apply t o  

sentences l i k e  t h e  complement c lause of (22b). I n  a theory with a transform- 

a t i o n  of Pronominalization, however, t h i s  explanation cannot be formalized, 

s ince  t h e  pronominalization (=d hence t h e  d e f i n i t i z a t i o n )  of some s tudents  

would have t o  follow t h e  i n s e r t i o n  of - there .  This can be seen from t h e  

f a c t  t h a t ,  whereas There-insertion i s  known t o  be a cyc l i c  transformation 

( a s  it must be, e.g., t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  i n se r t i on  prohibi t ion)  and hence appl ies  

on t h e  cyc le  of t h e  compleqent clause,  Pronominalization cannot apply u n t i l  

t h e  matrix cycle,  owing t o  t h e  i d e n t i t y  condition involved i n  i t s  operation. 

Thus, t he  only means of excluding (22d) i n  a theory incorporating Pronomin- 

a l i z a t i o n  would be with some ad hoc cons t ra in t  blocking Pronominalization 

i f  t h e  NP t o  be pronominalized had been involved i n  t he  i n s e r t i o n  of - there .  

But such an ana lys i s  fai ls  t o  capture t h e  obvious f a c t  t h a t  what excludes 

(22d) i s  t h e  definiteness of t h e  pronoun.lo 

Similar a r g m e n t ~  can be given on t h e  bas i s  of spec i a l  conditions on 



t h e  transformations of Pa r t i c l e  movement and Dative movement. Both of these 

pules a re  blocked i n  sentences whose d i r e c t  objects  a r e  pronominal (assuming 

t h a t  t he  formulations of the  r u l e s  i n  question given by Enonds (1971) a re  

correct). This i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (23) and (24). 

(23) ( a )  John turned the  g i r l  away. 

(b)  John turned away the g i r l .  

( c )  John turned her away. 

(d)  *John turned away her. 

(24) ( a )  John gave a book t o  Mary. 

( b )  John gave Mary a book. 

( c )  John gave it t o  Nary. 

(d) *John gave Mary it. 

Consider now sentences l i k e  (25). 

(25) (a) The g i r l  claims t h a t  John turned the  g i r l  away. 

(b) B i l l  bought the  book a f t e r  John gave the  book t o  Mary. 

I f  Pa r t i c l e  movement and Dative movement apply cyc l ica l ly  (and the re  a re  

good arguments t h a t  they should--See Fhonds (1971)), then i n  a theory i n c o r p  

ora t ing  a Pronominalization transformation, they could apply i n  sentences 

l i k e  (25) before Pronominalization applied, and sentences l i k e  (26) would 

be produced. 

(26) (a) *The g i r l  claims t h a t  John turned away her. 

(b) * B i l l  bought the  book a f t e r  John gave Mary it. 11 

Dougherty (1969) advances a number of arguments againet t he  existance 

of a Pronominalization transformation. These arguments coneist  bas ica l ly  

of two s o r t s  of examples: sentences which can have no source i f  Pronomin- 

a l i ~ a f i o n  ex i s t s ,  and sentences whose alleged sources would a lso  underlie 



ungrammatical sentences. E=ples of t h e  f i r s t  s o r t  a r e  given i n  (27). 

(27) ( a )  Each of t h e  men thought t h a t  he was t he  t a l l e s t .  

(b )  Neither of t h e  siamese twins was bold enough t o  a s k  t h e  

o ther  t o  sc ra tch  - h i s  back i n  those places t h a t  couldn' t  

reach h inse l f .  
12  

(c)  You can have an i c e  cream, a soda, o r  both. 

A t ransformation of Pronominalization would have t o  der ive  (27a-c) from the 

deviant  sources (28a-c) . 

(28) ( a )  *Each of t h e  men thought t h a t  each of t h e  men was t h e  

t a l l e s t .  

(b)  *Neither of t h e  siamese twins was bold enough t o  ask t h e  

o the r  t o  sc ra tch  ne i the r  of t h e  siamese twinst  back i n  

those places t h a t  ne i t he r  of t h e  siamese twins could 

reach himself. 

(c)  *You can have an i c e  cream, a soda, o r  (both) an ice  

cream, a soda. 

Examples which a t ransformat ional  theory of Pronominalization could not de- 

r i v e  without s imi l a r ly  der iving deviant sentences a r e  given i n  (29). 

( 2 9 )  ( a )  Each of Marst s sons hated his brothers.  

( b )  Each of Mary's sons was hated by brothers .  

The sources f o r  (29) would be e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  sentences i n  (30). 

(30) ( a )  Each of Mary's sons hated each of Mary's sons' brothers ,  

(b )  Each of Mary's sons1 brothers  hated each of Mary's sons. 

But such a theory could a l s o  generate t h e  ill-formed example of (31) from 

(30) 

(31) ( a )  *Each of Mary's sonu' brothers  was hated by him. 



(b )  *Each of Mary1 s sons' brothers  hated 

Notice, furthermore, t h a t  the  examples i n  (29) a r e  not synonymous 

with t h e i r  aupposed sources i n  (30), s ince the  l a t t e r ,  but not t h e  former, 

implies t h a t  each of Eiaryts sons hates  himself.13 Sentences of t h i s  s o r t ,  

i n  which t h e  appl ica t ion  of t h e  Pronominalization transformation would 

a f f e c t  meaning, cons t i t u t e  a fu r the r  argument against  t h e  exis tence of  

Pronominalization. Additional examples a r e  provided i n  (32). 

(32) ( a )  Most p o l i t i c i a n s  bel ieve t h a t  everyone loves them. # 
(b) Most po l i t i c i ans  bel ieve t h a t  everyone loves most 

po l i t i c ians .  

( c )  Adolescents always e a t  a s  though t h e s  hadn't seen food 

f o r  a month. f - 

(d)  Adolescents always eab a s  though adolescents hadn't  seen 

food f o r  a month. 

( e )  Every br ide  hopes t h a t  she w i l l  have a happy marriage. # 

( f) Every bride hopes t h a t  every br ide  w i l l  have a happy 

marriage. 

The non-synonymy of such examples with t h e i r  purported sources requi res  

t h e  postulat ion of some in t e rp re t ive  mechani~m ordered a f t e r  Pronominaliz- 

a t i on  which w i l l  ass ign t h e  appropriate readings t o  t h e  pronouns. But it 

such a mechanism i s  needed anyway, then it i s  possible t o  generate a l l  pro- 

nouns i n  the  base and subject  them a l l  t o  t he  i n t e rp re t ive  mechanism, there-  

by rendering the  transformation ~ u ~ e r f l u o u s . ~ 4  

This mode of reasoning--that independent evidence f o r  an in t e rp re t ive  

mechanism t o  account f o r  anaphora makes a Pronominalization transformation 

unnecessary--is employed by Jackendof f (1969) and Dougherty ( 1969) i n  



connection with anaphoric r e l a t i ons  not involving pronouns. They point out 

t h a t  it i s  highly implausible t o  der ive  t h e  anaphors i n  (33) from underlying 

NP' s i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h e i r  antecedents . 
(33) ( a )  John t o l d  Mary t h a t  he loved her,  txlt t h e  bastard didnt t 

mean it. 

(b) - Each of t h e  workers hated the  r e s t  of t he  workers. 

This being so, it i s  possible t o  purchase a c e r t a i n  degree of economy i n  the  

grammar of English by dispensing with t h e  t ransgomat ion  of Pronominalization 

and employing whatever mechanism accounts f o r  t h e  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  i n  

(33) t o  ass ign antecedents t o  d e f i n i t e  pronouns. 

The bes t  known ad,gnnent against  Pronominalization cons is t s  of what i s  

known a s  t h e  Bach-Peters paradox (Bach (1970)). T h i s  argument shows t h a t  

t h e  standard assumptions about t h e  i d e n t i t y  condition associated with t h e  

transformation of Pronominalization a r e  incompatible with t h e  r a the r  fund- 

amental t ene t  of transformational grammar t h a t  phrase markers a r e  f i n i t e  

( i. e . ,  have only f i n i t e l y  many branches). Consider sentence (34) 

(34) The p i l o t  who shot a t  it h i t  t h e  mig t h a t  chased him. 
L .  ........*...*.. '*......... 

If every anaphoric d e f i n i t e  pronoun i s  derived from a s t ruc tu re  i d e n t i c a l  

t o  t he  f u l l  NP which serves  as i t s  antecedent, then it and him i n  (34) must 

be derived from (35a) and (35b), respectively.  

(35) ( a )  t h e  mig t h a t  chased him 

(b) t h e  p i l o t  who shot a t  it 

But (35a) and (35b) themselves contain the  d e f i n i t e  anaphoric pronouns - him 

and it, so they must i n  t u r n  be derived from (35b) and (35a). Clearly,  t h i s  

procedure can be continued inde f in i t e ly .  Since t h e  antecedent of each of 

t h e  pronouns contains the  o ther ,  t h e r e  can be no hope of eliminating t h e  



anaphors by replacing them with t h e i r  antecedents, 

Although t h e  Bach-Peters paradox c e r t a i n l y  shows t h a t  some assumptions 

t h a t  had been made about t h e  operation of pronominaUzation a r e  untenable, 

Karttunen (1971) shows t h a t  most l i c g u i s t s  who have considered t h e  paradox 

have suggested much more r a d i c a l  a l t e r a t i o n s  i n  t h e  theory of pronouns than 

t h e  argument i t s e l f  necess i ta tes  ,l5 

Karttunen observes t h a t  (36) can serve a s  t h e  input t o  t h e  Pronominal- 

i z a t i o n  t ransfornat ion,  i f  it i s  assumed t h a t  r e l a t i v e  c lauses  have t h e  

s t ruc tu re  fiS a t  t h i s  s tage,  and fu r the r ,  t h a t  t h e  bottom of these 

two NPls  may serve a s  t h e  antecedent f o r  Pronominalization. 

t h e  

Applying Pronominalization t o  NP and 1JP under i d e n t i t y  t o  NP and NP 
2 4 3 1, 

respect ively,  (36j y ie lds  (34). Thus, t h e  force of t h e  Bach-Peters paradox 

is  considerably weakened. 16 

There are ,  no doubt, fu r the r  reasons f o r  abandaning t h e  idea  of a trane- 

formation converting NPls i n t o  pronouns under conditions o r  i d e n t i t y  (e.g., 

Kayne (1971) presents  an ordering paradox t h a t  a r i s e s  i f  the  grammar of 

French i s  assumed t o  contain such a transformation),  However, t h e  arguments 

i n  this sec t ion  w i l l  s u f f i c e  t o  j u s t i f y  t he  assumption t h a t  d e f i n i t e  pronoun 
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anaphora cannot be accounted f o r  by a transformation which replaces  NPfs 

by pronouns. 

3.2.4. The l a s t  t h r ee  sec t ions  have presented background assumptions about 

t h e  theory of anaphora, and reasons f o r  them. The purpose of t h i s  s ec t ion  

i s  t o  r e j e c t  e x p l i c i t l y  an alssumption plt forward by Jackendoff (1969). 

Jackendoff claims t h a t  "coreferen t ia l i ty ,  a purely a m a n t i c  concept, cannot 

be re fe r red  t o  i n  transformations,  and convereely, semantic r u l e s  cannot 

depand on what transformations have taken place, but only on the  r e s u l t i n g  

s t r u c t u r a l   configuration^.^^ Moreover, it i s  c l ea r  from t h e  context i n  which 

t h i s  quote appears t h a t  a s t i l l  s t ronger  claim i s  intended, f o r  it i s  on the  

above grounds t h a t  Jackendoff r e j e c t s  Pos t a l ' s  nCross-over Constraint" 

J ~ o e t a l  (1971a)). The Cross-over Constraint ,  contrary t o  what Jackendoff 

seems t o  be suggesting, i s  ne i the r  a transformation nor. a semantic ru le .  

Rather, it was p ropsed  as a universal  cons t ra in t  on the  operation of a c l a s s  

of  transformations i n  environments where c e r t a i n  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  obtain.  

Thus, it seems t h a t  Jackendoff i s  claiming t h a t  t he  independence of syntax 

ar-' cemantics i s  such t h a t  no cons t ra in t  a f f ec t ing  t h e  operation of t rans-  

*omations may r e f e r  t o  semantic information. 

On general  methodological grounds Jackendoff i s  cor rec t  i n  wishing t o  

maintain t h e  d i s t i nc tnes s  of t h e  componen-bs of a generat ive grammar. This 

i s  i n  keeping with t h e  qoal out l ined above of  m x b i e i n g  t h e  spec ia l iza t ion  

of t h e  various mechanisms ava i lab le  t o  a grammar i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of making 

l i n g u i s t i c  theory more r e s t r i c t i v e .  Thus, i f  possible,  semantic f ea tu re s  

should not be made ava i lab le  t o  individual  syn tac t ic  transformations. 

Notice, however, t h a t  theee  considerations do not apply t o  t h e  Cross- 

over Constraint ,  Pos t a l  proposed t h i s  cons t ra in t  a3 a l i n g u i s t i c  universal, 



i .e . ,  a s  par t  of l i n g u i s t i c  theory. A s  such, it r e s t r i c t s  t h e  operat ion of 

t r a n e f o m a t i o n a l  r u l e s  on t h e  bas i s  of semantic information, without requir-  

i n t  t h e  transformations t o  make mention of t h e  semantic f ea tu re s  involved. 17 

The Cross-over Constraint ,  i f  f ac tua l ly  co r r ec t ,  would provide a un iversa l  

statement of one of t h e  ways i n  which syntax and semantics a r e  l inked,  and, 

a s  such, it would r e s t r i c t  t h e  c l a s s  of grammars formulable wi thin  l i n g u i s t i c  

theory,  Hence, t h e  Cross-over Constraint  i s  t h e  sort of mechanism which i s  

a p r i o r i  de s i r ab l e ,  and t h e  burden of proof, contrary t o  Jackendoff 's  impli- 

c a t i on  i s  on i t s  opponent. 18 

Returning now t o  Jackendoff's claim t h a t  transformations may not r e f e r  

t o  c o r e f e r e n t i a l i t y ,  consider what t h i s  implies,  i n  conjunction with Helke's 

ana lys i s  of re f lex ives .  Since Helke proposes t h a t  t h e  pronominal determiner 

por t ion of a r e f l ex ive  i s  t h e  product of a copy transformation,  Jackendoff 

would i n s i s t  t h a t  t h e  necessary c o r e f e r e n t i a l i t y  between t h i s  determiner 

and t h e  NP of which it i s  a copy be assigned by a semantic r u l e ,  i , e . ,  by 

a r u l e  o ther  than t h e  copying transformation which produced it, T h i s  seman- 

t i c  ru l e ,  however, cannot be t h e  same a s  t h e  r u l e  u t i l i z e d  t o  account f o r  the 

anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  of ordinary pronouns as (37) shows. 

(37) (a) Mary asked Sue t o  wash car.  

(b)  Mary asked Sue t o  wash her ca r ,  

( c )  Maw .- .-- asked Sue t o  wash h e r s e l f .  

(d)  *Mary asked Sue t o  wash &self .  

I n  f a c t ,  it is  evident t h a t  t h e  antecedent o f  t h e  pronominal determiner of 

a r e f l ex ive  must always be t h e  NP of which t h a t  determiner i s  a copy. I n  

o the r  words, t h e  condi t ions  on t h e  semantic mle must be i d e n t i c a l  t o  thoae 

on the  syn tac t ic  transformation.  This i s  c l e a r l y  an unsa t i s fac tory  s i t ua t i on .  
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There a re  two ways i n  which t h i s  problem can be resolved: e i t h e r  

Helke'a analysis  of ref lexives can be abandoned i n  favor of something more 

akin t o  t h e  analysis  of Jackendoff (b969), o r  t h e  obligatory anaphoric re- 

l a t i o n  under discussion can be marked by t h e  transformation involved i n  the  

derivat ion of ref lexives,  i n  v io la t ion  of Jackendoff's suggestion, I n  what 

followe, the  l a t t e r  course w i l l  be adopted. There a re  several reasons for  

t h i s .  F i r s t  of a l l ,  Helkefs analysis  i s  more adequately jus t i f i ed  than 

Jackendofffa claim. Secondly, i f  an in t e rp re t ive  ref lexive r u l e  were adopted 

( a s  by Jackendoff(l969)), t he re  would be no non-ad hoc way t o  capture t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  re f lex ives  d i f f e r  from ordinary anaphoric pronouns by requir ing 

an antecedent i n  the  same simplex sentence. (Recall  t h a t  Helke's analysis  

accounts f o r  t h i s  very natural ly ,  since t h e  copying transformation i s  su4- 

j ec t  t o  t h e  inse r t ion  prohihition, but t h e  r u l e  associat ing ordinary pronouns 

with t h e i r  antecedents i s  not). Finally,  it w i l l  be seen i n  the next section 

t h a t  t he re  i s  reason t o  believe t h a t  o ther  transformations a l s o  a f fec t  anaph- 

o r i c  r e l a t ions ,  and t h a t ,  i n  f a c t ,  anaphora must be mentioned by a number of 

transformations. It will be argued, however, t h a t  there  i s  a principled way 

of predicting which transformations w i l l  r e f e r  t o  anaphora, so l i n g u i s t i c  

theory need not be enriched by t h i s  addition. 

3.3 Anapornia, 

The question of the  obl igator iness  o f  anaphoric relatioris,  which played 

a c ruc ia l  r o l e  i n  t h e  preceding discussion, i s  one which has received surp- 

r i s i n g l y  l i t t l e  a t ten t ion  i n  the l i t e r a t u r e  on anaphora. The only attempts 

t o  u t i l i z e  evidence concerriing t h e  obl igator ineas of anaphora a re  found i n  

Dougherty (1969) and Helke (1970). The former of these has recent ly been sever- 

e l y  attacked (Pos ta l  (1971)). The purpose of t h i s  sect ion is  t o  defend a prop- 



oaa l  which preserves t h e  e s s e n t i a l  f ea tu re s  of Dougherty's argument, while at 

t h e  same time resolving t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  which arose i n  t h e  previous section.  

Dougherty (1369) asser ted t h a t  any pronoun allows a non-anaphoric i n t e r -  

preta t ion,  and t h a t  some pronouns allow only such an in te rpre ta t ion .  That i s  

according t o  Dougherty, t h e  s*tz of sentences containing anaphoric pro- 
a 

nouns i s  a proper subset of t h e  s e t s  consis t ing of aentencea containing 
n 

non-anaphoric pronouns. Dougherty r e f e r s  t o  t he  re la t ior iship between 2 
a 

and 2 a s  t h e  'anaporn relation".  
n 
A s  Pos ta l  (1971) points  ou t ,  however, t he re  a r e  severa l  c lasses  of counter- 

examples t o  anaporn relation.19 (38) l ists some of these. 

(38) ( a )  Mary washed &self. 

( b )  The President l o s t  his head. 

( c )  The chairman gnashed his t ee th .  

(d)  The l o s e r s  had t o  buy beer f o r  t h e  winners, d i d n ' t  they? 

( e )  She i s  a happy g i r l ,  i s  Sue. 

(f) The man who shot Liber ty  Valance, was t h e  bravest of 

them a l l .  

(g) He i s  a very wise man, t h e  Maharishi. 

Examples l i k e  (38a-c) have al ready been discussed i n  connection with 

Helke's ana lys i s  of ref lexives .  It was corlcluded t h a t  t h e  pronouns i n  such 

examples a l l  r e s u l t  from appl ica t ion  of a transformation which makes pro- 

nominal copiee of c e r t a i n  NP! s. Examples l i k e  (38) have been frequent ly  

discussed i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  (see ,  e.g. , Katz and Pos ta l  (1964) and Culicover 

(1970)), and i t  is  widely believed t h a t  such pronouna a r e  a l so  a r eau l t  of 

copying transformations. Culicover (1970) analyzes t h e  pronoun i n  (388) 

s imi l a r ly  a s  the  output of a copying transformation. Rosa (1967a) mentions 
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transformations of Left  and Right d i s loca t ion ,  which a r e  a l legedly  involved 

i n  t he  der iva t ions  of (3Rf) and (38g). These transformations would move 

NPts, leaving pronominal copies behind. 20 

These f a c t s  a r e  highly suggestive. I f  a l l  counter-examples t o  t he  

anaporn r e l a t i o n  a r e  pronouns r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  appl icat ion of copying 

transformations,  then it might be possible t o  salvage t h e  anaporn r e l a t i o n  

i n  s p i r i t  by s t i p r l h t i n g  t h a t  copying transformations which involve an NP 

always produce a pronoun whose antecedent i s  t h a t  NP. 

One %mediate  advantage of such a s t i p u l a t i o n  i s  t h a t  it accounts f o r  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some of  t h e  pronoun-antecedent p a i r s  i n  (38) seem t o  be i n  

r e l a t i v e  posi t ions  i n  which pronominal anaphora r e l a t i o n s  a r e  usua l ly  pro- 

hibi ted.  I n  (38a) and [38g), f o r  instance,  t h e  pronoun i s  t o  t h e  l e f t  of  

i t s  antecedent, and might plausibly be a rmed t o  be no more deeply embedded 

than t h e  a n t e ~ e d e n t , ~ ~  i n  which case no anaphoric r e l a t i o n  should be possible 

( s ee  Chapter 2 f o r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of t h i s  claim). I n  addi t ion,  (3Bf) exh ib i t s  

an abnormal pronoun-antecedent r e l a t i on ,  a s  can be seen from t h e  ungrammat- 

i c a l i t y  of (39), i n  which t h e  re levant  phrases exhib i t  exact ly  t he  same 

s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i onsh ip  as i n  (38f) .  (See Chapter 2 f o r  discussion of t h e  

cons t ra in t  involved). 

(39) "Behind t h e  man who shot Liber ty  Valance, saw a l i g h t .  

If copying transformations necessar i ly  s t i p u l a t e  an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  be- 

tween the  copy and t h e  NP copied, then these  anomalies a r e  accounted for .  

Another s imi la r  case i s  t h a t  of Extraposit ion.  The f a c t  t h a t  pronoun - it i n  

sentence8 l i k e  (40) is  i n  an anaphoric r e l a t i on  with t h e  complement c lause 

requi res  an explanation, s ince t h e  pronoun i s  t o  t h e  l e f t  of and no more 

deeply embedded than i ts antecedent. 



(40) ( a )  - It i s  possible  t h a t  John w i l l  come. 

(b )  - It i s  impossible f o r  John t o  come, 

By supposing Fxtraposi t ion t o  be formulated so a s  t o  move t h e  complement, 

leaving & as a copy, it i a  possible t o  account f o r  t h i s  unusual anapharic 

r e l a t i o n .  Fur ther ,  such an ana lys i s  accounts f o r  t h e  imposs ib i l i ty  of 

assoc ia t ing  i k  with any other  antecedent i n  such sentences -- given, of 

course,  t h e  above proposal about copying traneformations. 

Another c l a s s  of counterexamples t o  t h e  a n a p r n  r e l a t i o n  a s  Dougherty 

presents  it cons i s t s  of r e l a t i v e  pronouns. These must always be anaphorically 

re la ted  t o  t h e i r  heads. For example, i n  (41) ,  which must necessar i ly  4e 

anaphorically r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  book. 

(41) The book which was ly ing  on t h e  t a b l e  belongs t o  me. 

Chornaky (personal  communication) has  pointed out t h a t  such cases,  although 

they  may be incons i s ten t  with t h e  d e t a i l s  of t h e  formulation of t h e  anaporn 

r e l a t i o n ,  a r e  pe r f ec t l y  cons i s ten t  with t he  point Llougherty makes, v iz . ,  

t h a t  f o r  elements which a r e  sometimes in te rpre ted  anaphorically,  those  environ- 

menta where they may be so in te rpre ted  a r e  a proper subset  of those  where 

they may be i n t e rp re t ed  non-anaphorically, Since r e l a t i v e  pronouns must al- 

ways be in t e rp re t ed  anaphorically,  they  a r e  not r e a l l y  re levant  t o  Doughertyts 

conclusion, The f a c t  t h a t  r e l a t i v e  pronouns must be anaphorically r e l a t ed  

t o  t h e i r  heads can be incorporated i n t o  t h e  grammar by including i n  t h e  r u l e  

( o r  r u l e s )  involved i n  forming r e l a t i v e  c lauses  a s t i p u l a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  head 

muat be t h e  antecedent of t h e  r e l a t i v e  pronoun. This would rep lace  a condit- 

ion  i n  almost a l l  e x i s t i n g  analyses of r e l a t i v e s  t h a t  s t i p u l a t e s  i d e n t i t y  be- 

tween t h e  head and an NP i n t e r n a l  t o  t h e  r e l a t i ve .  

Notice now t h a t  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  method of formulating copying t r ans fom-  
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formations would a l s ~  involve s t i p u l a t i o n  of i d e n t i t y  between NPIs ( v i z . ,  be- 

tween t h e  NP copied and t h e  copy). T h i s  suggest8 t h a t  it might be possible  

t o  dispense with t h e  notion of i d e n t i c a l  NPts a l toge ther ,  i n  favor of t h e  

notion of anaphorically r e l a t e d  NPls. This could be accomplished by re-  

placing t h e  term I t iden t ica l  t o N  with "under t h e  inf luence of"  i n  a l l  g r m -  

a t i c a l  r u l e s ,  where "is under t h e  inf luence of" i s  defined i n  (42). 

(42) (a) NP1 i s  under t he  inf luence of NP2 i f  and only i f  NP1 i s  

a pronoun and NP is  i t s  antecedent. 2 

(b) If A and B a r e  cons t i tuen ts  o ther  than NP, A i s  under t h e  

inf luence of B i f  and only i f  A and B a r e  ident ical .22 

With t h i s  de f in i t i on ,  it i s  possible  t o  avoid mention of anaphora i n  t h e  form- 

u l a t i o n  of  t h e  transformations involved (38). Instead,  operat ions  which 

copy NPls can simply be formulated as inve r t i ng  an NP under t h e  inf luence of 

another NP. I n  t h i s  manner, ind iv idua l  transformations can be spared from 

making e x p l i c i t  reference t o  pronominal anaphora, so t h a t  t h e  object ion of 

Jackendoff discussed i n  t h e  last sec t ion  i s  overcome. 

Another bene f i c i a l  consequence of adopting (42) i s  t h a t  it accounts 

automatically f o r  t h e  requirement t h a t  r e l a t i v e  pronouns be anaphorical1.y 

r e i a t ed  t o  t h e i r  heads, This i s  accomplished without s i gn i f i can t  a l t e r a t i o n  

of  t h e  r u l e s  involved i n  t h e  formation of r e l a t i v e  clauses.  

I n  addi t ion,  rep lac ing  t h e  notion of i d e n t i t y  by t h a t  of under t h e  

in f luence  of makes o the r  predict ions  which seem t o  be borne out.  For example, 

i t  p red i c t s  t h a t  no transformation needs t o  r e f e r  t o  t r u e  i d e n t i t y  between 

NPls. I n  f a c t ,  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  l i t e r a t u r e  seems t o  support t h i s  prediction.  

Another p red ic t ion  of (42) i s  t h a t  a l l  t ransformations which d e l e t e  NPI s 

"under i den t i t y "  a c t u a l l y  d e l e t e  pronouns under anaphora. It cons t i t u t e s  
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r a t h e r  s t r i k i n g  support f o r  (42) t h a t  Pos ta l  (1970b) makes precieely  t h i a  

claim on q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  grounds. Pos ta l  proposes (43), under t h e  t i t l e ,  

"Universal Deletion C ~ n s t r a i n t . ~  

(43) If a transformation T d e l e t e s  an NP subject  t o  t h e  existence 
a 

of a coreferent  NPy NP i n  t h e  same s t ruc tu re ,  then  a t  t h e  b ' 
point  where T appl ies ,  NP must be pronominal. 

a 

Although it w i l l  be argued below (Chapter 3) t h a t  most of Pos t a l ' s  reasons 

f o r  proposing (43) r-re i nco r r ec t ,  t h e r e  do not appear t o  be any counter- 

examples t o  t h e  proposal a t  hand among d e l e t i o n  ru les .  A l l  i n  a l l ,  t h e  sub- 

s t i t u t i o n  of  "under t h e  inf luence ofI1 f o r  " iden t i ca l  to1' seems t o  be q u i t e  

w e l l  supported. 

Recal l  a t  t h i s  point  t h a t  t h e  d i scuss ion  leading up t o  (42) was in t rod-  

uced i n  o rder  t o  attempt t o  salvage Doughertyls anaporn re la t ion .  The 

reader  might, a t  t h i s  point ,  ask i n  what sense t h e  proposal above accomplis- 

hes  this end. I n  answer t o  t h i s  question,  consider what conclusion Dougherty 

draws fmm t h e  anaporn re la t ion :  I f , l a s  Dougherty claims, every pronoun 

which could be i n t e rp re t ed  anaphorically could a l s o  be in te rpre ted  non- 

anaphorically then  it would be most unnatural  t o  propose t h a t  anaphoric pro- 

nouns have an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  source from non-anaphoric pronouns, f o r  

imp l i c i t  i n  such an ana lys i s  would be t h e  claim t h a t  t h e  anaporn r e l a t i o n  

is  e n t i r e l y  accidental .  Such a theory would der ive  anaphoric pronouns from 

NPls f u l l y  i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h e i r  antecedents,  whereas non-anaphoric pronouns 

would have t o  be generated i n  t h e  base (un less  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of t rans -  

formation were so  a l t e r e d  as t o  allow transformations t o  r e f e r  t o  information-- 

including non-linguist ic information--outside of t he  sentence being operated 

on). Thus, t h e  a n a p r n  r e l a t i on ,  i f  it held,  would s t rongly  support a theory 
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of  anaphora which would require  a l l  pronouns t o  be generated i n  t he  base and 

would postulate  a f i l t e r i n g  mechanism t o  determdne which pronouns may have 

an anaphoric in te rpre ta t ion .  (Every pronoun would be allowed a non-anaphoric 

i n t e rp re t a t i on ) .  

Notice now t h a t  a minor modification of such a theory,  vie . ,  t h e  replace- 

ment of " iden t i ca l  t o n  by "under the  inf luence o fw ,  would serve t o  account 

f o r  t he  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  only counter-examples t o  t h e  anaphorn r e l a t i ons  a r e  pro- 

nouns involved i n  a transformation which s t i p u l a t e s  anaphora between t h e  pro- 

noun and i t s  antecedent. A l l  pronouns not produced by copying transformations 

would be generated i n  t h e  base, and, of these ,  t h e  only ones which a re  oblig- 

a t o r i l y  anaphoric a r e  those whose non-anaphoric i n t e rp re t a t i ons  a r e  f i l t e r e d  

out by transformations which mention t h a t  they a r e  under t he  inf luence of 

another NP. Thus, (42) makes it possible t o  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  most 

pronouns a r e  ambiguous between anaphoric and non-anaphoric i n t e rp re t a t i ons ,  

and t o  u t i l i z e  t h i s  f a c t  a s  an argument i n  favor  of generating most pronouns 

i n  t h e  base and aga ins t  a transformation of Pronominalization. I n  t h i s  way, 

t h e  arguments f o r  incorporat ing (42) i n t o  l i n g u i s t i c  theory and those against  

a Pronominalization transformation reenforce one another. 

4. summary 

Because t h i s  chapter has d e l t  with a grea t  many r a the r  loosely connected 

questions,  it might be he lpfu l  i n  conclusion t o  sumar i ze  b r i e f l y  the  more 

important points  which have been established. This i s  pa r t i cu l a r ly  advis- 

able  i n  view of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  these  points  w i l l  serve a s  background aasump- 

t i o n s  f o r  what follows. Therefore, t h e  conclusions of t h i s  chapter a r e  

summed up b r i e f l y  i n  (I) - ( V I )  . 
(I)  The most r e s t r i c t i v e  l i n g u i s t i c  theory compatible with t h e  



37 

f a c t s  i s  t o  be preferred.  I n  pa r t i cu l a r ,  Chomskyfs Extended 

Standard Theory i s  preferable  on methodoligical grounds t o  

t h e  theory of Derivational Constraints.  

(11) The ana lys i s  of r e f l ex ives  presented by Helke (1970) is  

e s s e n t i a l l y  cor rec t .  

(111) Anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  a r e  sub jec t  t o  t h e  T r a n s i t i v i t y  Condition 

s t a t ed  as (15). 

(IV) There i s  no transformation of  Pronominalization which would 

convert an NP i n t o  a pronoun under i d e n t i t y  wi th  another NP. 

(V)  The predicate  "is i d e n t i c a l  to"  should be replaced by t h e  pre- 

d i c a t e  "is under t h e  inf luence of1' i n  t h e  statement of cond- 

i t i o n s  of a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of transformations.  

( V I )  Counterexamples t o  Dougherty's anaporn r e l a t i o n  can be elimin- 

a ted  using ( V ) ,  from which it follows t h a t  this r e l a t i o n  does, 

i n  f a c t ,  provide support f o r  (IV). 



FOOTNOTES 

Throughout t h i s  t h e s i s ,  underlining w i l l  be used t o  i nd ica t e  an anaph- 

o r i c  re la t ion .  This notat ion i s  adopted r a the r  than the  more common 

device of indexing ( c f .  Chomsky (1965) pp. L$5-146) because of the 

widespread confusion r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  use of t he  term "re fe ren t ia l "  

i n  assoc ia t ion  with ind ices  ( see ,  e.g., Karttunen (1969) o r  Lakoff (196%). 

Both notat ions  fa i l  t o  d i s t inguish  anaphor from antecedent. This m a y  

w e l l  require  t h e  introduct ion of a new notat ion al together .  No such 

move i s  made i n  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  however. 

( A )  and (B)  a r e  d i s t i n c t  questions. This can be seen from t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  (B)  needs t o  be answered regardless  of t h e  answer t o  ( A ) .  A t  

l e a s t  four  d i s t i n c t  proposals have been made i n  regard t o  (A): (i) 

grammatical transformations (Lees and Klima (1963) ) ; ( i i )  l e x i c a l  in-  

ee r t i on  tranaformations (McCawley (1970)) ; ( i i i )  global der iva t ion  con- 

s t r a i n t s  (Pos t a l  ( 1970)) ; and ( i v )  r u l e s  of semantic i n t e rp re t a t i on  

(Jackendoff (1969)). Each of these proposals (wi th  t he  possible except- 

ion  of ( i i i ) )  i s  compatible with various formulations of spec i f i c  

conditions on the  r u l e ( s )  and r u l e  ordering. 

3. It i s  important t o  note here, i n  view of what was sa id  above, t h a t  no- 

body has ever claimed t h a t  t h e  postulat ion of syntac t ic  rule-features  

permits any r e s t r i c t i o n  elsewhere i n  the  theory. Thus, rule-features  

cons t i t u t e  a pure enrichment of l i n g u i s t i c  theory,  and a r e  therefore  t o  

be re jec ted  i f  possible. 
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4. I n  practice,  this usual ly means one which allows idiosyncracies t o  be 

marked with se lec t ional  features.  

5. Chomsky (1971) replaces (10) with another, more general, fornulation. 

The d i s t inc t ion  i s  i r r e l evan t  f o r  the  present purposes. However, see 

Chapter 3. 

6 .  This i s  t h e  formulation of Chomsky (1971), not of Helke (1970). How- 

ever, it i s  perfect ly  consis tent  with everything Helke says. Notice, 

by t h e  way, t h a t  (13) involves the  assumption t h a t  the  referent  of a 

re f lex ive  i s  not t h e  same a s  tha t  of i t s  antecedent. T h i s  seems 

plausible ,  especial ly  i f  a ref lexive cons is t s  of an NP with t h e  head 

noun se l f .  

7. T h i s  constraint  i s  more general than t h a t  s ta ted  by Jackendoff (1969), 

p. 4.4, but it amounts t o  t h e  same th ing  i n  t h e  present context, since 

t h e  examples discussed involve only NP anaphora. Below it i s  argued 

t h a t  t h e  more general constraint  i s  correct .  Noam Chomsky (personal 

communication) has pointed out t h a t  examples l i k e  ( i )  a r e  of some 

i n t e r e s t ,  taken i n  con junction w i t h  (15). 

( i )  John reproached himself f o r  t e l l i n g  l i e s ,  

The subject of t e l l i n g  i n  ( i )  cannot be anaphorically re la ted  t o  John 

as ( i i )  shows. 

( i i )  *John reproached Mary f o r  singing t o  himself. 

If t h e  antecedent of t h e  subject of t e l l i n g  i n  ( i )  were him, then (15) 

would require 'chat t h e  subject of t e l l i n g  a l s o  be anaphorically re la ted  

t o  John, but t h i s  has jus t  bean shown t o  be impossible. Therefore, t he  
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antecedent of t h e  subject of t e l l i n g  i n  ( i )  must be himself. Notice 

that, no theory of ref lexives other  than Helke's can account f o r  ( i )  i n  

a manner consis tent  with (15). Lest it be objected t h a t  re f lex ives  

should not be allowed t o  serve a s  t h e  antecedents f o r  subjects  ( s ince  

re f lex ives  a r e  widely thought t+o be banned from subJect posit ion),  

not ice sentence ( i i i ) ,  i n  which a ref lexive i s  c l ea r ly  i n  subject 

position. 

( i i i )  No man i s  t a l l e r  than himself. 

8. The skept ica l  reader may wish t o  consider one case of this general argu- 

ment against  theor ies  of ref lexives other  than Helkefs. The c l ea res t  

instance of i t s  appl icat ion i s  Jackendoff (1969), i n  which t h e  Reflex- 

iv i za t ion  ru le  ((90),  p. 60) together with the  Trans i t iv i ty  Condition 

(p.44)  serve incorrec t ly  t o  r u l e  out examples l i k e  (16a). The matter 

i s  discussed bn more d e t a i l  i n  Wasow (1971). 

9.  Williams (1971) discusses a t  length what he c a l l s  "networks of anaphoraN 

and defends a proposal which is ,  so f a r  as I can see, completely equiv- 

a l en t  t o  the  Trans i t iv i ty  Condition. 

10. Notice t h a t  t h i s  same argument appl ies  t o  any analysis  (such as Kuroda 

(1969) o r  Postal  (1966)) which includes a transformation of Def i n i t i s a t i o n  

i n  the  generation of pronouns. 

11. This argument was pointed out t o  me by Howard Lasnik, who a t t r ibu ted  it 

t o  an unidentified M.I.T. graduate atudent. It can be circumvented by 

postulating an output condition t o  t h e  e f fec t  t h a t  nothing may intervene 

between a verb and its pronominal d i r ec t  object.  Notice, however, t h a t  
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s t m c t u r e ,  so t h a t  i f  i s  not ,  s t r i c t l y  speaking, an output condition,  

but an otherwise unnecessary kind of constraint. Far preferable i s  

*Lasnikfs proposal (personal communicatj.on) t h a t  there  i s  a cyc l ic  r u l e  

s n c l i t i c i e i n g  post-verbal pronouns. T h i s  would a l so  account f o r  t he  

f a c t  t h a t  paren the t ica l s  a r e  impossible between a verb and a pronominal 

d i r e c t  object .  

( i )  M.I.T. owns, o r  BO I was led t o  believe,  t he  Prudent ia l  building. 

( i i )  W.I.T. oms, o r  so I was l ed  t o  believe,  it. 

However, Ross (personal  camunicat ion)  has observed t h a t  examples l i k e  

( i i i )  support t he  formulation as an output condition. 

( i i i )  Mary was given ~ t .  

12. Example ( 2 3 c ) ' i s  re levant  only i f  it i s  assumed t h a t  both i s  r e l a t ed  t o  

i ts  antecedents i n  t h e  same way a s  ordinary d e f i n i t e  pronouns a r e  re- 

l a t ed  t o  t h e i r  antecedents. Notice, however, t h a t  exac t ly  the  same 

d i f f i c u l t y  a r i s e s  with exanples of what have been ca l led  " s p l i t  anteced- 

en t  s" . Thus, i f  Pronominalization i s  a transformation which convc~rts 

an NP i n t o  a pronoun under i d e n t i t y  with another NP, then ( i )  can have 

no 90urce. 

( i )  John to1.d Mary t h a t  they were l o s t .  

Given an ana lys i s  incorporating a Pronominalization transformation, t h e  

most plausible  underlying s t ruc tu re  f o r  (i) i s  ( i i ) ,  

( i i )  John t o l d  Mary t h a t  John and Mary were l o s t ,  

If ( i i )  i s  t h e  oource of ( i ) ,  however, t h e  i d e n t i t y  condition involved 

i n  Pronominalization cannot be one of syntac t ic  i d e n t i t y ,  s ince t h e  NP 

John and Ma= occurs only once i n  ( i i ) .  What kind of condition could 



4 2 

replace a s t r i c t  syntactic i d e n t i t y  condition i n  t h i s  case  i s  not c lear .  

Certa inly,  no adequate answer has been given t o  t he  question. 

13. This i s  so because each of Malyls sons i s  one of Mary's sons1 brothers ,  

so  long a s  Mary has at  l e a s t  two sons. Mary i s  presupposed t o  have a t  

l e a s t  two sons by the  use of t h e  d e f i n i t e  NP, Mary's sonst  brothers ,  

U+. Lakoff (1968) proposes a theory of amphora which includes  both a 

Pronominalization transformation and surface s t ruc tu re  r u l e s  of i n t e r -  

p re ta t ion  ( ~ a k o f f  c a l l a  them noutput condi t ionsu)  . A ca re fu l  reading, 

however, will ravea l  t h a t  he o f f e r s  no motivation whatever f o r  t h e  

postula3ion of t h e  transformation. 

15. O f  course, t h e  o the r  argument0 i n  t h i s  sec t ion  demonstrate t h a t  r ad i ca l  

changes a r e  indeed necessary. However, t h e  Bach-Peters paradox i s  not 

s u f f i c i e n t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  these  changes. Further,  it w i l l  be observed 

below (Chapter 5) t h a t  generating pronouns i n  t h e  base does not guarantee 

t h a t  t h e  Bach-Peters paradox w i l l  be avoided. The problem can reappear 

i n  t he  semantic component, once it i s  recognized t h a t  t h e  meaning 

r e l a t i onsh ip  between a pronoun and i t s  antecedent i e  not always i d e n t i t y  

of reference.  

16, One more argument against  t h e  transformational approach t o  pronouns 

should be mentioned. 'kch (1969) attempts t o  prove t h a t  t he re  can be 

no Pronominalization transformation on t h e  grounds t h a t  it is impossible 

t o  order  such a transformation,  His arguments i s  divided i n t o  t h ree  

parts: (i) evidence t h a t  Pronominalization i f  not a precyclic t ranefom-  

ation; ' . (,ii) evidenae t h a t  Pronominalization i s  not a cyc l i c  transform- 
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ation; and ( i i i )  evidence t h a t  Pronominalization i s  not a post-cyclic o r  

l as t -cyc l ic  transformation. Although much of t h e  evidence Bach presents 

i s  of i n t e r e s t  (and general izes  t o  t he  o ther  approaches t o  anaphora), 

t h e  conclusion t h a t  he attempts t o  establish doea not follow from h i s  

evidence, because t h e  a r w e n t s  f o r  ( i i )  a r e  fau l ty .  Bach presents  two 

arguments f o r  ( i i ) .  One depends on t h e  claim t h a t  WH-fronting (Bach 

c e l l s  it "Question movement") must e i t h e r  be l a s t  cyc l i c  o r  apply on 

t h e  cycle  following the one detennined by t h e  c lause i n  which t h e  WH- 

word appears. Both Chomsky (1971) and Jackendoff (1969) argue against  

t h i s  assumption, and it does not appear t o  be adequately j u s t i f i ed .  

The o ther  argument offered by Bach against  cyc l i c  Pronominalieation 

depends c r u c i a l l y  or. t he  suppasit ion t h a t  an op t iona l  cyc l i c  r u l e  

which has fa;Fled t o  apply t o  a pa r t i cu l a r  s t ruc tu re  on one cycle  may 

subsequently apply t o  t h e  same s t ruc tu re  on a l a t e r  cycle i n  the  same 

der ivat ion.  Chomsky (1971) has argued t h a t  t h e  transformational cycle  

should be defined i n  such a way a s  t o  preclude such der ivat ions .  Thusy 

Bach's arguments againat cyc l i c  Pronominalization a re  inadequate. 

Pos ta l  (1970) and Lakoff (1968) have a l so  argued against  a cyc l i c  t rans-  

formation of Pronominalization, but t h e i r  arguments a r e  subject  t o  

much t h e  same c r i t i c i sm as Bachts. See Chapters 2 and 4 f o r  f u r t h e r  

discuseion of ordering problems. 

The f a c t  t h a t  Pos ta l  viewed r e f e r e n t i a l  ind ices  as syntac t ic  f ea tu re s  

and hence made no e f f o r t  t o  avoid r e f e r r i n g  t o  them i n  transfonnationa 

i s  i r r e l evan t .  The f a c t  remains t h a t  Pos t a l ' s  Cross-over Conatraint 

can be formulated aa  a universal  without r e q u i r i n ~  transformations t o  
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r e f e r  t o  anaphora. 

18. Nevertheless, I bel ieve t h e  Cross-over Constraint  t o  be inco r rec t  on 

empir ical  grounds. Some of t h e  argument8 against  it are t o  be found 

i n  Jackendoff (1969) and o the r s  below i n  Chapter 4. Further,  it should 

be noted t h a t  Helke's ana lys i s  of ref lexives ,  which was d e f e ~ d e d  above, 

e l h i n a t e s  many of Pos t a l ' s  arguments i n  favor of t h e  Crose-over 

Constraint .  

19. There a r e ,  nevertheless,  fewer counterexamples than Pos ta l  claims. A 

subst&%al nurnber of P o s t a l f s  examples of pronouns which must be i n t e r -  

preted anaphorically involve s t r e s s  markings. The linguistic l i t e r a t u r e  

i s  full of ambiguous sentences which can be disambiguated by conaidering 

in tona t iona l  f ac to r s .  This has not l ed  anyone t o  deny t h a t  those sent- 

ences a r e  ambiguous. Rather, it has l e d  t o  work on how the  in tona t iona l  

f ea tu re s  a r e  linked t o  t h e  meaning d i f fe rences ,  Thus, f o r  example, 

Lasnik (1970) noted t h a t  Lakoff ts f ami l i a r  example ( i )  can be disambiguated 

on t h e  basis of intonat ion,  but t h a t  did not lead him t o  deny t h a t  it 

i s  ambiguous. 

( i )  George doesn' t  beat  h i s  wife because he loves  her .  

Hence, it seems r a t h e r  discriminatory f o r  Postal  t o  s ing le  out  Dougherty 

and t o  chas t i s e  him f o r  claiming ambiguities where s t r e s s  serves  t o  

disambiguate , 

20. Pos ta l  (1971s) suggests ins tead  t h a t  examples l i k e  (35f)  be derived 

from sentences l i k e  ( i ) ,  

( i )  A s  f o r  t h e  man who shot Liber ty  Valance, he was t h e  bravest  of 

them al l .  

Notice, however, t h a t  ( i )  allows an in t e rp re t a t i on  i n  which t h e  antecedent 
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of - he i s  Liberty Valance, whereas (38f)  does not, so t h a t  Poata l l s  analy- 

sis l.eaves the  non-ambiguity of (38f) with respect t o  anaphora unaccounted 

fo r .  Further,  t he  contraat between t h e  ( a )  and t he  (b) sentences i n  

( i i )  - ( i v )  cas t s  addi t ional  doubt on Poata l t s  analysis.  

( i i )  ( a )  A s  f o r  George, I'd r a the r  B i l l  got t h e  job. 

(b )  ??George, I ' d  ra ther  B i l l  got t h e  job. 

( i i i ) ( a )  A s  f o r  John, I lve never met him. 

(b)  ?John, - I ' v e  never met him. 

( i v )  ( a )  A s  f o r  what Pete sa id  about B i l l ,  don't  believe a word 

he said. 

(b) *What Pete sa id  about B i l l ,  don't  believe a word he said.  

21 This depends on t h e  appropriate s t ruc ture  f o r  such examplea. I f  (38e) 

and (38g) have s t ruc tures  l i k e  (i) and ( i i ) ,  respect ively,  then t h i e  

argument c l ea r ly  fails. 

( i )  

I 
NP 

she i s  a happy g i r l  i s  
I 

Sue 

t h e  Maharishi 

On the  o ther  hand, i f  ( i i i )  and ( i v )  are t h e  appropriate t r e e s ,  then 

the  argument holds. 



t h e  Maharishi 

It i s  not c l e a r  t o  me which s t ruc tu re s  ( i f  any of theae)  a r e  correct .  

If ( i )  and (ii) a r e  r i g h t ,  then (v) and ( v i )  should be grammatical. 

(v)  ??She was afraid of - him, was the  woman who j i l t e d   our brother. 

(vi) ??He loved - her ,  t h e  man who shot your s i s t e r .  

Unfortunately, t h e  da t a  a r e  too  marginal t o  be of much help. Since the  

point i s  r a the r  minor, it w i l l  not be pursued. 

22. Evidence might be found t o  suggest t h a t  (42a) general izes  t o  cons t i tuen ts  

o ther  than  NP. I do not i n s i s t  on t h e  prec ise  formulation of (42).  I 

am merely a s se r t i ng  that t h e  evidence suggests t h a t  t h e  symmetric r e l a t -  

ion  of i d e n t i t y  between NP's i s  not re levant  t o  t h e  formulation of 

grammatical ru l e s ,  whereas t h e  asymmetrical anaphora r e l a t i o n  is. 



CHAPTER TWO 

DEFINITE PRONOUN ANAPHORA 

0. Introduct ion 

T h i s  chapter  w i l l  be concerned with attempting t o  answer questions (A) 

and ( B ) ,  viz., what s o r t s  of mechanisms a r e  best  su i ted  f o r  represent ing 

anaphora i n  a grammar, and what a r e  t h e  conditions on the  appl ica t ion  of  

t he  anaphora ru le (  s) i n  English. 

The reader  w i l l  undoubtedly have noticed t h a t  most of t h e  arguments 

and examples i n  t h e  previous chapter d e a l t  with t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between 

d e f i n i t e  pronouns and t h e i r  antecedents. This should not be t oo  surpr is ing,  

f o r  t h e  overwhelming major i ty  of generative s tud ies  of  anaphora dea l  primar- 

i l y  with d e f i n i t e  pronominal anaphora. Since most of t h e  e x i s t i n g  evidance 

concerning (A)  and (B) has t o  do with d e f i n i t e  pronouns, this chapter will 

be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  considering t h e  mechdams f o r  assoc ia t ing  d e f i n i t e  pro- 

nouns with t h e i r  antecedents and t h e  conditions on these mechanisms. The 

p ~ o b l e n  of  general iz ing t h e  conclusions of this chapter t o  o the r  anaphoric 

r e l a t i o n s  w i l l  be taken up i n  t h e  next chapter. 

1. The Conditions On The Rule 

F o r t  he prrpoaes of exposit ion,  it t u r n s  out t o  be simplest t o  consider 

quest ion (B) before (A). That is, the  conditions on the  mechanism involved 

w i l l  be considered f i r s t ,  leaving f o r  l a t e r  t h e  question of t h e  nature  of 

t he  mechanimn i t s e l f .  Thus, it w i l l  be assumed f o r  t h e  moment t h a t  some 

rule exlsts f o r  specifying pronoun-antecedent pairs.' It i s  then possible  

t o  ask, without making any claims about t he  t h e o r e t i c a l  s t a t u s  of t h e  rule, 

which pronouns may be associated with which antecedents, and how t h e  r u l e  

involved i s  t o  be ordered. The answers t o  these  questions may t u r n  out t o  
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be re levant  t o  t h e  question of t he  t h e o r e t i c a l  s t a t u s  of t h e  rule .  

1.1.1 Pas t  Proposals 

One e s s e n t i a l l y  t r i v i a l  condi t ion on pronominal anaphora i s  t h a t  t h e  

pronoun must agree w i t h  i t s  afitecedent i n  parson, gender, and number.' The 

sentences i n  (1) - (3) a r e  examples of this. 

(1) ( a )  The Jones! said t h a t  they were leaving. 

(b)  WW sa id  t h a t  t h e z  were leaving. 

( c )  John denied t h a t  was a communist. 

(d)  *You - denied t h a t  was a communist .-' 

(2 )  ( a )  The young lady claimed t h a t  she d i d n ' t  drink. 

( b )  *The young lady claimed t h a t  & d idn ' t  drink.  

(c )  *The younp lady claimed t h a t  & didnl t dr ink.  

(3) (a) The policemen drew t h e i r  guns. 

(b )  *The policemen drew his gun. 

( c )  The mliceman drew h i s  gun. 

(d)  *The policeman drew their guns. 

1.1.2 Most attempts t o  formulate a pronominal anaphora r u l e  (e.g., 

Langacker ( 1966), Ross (1967b), Jackendoff (1969), Dougherty (1969) ) have 

included a condition along t h e  l i n e s  of (4). 

(4) I f  a pronoun i s  t o  t h e  l e f t  of an NP, then t h a t  NP may serve 

t h e  antecedent of t h e  pronoun only i f  t he  pronoun i s  dominated 

by a subordinate c lause which does not dominate t h e  NP, 

(4) is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (5)  with a number of  d i f f e r e n t  types of subordinate 

clauses.  

( 5 )  ( a )  The f a c t  t h a t  he was a moron d i d n ' t  bother John. 

(b )  *It d i d n l t  bother him t h a t  John was a moron. 



( c )  The man who shot d i d n ' t  know John. 

(d)  *He - was unknown t o  t h e  man who shot John. 

( e )  The man who shot - him claimed t h a t  John had attacked f i r s t .  

( f )  The man who shot - him d i d n ' t  know t h e  woman - John loved. 

(g )  Because was famous, , John always wore dark glasses .  

(h )  *He - always wore dark  glaeses  because John was famous. 

(i) After  meeting - h i s  wife, Mary wouldnft see  John anymore. 

( j )  Wary  wouldnlt see  - him anymore a f t e r  meeting Johnls wife. 

(ko The evidence t h a t  - he was innocent cleared John. 

(1 )  *He - was cleared by t h e  evidence t h a t  John was innocent. 

1.1.3 Another f requent ly  mentioned condition on r u l e s  f o r  pronominal anaphora 

i s  ( 6 )  (see, e.g., Pos ta l  (1970)). 

( 6 )  If a d e f i n i t e  pronoun i s  t o  t h e  l e f t  of an NP, t he  NP may serve 

as the  antecedent f o r  t h e  pronoun only i f  it i s  de f in i t e .  

The examples i n  (7) are given by Postal  (1970b) i n  support of (6). 

(7) (a) ?*The f a c t  t h a t  - he l o s t  amused somebody i n  t h e  crowd. 

(b )  Somebody i n  t h e  crowd was amused by the  f a c t  t h a t  - he l o s t .  

( c )  *The man who l o s t  - it needs t o  f i n d  something. 

(d) The man who l o s t  somethinq needs t o  f i n d  -- it. 

(e) ?*a r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  world was exploding worried 

someone. 

( f )  Someone was worried by - h i s  r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  world 

was exploding. 

1.1.4 A f u r t h e r  condition on the  aes igment  of pronoun-antecedent p a i r s  i s  

proposed by Lakoff (1968b). This condition involves Langackerts notion of 

'lcormnand't (Langacker (1966)), which was developed a s  par t  of one formulation 
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of (4). Since command i s  a t e n  which appears f requent ly  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  

on anaphora, it8 d a f i n i t i o n  i s  given i n  (8). 

( 8 )  Node A comands node B i f  every S dominating A dominatse B. 

Lakoff uses  (8) i n  proposing a cons t ra in t  e s s e n t i a l l y  equivalent t o  (9) .  

( 9 )  An NP may not serve a s  antecedent f o r  a pronoun i f  

(a) t h e  NP i s  t o  t he  l e f t  of and commands t h e  pronoun, 

(b)  t he  pronoun i s  not a. r e l a t i v e  pronoun, 

( c )  t h e  pronoun i s  t h e  surface s t ruc tu re  subject  of i t s  clause,  

and 

(d )  t h e  NP i s  prominent with respect  t o  t h e  c lause containing 

t h e  pronoun.4 

While (9)  i s  c e r t a i n l y  inadequate as given ( see  footnote 4), t he  basic i dea  

behind i t - - that  sub jec ts  may behave d i f f e r e n t l y  from non-subjects with respect  

t o  le f t - to - r igh t  anaphora--is not implausible. 

(10) ( a )  I n  Mary' a apartment, a t h i e f  assaulted her. 

( b) *In Mary's apartment, was assaul ted by a t h i e f .  

( c )  B i l l '  8 apartment, Mary always t a l k s  t o  about it. 

(d)  *Bill's apartment, always t a l k s  t o  Mary about it. 

(8)  It was John's dog that b i t  a. 
( f )  *It was John's dog t h a t  h i t .  

1.2 Revisions of Past  Propoeals 

Each of t h e  last t h r e e  condition8 on pronominal anaphora mentioned has 

c e r t a i n  shortcomings. I n  t h e  cases of (6) and (9 ) ,  t he re  e x i s t  ou t r igh t  

counterexamples; i n  t h e  case of (4), t h e  condition i s  merely i n s u f f i c i e n t l y  

general. 

1.2.1 Consider f i r e t  of a l l  examples l i k e  (11) . 
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(11) ( a )  The p o r t r a i t  of && mother always depresses John. 

(b)  The s to ry  about t h a t  was making the  rounds cos t  John 

many fr iends.  

I n  such examples, the  pronoun i s  t o  t h e  l e f t  of and i n  t h e  same clause as i t s  

antecedent, so according t o  ( h ) ,  no anaphoric r e l a t i o n  should be possible. 

The l e x i c a l i s t  hypothesis (Chomsky (1970b)) provides a r a the r  s t r a igh t -  

forward solut ion t o  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  presented by (11).  Chomsky has pointed 
I - 

out  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r n a l  s t ruc tu re  of c e r t a i n  NPIs (auch a s  t h e  p o r t r a i t  of h i s  

mother and the  s to ry  about him t h a t  was ma kin^ t h e  rounds i n  (11))  bears many 

s t r i k i n g  s i m i l a r i t i e s  t o  t h e  s t ruc tu re  of sentences, and he has f u r t h e r  argued 

r a t h e r  persuasively t h a t  t h e r e  are a number of spec i a l  proper t ies  which a r e  

common t o  such NPfs and sentences. Among these  proper t ies  i s  t h a t  of being 

l tcyclic ' t ,  i .e.,  of being t h e  domain of a transformational cycle. Much recent  

work has indicated t h a t  t he  notion of cyc l i c  node may be re levant  f o r  t h e  

formulation of  c e r t a i n  constra ints .  (11) suggests t h a t  t h e  terms "subordinate 

clause1t should perhaps be replaced by t h e  term "cycl ic  nodeu i n  (4).5 

Notice now t h a t  t he re  a r e  s t i l l  o ther  ins tances  of anaphora v io l a t i ng  

(4 ) ,  i n  which t h e  pronoun i s  not embedded i n  an NP with t h e  i n t e r n a l  s t ruc tu re  

of a sentence. Consider t h e  examples i n  (12). 

(12) ( a )  Near him, John saw a snake. 

(b)  I n  - her  apartment, Mary was assaul ted by a t h i e f .  

Lakoff (1968b) has shown t h a t  it is  impossible t o  account f o r  t h e  inconsiat -  

ency between these examples and ( 4 )  by means of r u l e  ordering. Thus, (12) 

cons t i t u t e s  genuine counter-evidence t o  (4 ) .  Similar ly ,  examples l i k e  (13),  

though not f u l l y  grammatical, a r e  nowhere near a s  bad a s  those i n  (14) ,  con- 

t r a r y  t o  what (4)  predicts.  



(13) ( a )  ?H& mother loves John. 

(b)  ?Their maid speaks w e l l  of t h e  Smiths. 

( c )  ?& f r i ends  gave Mary a going-away present. 

(14) ( a )  *I-& loves  John's mother. 

(b) *They speak wel l  of t h e  Smi ths ,  maid. 

( c )  gave Mary's f r i ends  a going-away present. 

I n  cases  l i k e  (13), epeakers of English exhib i t  a wide range of reac t ions ,  

from f u l l  acceptance t o  almost t o t a l  re jec t ion .  This i nd i ca t e s  t h a t  t h e  

c r i t e r i o n  involved i n  r ight- to  l e f t  amphora may vary somewhat among speakers. 

Suppose, then, t h a t  (4) i s  reformulated a s  (15). 

( 15) If an NP serves  as the antecedent of a d e f i n i t e  pronoun 

t o  i ts  lef t ,  t h e  pronoun must be more deeply embedded 

than t h e  NP. 

L inguis t ic  theory must place c e r t a i n  l imi t a t i ons  on t h e  notion of "more deeply 

embedded than", but within these  limits, there  can be room f o r  individual  

var ia t ion.  Thus, i f  a pronoun i s  dominated by a cyc l i c  node not dominating 

t h e  NP, then  t h e  pronoun w i l l  be considered, by convention, t o  be more deeply 

embedded. Similar ly ,  i f  t he  pronoun i s  part of a prepositional, phrase, t he  

NP is not,  and t h e  NP commands t h e  pronoun,then the  pronoun i s  more deeply 

embedded. On t h e  o ther  hand, i f  t h e  pronoun i s  t h e  subject  o r  object  of a 

sentence containing the  NP, then t h e  pronoun i s  not more deeply embedded. 

Final ly ,  i f  t h e  pronoun i s  a possessive determiner, l i n g u i s t i c  theory w i l l  

not specify  whether t h e  pronoun i s  more deeply embedded than the  NP, so t h a t  

individual  speakers are f r e e  t o  make t h e i r  own determination. 6 

1.2.2 Counterexamples t o  (6) a r e  qu i t e  numerous. I n  f a c t ,  Postal  (1970b) 

gives severa l  i n  t h e  course of defending (6).  Some of these a r e  presented 



(16) (a)  I f  - he has an ugly wife, a man should f ind a mistress.  

(b)  When they a re  angry, g o r i l l a s  can be awfully mean. 

( c )  Men who hunt than w i l l  t e l l  you tha t  gnus a r e  smelly beasts. 

(d) The f a c t  t ha t  he i s  being sued should worry any businessman. 

( e )  The g i r l  who - he i s  going t o  marry can upset any bridegroom 

t o  be. - 
Postal  cor rec t ly  observes t h a t  t he  inde f in i t e s  i n  (16a-c) a r e  interpreted a s  

generics and concludes t h a t  generics do not obey (6).  He f a i l s  t o  note that 

(16d & e) a lso  have generic force,  so he makes a separate and unnecessary 

exception t o  ( 6 )  f o r  them. There are, i n  addition, o ther  exceptions t o  (6)  

which Postal  does not mention, 

(17) ( a )  After B i l l  kissed &, a ce r t a in  young lady blushed re- 

peat edly . 
(b) That he was not elected upset a ce r t a in  leading pol i t ic ian .  

( c )  The woman - he loved betrayed a man I know. 

The examples i n  (17) suggest t h a t  (6)  should be r e s t r i c t ed  t o  non-specific 

indef in i tes .  7 

Notice t h a t  t he  two c lasses  of exceptions t o  (6)  mentioned above a r e  

characterized i n  semantic terms. The notions of genericness and s p e c i f i c i t y  

r e f e r  t o  the  manner of in te rpre ta t ion ,  not t o  any syntac t ica l ly  def inable  

properties.  There a r e  no diagnostic enviroments f o r  genericness o r  spec i f ic i ty ,  

and, i n  f a c t ,  attempts t o  characterize these propert ies  i n  syntact ic  terms 

have not been very successful ( see  Baker (1966)) Bowers (1969), Fodor (1970), 

Jackendoff(l971)). Definiteness, on the  o ther  hand, i s  a syntact ic  property. 

There ex i s t  a number of diagnostic environments f o r  Qefini teness  ( see Postal  
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(1966)), and def in i teness  i s  bes t  characterized i n  terms of these.  It seems 

somewhat unnatural  t h a t  a r u l e  of grammar l i k e  (6) which def ines  ti c r i t e r i o n  

f o r  anaphora i n  purely syntac t ic  terms should have c l a s se s  of exceptions 

which can be characterized only i n  semantic terms. It would be much more 

na tura l  i f  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  of def in i teness  i n  (6) were replaced by some semantic 

property. This property would have t o  be a property common t o  spec i f i c  and 

generic i nde f in i t e s ,  i f  these  a r e  not t o  remain exceptional. No such property 

has been discussed i n  t he  l i t e r a t u r e ,  so a new term w i l l  have t o  be introduced, 

i t s  semantic content indicated,  and t h e  consequences of reformulating (6) i n  

terms of it explored. 

What do spec i f i c  and generic i n d e f i n i t e s  have i n  common that dis t inguishes  

them from nonspecific nongeneric i nde f in i t e s?  The answer i s  t h a t  spec i f i c s  

and generics are used i n  re fe r r ing .  The use of a spec i f i c  NP presupposes t h e  

exis tence of an individual  f o r  which t h a t  NP i s  being used as a name. Gener- 

i c s  a r e  used i n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  c lasses .  Nonspecific nongenerics, on t h e  o ther  

hand, a r e  those NP1 a f o r  which no re fe ren t  can e x i s t  ( c f .  Chapter 5)  o r  f o r  

which the re  i s  nothing i n  the  context t o  i nd ica t e  t h a t  t h e  speaker i s  re fe r r -  

i ng  t o  any pa r t i cu l a r  ind iv idua l  o r  c l a s s .  I n  what follows, generic and 

spec i f i c  i n d e f i n i t e s  w i l l  be designated as Ndetenninatelt because of t h e  ex t r a  

information they supply regarding t h e  exis tence of a re fe ren t .  (6) can now 

be reformulated a s  (18). 

( 18) If  a d e f i n i t e  pronoun is  t o  t h e  l e f t  of an NP, t he  NP may 

serve a s  t he  antecedent f o r  t h e  pronoun only i f  it i s  

determinateO8 

So f a r ,  a l l  t h a t  has been accomplished i s  a terminological  change, plus 

an attempt t o  provide an i n t u i t i v e  bas i s  f o r  it. It now remains t o  be shorn 



t h a t  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  charac te r iza t ion  of "determinate", toge ther  with (18) 

lead t o  co r r ec t  predict ions ,  

One pred ic t ion  t h a t  (18) makes i s  t h e  following: an  anaphoric r e l a t i o n  

rendered impossible by (18) should be improved by t h e  addi t ion  of information 

ind ica t ing  t h a t  t h e  NP has  a spec i f i c  re fe ren t .  Although i n t u i t i o n s  vary a 

good d e a l  on t h i s  point ,  most speakers agree t h a t  t h e  addi t ion  of t age  like 

p e s s  who, o r  but I donct know which one improve such examples. This i s  

i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (19). 

(19) (a) ??The f a c t  t h a t  - he l o s t  amused somebody i n  t h e  crowd. 

Guess who. 

( b )  ?That - he had been chosen surpr ised one of t h e  d e s i m a t e s ,  

but I don ' t  know which one. 

( c )  ?Because - he has t h e  winning sweepstakes t r c k e t ,  someone 

i s  a very r i c h  man, but nobody knows who he i s  yet .  

(d) ??After - he sat down, somebodx coughed, but I won't t e l l  

you who. 

The marginal charac te r  o f  such sentences suggests t h a t  perhaps daterminete- 

ness might be a property of which various degrees a r e  possible. That i s ,  t h e  

sentences i n  (19) may be l e s s  than  f u l l y  grammatical because t h e  NPls involved 

a r e  only p a r t i a l l y  determinate. Al ternat ively ,  it may be t he  case  t h a t  t h e  

c r i t e r i a  f o r  determinateness vary f o r  d i f f e r en t  speakers. 

A somewhat more s u b s t a n t i d .  consequence of replacing (6)  by (18) i s  t h a t  

(18) allows f o r  t he  possibil . i ty t h a t  d e f i n i t e  NPls may be subject  t o  t h e  same 

cons t ra in t .  It i s  well-known t h a t  genericness i a  independent of de f in i t e -  

neee, i e e e ,  t h a t  both d e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  NPls may be e i t h e r  generic o r  

norgeneric, Par tee  (1970) suggests t h a t  tho  same may be t r u e  of s p e c i f i c i t y ,  
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She argues t h a t  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between r e f e r e n t i a l  and a t t r i b u t i v e  NP's 

among d e f i n i t e s  ( a t t r i b u t e d  by her  t o  Donellan (1966)) may ac tua l ly  be the  

same as t h e  specific-nonspecific d i s t i n c t i o n  among inde f in i t e s .  A discuseion 

of s p e c i f i c i t y  and r e f e r e n t i a l i t y  would be too involved t o  be undertaken 

here, being inevi tab ly  l inked with t h e  problem of opaci ty  ( s e e  Fodor (1970)). 

However, i f  Par tee ' s  suggestion i s  accepted, it would be reasonable t o  expect 

t h a t  some d e f i n i t e s  might be indeterminate and t h a t  (18) might therefore  have 

appl ica t ions  t o  d e f i n i t e  NPls. 9 

Clear examples f o r  t e s t i n g  t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of (18) t o  d e f i n i t e s  a r e  

hard t o  find.  This i s  i n  part due t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  d e f i n i t e  

NP!s may be in t e rp re t ed  r e f e r e n t i a l l y ,  so t h a t  (18) must be t e s t e d  by consid- 

e r ing  whether c e r t a i n  sentences involving lef t - to-r ight  anaphora allow ambig- 

u i t i e s  absent from t h e  corresponding sentences i n  which t h e  pronoun i s  t o  t h e  

l e f t  of t h e  antecedent. 

Consider sentence ( 20). 

(20) I f  you a r e  looking f o r  t he  fountain of youth, you111 never 

f i nd  &. 

The NP t h e  fountain of youth can be understood e i t h e r  r e f e r e n t i a l l y ,  i .e . ,  

a s  t he  name of an object  assumed by the  speaker t o  e x i s t ,  o r  a t t r i b u t i v e l y ,  

i .e . ,  as a descr ip t ion  t o  which it inay o r  may not be possible  t o  ass ign a 

referent .  Theae two in t e rp re t a t i ons  can be dist inguished by adding t o  (20) 

one of the  two clauses  i n  (21). 

(21) ( a )  because it i s  so wel l  hidden. 

(b)  because it doesn ' t  e x i s t ,  

I f  (18) general izes  t o  d e f i n i t e  NPts, then an NP eerving as t h e  antecedent 

of a pronoun t o  i t s  lef t  should not permit t h i s  kind of ambiguity, allowing 
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ins tead  only t h e  r e f e r e n t i a l  i n t e rp re t a t i on .  This does indeed appear t o  be 

t h e  case, a s  (22) shows. 

(22) I f  you a r e  looking f o r  it, you111 never f i nd  - t h e  

because It i s  so well hidden. 

fountain  of youth 

*because it doesn ' t  ex i s t .  { 
Further examples of t h e  same s o r t  a r e  given i n  (23) - (25). 

(23) ( a )  If t h e  winner of t h e  e l ec t ion  ends t h e  war, he w i l l  be 

very popular. 

(b) If - he ends the  war, t h e  winner of t he  e l ec t ion  w i l l  be 

very popular. 

(24) (a') Whenever I read t h e  newspaper, I am disgusted by 2. 

(b)  Whenever I read it, I am disgusted by t h e  newspaper. 

( 2 5 )  (a) Although very few Romans ever met. t h e  Enperor, they a l l  

hated him. - 
(b) Although very few Romans ever met @, they  a l l  hated - t h e  

Emperor. 

I n  each of theee examples, the  (a) sentence permits an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  imposs- 

i b l e  f o r  t h e  (b)  sentence. For example, (23a) but not (23b) could be u t te red  

i f  t he  e l ec t ion  had not pa t  taken place and t h e  phrase t h e  winner of t h e  e lec t -  

i on  could not yet  be associated with a spec i f i c  person. The cont ras t  i s  c lear -  - 
e r  i f  t h e  winner of t h e  e l ec t ion  i s  replaced by whoever wins t h e  e lec t ion ,  

which tends t o  allow only the  a t t r i b u t i v e  in t e rp re t a t i on .  Thus, (26b) i s  

subs t an t i a l l y  l e a s  na tura l  than (26a). 

(2b)  ( a )  If whoever wins the  e l ec t ionmends  the  war, ha w i l l  be 

*wry popular. 
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(b )  ?? If h6 ends t h e  war, whoever wins t he  e l ec t i on  w i l l  be 

very popular. 

Siruilarly (24a) but not (24b) allows an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  which no p a r t i c u l a r  

newspaper i s  under discussion,  and (25a) but not (25b) may be in t e rp re t ed  t o  

mean t h a t  a l l  Romans hated whoever happened t o  be emperor. 

Addit ional evidence i s  provided by examples (27) and (28). 

(28) (a)  ??A guy who d i d n l t  believe & in te r rup ted  someone 1 s s tory.  

( b )  Someone's s t o r y  was in te r rup ted  by a guy who d i d n t t  

bel ieve it, 

(28) ( a )  Very few countries1 pres idents  r e a l l y  ca re  about t h e  

people t hev  govern. 

( b )  ??The people they  govern r e a l l y  concern very few countr ies!  

p res iden ts .  

I n  t he se  sentences, t h e  antecedent NPts a r e  d e f i n i t e ,  so  (6) does not apply. 

Bince t h e  determiners tend t o  be i n t e rp re t ed  ncn-specifically,  however, t h e  

NP 1 s a r e  most n a t u r a l l y  i n t e rp re t ed  a s  i nde t  emina t e .  Thus, (18) accounts 

f o r  t h e  contrasxs i n  these  examples, 

A l l  of t h i s   foils::^ from (18)  i f  r e f e r e n t i a l  NPIs a r e  sa id  t o  be determ- 

i n a t e  and a t t r i b u t i v e  NPts a r e  indeterminate. These d a t a  t he re fo re  provide 

s t rong support f o r  t h e  dec i s ions  t o  rep lace  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  of de f in i t enes s  i n  

(6) and t o  extend t h e  notion of determinateness t o  d e f i n i f  e NPI s. 10  

1,2.3 The t h i r d  condi t ion on d e f i n i t e  pronoun anaphora, given above 8s (g), 

cannot be co r r ec t  a s  s t a t ed .  Chomsky ( personal communication) and Akamajian 

and Jackendoff (1970) have pointed out t h a t  examples l i k e  ( lob ,  d ,  & f )  a r e  

considerably improved i f  e x t r a  morphologicai mate r ia l  i s  in se r t ed  between t h e  

antecedent and t h e  pronoun. This i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (29). 
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(29) ( a )  I n  Mary'.s:-newly furnished apartment, ehe was assaulted by 

a t h i e f .  

(b)  ? B i l l 1  s recent ly redecorated apartment, he always t a l k s  t o  

Mary about it. 

( c )  It was John's black thoroughbred hunting dog t h a t  & h i t .  

These examples suggest t h a t  t h e  subject-non-subject d i s t inc t ion  Lakoff uses 

i n  accounting f o r  (10) i s  i n  f a c t  i r re levant ,  and t h a t  t he  difference i n  t h e  

behavior of subjects  and objec ts  i n  (10) i s  a r e s u l t  of the  f a c t  t h a t  the  

object  i s  always fu r the r  t o  t h e  r igh t ,  and hence fu r the r  from t h e  proposed 

NP. This suggestion would receive support from examples i n  which the  object 

i s  excluded from an anaphoric r e l a t ions  with a prepoeed NP by v i r tue  of t h e i r  

proximity. It i s  possible t h a t  such examples could be constructed using imper- 

a t ives ,  i n  which t h e  lack  of an overt  subject brings t h e  object nearer t o  t h e  

f ron t  of t h e  sentence. Unfortunately, such examples a r e  not as bad a s  might 

be hoped as can be ssen from (30). 

(30) (a) ?With all due respect ko my worthy opponent, don1 t believe 

him. - 
(b) ?In a conversation with the  s a r ~ e a n t ,  c a l l  "sir! 

( c )  ?On a camping t r i p  with John, t r u s t  him. 

However, the  f a c t  t h a t  these examples a r e  not f u l l y  grammatical does support 

Chomskyts proposal over Lakoffls. 

I f  Chomsky i s  correct  about ( lo ) ,  then the cons t ra in t  involved i s  of a 

r a the r  d i f f e ren t  type than the  o ther  conditions on anaphora discussed above, 

f o r  propert ies  l i k e  1engt.h a re  generally assumed t o  be i r re levant  t o  the  

problem of wri t ing gmmmrs. Rather, they a r e  linked with such aspects of 

l i n g u i s t i c  performance as memory l imi ta t ions  ( see Chomsky and Mil ler  (1963) ) . 
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Since the  cons t ra in t  involved does not appear t o  i n t e r a c t  i n  any i n t e r e s t i n g  

way with processes i n  t h e  grammar of English, t he re  i s  no reason t o  assume 

t h a t  t h e  d i s tance  c r i t e r i o n  suggested by Chomsky t o  account f o r  (10) needs 

t o  be s t a t e d  i n  t he  grammar. Insbead, such examples a s  ( lob,  d,  & f )  and 

(30) can be considered grammatical but unacceptable because of t h e  following 

performance constra int .  

(31) I f  a preposed NP serves a s  t h e  antecedent f o r  a pronoun i n  

t h e  same clause which i s  too  c lose  t o  it, the  sentence i s  

unacceptable. 

The problem of specifying what "too close" means w i l l  not be considered here, 

s ince t h e  problem a t  hand is  t o  discover what prammatical devices a r e  involved 

i n  English anaphoric re la t ions .  11 

1.2.4 A rough i n i t i a l  statement of the  grammatical c r i t e r i a  determining 

possible  pronoun-antecedent pairs i n  Engliah can now be made. It i s  given 

i n  (32). 

(32) Given an NP and a d e f i n i t e  pronoun i n  t h e  same sentence, t h e  

NP may serve as t h e  antecedent f o r  the  pronoun unless  

( a )  t h e  pronoun and t h e  NP disagree i n  gender, person, and 

number ; 

(b)  t he  pronoun i s  t o  t h e  l e f t  of t h e  NP and the  pronoun i s  

not more deeply embedded than t h e  NP; or  

( c )  t he  pronoun i s  t o  t h e  l e f t  of t h e  NP, and the  NP i s  indeter-  

minat e . 
Notice t h a t  nothing has been sa id  about t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  s t a t u s  of (32). 

So far, (32) i s  merely a summary of t h e  f a c t s  which must be somehow incorporated 

i n t o  t h e  grammar of  English. The l i n g u i s t i c  e ignif icance of (32) might be 
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questioned on t h e  grounds 'chat it i s  based e n t i r e l y  on t h e  observation of 

surface s t ruc tures .  I n  t h e  next sect ion,  however, it w i l l  be argued t h a t  i f  

a wider range of  da t a  i s  considered, t he re  i s  reason t o  believe t h a t  (32) 

may apply p r io r  t o  surface s t ruc ture .  Moveover, t h e  ordering arguments serve 

t o  support e s s e n t i a l l y  t he  formulation of t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  d e f i n i t e  pronoun 

anaphora given i n  (32) ,  f o r  t hese  arguments i nd i ca t e  t h a t  o ther  order ings 

would necess i ta te  a more complex s e t  of c r i t e r i a ,  

2. Ordering 

Although a tremendous number of arguments have been advanced concerning 

t h e  ordering of t he  r u l e  f o r  d e f i n i t e  pronoun anaphora, t h e  major i ty  of t h e m  

depend c r u c i a l l y  on pa r t i cu l a r  and of ten  pn jus t i f i ed  d e t a i l s  of t h e  fonnulat 

i on  of t h e  r u l e  ( o r  of o the r  ru les ) .  For t h i s  reason, it might be wise t o  

consider some of t h e  better-known arguments, and t o  see  i n  what respec ts  they 

f a i l  t o  apply t o  (32). 

2.1.1 Consider f i r s t  t h e  most famous ordering argument f o r  Pronominalization, 

viz. ,  t h a t  advanced i n  John Roasts elegant paper, "On t h e  Cyclic Nature of 

English P r o n a m i n a l i ~ a t i o n . ~  Ross argues t h a t  t h e  ungrammaticality of examples 

l i k e  (33) can be accounted f o r  on t h e  bas i s  of a condit,ion very much l i k e  

(4), i f  t h i s  condition i s  applied cyc l ica l ly .  

(33) "Realizing t h a t  John nas a f a i l u r e  upset him. - 
Assuming (as was commonly done at  t h e  t h e  t he  a r t i c l e  was wr i t ten)  t h a t  de- 

f i n i t e  pronominal anaphora r e s u l t s  from t h e  appl icat ion of a transformation 

of Pronominalization, Ross claims t h a t  (33) would have an underlying s t ruc tu re  

e s s e n t i a l l y  l i k e  (34). 

(34) C [ John's r ea l i z ing  t h a t  John was a failure]] 
5, 

upset ~ohn]. 
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I f  Pronominalization i s  cyc l ic ,  he argues, it w i l l  apply f i r s t  on t h e  S2 cycle ,  

converting t h e  middle occurrence of John t o  t h e  pronoun he. It i s  then 

impossible t o  der ive t h e  surface s t ruc tu re  (33) from (34). 

Lakoff (1968b) and Poatal  (1970b) argue against  Ross's concluaion and 

present a l t e r n a t i v e  means of  accounting f o r  ( 33) . Jackendof f ( 1969) r e fu t e s  

Lakoffls and Pos t a l l s  arguments, and attempts t o  resur rec t  Ross's argument. 

f o r  h i s  own theory of pronouns. He concludes h i s  discussion of t h e  matter 

with t h e  words, "This redeens Ross's argument, at l e a s t  f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  

theory." (p.  127). Piis claim i s  i n  f a c t  not f u l l y  j u s t i f i ed :  while 

Jackendoff succeeds i n  re fu t ing  t h e  arguments aga ins t  cyc l i c  Pronominalizat- 

ion, i n  h i s  system, sentences l i k e  (33) a r e  handled by independently necess- 

a r y  mechanisms and hence have no bearing on t h e  question of t he  c y c l i c i t y  

of Pronominalization. Thus, Jackendoff does not redeem Ross's argument, but 

only (perhaps) his conclusion. Since the  framework adopted here can account 

f o r  (33) i n  t h e  same nanner a s  Jackendoff d id ,  t h e  reason f o r  t h e  ungrammat- 

i c a l i t y  of (33) w i l l  be explained i n  d e t a i l .  The question of t h e  relevance 

of (33) t o  t h e  problem of determining whether t h e  pronominal anaphora ru l e  

i s  cyc l i c  w i l l  then have been l a i d  t o  rest, at  l e a s t  f o r  t he  remainder of 

t h i s  d i s se r t a t i on .  

I n  t h e  framework adopted here,  t h e  underlying s t ruc tu re  of (33) would 

be something l i k e  (35) ,  where t he  cu r ly  brackets i nd i ca t e  t h a t  t h e  subject  

of S2 might be e i t h e r  a dummy element o r  a d e f i n i t e  pronoun, depending on 

whether Equi i s  a de l e t ion  ru l e  o r  not ( see  Chapter 3 f o r  arguments regarding 

t h e  choice between these  two p o s s i b i l i t i e s ) .  

(35) [ PI) r ea l i z ing  [ t h a t  John was a f a i l -  

ureJ 3 u p ~ e t  him . I s9 



That t he  subject  of S2 cannot be t h e  f u l l  NP John follows from t h e  discuss- 

ion  i n  Chapter 1,53.3. Recal l  t h a t  t h e  subject of S2 can only be deleted if 

It i s  under t h e  inf luence of ( i . e , ,  anaphorically r e l a t ed  t o )  another NP (be- 

cause of t h e  un iversa l  cons t ra in t  t h a t  de le t ions  must be recoverable), Hence, 

t h e  subjec t  of S2 muet be anaphorically r e l a t ed  t o  him i f  Equi i s  a de l e t ion  

ru le .  If Equi i s  not a de l e t i on  ru l e ,  then t h e  subject .  of S must be a dummy 
2 

element and it must be anaphorically r e l a t e d  t o  him i n  order  t o  receive an 

in t e rp re t a t i on .  I n  e i t h e r  case, t he re  i s  an anaphoric r e l a t i onsh ip  between 

t h e  subjec t  of and J&. Therefore, i f  an anaphoric r e l a t i onsh ip  held be- 

tween - John and - him ( i , e , ,  i f  (33) were grammatical), t h e  T rans i t i v i ty  Cond- 

i t i o n  would requi re  t h a t  an anaphbnic r e l a t i o n  hold between John and the  sub- 

j ec t  of S2. kt t h i s  i s  excluded by (32b).13 Hence (33)  i s  ungrammatical. 

Notice t h a t  ne i ther  (32) nor Jackendoffla a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  (32) need apply cycl- 

i c a l l y  f o r  t h i s  argument t o  hold. Thus, Rosa' argument i s  not va l id ,  given 

the  present framework ( o r  Jackendoff's), and t h e r e  can be no way t o  redeem 

t h a t  argument (even though i t s  conclusion may hold). 

2.1.2 Jackendoff (1969) does present an argument of h i s  own f o r  t h e  cyc l i c  

o d e r i n g  of h i s  pronominal anaphora rule. He claims t h a t  t h e  r u l e s  of 

Reflexivizat ion and Equi (both of which a r e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  ru l e s  i n  h i s  system) 

share  c e r t a i n  candi t ions  with t h e  pronominal anaphora ru l e ,  so t h a t  it i s  

necessary t o  col lapse these  rules .  Further,  he argues, both Reflexivizat ion 

and Equi a r e  general ly  agreed t o  be cyc l i c  ru l e s ,  and he gives  t h e  argu- 

ments supporting t h i s  posi t ion.  It follows t h a t  t h e  pronominal anaphora 

r u l e  must app3y cyc l ica l ly .  

I n  t h e  framework adopted here, t h i s  argument w i l l  not work, Helke's 

arguments, repeated i n  par t  i n  Chapter, 1,$3.2.1, show t h a t  Reflexivizat ion 

i s  l e a s  c lo se ly  connected t o  t he  pronominal anaphora rule than i s  general ly  
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believed. The arguments i n  Chapter 1, $3.3 el iminate  t h e  motivation f o r  

col lapsing the  pronominal anaphora r u l e  with t he  Reflexivizat ion ru le .  I n  

f a c t ,  as was argued i n  Chapter 1, t h e r e  i s  good reason t o  bel ieve t h a t  they 

a r e  very d i f f e r e n t  kinds of  r u l e s  and hence incapable of being collapsed. 

If Equi i s  a d e l e t i o n  ru le ,  then it can only d e l e t e  anaphoric pronouns, so 

it i s  freed from having t o  be collapsed with t h e  pronominal anaphora ru le .  

I f ,  on t h e  o ther  hand, Equi i s  not a de l e t i on  r u l e ,  then  it need not be cyc l ic .  

The arguments t o  t h i s  e f f e c t  can be found i n  Chapter 3, pp. 127-l.46 of 

Jackendoff (1969). Although Jackendoff himself merely claims t o  be showing 

t h a t  h i s  r u l e  of Equi can be ordered a t  t h e  end of t h e  cycle, a ca re fu l  read- 

i ng  of  t h e  pages c i t e d  es tabl ished t h a t  none of t h e  usual  ordering arguments 

f o r  Equi appl ies  t o  Jackendoff's vers ion of the  ru le .  But i f  no arguments 

e x i s t  f o r  t h e  ordering of Equi, then  t h e  clajm t h a t  Equi must be collapsed 

with t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e  can have no bearing on t h e  ordering of t h e  

l a t t e r  ru le .  Thus, Jackendoff's arguments f o r  orderEng the  pronominal anaph- 

ora  r u l e  c y c l i c a l l y  do not go through. 

2.1.3 Whereas t h e  only two ex i s t i ng  arguments f o r  t h e  c y c l i c i t y  of t h e  pron- 

ominal amphora r u l e  have been shown t o  be inva l id  i n  t h e  present framework, 

t h e  ex i s t i ng  arguments against  c y c l i c i t y  a r e  a l so  inva l id ,  i f  c e r t a i n  inde- 

pendently motivated aesumptions a r e  made. Two of the  argumenta i n  question 

a r e  due t o  Bach and were b r i e f l y  discussed and dismissed i n  Chapter 1,$3.2.3. 

A t h i r d  argument is due t o  Postal  ( see  Pos ta l  (1970b), and i s  successful ly  

refuted by Jackendoff (1969), p. 51. It concerns t he  question of whether a 

cyc l i c  WH-fronting r u l e  could be prevented from moving a preposit ion associated 

w i t h  t he  WH-mrd on some, but not a l l ,  of t h e  cycles on which it operates.  

I f  t h e  answer i s  yes ( a s  Jackendoff claims),  then Pos ta l ' s  argument collapses.  
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The remaining arguments against  t h e  c y c l i c i t y  of t he  pronominal anaphora ru l e  

depend on the  exis tence of a transformation f o r  der iving what have been ref- 

erred t o  as Itaction nominalizationsw (Fraser  (1970)). Since t h e r e  a r e  r a the r  

s t rong arguments aga ins t  t h e  existence of such a transfoxmation (see Wasow 

and Roeper (1971)), it follows t h a t  none of t h e  ex i s t i ng  arguments regarding 

t h e  c y c l i c i t y  of t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e  holds i n  t h e  present framework, 

2.2.1. There a r e ,  nevertheless,  a number of examples which do bear on t h e  

ordering of (32). For ins tance,  (36) - (40) show t h a t  severa l  well-known 

transformations, viz., Passive, Tough-movement, It replacement, Extraposit ion,  

and Extraposi t ion from NP, a f f e c t  t h e  possjble  snaphoric re la t ionsh ips  i n  - 

t h e  sentences t o  which they apply, thus  ind ica t ing  t h a t  (32) should follow 

them al l .  

(36) ( a )  The woman John loved r e j ec t ed  him. 

(b) *& was re jec ted  by the  woman John loved. 

(c)  *He - loved t h e  woman who r e j ec t ed  John. 

( d )  The woman who re jec ted  John w a s  loved by him. 

(37) (a) It was easy f o r  t h e  woman who loved John t o  please him. 

(b)  *He was easy for t h e  woman who loved John t o  please. 

( c )  *It was easy f o r  b& t o  please t h e  woman who loved John, 

(d)  The woman who loved John was easy f o r  him t o  please. 

(38) (a) It seemed t o  John t h a t  he was unpopular. 

(b) *He - seemed t o  John t o  be unpopular. 

(39) (a) That - John was not chosen mys t i f ies  &. 
(b)  *It myst i f ies  - him t h a t  John was not chosen. 

(40) ( a )  A man who John t ru s t ed  turned him in .  

(b)  *A man turned i n  who John t rus ted .  
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Similar evidence shows t h a t  (32) must apply a f t e r  WH-fronting, regard- 

l e s s  of whether it i s  t h e  formation of  questions o r  r e l a t i v e s  which is  

involved. 

(41) ( a )  The members of t h e  team a l l  hoped t h a t  t h e  pros would 

d r a f t  some of them. 

(b)  ?Which of them d id  t h e  members of t h e  team a l l  hope t h a t  

t h e  pros would d r a f t .  

(c )  *& married one of t h e  g i r l s  t h a t  - Bill  had been dating.  

(d)  Which of t h e  g i r l s  t h a t  B i l l  had been da t ing  d id  he marry.? 

(42) (a) The woman who l ived  next door t o  t h e  Morgans d idn ' t  share  

t he  old man'e f a i t h  i n  them. 

(b) ??The old man whose f a i t h  i n  - them t h e  woman who l ived  next 

door t o  t he  Morgans d idn ' t  share  has learned t o  be leaa 

t r u s t i ng .  

( c )  *She - denied vigorously t h a t  M a q  was gui l ty .  

(d )  The man whose claim t h a t  Mary was gui l ty  she had denied - 
so vigorously f i n a l l y  produced some proof. 

Notice t h a t  t h e  judgements i n  (42) a r e  independent of  whether t h e  r e l a t i v e s  

a r e  read as r e s t r i c t i v e  o r  hon-restrict ive.  A s  noted above, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

the pronominal anaphora r u l e  must follow WH-fronting has been t h e  bas i s  of 

a number of ( l a rge ly  erroneous) claims about t h e  ordering of the  anaphora 

rule. It a9so proves t o  be t h e  bas i s  f o r  an apparent ordering paradox which 

i s  discussed i n  Chapter 4. 

Jackendoff (1969), pp. 54-55, mentions severa l  o the r  transformations .. 

which appear t o  increase t h e  number of possible  pronoun-antecedent pa i r s  i n  

a sentence. Sentences (43) - (46) ,  due t o  Jackendoff, ehow t h i s .  



(43) (a)  *& i s  fond of t h e  g i r l  John kicked yesterday. 

(b )  How fond of t h e  g i r l  John kicked yesterday iet 

(44) ( a )  *& s e c r e t l y  loves t he  g i r l  who kicked John. 

(b) The g i r l  who kicked John, & sec re t ly  loves. 

(45) (a) it'hough - he i s  fond of t h e  g i r l  John kicked yesterday, I 

l i k e  her even more. 

(b) Fond of t he  g i r l  John kicked yesterday though h_e_ is, I 

l i k e  her  even more. 

(46) ( a )  *We a l l  bet t h a t  Mrs. Provolone would kick someone, and 

h i s  mother d id  kick the  g i r l  John hates. - 
(b)  We a l l  bet  t h a t  Mrs. Provolone would kick someone, and 

kick t h e  g i r l  John ha tes  mother did.  (where John i s  

understood t o  be Mrs. Provolont e son) 

I n  each of (43)-(46), t h e  (b) sentence is  al leged t o  d i f f e r  from t h e  ( a )  

sontence by t h e  operat ion of a transformation. An important f a c t  about these  

rules i s  t h a t  none of them i s  cyc l ic ,  a s  evidenced by the  f a c t  t h a t  none of 

them appl ies  i n  embedded clauses  ( cf  . b o n d s  ( 1970) ) . 
(47) ( a )  M a r y  th inks  how brave B i l l  i a l  

( b )  * B i l l  r e a l i z e s  ( t h a t )  beans y o u ' l l  never ea t .  

( c )  ??Mary forgot  t h a t  handsome though B i l l  was, John was hand- 

somer a t i l l .  

(d )  *Mary believed t h a t  John would pay up, and Jane believed 

( t h a t )  pay up he did. 

It therefore  follows from (43)-(46) e i t h e r  t h a t  t h e  transformations involved 

are las t -cyc l ic  ( r a t h e r  than  post-cyclic) and are ordered before (32) i n  

t h e  cycle,  o r  t h a t  (32) appl ies  a f t e r  t h e  l a s t  transformational cycle. 



69 

Suppose now t h a t  an example could be constructed w i t h  t he  following 

properties:  ( i )  It contains a pronoun and an NP, such t h a t  both a r e  i n  t h e  

domain of some transformational cycle  o ther  than the  l a s t ;  ( i i )  I f  none of 

t h e  r u l e s  operating i n  (43)-(46) appl ies ,  then the  pronoun and t h e  NP may 

en te r  i n t o  an anaphoric r e l a t i on ;  and ( i i i )  If one of t h e  r u l e s  from (43)- 

(46) appl ies ,  then t h e  pronoun and t h e  NP may not be anaphorically re la ted .  

From such an example, i t  would follow t h a t  (32) must apply a f t e r  o r  near t h e  

end of t h e  l a s t  transformational cycle, f o r ,  otherwise, t h e  anaphoric re- 

l a t i o n  excluded by ( i i i )  could be marked on some cycle  before t h e  l a s t  one. 

Unfortunately, t h e  attempt t o  construct  examples of this s o r t  r e s u 3 . t ~  i n  

sentences which a re  so awkward t h a t  it becomes d i f f i c u l t  t o  judge whether tho 

re levant  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  are possible. l.4 

(48) ( a )  I think t h a  man who seduced John's wife i s  l i k e  him. 

(b)  ?How l i k e  him I think t h e  man who seduced --.- John1 a wife is. 

(49) (a) Though t h e  man who seduced John's wife i s  l i k e  hJ.m, I 

s t i l l  disapprove. 

(b)  ?Like though t h e  man who seduced John's wife is ,  I 

st i l l  disapprove. 

(50) ( a )  We a l l  bet  t h a t  Jane would kick someone, and Mary th inks  

t h e  g i r l  John loves d id  kick his mother. 

(b)  ??We a l l  bet  t h a t  Jane would kick someone, and kick - h i s  

mother Mary th inks  t he  g i r l  John loves did.  (where Jane 

is  t h e  g i r i  John loves). 

These d a t a  a r e  too  marginal t o  be taken a s  evidence on any ser ious  empirical  

issue.  Thus, evidence f o r  o r  against  t he  c y c l i c i t y  of (32) must be sought 

elsewhere. Neve r th~ le s s ,  no t ice  t h a t  t h e  d a t a  i n  t h i s  sec t ion  have es tabl ished 
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t h a t  (32) must apply e i the r  at surface s t ructure,  las t-cycl ical ly ,  o r  l a t e  

i n  t h e  transformationrl  cycle. The f a c t  t h a t  (48)-(50) a r e  not worse than 

they a r e  suggssts t h a t  t he  l a s t  of these p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i s  the  most plausible.  

2.2.2 It is  na tura l ,  therefore,  t o  ask whether t h e r e  a re  any traneformatione 

which must apply a f t e r  (32). Bach (1369) mentions two ru le s  which he c1al.m~ 

must follow the  assignment of pronomi.na1 anaphora. One of these is Equi, 

which Bach orders a f t e r  Pronominalizatioll i n  order t o  account f o r  da ta  l i k e  

(33) .  It was seer. above, however, t h a t  (33) i s  excluded by mechanisms other  

than ordering, which a r e  independently necessary pa r t s  of l i n g u i s t i c  theory. 

Thus, t h e  f i r s t  of R a c h ' ~  caves does not apply i n  the  present framework. His 

second case hs,s t o  do with the  formation of pseudo-cleft sent.ericea and in- 

volves some ra tha r  i n b i c a t e  reasoning. 

Bach points out t h a t  sentence (51) i s  aabiguuus. 

(51) khat Deacartes discovered was a proof of _hie ex i shnce .  

A s  Bach explains it ,  (51) "can mean e i the r  t h a t  Descartes discaversd a proof 

of his exis tence ,?or  t h a t  Dascartes discovered something and t h a t  someone 

concluded from the  nature, qual i ty ,  extent o r  whatnot of t h i s  discovery t h a t  

De~car t ee  existed." Bach assme8 without argumerf t h a t  these two meanings 

a r e  associated with di f ferent  underlying 85mlctures. He a l so  c l a i l ~ s  t,hat 

t he re  i s  no reason t o  postulate any surface s t lvc tu re  difference between t h e  

two readiligs. Thus, he concludes tha t  the  cwo in terpre ta t ions  of (51) can- 

not be distinguished on s t ruc tu ra l  grounds a f t e r  t he  transformation of Pseudo- 

c l e f t  formation hss applied.  He notes,  however, t ha t  (52),  i n  which t h e  pro- 

noun a d  antecedent hava been reversed, i s  unambiguous, excluding the  in t e r -  

pretat ion t h a t  Descartes discovered a proof of h i s  existence. 

(52) Whit$ - he discovered was a proof of Beecartes existence. 
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If ,  as Bach apparently assumes, d i f ference9 with respect  t o  pronominal anaphora 

must depend on s t r u c t u r a l  d i f fe rences ,  it then follows t h a t  t h e  assoc ia t ion  

of pronoun and antecedent i n  (52) must occur before Pseudo-cleft formation 

appl ies .  

Notice t h a t  t h e  above argument involved th r ee  p laus ib le  but completely 

unsubstantiated assumptions: (i) t h a t  t h e  two readings of (51) a r e  associated 

with d i f f e r en t  deep s t ruc tures ;  ( i i )  t h a t  (51) has only one surface s t ruc tu re ;  

and ( i i i )  t h a t  t h e  d i f fe rence  between (51) and (52) with rnspect  t o  anaphora 

r e f l e c t s  a s t r u c t u r a l  d i f fe rence  at  some leve l .  Akamjian (1970) argues a t  

length aga ins t  assumption ( i ) .  Akmajian a s s e r t s  t h a t  pseudo-clefts do indeed 

have two poss ib le  deep s t ruc tu re s ,  but t h a t  t he  ambiguity of sentences l i k e  

(51) i s  a funct ion of sur face  s t ruc tu re ,  not of deep s t ruc ture .  Assumption 

( i i i )  i s  c a s t  i n t o  doubt by t h e  f a c t ,  discussed i n  R1.2.2, t h a t  non-structural ,  

purely semantic f a c t o r s  do a f f e c t  t h e  p o s s i b l i l i t i e s  of anaphora. Thus, Bachts 

observations do not c o n s t i t u t e  very compelling evidence t h a t  Pseudo-cleft 

formation must apply l a t e r  than (32). 

Consider, f u r the r ,  t h e  cons t r a s t s  i n  (53) and (54).  

(53) (a) What aggravated was what - John wouldnl t t e l l  us. 

( b )  *What aggravated - him was t h a t  John was unpopular. 

(54) ( a )  What i r r i t a t e d  - him was t h e  l e a s t  o f  John'e problems. - 
(b )  What  i r r i t a t e d  - him was t h e  photograph of John.1~ mother. 

Using Bach's c r i t e r i a ,  one would conclude t h a t  t h e  (b)  examples a r e  pseudo- 

c l e f t s ,  but t h n t  t h e  ( a )  sentences a r e  not. If t h i s  i s  t h e  case,  however, 

then t h e  order ing of pseudo-cleft formatien a f t e r  t h e  pronominal anaphora 

r u l e  p red ic t s  i nco r r ec t l y  t h a t  t h e  (b )  sentences of (53) and (54) should be 

j u s t  a s  good a s  t h e  examples i n  (55). 



(55)  ( a )  That - John was unpopular aggravated 9. 1 5  

( b )  The photograph of  - John 's  mother i r r i t a t e d  - him. 

Thus, t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  between anaphora and t h e  formation o f  pseudo- 

c l e f t s  appears t o  be r a t h e r  more complex t h a n  Bach suggests.16 

Another t ransformat ion which might need t o  apply  a f t e r  (32) i s  t h e  r u l e  

involved i n  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  of t h e  sentences  i n  (56)  fPam sources l i k e  (57). 

(56) ( a )  After t h e  t h i e f  they ran.  

( b )  I n t o  t h e  a i r  t h e  balloon flew. 

( c )  Above t h e  roof tops  it soared. 

( d )  Over t h e  fence  he scrambled. 

(57) ( a )  They r a n  a f t e r  t h e  t h i e f .  

(b) The bal loon f l ew i n t o  t h e  air. 

( c )  It soared above t h e  roof tops ,  

( d )  He scrambled over  t h e  fence.  

If t h i s  r u l e  app l i ed  be fore  (32) ,  it could be expected t o  produce configur- 

a t i o n s  which would a l low anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  not poss ib le  i n  t h e  source sent -  

ences. I n  o t h e r  words, paradigms l i k e  those  i n  (36)-(42) could be expected. 

That t h e y  do not  appear i s  shown by (58).  

(58) (a) ? * ~ f t e r  t h e  man who a s s a u l t e d  M a ~ y  she  ran.  

( b )  ?*Into t h e  house where B i l l  had seen an  orgy i n  progress  

he dashed. - 
( c )  ?*Above t h e  c i t y  - B i l l  loved so  w e l l  - he  soared. 

( d )  ?Wver  t h e  fence  t h a t  separa ted  - Bill's yard from t h e  neigh- 

bors! - he scrambled. 

This suggevts t h a t  t h e  r u l e  i n  ques t ion a p p l i e s  a f t e r  (32) .  It has been 

pointed o u t  by sane i n f o n a n t s ,  however, t h a t  t h e  complexity of t h e  proposed 
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phrases i n  (58) renders these  examples marginal a t  bes t ,  q u i t e  apar t  from 

questions of anaphora. That t h i s  seems t o  be so i s  demonstrated by (59).  

(59) ( a )  ??After t he  man who assau l ted  Mary I ran. 

(b)  ??Into  the  house where B i l l  has seen an orgy i n  progress 

we dashed. 

( c )  ?Above the  c i t y  B i l l  loved so wel l  John soared. 

(d)  ?Over t h e  fence t h a t  separated your fence from the  neighbors! 

B i l l  scrambled. 

The complexity of t he  preposed phrases i s  necessary i n  o rder  t o  avoid v io l a t i ng  

t h e  cons t ra in t  s t a t e d  i n  (31). Thus, t h e  evidence regarding t h e  r e l a t i v e  

ordering of (32) and the  r u l e  r e l a t i n g  (56) and (57) i s  somewhat questionable,  

and, hence, so f a r ,  no c l e a r  example has been produced of a r u l e  which must 

follow (32), 

2,3 The evidence presented so f a r  regarding the  order ing of (32) seems t o  

be cons i s ten t  with only t h r e e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s :  That (32) appl ies  a f t e r  a l l  

t ransformations have applied,  t h a t  (32) appl iea  l a s t - cyc l i ca l l y ,  but before 

some transformations,  o r  t h a t  (32) appl ies  c y c l i c a l l y ,  but a f t e r  most ( o r  

perhaps a l l )  of t h e  cyc l ic  transformations.  The evidence i n  (5R), though 

inconclusive,  t ends  t o  favor t he  second o r  t h i r d  of these  conclusions. The 

f a c t  t h a t  (48b)-(50b) a r e  not worse than  they a r e  suggests t h a t  (32) ought 

t o  apply cyc l i ca l l y ,  However, t he  very marginal charac te r  of these  da t a  makes 

any conclusion based on them extremely speculat ive .  

One p o s s i b i l i t y  which nas not been discussed so f a r  i s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  

por t ions  of (32) apply a t  d i f f e r e n t  l eve l s .  While t h i s  would be a highly 

p laus ib le  means of escaping from any l eg i t imate  order ing paradox which might 

a r i s e ,  t he re  i s  a t  t h i s  point no motivation whatever f o r  adopting such an 
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analysis .  Noreover, it w i l l  now be shown t h a t  t h e  ex i s t i ng  proposals t o  t h i s  

e f f e c t  a r e  incompatible with t h e  f a c t s  considered so f a r .  

Williams (1969) suggests t h a t  t h e r e  shoufld'! be two rules fo r  assoc ia t ing  

d e f i n i t e  pronouns with t h e i r  antecedents: one based on le f t - to - r igh t  order,  

and one based on t h e  r e l a t i o n  of command, The l a t t e r  would apply a t  t h e  l e v e l  

of deep s t ruc tu re ,  t h e  former a t  surface s t ruc ture .  This proposal was defended 

by Wasow (1970) a s  a means of escaping t h e  apparent order ing paradox of 

Pos ta l  (1970b). It has a l ready been noted t h a t  t h e  order ing arguments of 

Pos ta l  (1970b) do not hold i n  the  present framework, so Williamsl proposal 

i s  not well  motivated. I n  addi t ion,  h i s  proposal would i nco r r ec t l y  predict  

t h a t  anaphoric r e l a t i onsh ips  cannot be a l t e r e d  by t ransformat ional ly  induced 

changes i n  t h e  command re la t ionsh ips .  Examples (38a & b) a r e  d i r e c t  counter- 

examples t o  t h i s  predict ion.  

Witten (1970) makes a s imi l a r  proposal, but he d iv ides  t h e  pronominal 

anaphora r u l e  on t h e  bas i s  of t h e  de f in i t enes s  of t h e  antecedent, r a t h e r  than  

according t o  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i onsh ip  of pronoun and antecedent, That is ,  

he argues t h a t  i n d e f i n i t e  NPls a r e  marked f o r  anaphora i n  deep s t ruc tu re s ,  17 

while pronouns with d e f i n i t e  antecedents a r e  generated t ransformat ional ly ,  

Aside from t h e  object ions  t o  t h e  l a t t e r  ha l f  of t h i s  proposal, some of which 

a r e  summarized i n  Chapter 1, 83.2.3, Wit ten ts  ana lys i s  cannot be cor rec t ,  

f o r  transformations can a l t e r  possible  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  involving indef in-  

i t e  antecedents,  For example, Witten's proposal could not account f o r  t h e  

cons t ras t s  i n  (60) and (61).  

(60) ( a )  The dog which a f r i end  of mine bought b i t  him. 

(b)  *He - was b i t t e n  by the  dog which a f r iend  of mlne bought. 

(61) ( a )  *He - beat t h e  mis t ress  of a famous ac to r ,  
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(b) The aistress of s famous a c t o r  was beaten by Qg. 

2.4 One f u r t h e r  f a c t o r  ought t o  be considered with respec t  t o  t h e  o rder ing  

of (32), v i a . ,  s t r e s s ,  It has  o f t e n  been noted (Lakoff (196Bb), Akmajian and 

Jackendoff (1970), Jackendoff (1969)) t h a t  s t r e s s  and anaphora i n t e r a c t .  Per- 

haps i f  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h i s  i n t e r a c t i o n  i s  made e x p l i c i t ,  it might r e v e a l  some- 

t h i n g  about t h e  o rder ing  of (32) i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  s t r e s s  marking r u l e s .  

Akmajian and Jackendoff (1970) suggests  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  p a r t  of t h e  con- 

nec t ion  between anaphora and s t r e s s  i s  eimply %hat reduced r e l a t i v e  s t r e s s  

l e v e l  on both t h e  NP and t h e  pronoun i s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  a c o r e f e r e n t i a l  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . "  Although t h e y  a r e  c e r t a i n l y  on t h e  r i g h t  t r a c k ,  t h e i r  u s e  

of t h e  term "essen t i a l "  here i s  t o o  s t rong ,  as t h e i r  own example, given he re  

aa (62), shows. 

(62) John h i t  a i l1  and t h e n  George h i t  HIM. 18 - 
(62)  suggest,^ t h a t ,  w h i l e  s t r e s s  may be reduced on elements p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  

an anaphoric r e l a t i o n ,  t h i s  does  no t  prevent c o n t r a s t i v e  stress from being 

ass igned t o  t h e s e  elements. I n  f a c t ,  (63) suggests  t h a t  c o n t r a s t i v e  stress 

may apply t o  elements p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  j u s t  as f r e e l y  a s  

t o  any o t h e r  elements. 

( 6 3 )  (a) John h i t  B i l l  and t h e n  George h i t  m. 
( b )  John h i t  B i l l  and t h e n  George h i t  JOHN. 

( c )  *John h i t  - B i l l  and then George h i t  a. 
(d)  *John h i t  Bill and t h e n  George BILL. 

( e )  John h i t  B i l l  and then  George h i t  him. 

( f )  John h i t  B i l l  and then George h i t  B i l l .  

( g )  %John - h i t  B i l l  and t h e n  George h i t  him. (normal s t r e s s )  

( h )  *John h i t  B i l l  and t h e n  George h i t  John. (normal s t r e s s )  
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However, Akmajian and Jackendoff deny t h i s  conclusion, claiming instead t h a t  

there a r e  in te rac t ions  between anaphora and contrast ive s t r e s s ,  

They support t h i s  claim wi th  examples l i k e  (64). 

(64) (a) After - he woke up, - John went t o  town. 

(b )  *After HE woke up, John went t o  town. - 
( c )  *After he woke up, JOHN went t o  town. - 

A l i t t l e  re f lec t ion ,  however, w i l l  reveal t h a t  (64b & c )  a r e  perfect ly  accept- 

able,  given the  proper contexts. For example, the  discourse i n  ( 658 )  i s  qui te  

acceptable, and (64c) may be used a f t e r  (65b). 

(65) (a) Was it a f t e r  YOU woke up tha t  John went t o  town? Nc. 

After HE woke up, John went t o  town, 

(b)  After he woke up, one of my roommates went t o  town. Do 

you know which one? 

Notice, by the  way, t h a t  t h e  above seems to  be v io la t ing  t h e  methodol- 

ogica l  suggestion (Chapter 1, 82) t h a t  wider contexts should not be used i n  

judging possible anaphoric re la t ions .  The difference i n  t h i s  case i s  t h a t  

contrast ive stress always requires  a wide enough enviornment t o  provide a 

contrast .  The reason t h e  anaphoric r e l a t ions  i n  these examples a re  imposs- 

i b l e  i n  i so la t ion  i s  t h a t  t h e  l s ck  of a wider context allows only one poss- 

ible  contrast ,  v i z . ,  a contrast  between John and . - he. Since anaphors a re  i n  

some sense replacements f o r  t h e i r  antecedents, it i s  rare  o r  impossible f o r  

anaphor and antecedent t o  be i n  contrast .  But t h i s  need not be b u i l t  i n to  

the  anaphora assignment mechanism, nor i n t o  the s t r e s s  rules .  Rather, (64b 

& 0 )  a re  assigned inconsis tent  readingg, i n  which items a re  a t  once necessarily 

coreferent ia l  and cont,rasted, and t h i s  accounts f o r  t h e i r  deviance. 

Akmajian & Jackendoff's fu r the r  examples along these l i n e s  a r e  s imilar ,  
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although it i s  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  construct  t h e  appropria te  contexts  f o r  them. 

Thus, (66a),  which they  judge a s  anomalous, i s  acceptable a s  an answer t o  (66b). 

. (66) ( a )  That George would be m1S t h e s i s  advisor never occured 

t o  him. 

( b )  That George would be a c e r t a i n  s tudent ' s  t h e s i s  advisor  

never occurred t o  h&. Do you know who I mean? 

Notice t h a t  (66b) i s  i t s e l f  awkward, s ince  t he re  seems t o  be a tendency t o  

choose a d e f i n i t e  antecedent f o r  a d e f i n i t e  pronoun, if one i s  avai lable .  

Replacing George by Mary i n  both sentences co r r ec t s  t h i s  s i t ua t i on .  I n  e i t h e r  

case, t h e  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of (66a) corresponds t o  t.;ie a c c e p t a b l i l i t y  of (66b), 

so t h e  deviance of (66a) i n  i s o l a t i o n  can a l s o  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  inconsis t -  

ency of cont ras t ing  anaphorically r e l a t e d  elements. 

It appears, then, t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between strsss and anaphora i s  

qu i t e  simple: anaphora leads  t o  a reduction i n  s t r e s s ,  except when t h e  s t r e s s  

i s  cont ras t ive .  Notice, now, t h a t  t h i s  r e l a t i onsh ip  i s  i n  f a c t  merely a part-  

i c u l a r  ins tance  of a more general  phenomenon, vie . ,  t h a t  s t r e s s  i s  reduced 

on items which do not in t roduce new information. For example, consider t he  

cont ras t  between (678) and (67b). (examples due t o  Chomsky) 

(67) ( a )  Hard work matures people. 

(b) Hard work matures teaching a s s i s t a n t s .  

The normal s t r e s s  pa t te rn  f o r  (67a) i s  with t h e  main s t r e s s  on matures; t h e  

normal s t r e s s  pa t te rn  f o r  (67b) i s  with t h e  main s t r e s s  on teaching. The 

usual  r u l e s  f o r  assigning s t r e s s  (see Chomsky and Halle (1968)) would make 

t h e  cor rec t  p red ic t ion  f o r  (67b), but would predict  t h a t  (67a) should receive 

i t s  main s t r e s s  on people. The reason the  s t r e s s  pa t t e rn  of (67a) i s  not a s  

predicted i s  t h a t  people provides no new information, and hence receives  
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reduced s t r e s s .  That is, s ince it would normally be assumed t h a t  d iscussions  

of hard work and matur i ty  a r e  about people, t h e  word people i s  de-emphasized 

through s t r e s s  reduction. Contrastive s t r e s s ,  however, may be given t o  people, 

as (68) shows. 

(68) Hard work matures PEOPLE, but not MULES. 

Cases l i k e  these  a r e  c l e a r l y  very c lo se ly  r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  cases  involving 

anaphora, I n  f a c t ,  whatever mechanism reduces s t r e s s  i n  examples l i k e  (67a) 

can a l s o  be u t i l i c e d  t o  account f o r  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  between s t r e s s  and ana- S !  , 

19 
phora. More examples of t h e  same phenomenon are alluded t o  below i n  

Chapter 3. 

How a r e  these  observations re levant  t o  t h e  problem of ordering t h e  pro- 

nominal anaphora ru l e?  Aronoff (1971) proposes t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a des t r e s s ing  

r u l e  f o r  anaphors and uses t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of t h i s  r u l e  with t h e  Nuclear 

S t r e s s  Rule (which was shown by Bresnan (1970) t o  be cyc l i c )  i n  construct ing 

an apparent order ing paradox. Without going i n t o  t h e  d e t a i l s  of Aronofffs  

argument, it i s  evident t h a t  h i s  approach i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t l y  general ,  f o r  it 

i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  des t ress ing  of anaphors should not be separated from tba 

des t ress ing  of o the r  redundant elements ( t h a t  is, elements bearing no new 

information). I f ,  however, t he  des t ress ing  r u l e  i s  t o  reduce s t r e s s  on a l l  

redundant elements, then it i s  c l e a r l y  not an ordinary phonological r u l e  

express ib le  i n  t h e  usua l  Sound Pa t t e rns  of E n ~ l i s h  formalism. Rather, it i s  

some s o r t  of a cons t ra in t  on discourse,  involving the  i n t e r ac t i on  of semantecs 

and phonology. Fur ther ,  it seems t o  be an exce l len t  candidate f o r  a l ing-  

u i s t i c  universal ,  f o r  i t  i s  highly p laus ib le  t h a t  t h e  funct ion of s t r e s s  i s  

t o  mark t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance of elements i n  a discourse.  Elements bearing 

no new information would na tu ra l l y  r equ i r e  no emphasis. Given t h e  novel and 
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probably universal  character of t h i s  destressing rule ,  then,there i s  l i t t l e  

reason t o  suppose t h a t  it should be possible t o  order the  r u l e  with respect 

t o  t h e  other  r u l e s  of the  grammar.20 Depending on the  formulation of the  

destressing ru le ,  almost any ordering f o r  it seems t o  be possible. Thus, 

there  appears t o  be very l i t t l e  reason t o  believe t h a t  considerations of 

s t r e s s  bear on t h e  ordering of (32). 

2.5 Briefly,  then, t he  following conclusions regarding the ordering of (32) 

have been reached: (i) t h s r e  a re  no grounds f o r  separating (32) i n t o  two o r  

more ru le s  and requir ing t h e n  t o  apply a t  d i f f e ren t  leve ls ;  ( i i )  (32) must 

apply cyc l i ca l ly  ( a t  o r  near the  end of the  transformational cycle) ,  post- 

cyc l ica l ly ,  o r  las t -cyc l ica l ly  ( a t  o r  near the  end of the l a s t  cycle);  and 

( i i i )  there  i s  some reason t o  believe t h a t  (32) appl ies  cyc l ica l ly ,  although 

t h e  evidence i s  f a r  from conclusive. 

3. Theoretical Status  

The question now a r i s e s  a s  t o  the  theore t i ca l  s t a t u s  of t h e  pronominal 

anaphora ru le ,  i.e., i s  it a r u l e  of semantic in te rpre ta t ion ,  a syntact ic  

transformation, o r  something e l s e  en t i re ly?  A great  dea l  of a t ten t ion  has 

been devoted t o  t h i s  question i n  the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  but  it i s  not a t  a l l  c l e a r  

t h a t  anything except terminology is  ac tua l ly  a t  issue. The f a c t  i s  t h a t  syn- 

t a c t i c ,  semantic, and phonological f ac to r s  in t e rac t  with anaphora, and there  

i s  no a p r i o r i  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  assigning anaphara ru les  t o  any par t icu lar  cat-  

egory. Considerations of ordering a r e  of no r e a l  help, f o r  much recent re- 

search has indicated t h a t  d i f fe rent  types of ru l e s  are not so s t r ) i c t ly  sep- 

arated by ordering as was once believed--basides which it was seen above t h a t  

it i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  pinpoint t he  ordering of (32). Apparently, then, t h e  best  

c r i t e r i o n  f o r  deciding the  theore t ica l  s t a t u s  of (32) i s  whether it obeys 
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t h e  various cons t ra in t s  which have been proposed f o r  t h e  d i f f e r en t  ca tegor ies  

of ru l e s .  Judging by t h i s  c r i t e r i o n ,  anaphora r u l e s  seem t o  belong t o  none 

of t h e  usua l  categories ,  f o r  they obey none of the  cons t r a in t s  on syn tac t i c  

and seaant ic  pules proposed i n  Ross (1967a) and Chomsky (1971). Hence, it 

seems most reasonable t o  say simply t h a t  anaphora r u l e s  cons t i t u t e  a sep- 

a r a t e  category. 

T h i s  conclusion i s  supported by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  may 

hold between elements of d i f f e r e n t  sentences. I n  t h i s  respect anaphora d i f f e r s  

from a l l  o ther  syntac t ic  and semantic pheonomena which have been studied by 

generative grammarians. Although the  study of discourse  c l e a r l y  involves 

many f a c t o r s  o ther  than anaphora, these  have been la rge ly  neglected. Hence, 

t h e  apparent uniqueness of anaphora r u l e s  may simply be a funct ion of the  

l imi t a t i on  of pas t  research. 

One r a the r  a t t r a c t i v e  suggestion t h a t  has been made with respect t o  t he  

t h e o r e t i c a l  s t a t u s  of anaphora r u l e s  i s  t h a t  they a r e  not r u l e s  of any part- 

i c u l a r  grammar, but part of l i n g u i s t i c  theory, That is, it has been claimed 

t h a t  t h e  syntact ic ,  semantic, and .phonological c r i t e r i a  determining anaphora 

a r e  universal ,  i n  which case t h e  f a c t  t h a t  anaphora r u l e s  behave d i f f e r e n t l y  

from o the r  known ca tegor ies  of r u l e s  would be ne i ther  surpr i s ing  nor d i s -  

turbing.  Although l i t t l e  work has been done on anaphora i n  languages o ther  

than English, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  no grammar book of any language ever includes  

i n s t ruc t ions  f o r  assoc ia t ing  pronouns and antecedents suggests t h a t  people 

learning foreign languages do not have much t rouble  with t h i s  aspect ,  which 

i n  t u rn  suggests t h a t  t h e  ru l e  involved may be universal .  (This was pointed 

out by Witten (1970)). If t h i s  conjecture proves cor rec t ,  then (32) (and 

presumably every o ther  anaphora r u l e  a s  well--see Chapter 3) can be regarded 
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a s  a universal cons t ra in t  on certain phonological and semantic properties of 

sentences, on t h e  basis of the syntactic configurations at snme late point 

i n  t h e  der ivat ion.  



FOOTNOTES 

1. It might a l t e rna t ive ly  be possible t o  formulate t he  r u l e  so a s  t o  m a ~ k  

t h e  imposs ib i l i ty  of anaphora between c e r t a i n  pronouns and NPls. Whet- 

her such a formulation i s  t o  be preferred might be a non-tr ivia l  quest- 

ion,  Unfortunately, I know of no empirical  evidence bearing on t h i s  

question. 

2. Actually, there  a r e  some problems with number agreement. I n  par t icu la r ,  

a pronoun with s p l i t  antecedents must be p lura l ,  even if each of i t s  

antecedents i s  singular. Further,  some p lu ra l  pronouns may have a 

s ing le  i n d e f i n i t e  antecedent. ( i )  and ( i i )  i l l u s t r a t e  these  d i f i ' i cu l t i es .  

( i )  - John t o l d  h i s  wife t h a t  they had been evicted.  

( i i )  John bou$ht a Veg-o-matic, a f t e r  seeing them advertised on TV. 

3. No examples a r e  given i n  which f i r s t  o r  second person pronouns serve a s  

anaphors, because i f  such pronouns ever do serve a s  anaphors, they must 

be f u l l y  i d e n t i c a l  with t h e i r  antecedents, which makes it impassible t o  

t e l l  t h a t  an anaphoric r e l a t i onsh ip  holds a t  a l l .  I take no stand here 

on t h e  question of whether f i r s t  and second person pronouns do en te r  in- 

t o  anaphoric re la t ions .  

4. The notion of ltpronimencett i s  not defined by Lakoff, but he assumes 

t h a t  it can be formalized and argues f o r  i t s  inclusion i n  l i n g u i s t i c  

theory on t h e  bas i s  of t h e  contras t  between (i.) and ( i i ) .  

( i )  *John's hmse ,  - he always t a l k s  about it. 

(ii) - Johnls house, Mary says t h a t  he always t a l k s  about it. 

The a l t e rna t ive  t o  (9) adopted below does not involve t h i s  notion. 
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Lakoff a l s o  adds t o  (9)  t h a t  t h e  pronoun must, ''have t h e  appropriate 

s t r e s s  level ."  Since anaphora i s  usua l ly  dependent on stress ( see  

Akmajian and Jackendoff (1970) and below), and since Lakoff f a i l s  t o  

specify  what "appropriate" means, t h i s  condition w i l l  be ignored f o r  

t h e  moment. Chomsky (personal  communication) has pointed out t h a t  sent- 

ences l i k e  ( i i i )  a r e  counterexamples t o  (9)  as s ta ted .  

( i i i )  - John claims t h a t  & i s  a genius. 

Thus, i n  additon t o  Its ad hoc character ,  (9)  f a i l s  t o  account f o r  t h e  

f ac t s .  The c ruc i a l  point i n  Lakoff ls  proposal, however, i s  t h a t  it ia 

t h e  subject-non-subject d i s t i n c t i o n  which i s  c r u c i a l  i n  ( l o ) ,  and it i s  

t h i s  point  which i s  argued againu; below. 

5.  Helke (3.970) uses  t h e  term "sen ten t ia l  phrase" to mean St;s and NPls ,with 

t h e  i n t e r n a l  s t ruc tu re  of sentences. This term and Itcyclic nodei1 might 

not be equivalent,  s ince the re  i s  evidence t o  i nd ica t e  t h a t  AP might 

be a cyc l i c  ( see Bowers (1968) and Se lk i rk  (1970)), although AP i s  c l e a r l y  

not a s e n t e n t i a l  phrase a s  characterized above. It will be seen below 

t h a t  ne i ther  term i s  qui te  appropriate i n  (4), so I s h a l l  not concern 

myself here with t he  question of whether both a r e  needed. 

6 .  Except f o r  t he  va r i a t i on  among speakers, it appears t h a t  t h e  condition 

i n  question could be formulated i n  terms of t h e  notion "is super ior  t o n  

(Chomsky (1971)). A i s  s u p e r i ~ r  t,o B i f  every major category dominat~ng 

the  minimal major category dominating A dominates t h e  minima!. major 

category dominating B. (15) could perhaps be replaced by ( i )  . 
( i )  An NP may not be t h e  antecedent of a pronoun i f  t h e  pronoun Is 

t o  t h e  l e f t  of and super ior  t o  t h e  NP. 
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7. Witten (1970) a l so  recognizes t he  f a l s i t y  of ( 6 ) .  I n  i t s  place he 

proposes t h a t  l e f t - to - r igh t  amphora between an i n d e f i n i t e  NP aad s 

d e f i n i t e  pronoun i s  i m p s s i b l e  i f  the  pronoun commands t h e  NP but t h e  

NP doas not command the  pronoun. Notice, however, t h a t  t h i s  proposal 

i s  incons i s ten t  w i t h  (76) and f a i l s  t o  account f o r  t h e  deviance of 

(7a,  c ,  and e ) .  SSimilarly, revers ing t h e  pos i t ions  of pronoun and ant- 

ecedant I n  (16a and b) provides counterexamples t o  Witten's suggeation, 

h? t ice ,  f u r the r ,  t h a t  t h e  imposs ib i l i ty  of revers ing pronouns and ant-  

e c d e n t s  i n  (16b and e) does not support Witteri, s ince t he  cons t r a in t  

involved has t o  do with t h e  distribution of any, r a t h e r  than with ana- 

pnora, as (i) and ( i i )  show. 

( i )  *The f a c t  t h a t  an) ausinessman i s  being sued should worry me. 

( i i )  *The g i r l  who any bridegroom t o  be i s  going t o  marry can upset  

,!o hn. 

The klnd of example w i t h  which Witten a t tempts  t o  j u s t i f y  h i s  claim i s  

discussed i n  Chapter 5 .  

8 .  Ken Male (personal  communication) has pointed out that ' i )  and ( i i )  

appear t o  v i o l a t e  (18). 

( f '  I f  yov. ask f o r  2 nice ly ,  you can have an i c e  c r e a .  

( i l )  I f  you : , - a l l y  warit - it, you can have a l o l l i ~ o p .  

A number of poasible accounts of t h e  non-deviance of +,hese sentences 

s u g k ~  a t  thelro, lveo ( +  g., t h a t  serves  a s  par t  of an idiomatic expres- 

8103, r a t h e r  than a s  an anapnor, i n  these  exa;nples), but a t  prsaent ,  X 

have no convincing snalyges. 
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9.  Actually, determinateness can be extended t o  d e f i n i t e s  without requir ing 

t h e  col lapsing of t h e  notions of s p e c i f i c i t y  and r e f e r e n t i a l i t y .  

10. Any readers  who might be uncomfortable because of t he  lack  of p rec i s ion  

concerning t h e  new terminology would do well  t o  survey t he  l i t e r a t u r e  

on s p e c i f i c i t y ,  f o r  t h e  meaning of t h e  t e r n  l lspecif ic l '  appears t o  be 

equal ly  imprecise. Not t h e  l e a s t  of t h e  numerous causes f o r  confusion 

regarding s p e c i f i c i t y  i s  t n a t  d i f f e r e n t  authors seen t o  mean very d i f f e r -  

e n t  things by it. Although e x i s t i n g  lack  of c l a r i t y  regarding specific it,^ 

does not,  of course, j u s t i f y  f u r t h e r  unc la r i ty ,  it :an be seen from t h e  

t h e  above discussion t h a t  whatever t h e  proper c r i t e r i o n  i n  (18) i s ,  it 

i s  c lo se ly  r e l a t e d  t o  spec i f i c i t y .  Hence, a c l e a r  and precise  reformula- 

t i o n  of (18) probably depends on a b e t t e r  understanding and d e f i n i t i o n  

o i  s p e c i f i c i t y  than now e x i s t s .  

11. Notice, by t n e  way, t h a t  Lakoffls  inc lus ion  of t he  notion of "prominencen 

i n  (9)  probably requi res  t h a t  (9) be considered a condit ion on l i n g u i s t i c  

performance a s  well. I n  f s c t ,  i f  t h e  subject-nonsubject d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  

droppad from (9) ( a s  it muat be) and llprominencell i s  defined i n  such a 

way a s  t o  account f o r  ( 2 9 ) ,  then Lakoffla proposal can probably be made 

i n t o  a terminological  variant of (31). 

12, Jackendoff has d i f f e r e n t  reasons f o r  excluding John a s  a possible subject  

f o r  S2. Neverthelsoe, he does assume t h a t  t h e  eubject  of S2 i s  . 
13. A i s  t r ea t ed  a s  i f  i L  were a pronoun f o r  t h e  purposes of t h i s  d i ~ c ~ r s s -  

ion--See Chapter 3, 



86 

l.4. ( i i )  appears  t o  be an except ion t o  t h i s ,  f o r  t h e  ind ica ted  anaphoric 

r e l a t i o n  i s  c l e a r l y  impossible,  

( i )  Mary t h i n k s  t h e  g i r l  who kicked John s e c r e t l y  loves  him. 

(ii)*him, - Mary t h i n k s  t h e  g i r l  who kicked John s e c r e t l y  loves .  

I n  t h i s  case ,  however, t h e r e  are reasons  f o r  t h e  deviance  having nothing 

t o  do with orderin&. Topicalized phrases  always r e q u i r e  heavy s t r e s s ,  

whereas anaphoric elements g e n e r a l i g  r e q u i r e  reduced a t r e s s .  As a r e s u l t ,  

( i i )  might be excluded because of t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of providing t h e  pro- 

noun wi th  an appropr ia te  stress l e v e l .  

15. If, as Rnonds (1970) suggests ,  Est traposit ion i s  done "backwards" and 

l a s t - c y c l i c a l l y ,  t h e n  (53b) and (558) are i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  argument 

hdre. However, (54b) and (55b) s u f f i c e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  my p i n t .  

16, Of course ,  some account of  t h e  non-ambiguity of (52) and t h e  deviance 

of  (53b) and (54b) i s  required .  I s t r o n ~ l y  suspect  t h a t  t h e  r e l e v a n t  

f a c t o r  i s  non-s t ructura l ,  f o r  t h e r e  seems t o  be a genera l  p r o h i b i t i o n  

a g a i n s t  r i g h t - t o - l e f t  anaphora a c r o s s  t h e  equat ive  &. Thus ( i )  i s  

impossible,  j u s t  ss (53b) and (54b) are,, although it i s  very u n l i k e l y  

t h a t  any t r aqs fonna t ion  l i k e  paeudo-cleft formation i s  involved i n  t h e  

d e r i v a t i o n  of ( i) . 
( i )  4tThe photograph which cher i shes  most i s  t h e  photograph of  

John 's  mother. - 
J u s t  what t h e  unaer ly ing reason f o r  t h i s  p r o h i b i t i o n  i s ,  I do not  pretend 

t o  understand,  al though it may be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  m a t e r i a l  d iscussed i n  

Chapter  5. 
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17. Actual ly ,  Wi t t en t s  proposal seems t o  be r a t h e r  more complex, but  i f  I 

understand what he says ,  it does invo lve  t h e  untenable claim t h a t  pro- 

nominal anaphora with i n d e f i n i t e  NPts i s  determined i n  deep s t r u c t u r e .  

18. C a p i t a l s  i n d i c a t e  d o n t r a s t i v e  s t z e s s .  

19. Actual ly ,  t h i s  mechanism can on ly  account f o r  t h e  reduct ion of s t r e s s  

on anaphors. If it is  i n  f a c t  t r u e  t h a t  t h e  stress on antecedents  also 

g e t s  reduced, t h e n  some o t h e r  mechanism i s  required  t o  handle t h i s  f a c t .  

20. Of course ,  t h e  same might be s a i d  of  (32). That  is,  anaphora r u l e s  

a p p a r  t o  be q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from o t h e r  r u l e s ,  and they are probably 

l a r g e l y  u n i v e r s a l .  Yet I have argued above t h a t  (32) i s  c r u c i a l l y  or-  

dered with respec t  t o  some r u l e s .  There are, however, no comparable 

facts t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  d e s t r e s s i n g  r u l e  i n  ques t ion  i s  ordered,  

except ,  perhaps, f o r  i t s  i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th  t h o  Nuclear S t r e s s  Rule. 



Chapter Three 

OTHER ANAPHORIC RELATIONS 

0. Introduct ion 

This chapter  i s  concerned with t h e  question formulated a s  ( C )  i n  Chapter 

1 h: Do d i f f e r e n t  kinds of amphora cons t i t u t e  a l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i c -  

a n t  c l a s s ,  and, i f  so,how can the  grammar capture t h i s  f a c t ?  I n  o the r  words, 

do t h e  conclusions a r r ived  a t  regarding pronominal anaphora general ize  t o  

o the r  anaphoric r e l a t i ons?  Consideration of t h i s  question w i l l  be divided 

i n t o  t h r ee  par ta .  F i r s t  of a l l ,  p roper t ies  common t o  d i f f e r e n t  rnaphoric re-  

l a t i o n s  w i l l  be presented, i nd i ca t i ng  t h a t  they should, i f  possible ,  be 

t r e a t e d  uniformly. Second, c e r t a i n  arguments which apparently show t h a t  a 

uniform treatment of anaphora i s  not possible w i l l  be summarized. F ina l ly ,  

an approach which i s  somewhat d i f f e r e n t  from e x i s t i n g  ones and which allows 

a uniform treatment o f  anaphora w i l l  be out l ined and defended. 

It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note,  by t h e  way, t h a t  de sp i t e  t h e  tremendous 

amount t h a t  has been wr i t t en  on English anaphora, t he re  has been no treatment 

of t he  problem considered i n  t h i s  chapter,  as ide  form t h e  frequent observation 

(Ross (1967a), Pos ta l  (1971b)) t h a t  it ought t o  be t r ea t ed .  

1.1.1 The Unity of Anaphore 

The most compelling piece of evidence f o r  t r e a t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  anaphoric 

r e l a t i o n s  uniformly i s  pointed out by Rosa (1967a), 85.3.3. It cons i s t s  cf 

t h e  observation t h a t  various anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  a r e  subject  t o  t he  same 

s t r u c t u r a l  condit ions,  viz . ,  t h e  antecedent may be t o  t h e  r i g h t  of t h e  anaph- 

o r  only i f  t h e  l a t t e r  i s  mom deeply embedded ( c f .  Chapter 2, (15) ) .  This 

i e  illustrated i n  examples (1) - (8). 
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( c )  Although I d o n ' t  know w h y ,  John t a k e s  LSD. 

( d )  *I don ' t  know why, although John t a k e s  LSD. 

(7)  ( a )  John dropped a capsule  of TSD a f t e r  B i l l  toolc one. 

(b) Afte r  B i l l  took a capsule  of  LSD, John dropped one. 

( c )  Afte r  B i l l  took one, John dropped a capsule  of LSD, 

( d )  *John dropped one a f t e r  H i l l  took a capsule  of LSD. 

( 8 )  ( a )  John freaked o u t ,  al though wouldn't have happened t o  

B i l l .  

( b )  Although John f reaked o u t ,  & wouldn't have happened t o  

B i l l .  

( c )  Although - it wouldn't have happened t o  B i l l ,  John -- freti!.ed 

out .  - 
( d )  *It - wouldn't  have happened t o  B i l l ,  al though John f reaked 

ou t .  - 
There are b a s i c a l l y  two poss ib le  approaches -#,u t h e  problem of accounting 

f o r  t h e s e  f a c t s .  One p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t o  claim t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  i l l u s t r a t e d  

i n  ( 1 )  - (8) i s  a u n i v e r s a l  pa r t  of all. anaphora rul-es. The o t h e r  i s  t o  claim 

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  only  one rule which accounts f o r  a l l  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  anaphoric 

r e lab ions .  I n  t h e  forrner case ,  it i s  assumed t h a t  t h e  anaphora r u l e s  const- 

i t u t e  a formally d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  c l a s s .  Otherwise, it would be i r ~ ~ p o s s i b l e  

t o  formulate a c o n s t r a i n t  app l i cab le  t o  a l l  and o n l y  anaphora r u l e s .  I f  t h i s  

i s  t h e  case ,  then  it i s  necessary t h a t  a l l  anaphora r u l e s  be of t h e  same type ,  

i . e . ,  d i f f e r e n t  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  must be handled uniformly. If, on t h e  

o t h e r  hand, t h e r e  i s  on ly  one anaphora r u l e ,  then  it goes without saying t h a t  

a l l  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  w i l l  be handled uniformly. 

1.1.2 Another cond i t ion  which seems t o  be common t o  a number o f  anaphoric 
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r e l a t i o n s  i s  mentioned b r i e f l y  by Akmajian (1968). Akmajian observes t h a t  t h e  

antecedent  i n  an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  may con ta in  a negat ive  element not included 

i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  anaphor. ( F m p l e  (9a) due t o  G. Lakoff) .  

( 9 )  (a) John didn '  t marry Marx, even though t h e  f o r t u n e - t e l l e r  had 

predic ted  2. 

(b) John i s n ' t  going t o  Washington, but he won't say why not .  

( c )  Nixon won't d rop  t h e  bomb i n  h i s  f i r s t  berm, but - it, might 

happen i n  his second term. 

( d )  ?Although John w i l l  t r u s t  nodody over  30, B i l l  w i l l .  

( e )  John has  no b icyc le ,  but B i l l  ha s  one.2 

1.1.3 S imi la r ly ,  c e r t a i n  a d j e c t i v a l  and adverb ia l  modi f i e r s  may sometimes b e  

ignored by amphora  r u l e s .  This i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (10)  - (14). I n  each case  

t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t h e  anaphor may o p t i o n a l l y  exclude a modif ier  of  t h e  

antecedent .  Thus, each of t h e  ( a )  sentenzes  i s  anbiguous between a reading 

synonymous w i t h  t h e  ( b )  sentences  and one synonylllous wi th  t h e  ( c )  sentence.  

(10) ( a )  John has  a b i g  fancy c a r ,  but  B i l l  doesn ' t  have one. 

( b )  John has a b i g  fancy car, but B i l l  d o e s n ' t  have a big 

fancy car. 

( c )  John has a big fancy c a r ,  tut B i l l  doesn ' t  have a ca r .  

(11)  ( a )  John b e a t s  Mary because he h a t e s  her ,  and B i l l  does 

l ikewise  

t h e  same t h i n g  

(b )  John b e a t s  Mary because he h a t e s  h e r ,  and B i l l  bea t s  

Elary because he h a t e s  her .  

( c )  John b e a t s  Mary because he h a t e s  her ,  and B i l l  b e a t s  



Mary too. 

(12) ( a )  John has been approached by s t range  women i n  New York, 

and it has a l s o  happened t o  B i l l .  

(b) John has been approached by s t range  women i n  New York, 

and B i l l  has a l s o  been approsched by s t range  women i n  

N e w  York. 

( c )  John has beon approached by s t range  women i n  New York, and 

B i l l  has a l s o  been approached by s t range  women. 

(13) ( a )  I suspect  t h a t  t h e  DA a c c i d e n t a l l y  suppressed evidence, 

and even Perry  be l i eves  it. 

( b )  I suspect  t h a t  t h e  DA a c c i d e n t a l l y  suppressed evidence, 

and even Perry  be l i eves  t h 3 t  t h e  DA a c c i d e n t a l l y  suppressed 

evidence. 

( c )  I suspect  t h a t  t h e  DA a c c i d e n t a l l y  suppressed evidence, 

and even Perry be l i eves  t h a t  t h e  DA suppressed evidence. 

(14) ( a )  Yesterday, John jogged a mi le  i n  s p i t e  of t h e  r s i n ,  and 

today Mary d i d  so. 

(b) Yesterday, John jogged a mile  i n  s p i t e  of  t h e  r a i n ,  and 

today Mary jogged a mile i n  s p i t e  of t h e  r a i n .  

( c )  Yesterday, John jogged a mi le  i n  s p i t e  of t h e  r a i n ,  and 

today Mary jogged a m i l e .  3 

1.1.4 Another c o n s t r a i n t  which seems t o  apply  t o  d i f f e r e n t  kinds of anaphora 

i s  s t a t e d  i n  (15).  

(15) No P a r t  of t h e  complement of t h e  s p e c i f i e r  of a c y c l i c  

node may be anaphor ica l ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  head of  t h a t  

node. 4 



Following Chomsky (1970b), I t a k e  t h e  head of  S t o  be t h e  VP and t h e  head of 

an  NP t o  be t h e  . i. . . The s p e c i f i e r  of an  S i s  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  and of a n  NP, t h e  

d e t  e m i n e r  . So i n t e r p r e t e d ,  ( 15) accounts f o r  the i l l -formedness of  examples 

(16)  - (19).  

(16)  ( a )  *A proof t h a t  God exists does. 

( b )  *A w o o f  t h a t  Cbd does exists. 

(17)  (a)  *Learning t h a t  vi tamin C h p r o v e s  people'  s h e a l t h  does so. 

(b)  *Learning t h a t  vi tamin C does so improves p e o p l e l s  heal th .  

(18)  ( a )  *The f a c t  t h a t  LSD causes  people t o  f r e a k  ou t  

i t  ( t o o )  

t h e  same t h i n q  

(b)  *The f a c t  t h a t  LSD does 

4 

it ( t o o )  

l ikewise  

t h e  same t h i n g  

causes people t o  f r e a k  out.. 

(19)  ( a )  *A t r a i n e r  of  horses! ones a r e  genera l ly  h e a l t h i e r  than  

rnust,anas. 

( b )  +tThe winner of t h e  p n ~ e l s  ~ " e  was o f f  today. 5 

(15) ,  then,  i a  s t i l l  another  reason f o r  t r ~ d n g  t o  handle d i f f e r e n t  anaphoric 

r e l a t i o n s  uniformly. 

1.1.5 F i n a l l y ,  r e c a l l  t h a t  t h e  ' l ' rans i t iv i ty  Condit ion (Chapter 1, 83.2.1) 

a p p l i e s  t o  d i f f e r e n t  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s .  

1 .2  The arguments above suggest , tha t  e i t h e r  a s i n g l e  mechanism o r  a s i n g l e  

type of mechanism should be employed i n  accountinp f o r  a number o f  d i f f e r e n t  

anaphoric r e l a t i o n s .  Since one of  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  involved i s  d e f i n i t e  pronoun 



94 

anaphora, t h e  previously e s t a b l i s h e d  conclusions regarding t h e  kind of  mechan- 

i s m  needed t o  account f o r  d e f i n i t e  pronominal anaphora should, i f  poss ib le ,  

a l s o  be maintained f o r t h e  o t h e r  a f f e c t e d  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  

t h i s  suggests  t h a t  no rep1aceme:it o r  d e l e t i o n  r u l e  i s  involved i n  t h e  anaph- 

o r i c  r e l a t i o n s  c i t e d  i n  881.1.1. - 1.1.5. This  i s  a r a t h e r  s u r p r i s i n g  r e s u l t ,  

f o r  it is widely accepted t h a t  many of t h e s e  examples involve  d e l e t i o n .  I n  

f a c t ,  t h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  a r g m e n t s  i n  ex i s t ence  purpor t ing t o  prove t h a t  d e l e t -  

i o n  pules  must be involved. The next  few s e c t i o n s  w i l l  t h e r e f o r e  be devoted 

t o  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e s e  arguments. It w i l l  be seen t h a t ,  al though a c e r t a i n  

type  o f  non-deletion apnroach i s  untenable,  it does not fol low t h a t  d e l e t i o n s  

must be involved. 

2. E x i s t i n g  Arguments f o r  Dele t ion 

Only one non-deletion approach t o  anaphora i s  discussed i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  

( s e e  e.g.,  Alansjian (1968)).  This  approach, t o  be r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  E- 

expansion hypothesis ,  a s s e r t s  t h a t  every  phonet ica l ly  n u l l  anaphor c o n s i s t s  

simply of a dummy symbol (say 4) which i s  assoc ia ted  by i n t e r p r e t i v e  r u l e s  

w i t h  an antecedent .  6 

b 

A l l  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  a r e i e n t s  ostensib1.g f o r  d e l e t i o n s  a r e  a c t u a l l y  argu- 

ments a g a i n s t  t h e  nonexpansion hypothesis .  L a t e r  s e c t i o n s  w i l l  argue f o r  a 

non-deletion approach which does not  incorpora te  t h e  nonexpansion hypothes is ,  

and which i s  t h e r e f o r e  i m u n e  t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  arguments i n  favor  of a d e l e t -  

i o n  theory .  

2.1 Ross (1969) presen t s  a number of arguments showing t h a t  t h e  missing s t r i n -  

g s  i n  examples like (20) a r e  re levan t  t o  some pure ly  s y n t a c t i c  phenomena, from 

which he concludes t h a t  t h e r e  must be t r ans fo rmat ic~n  of S lu ic ing .  

(20)  John heard someone o u t  back, but  he doesn ' t  know who. 
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Some of Ross ' s  arguments invo lve  u n j u s t i f i e d  assumptions about t h e  form a 

non-deletion theory  would have t o  take .  These arguments w i l l  not  be consid- 

e red  here .  The o t h e r s  w i l l  be ve ry  b r i e f l y  summarized. 

2.1.1 F i r s t  of  a l l ,  t h e  Pact ,  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (21), t h a t  case  marking seems 

t o  apply  w i t h i n  t h e  miss ing  c l a u s e  of  sentences  l i k e  (20) i s  i n e x p l i c a b l e  i f  

t h e  nonexpansion hypothes is  i s  accepted.  

(21) ( a )  Ralph i s  going t o  i n v i t e  somebody from Kankakee, but  they 

d o n ' t  know I* 
(1) Somebody from Kankakee i s  going t o  be i n v i t e d ,  bu t  t h e y  

d o n ' t  know { t ~ ~  ) 
2.1.2 Secondly, Ross p i n t s  ou t  t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  d a t a  i n  (22) fall- 

ows immediately from (23)  if S l u i c i n g  i s  a t ransformat ion ,  but  i s  d i f f i c u l t  

o r  imposs ib le  t o  r e c o n c i l e  wi th  t h e  nonexpansion hypothesis .  

(22)  I know he has a p i c t u r e  of somebody, but  I d o n l t  know 

(23) (a) I d o n l t  know who he has  & p i c t u r e  o f ,  

(b) I d o n ' t  know of whom he has  a p ic tu re .  

( c )  *I d o n ' t  know a p i c t u r e  of  whom he has. 

2.1,3 S imi la r ly ,  a t r ans fo rmat ion  of  S l u i c i n g  r e l a t e s  (24) t o  (25) ,  whereas 

t h e  nonexpansion hypothes is  would make them unre la ted .  

( 24) B i l l  i s  planning t o  do away wi th  one of  h i s  in laws,  but  

I d o n l t  know r i c h  ) . 
with  which 
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(25) (a )  I don ' t  know which of h i s  inlaws B i l l  i s  planning t o  do 

away with. 

( b )  *I don ' t  know with which of h i s  inlaws B i l l  i s  planning t o  

do away. 

2.1.4 F ina l ly ,  i f  S lu ic ing  i s  a transformation,  it i s  possible t o  explain t h e  

d i f fe rence  between (26a) and (26b) i n  terms of t h e  f a c t s  i n  (27) and (28). 

(26) ( a )  She was dancing but I don ' t  know Pth . 
[who with J 

( b )  He would repor t  m e  under some circumstances but I can only 

e s  (under which)  . 
Which under 

(27) (a)  I dor,lt know w i t h  whom she was dancing. 

(b )  I don ' t  know who she was dancing with. 

(28) (a)  I can only guess under which circumstances he would repor t  

me. 

(b )  * I - c a n  only guess which circumstances h e  would repor t  m e  

under. 

2.2 Ross (1969) a l s o  presents  (29) a s  evidence aga ins t  t h e  nonexpansion 

hypothesis (and i n  favor of a transformation of VP de le t i on ) ,  pointing out  

t h a t  i.t i s  general ly  accepted t h a t  such occurrences of t he re  a r e  t r a ~ s f o r m -  

a t i o n a l l y  i n se r t ed  and t h a t  number agreement must t a k e  place i n  t h e  second 

clause before t h e r e  i s  inser ted .  

(29 Some people th ink  t h e r e  a r e  no such r u l e s ,  but 

How, Ross asks, i s  it possible t o  make t h e  cor rec t  predict ions  i n  (29), unless  
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t h e  second c lause  has a ? l u r a l  subject  a t  t h e  point  where number agreement 

t akes  place? But i f  t h i s  subject  i s  present i n  deep s t ruc tu r e ,  then  it seems 

t h a t  a de l e t i on  r u l e  i s  needed t o  account f o r  i t s  disappearance. 

2.3 Grinder and Pos t a l  (1971) argue f o r  VP d e l e t i o n  and aga ins t  t h e  non- 

expansion hypothesis  as well ,  on t h e  b a s i s  of f a c t s  l i k e  (30).  

(30) ( a )  %John doesnt t  have a ca r ,  and it i s  a conver t ib le .  7 

(b )  John doesn ' t  have a c a r ,  but B i l l  has a ca r ,  and i t  i s  a 

conver t ib le .  

( c )  John doesn ' t  have a ca r ,  but B i l l  does, and it i s  a 

conver t ib le .  

The anomaly of (30a) i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  & has no antecedent. If t h e  

nonexpansion hypothesis  were c o r r e c t ,  then one would expect (30c) t o  be ill- 

formed f o r  exac t ly  t h e  same reason. On the  o the r  hand, a t ransformat ion of 

VP de l e t i on  could account f o r  t h e  well-fo~medness of (30c) by r e l a t i n g  it t o  

(Job) .  This argument i s  c a l l e d  lithe missing antecedent argumentM, 

3. An Al te rna t ive  

The arguments above a l l  show t h a t  a theory employing de l e t i on  r u l e s  t o  

account f o r  a t  l e a s t  some anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  i s  t o  be preferred over one 

incorporat ing t h e  nonexpansion hypot,hesis. However, i n  a theory with t rans-  

formations of S lu ic ing  and VP de le t ion ,  t h e  kinds of mechanisms u t i l i z e d  t o  

account f o r  d i f f e r e n t  kinds of anaphora must be d i f f e r e n t  (given t h a t  pronom- 

i n a l  anaphora does not  involve de l e t i on ) .  This makes it d i f f i c u l t  o r  imposs- 

i b l e  t o  account f o r  t h e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  among d i f f e r e n t  kinds of anaphora noted 

i n  g1. It i s  hence worth considering whether it might be poss ible  t o  account 

f o r  t h e  var ious  nnaphoric r e l a t i o n s  without u t i l i z i n g  e i t h e r  dele t ion8 o r  t h e  

nonexpansion hypothesis. 



3.1 The h p t y  S t ruc tures  Hypothesis 

Since t h e  f a t a l  assumption of t h e  nonexpansion hypothesis seems t o  be 

t h a t  t h e  anaphor has no i n t e r n a l  s t ruc tu re ,  it seems reasonable t o  propose 

ins tead  t h a t  n u l l  anapnors have a l l  the  s t ruc tu re  of t h e i r  antecedents,  

lacking only phonetic mater ia l  .' More spec i f i ca l l y ,  suppose t h a t  l e x i c a l  

i n s e r t i o n  i s  always op t iona l  ( a n  assumption which i s  made on o the r  grounds 

much current  research--see, e. g.,  Jackendoff (1969), h o n d s  (1970), o r  

Grinder (1971)). This makes it possible t o  generate s t ruc tu re s  with a l l  of 

t h e i r  normal syn tac t ic  p roper t ies ,  but lacking any phonological o r  semantic 

mater ia l .  If t h e  anaphora r u l e  o r  r u l e s  a r e  allowed t o  assoc ia te  such an 

empty s t ruc tu re  with an antecedent, then t h e  reading of t h e  antecedent can 

be associated with t h e  empty node. Surface s t ruc tu re s  containing u n i n t e r p  

r e t ed  empty nodes would be regarded a s  semantically anomalous. For an ana- 

phora r u l e  t o  a s soc i a t e  two s t ruc tu re s ,  they would hr.ve t o  be non-distinct 

( i n  some sense which must include near i d e n t i t y  of t h e  s t ruc tures9  but obvi- 

ously  does not include i d e n t i t y  with respect  t o  l e x i c a l  i n se r t i on ) .  Thus, t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  of (31a) w i l l  b6 i n t e rp re t ed  l i k e  sentence (31b), but (32) i s  

anomalous s ince  t h e  VP can have no antecedent. 10  

(31) ( a )  
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(b )  John w i l l  come t o  t h e  par ty  i f  Mary can come t o  t h e  party. 

Such an ana lys i s  w i l l  be r e f e r r ed  t o  a s  " the  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesisn. 

If t h e  anaphora ru l e  i n  question i s  a l s o  allowed t o  p a i r  two s t ruc tu re s  

both of which a r e  l e x i c a l l y  f i l l e d ,  then t h e  ru l e  which reduces s t r e s s  on 

anaphors (a l luded t o  i n  Chapter 2) can be u t i l i z e d  t o  account f o r  t h e  lack  df  

s t r e s s  on s t r i n g s  l i k e  t h e  second occurrence of come t o  t h e  parts i n  (31b). 

A n a t u r a l  object ion t o  t h i s  proposal i s  t h e  following: i f  anaphora 

assignment may apply e i t h e r  t o  empty o r  t o  nonempty s t ruc tu re s ,  then what 

blocks t he  generation of (338) from a s t ruc tu re  l i k e  (33b)? 

(33) ( a )  *John w i l l  come t o  t h e  party if Mary can t o  the .  



The answer i s  t h a t  t h e  anaphora r u l e  involved  nus st be formulated so t h a t  

it would have t o  a s s o c i a t e  t h e  e n t i r e  VPts of  t h e  two c lauses .  Then t h e  

11 
r u l e  which a s s i g n s  t h e  reading of t h e  antecedent  t o  t h e  anaphor could 

o p t i o n a l l y  apply. I f  it does not  apply,  then  t h e  un in te rp re ted  empty nodes 

render t h e  s t r u c t u r e  anomalous. I f ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  reading of 

t h e  f i r s t  VP i s  assigned t o  t h e  second VP, t h e n  t h e  reading of t h e  second 

VP con ta ins  t h e  semantic m a t e r i a l  corresponding t o  t h e  words and the twice.  

It i s  p l a u s i b l e  t o  r u l e  o u t  such redundancy a s  semant ica l ly  anomalous. 12 

The anaphora r u l e  which t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypothesis  p o s t u l a t e s  

would be very similar t o  t h e  one needed t o  account fo r  pronominal anaphora. 

The primary d i f f e r e n c e  appears t o  be t h a t  t h e s e  r u l e s  r e q u i r e  a r e l a t i v e l y  

complex non-d i s t inc tness  cond i t ion  on t h e  anaphors and antecedents ,  i n  

p lace  of  agreement i n  person, number, and gender. This s i m i l a r i t y  suppor ts  

t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypothesis ,  f o r  it o f f e r s  hope of t r e a t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  

anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  uniformly. 

It might be ob jec ted  t h a t  t h e  above d e s c r i p t i o n  proposes t h a t  t h e  r u l e  

i d e n t i f y i n g  anaphor ica l ly  r e l a t e d  p a i r s  be d i s t i n c t  fromthe r u l e s  ausoc ia t -  

i n g  t h e i r  readings ,  al though t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e  d i d  not need t o  

be followed by a r u l e  a s s o c i a t i n g  meanings. It w i l l  be seen i n  Chapter 5, 

however, t h a t  t h e  same s o r t  of semantic r u l e  i s ,  i n  f a c t  needed f o r  pro- 

nouns, because t h e r e  are two d i s t i n c t  kinds of meaning r e l a t i o n s h i p  pss- 

i b l e  between d e f i n i t e  pronouns and t h e i r  antecedents.  

Notice t h a t  none of  t h e  o b j e c t i o n s  t o  t h e  nonexpansion hypothesis  

summarized earlier a p p l i e s  t o  t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypothesis .  The miss- 

i ng  antecedent  argument, f o r  example, i s  i n a p p l i c a b l e ,  s i n c e  t h e  anteced- 

e n t  would not  be missing,  but J u s t  l e x i c a l l y  empty. S imi la r ly ,  t h e  f a c t s  

i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (21) - (29) are handled i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  j u s t  a s  t h e y  a m  i n  
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a d e l e t i o n  ana lys i s .  882.1.1-2.3 demonstrate t h a t  phone t i ca l ly  n u l l  anaphors 

must, a t  some s t a g e  of t h e i r  d e r i v a t i o n s ,  have t h e  same s t r u c t u r e  a s  t h e i r  

antecedents ;  t h e  ques t ion  of whether l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  ever  occurs  i n  those  

s t r u c t u r e s  i s  independent of t h e  evidence presented so  f a r .  

It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t.o note ,  by t h e  way, t h a t  t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypoth- 

esis r e q u i r e s  less d r a s t i c  modif ica t ions  of  t h e  s tandard  theory  than t h e  non- 

expansion hypothesis.  Under t h e  nonexpansion hypothesis ,  nodes l i k e  S and 

VP which o r d i n a r i l y  do not d i r e c t l y  dominate t e rmina l  symbols must be allowed 

t o  d i r e c t l y  dominate a dummy element ( s a y A )  which se rves  a s  a phone t i ca l ly  

n u l l  anaphor. That i s ,  t h e  nonexpansion hypothes is  r e q u i r e s  t h e  ohherwise 

unmotivated phrase s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  V P ~ .  No new phrase s t r u c t u r e  

r u l e s  a r e  needed under t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypothesis ,  s i n c e  pre terminal  

nodes are assumed t o  dominate p r i o r  t o  l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  anyway. A l l  

t h a t  i s  requ i red  i s  t h a t  l e x i c a l  i n s e r t i o n  be opt ional .  

3.2 Arguments Agalnst Dele t ion 

Although it was argued i n  81 t h a t  c e r t a i n  t h e o r e t i c a l  cons ide ra t ions  

suggest  t h a t  a non-deletion approach t o  anaphora i s  t o  be p re fe r red ,  more 

concre te  arguments a g a i n s t  d e l e t i o n  would g r e a t l y  s t r eng then  t h e  case  f o r  

t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  There will not be many d i f f e r e n c e s  be- 

tween t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypothes is  and a d e l e t i o n  approach, s i n c e  t h e  

two t h e o r i e s  p o s t u l a t e  underlying s t r u c t u r e s  which a r e  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  i d e n t i c a l ,  

There might, however, be some real d i f f e r e n c e s ,  For example, s i n c e  sentence 

stress i s  determined between s y n t a c t i c  cyc les  ( Breanan ( 1971a, 1971b, 1 9 7 1 ~ )  ) , 
t h e  underlying d i f f e r e n c e s  with r e s p e c t  t o  phonological m a t e r i a l  might man- 

i f e s t  themselves as sur face  s t r u c t u r e  stress c o n t r a s t s  .u Fur the r ,  t h e  nec- 

e s s i t y  t o  a l t e r  s t r u c t u r e  i n  a d e l e t i o n  theory  might be expected t o  a f f e c t .  
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c e r t a i n  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e  phenomena. F i n a l l y ,  it might be poss ib le  t o  show 

t h a t  if d e l e t i o n  r u l e s  a r e  involved i n  t h e  genera t ion  of phone t i ca l ly  n u l l  

anaphors, then  t h e s e  r u l e s  behave d i f f e r e n t l y  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  ways f~*orn 

o t h e r  d e l e t i o n  r u l e s .  This would favor  a theory  (such' as t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  

hypothes is )  i n  which t h e  abnormal d e l e t i o n s  do not exist. The next two 

s e c t i o n s  present  arguments of  t h i s  l a t t e r  s o r t .  

3.2.1 One proper ty  of o rd ina ry  d e l e t i o n s  ( p i n t e d  ou t  by var ious  people) 

which t h e  r u l e s  involved i n  genera t ing phone t i ca l ly  n u l l  anaphors do not have 

i s  t h a t  t h e y  are sub jec t  t o  t h e  Complex NP Const ra in t  (Ross (1967a)) ,  given 

here  as (34).  

(34) No element contained i n  a sentence dominated by an NP 

w i t h  a l e x i c a l  head noun may be moved out  of t h a t  NP by 

a t ransformat ion.  15  

Bresnan (pe rsona l  communication) has mentioned two d e l e t i o n  r u l e s  which a r e  

so  const ra ined.  The f i r s t  i s  a r u l e  involved i n  genera t ing sentences  l i k e  (35) .  

(35) John i s  not t h e  doc to r  t h a t  h i s  f a t h e r  was. 

(36) suggests  t h a t  WH-fronting may not  occur  i n  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  of sentences  

like (35) .  

(36)  "John i s  noh t h e  doc to r  who h i s  f a t h e r  was. 

I n s t e a d ,  sentences  l i k e  (35) a r e  der ived by a d e l e t i o n  r u l e .  l6 Notice t h a t  

it i s  implausible  t o  suggest  t h a t  WH-fronting does occur i n  such examples, 

but  i s  followed by o b l i g a t o r y  d e l e t i o n  of t h e  WH-word. ' h i s  fol lows from 

t h e  f a c t  ( c f .  Bresnan ( i n  p repara t ion) )  t h a t  WH-words i n  r e l a t i v e s  a r e  de- 

r i v e d  from d e f i n i t e  pronouns anaphor ica l ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  heads, f o r ,  as 

(37) shows, a  NP l i k e  t h e  doc to r  i n  (35) may not serve  a s  t h e  antecedent  

f o r  a d e f i n i t e  pronoun. 17 
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(37) *John i s  not t h e  doctor  t h a t  h i s  f a t h e r  was before Mary 

l e f t  him. 18 

Accepting, then,  t h a t  t h e  der iva t ion  of (35) involves de l e t i on  without WH- 

f ron t ing ,  t h e  cont ras t  i n  (38) shows t h a t  t h i s  de l e t i on  r u l e  i s  subject  t o  

t h e  Complex NP Constraint ,  

(38) ( a )  John i s  not t h e  doctor t h a t  you claim he is. 

(b)  *John i s  not t h e  doctor t h a t  you made t h e  claim t h a t  he is. 

Further ,  it i s  general ly  agreed t h a t  a de l e t i on  r u l e  i s  involved i n  , 

forming comparatives, Assuming t h i e  t o  be co r r ec t ,  then t h e  genera l iza t ion  

of t h e  Complex NP Constraint  t o  de l e t i ons  can account f o r  t h e  f a c t s  i n  (39).  

(39) ( a )  John i s  t a l l e r  than Mary bel ieves  t h a t  B i l l  is.  

(b )  *John is  t a l l e r  than Mary bel ieves  t h e  claim t h a t  B i l l  is. 19 

Ross (1967a), Chapter 6, c i t e s  these  and o ther  de l e t i ons  which appear 

t o  obey t h e  Complex NP Constraint .  

I n  cont ras t ,  no t ice  t h a t  t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e  does not obey t h e  

cons t ra in t .  

(40) ( a )  - John bel ieves  t h e  predict ion t h a t  - he w i l l  win. 

It i s  c l e a r l y  des i r ab l e  t o  make a formal d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  kinds of rules 

which obey t h e  Complex NP Constraint  and t h e  kinds which do not,  It i s  there- 

f o r e  t o  be expected t h a t  anaphora r u l e s  w i l l  obey t h e  Complex NP Constraint  

i f  they  are formally de l e t i on  operat ions  and t h a t  they  w i l l  not i f  they  are 

formally s imi la r  t o  t h e  pronominal anaphora ru le .  I n  o the r  words, t h e  applic-  

a b i l i t y  of t h e  Complex NP Constraint  t o  various anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  provides 

a bas i s  f o r  choosing between t h e  empty s t ruc ture8  hypothesis o r  t he  de l e t i on  

a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  it. (41) show8 t h a t  t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypothesis i s  supported 

by t h i s  argument. 
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(41) (a) John d idn ' t  t ake  LSD, but B i l l  believed t h a t  claim t h a t  

he did.  

(b) John t akes  LSD, but I don ' t  know t h e  reason why. 

( c )  John ignored Mary's admonition t o  shave himself. 
20 

(42) shows t h a t  various o the r  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  a r e  a l s o  not subject  t o  t h e  

Complex NP Constraint ,  which suggests t h a t  they a r e  a l s o  not t h e  r e s u l t s  of 

de l e t i on  tra.nsformations . 
(42) ( a )  John d i d n ' t  t ake  LSD, but Mary believed t h e  claim t h a t  he 

had done a. 
(b)  The man who had t r i e d  t o  do so twice before f i n a l l y  succeed- 

ed i n  climbing Everest. 

( c )  John has taken LSD, but most of the  people who know it won't - 
t a l k  about it, 

(d)  The man who had always wanted one f i n a l l y  bought an okapi. 

( e )  Mary was raped, but I don' t  bel ieve t he  claim t h a t  it - 
happened i n  Harvard Square. 21  

3.2.2 Ross (1967a) claims t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  co r r e l a t i on  between t h e  d i rec t ion-  

a l i t y  of de l e t i on  r u l e s  and t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of t h e  Complex NP Constraint  t o  

them. That i s ,  he claims t h a t  those  de l e t i ons  immune t o  t h e  cons t r a in t  a r e  

p rec i se ly  those which may operate  both le f t - to - r igh t  and r igh t - to - le f t .  Notice, 

now, t h a t  t h i s  i s  a na tu ra l  consequence of t h e  empty structures hypothesis, 

i f  it i s  assumed t h a t  t he re  a r e  no b id i r ec t i ona l  de l e t i on  ru l e s ,  Then a11 

r u l e s  which appear t o  be b id i r ec t i ona l  de l e t i ons  must be anaphora r u l e s ,  and 

it follows t h a t  they do not obey t h e  Complex NP Constraint .  Fur themore,  t h e  

assumption t h a t  b id i r ec t i ona l  de l e t i ons  do not e x i s t  i s  qu i t e  reasonable, s ince 

t h e  standard formalism f o r  wr i t ing  transformations would make these  cumbersome 

t o  wr i t e ,  and hence r e l a t i v e l y  c o s t l y  i n  terms of t h e  evaluat ion metric.  
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Thus, i f  Ross' claim i s  f a c t u a l l y  cor rec t ,  then  t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis 

provides an explanation f o r  what appears t o  be a r a the r  a r b i t r a r y  cor re la t ion .  

Chomsky (1971) proposes t h e  following cons t ra in t :  

(43 No r u l e  can apply t o  a domain dominated by a cyc l i c  node A 

i n  such a way a s  t o  a f f e c t  solely a subdomain of A dominated 

by a node B which i s  a l s o  a cyc l i c  node. 

(43), i n  conjunction with sentences l i k e  (44), would e n t a i l  t h a t  VP dele t ion ,  

i f  i t  e x i s t s ,  must be a cyc l i c  ru l e .  

(4k) The newspapers reported t h a t  r e l i a b l e  sources claim t h a t  

T r i c i a  won't come unless  Ed does. 

Now conaider (45). 

(45) Ls, LaThe Inan l S I  who claimed he didhl t have a car] 

ac tua l ly  d idJ  , and it was a c o n v e r t i b l e 3  3 . 
Since t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e  cannot ipply pre-cycl ical ly  ( s ee  Chapter 2) ,  

it follows t h a t  - it i n  (45) cannot be associated with an antecedent u n t i l  t h e  

S cycle. Given (43), however, i f  VP de le t i on  i s  a r u l e ,  it would have t o  
1 

apply on t h e  S2 cycle.  Thus, - it could not be associated with an antecedent 

u n t i l  a f t e r  VP de le t i on  had applied.  Since VP de l e t i on  would d e l e t e  t h e  ant- 

ecedent of it, senterice (45) would be rendered underivable. Thus, t h e  missing 

antecedent argument appl ies  t o  a n a l y s ~ s  which pos tu la te  a r u l e  of VP de le t ion ,  

unless  t h a t  r u l e  i s  made an exception t o  (43). If t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  

hypothesis i s  adopted i n  place of VP de le t ion ,  then this problem does not a- 

r i s e ,  f o r  t h e  antecedent of s would be an empty node present throughout t he  

der iva t ion  of (45). 

3.2.3 Chomsky ( c l a s s  l e c tu re s ,  1971) has proposed an ana lys i s  of VP de l e t i on  

and S lu ic ing  which avoids t h e  arguments of t h e  l a s t  two sect ions .  Chomsky 



suggests t h a t  t he re  i s  an independently necessary r u l e  which reduces s t r e s s  

on c e r t a i n  repeated s t r i n g s  ( c f ,  Chapter 2). He suggests t h a t  VP de le t ion  

and Sluicing can be formulated a s  very lake r u l e s  which de l e t e  unstressed 

s t r i ngs .  Since the  de le t ion  r u l e s  would then not make reference t o  t h e  ant- 

ecedent, they could be used i n  der iving (41) and (451, without v io l a t i ng  the  

Complex NP Constraint .  I t  need only be assumed t h a t  t h e  stress reduction 

r u l e  i s  not subject  t o  t h e  Complex NP Constraint. 

The f i r s t  th ing  t o  no t ice  about such a proposal i s  t h a t  it requi res  t h a t  

VP de l a t ion  precede t h e  r u l e  which i n s e r t s  & i n t o  a u x i l i a r i e s  w i t h  stranded 

tense markers ( s ee  Chomsky (1957)). This follows from examples ( 4 6 ) .  

(46) (a) John w i l l  come i f  B i l l  does. 

(b )  *John will come i f  B i l l  does come. (normal s t r e s s )  

22 
But this means t h a t  Do-support v io l a t e s  (43) i n  (46a). Under t h e  empty 

s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis, do may be inser ted  cyc l i ca l ly  and w i l l  be inser ted  

when t h e r e  i s  no l e x i c a l  item f o r  t h e  tense  marker t o  be attached to.23 

A more ser ious  ordering d i f f i c u l t y  follows from t h e  assumption t h a t  

Sluicing i s  a de l e t ion  rule .  This has t o  do with examples l i k e  (471, 

(47) (a) John can ' t  come along, but he won't say why not. 

(b)  *John c a n ' t  come along, but he won1 t say why not he can( 't) 

come along. 

If Sluicing i s  f o n u l a t e d  as a r u l e  de l e t ing  unstressed s t r i n g s ,  (47a) can 

have no source, a s  (47b) shows, It cannot be claimed t h a t  (47a) der ives  from 

a s t ruc tu re  preceding the  placement of not i n t o  t h e  auxi l ia ry ,  because Bresnan 

(1971b) has shown t h a t  t he  contract ion of & bs cyc l i c ,  from which it f o l l -  

ows t h a t  r& a u a t  be i n  t ha  aux i l i a ry  before Sluicing could apply i n  (47a). 

Notice t h a t  (48) i s  a grammatical a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  (47a). 



(48) John can ' t  come along, but he won't say why. 

Under t he  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis (47a) and ( 4 8 )  both have t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  ( 4 9 ) ,  d i f f e r i n g  only i n  t h a t  t h e  l e x i c a l  i t e m  not has been 

in se r t ed  i n  (47a),  but not i n  (48). 24 

I n  t h i s  theory,  t h e  synonymy of (47g) and (48) i s  a consequence of t h e  

f a c t ,  noted i n  81.1.2, t h a t  anaphora r u l e s  may op t iona l ly  ignore negatives 

i n  t h e  antecedent. 

Thus, it appears t h a t  t h e  exis tence of (47a) i s  comptatible with 

the empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypothesis, .bht  not with the exis tence of Sluicing.  

Another problem f o r  Chomskyls proposed account of Sluic ing i s  ill- 

us t r a t ed  in (50). 2 5 

(50 )  (a) John bel ieves  t h e i r  claims about some products, but 

I don ' t  know which products. 

( b )  *John bel ieves  t h e i r  claims about some products, but I 

don ' t  know which products he  bel ieves  t h e i r  claims about. 

Chomsky ( l e c tu re s ,  1971) proposed t h a t  c lauses  containing v io l a t i ons  of t h e  

Complex NP Constraint  ( o r  of h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  i t )  be marked with # (where 

surface s t ruc tu re s  containing # a r e  deemed ungrammatical). Then t h e  de l e t i on  
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r u l e  could e l iminate  #, along with t h e  r e s t  of t h e  c lause,  and t h e  d i f fe rence  

between ( 50a) and (50b) i s  accounted fo r .  

While such a mechanism appears t o  do t h e  job, no t i ce  t h a t  t he  f a c t s  i n  

(50) a r e  an automatic consequence of t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis, given 

Ross' foI;mulation of t he  Complex NP Constra int ,  v iz .  (34). Thus, t he  empty 

s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis can account f o r  ( 50) with l e s s  t h e o r e t i c a l  machinery 

than a theory including a de l e t i on  transformation of Sluicing.  

Summarizing the  l a s t  few pages now, it was shown f i r s t  t h a t  de l e t i on  

transformations supposedly involved i n  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  must d i f f e r  i n  

s ign i f i can t  ways (e.g., t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of t h e  Complex NP Constraint  t o  

them) from o the r  de l e t i on  transformations. Since Chomsky has proposed a kind 

of  de l e t i on  r u l e  f o r  t he se  cases  which would, i n  f a c t ,  d i f f e r  c r u c i a l l y  from 

o the r  de le t ions ,  it was then  necessary t o  investigate t h e  t e n a b i l i t y  of h i s  

proposal. It turned out t h a t  Chomskyts approach coilld not handle a l l  of t h e  

da ta ,  Fur ther ,  it was seen t h a t  i ts  acceptance en ta i led  adopting a pa r t i cu l a r  

mechanism f o r  dea l ing  with v io l a t i ons  of c e r t a i n  cons t r a in t s  and t h a t  no such 

mechanism was required under t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis. It seens,  then, 

t h a t  t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  approach t o  these  phenomena i s  t o  be preferred 

over any de le t i on  theory which has  been proposed. 

3.2.4 The arguments given so f a r  f o r  adopting t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis 

and r e j e c t i n g  a de l e t i on  ana lys i s  of anaphora have been l imi ted  t o  examples 

t r a d i t i o n a l l y  derived by VP de le t i on  and Sluic ing,  except where an argument 

could be immediately generalized t o  o the r  anaphoric r e l a t i ons .  I n  t h e  remaind- 

er of t h i s  chapter,  evidence w i l l  be presented t o  show t h a t  ne i ther  Equi nor 

der iva t ion  of phonet ical ly  non-null anaphors involves dele t ion.  It w i l l  fu r -  

t h e r  be argued t h a t  phonet ical ly  n u l l  anaphors d i f f e r  from phonetically non- 



n u l l  ones i n  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r  do not coritein empty s t ruc tures .  

Aianajian (1968) and Chomsky (1969) argue t h a t  i f  de l e t i ons  a r e  t o  be 

l imi ted  e i t h e r  t o  cons t i tuen ts  o r  continuous s t r i n g s ,  then c e r t a i n  anaphoric 

elements cannot be derived by de le t ion* .  The examples i n  (51) i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  

point ,  wi th  t h e  bracketed phrases represent ing t h e  items presumed t o  have 

been de le ted ,  ( (5 l a )  due t o  G. ~ a k o f f )  . 
(51) ( a )  Goldwater won i n  the  West, but it couldnt t  have happened 

i n  t h e  East. [Goldwater won] 

(b)  Although nobody knows it, John beats  h i s  wife every night.  

[ ~ o h n  bea ts  h i s  wife every n i g h d  

( c )  John punched B i l l  i n  t h e  nose, but he wouldn't have done 

it t o  Pete. b n c h e d  ... i n  t h e  nose] 

(d )  The bouncer threw John out  because he was making too  much 

noise,  but he d i d  it t6 Pete because of t h e  length of h i s  

ha i r .  bhrew. . . . . . . . o u q  . 

( e )  We may manage t o  e l iminate  water pol lut ion,  but w e l l 1  

never do i t  with air pollution.  manage t o  e l iminate  

( f )  These shoes could be repaired with epoxy, but it can ' t  be 

done with bubble gum. [these shoes.. . . . . . .repaired] 

( g )  Eight years  ago, Johnson defeated Goldwater i n  Ca l i fo rn ia ,  

but he couldnt t  do so today. defea t  Goldwater i n  Ca l i fo rn ia  

(h)  John hoisted Mar7 up i n t o  a t r e e  and poured paint  on her ,  

and I ' d  l i k e  t o  do i k d s e  with Jane. c o i s t . .  ..up P 'I 
l t h e  same) 

i n t o  a t r e e  and pour paint  on her  I 
Akmajian and Cho~nsky point out t h a t  none of t h e  bracketed expreesions i n  (51) 
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a r e  s ing le  cons t i t uen t s  and t h a t  many of them a r e  not even continuous s t r i ngs .  

For t h i s  reason, they claim, i f  t h e  anaphors i n  (51) a r e  derived by de le t ion ,  

then it w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t  o r  impossible t o  spec i fy  what s o r t s  of items may 

be dele ted by a transformation.  Such a spec i f i ca t i on  i s  des i r ab l e  i n  o rder  

t o  maximize t h e  r e s t r i c t i v e n e s s  of l i n g u i s t i c  theory. 

Alonajian (1968) p r o p s e s  t h a t  examples Like  (51 )  should be handled by a 

surface s t r u c t u r e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  pr inciple .  This pr inc ip le  woul-d assoc ia te  with 

each anaphor t h e  reading of another c o n s t i t u e l ~ t ,  minus t h e  reading of those 

elements i n  contras t .  For example, i n  (51h), t h e  reading of t h e  anaphor t u rns  

out t o  be t h e  reading of t h e  f i r s t  conjunct, minus,John - and Mary, which a r e  

t h e  two items i n  cont ras t .  26 

Ross (1969) and Leben (1970) have countered t h i s  argument by showing t h a t  

a s u i t a b l e  re laxa t ion  of t h e  notion of "dele t ion under i den t i t y t t  l eads  t o  

plausible  underlying s t ruc tu re s  f o r  examples l i k e  ( 51), without necess i ta t ing  

abandonment of t h e  de l e t i on  approach. Although considerat ion of t h e  d e t a i l s  

of t h i s  proposal would involve going too  f a r  a f i e l d ,  it should be observed 

t h a t  Ross and Leben do not succeed i n  providing any bas i s  f o r  choosing between 

t h e  de l e t i on  and i n t e r p r e t i v e  approaches t o  such examples; r a the r ,  they show 

t h a t  de l e t i on  cannot be ru led  out simply because of sentences l i k e  (51).  27 

A survey of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on anaphora w i l l  r evea l  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e ,  i n  

f a c t ,  no o the r  arguments f o r  bel ieving t h a t  t h e  generation of non-null anaphors 

involves de le t ion .  Since some evidence against  such a conclusion has already 

been given (e.g.,  i n  83.2.1), t h e  matter  might be dropped here. Before leav- 

i ng  t he  question,  however, two f u r t h e r  arguments aga ins t  t he  de l e t i on  approach 

t o  non-null anaphors w i l l  be given. 

F i r s t ,  consider sentence (52a),  which a de l e t i on  theory would have t o  
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der ive  from (52b). 

(52) ( a )  Although nobody believes t h a t  John i s  a junkie, it i s  t rue ,  

(b )  Although nobody bel ieves  t h a t  John i s  a junkie, t h a t  John 

i s  a junkie i s  true.  

If such a der iva t ion  of (52a) were possible,  then a completely p a r a l l e l  de- 

r i v a t i o n  of (53a) from (53b) would be possible,  

(53) ( a )  *Although nobody bel ieves  t h a t  John i s  a junkie, it. 

(b)  Although nobody bel ieves  t h a t  John i s  a junkie, John is  

a junkie. 

The complete paral le l ism between (52) and (53) would make it very d i f f i c u l t  

t o  account for- t h e  deviance of (53a) i n  a de le t ion  theory. If no de l e t ion  

i s  involved, t h e  explanation i s  very simple: 3 i s  an NP and (53a) would 

therefore ,  requi re  t h e  nonexistent phrase s t ruc tu re  r u l e  S-+Adv NP. Thus, 

t h e  r u l e  of ten r e f e r r ed  t o  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  as S-pmnominaiization cannot 

exist. 

The second argument against  der iv ing  non-null anaphors by de l e t ion  has 

t o  do with a pecul iar  property of t h e  d i a l e c t  of English spoken i n  ea s t e rn  

Maasachusetts, I n  t h i s  d i a l e c t ,  a semantically empty - not i s  added i n  c e r t s i n  

instances  where t he  anaphor ao i s  used. For example, speakers of t h i s  d i a l e c t  

would use t h e  sentences i n  (54) t o  mean what speakers of t h e  majority d i a l e c t  

of American English would mean by t h e  same sentences without t h e  negative 

elements . 
(54) (a) John w i l l  go t o  t h e  movies ton ight ,  and 80 won't Mary. 

(b) You have brown ha i r ,  and so don't  I. 

If a de l e t ion  transformation i a  involved i n  t h e  generation of (54), then e i t h e r  

t h e  negative element i s  present i n  t h e  underlying s t ruc tu re  o r  it i s  ineer ted  
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by t h e  transformation i n s e r t i n g  - so, I n  the  former case, t he  underlying s t ruc-  

t u r e s  of (54) would correspond t o  t he  sentences i n  (55). 

(55) ( a )  John w i l l  go t o  t he  movies tonight ,  and Mary won't go t o  

t h e  movies tonight ,  

(b )  You hssz brown h a i r ,  and I don ' t  have brown ha i r .  

Thus, t h e  de l e t ion  transformation would have t o  a f f e c t  t h e  meaning of t h e  

sentence i n  a r a d i c a l  and unprecedented manner. Al ternat ively,  it might be 

argued t h a t  t he  negative element i s  traneformationally inser ted  together  with 

so. If t h i s  i s  t h e  case, however, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  not ends up i n  t he  aux i l i a ry  
-.I 

and behaves j u s t  l i k e  ordinary negative elements (except semantically) i s  

rendered purely accidental .  Further,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  - not cont rac t s  i n  (54) i s  

incompatible with such an approach, s ince not would not be inser ted  u n t i l  t h e  - 
l a s t  cycle,  whereas contract ion occurs cyc l i ca l ly  ( ~ r e s n a n  (1971b)). Thus, 

t h e  d i a l e c t  i n  which (54) occurs connot be plausibly described i n  a de le t ion  

theory. It seems unl ike ly  t h a t  t h i s  d i a l e c t  d i f fe rence  would involve t h e  

replacement of a de le t ion  r u l e  by a non-deletion r u l e ,  so t h e  argument against  

de l e t i on  i n  t h e  eas te rn  Massachusetts d i a l e c t  supports t h e  contention t h a t  

de l e t i on  i a  not involved i n  the  major i ty  d i a l ec t .  

3.2.5 Before leaving t h e  question of these  non-null anaphors, one more aspect 

of t h e  proposal put forward i n  t h i s  chapter should be invest igated.  If t h e  

empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis i s  cor rec t  f o r  null anaphors, it i s  e n t i r e l y  con- 

ceivable  t h a t  non-null anaphors a r e  themselves merely pa r t s  of l a rge r ,  other- 

wise empty s t ruc tures .  For example, sentence (56a) might possible have a 

surf ace s t ruc tu re  aomet hing l i k e  ( 56b). 

(56) ( a )  John took LSD before B i l l  had done so, 



I f  such an ana lys i s  were correct28, it would follow t h a t  t h e  arguments f o r  

p re fe r r ing  t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis t o  t h e  nonexpansion hypothesis 

would a l s o  apply i n  sentences with non-null anaphors. Bresnan (1972) argues 

persuasively t h a t  t h e  missing antecedent argument does not apply i n  these  

cases ,  i nd i ca t i ng  t h a t  non-null anaphora a r e  not associated with any l a r g e r  

anaphoric s t ruc tures .  Some of Bresnan's examples a r e  given i n  (57). 

(57)  ( a )  MF uncle d i d n ' t  buy anything f o r  Christmas, so my aunt 

d id  it f o r  him, and it was br igh t  red. [it= something3 

( b )  W y  uncle has never r idden a cemel, but h i s  b ro ther  f i n -  

a l l y  managed it, although it was lame. CitrcamelJ 

( c )  *Jack d i d n ' t  ge t  picked o f f  by throw t o  f i r s t ,  but it 

happened t o  B i l l ,  and it singed his ear .  Ci tqhrow t o  

f i r s g  

Notice a l s o  t h a t  - it i s  not t h e  only non-null anaphor exempt from t h e  missing 

antecedent argument. 

( 58) *My uncle has never r idden a camel, but h i s  brother  f i n -  

a l l y  d id  so, a l thouth it was lame. Cit=cruneg 

Similar ly ,  t h e  argument J ,I 82.2 against  t h e  nonexpansion hypothesis f a i l s  

t o  ca r ry  o V e ~  t o  non-null anaphors. Thus, while t h e  gramrnaticality of (59a) 

shows t h a t  t h e  s t ruc tu re  of t h e  misaing s t r i n g  muat, a t  some point i n  t h e  
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der iva t ion  be present,  t h e  ungrammaticality of (59b) would follow from t h e  

assumption t h a t  t h e  missing s t r i n g  i s  never present i n  such examples ( t o -  

gether  with t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e r e  i s  t ransformat ional ly  i n se r t ed ) .  

(59) ( a )  For John t h e r e  came a day when he could no longer keep 

s i l e n t ,  and f o r  B i l l  t h e r e  d id ,  too,  

(b )  *For John t h e r e  came a day when he could no longer keep 

s i l e n t ,  and f o r  B i l l  t h e r e  d id  so, too. 

Other evidence d i s t inguish ing  n u l l  from non-null anaphors i s  given by 

Leben (1970). For example, (60) shows t h a t  non-null elements may d i f f e r  from 

t h e i r  antecedents with respect  t o  pass ivi ty ,  while (61) shows t h i s  not to-be 

t h e  case  f o r  phonet ical ly  n u l l  anaphors, 

(60) (a) Angela's phone was tapped by FBI agents,  and they t r i e d  

t o  do it t o  mo, too,  but f a i l e d ,  

(b)  ?The cup was f i n a l l y  won by t h e  Australians a f t e r  t r y i n g  

t o  do so f o r  20 years.  

(61) (a) *My phone was tapped by t h e  FBI, but t h e  C I A  wouldn't. 

( b )  *The cup was f i n a l l y  won by t h e  Austra l ians  a f t e r  t r y i n g  

t o  f o r  20 years ,  

These f a c t s  would follow imnediately from a theory which included t h e  empty 

s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis ins tead  of t h e  transformation of VP de le t ion ,  but which 

t r e a t e d  forms l i k e  - do so and do it a s  simple anaphors, not associated with 

any empty s t ruc tures ,  This i s  because n u l l  anaphors would have t o  match t h e i r  

antecedents node by node, whereas t h e  non-null anaphors would simply be ass-  

ocia ted with a s ing le  non-terminal node (such a s  VP). 29 

Further,  Leben po in t s  ou t  t h a t  (62a) i s  ambiguous, while (62b) i s  not. 

(62) ( a )  Kennedy always expected t o  be assaasinated,  but I never 

bxpected it. 
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(b)  Kennedy always expected t o  be assassinated,  but I never 

did.  

(62a) may mean e i t h e r  "1 never expected Kennedy t o  be assassinatedt1 o r  "I 

never expected t o  be assassinated", but (62b) has only the  l a t t e r  in te rpre-  

t a t i o n .  I f  - it i n  (62a) were par t  of an empty s t ruc tu re  corresponding t o  t h e  

i n f i n i t i v e  i n  t h e  f i r s t  clause,  then (62a) and (62b) should be synonymous. 

If, on the  o ther  hand, it i s  assumed t o  be a simple pronoun, whose antedecent 

i s  CS A be assassinated 3 , t h e  i n t e rp re t ive  pr inc ip le  out l ined by 

Akmajian (1968) w i l l  co r r ec t ly  predict  two readings f o r  (62a). 30 

There is ,  then, some evidence i n  favor  of l imi t ing  the  empty s t ruc tu re s  

hypothesis t o  phonetically n u l l  anaphors. Notice t h a t  t h i s  evidence a l s o  

provides arguments against  any theory which t r e a t s  a l l  of t h e  phenomena i n  

question as instances  o f  de le t ion ,  s ince t h e  l a t t e r  cannot account f o r  d i f f e r -  

ences between n u l l  and non-null anaphors. 

3.2.6 Very l i t t l e  has been sa id  so f a r  about t h e  s t a t u s  of Equi. One argu- 

ment (33.2.1) has been presented t o  suggest t h a t  Equi i s  not a de le t ion  ru l e ,  

but nothing has been sa id  e x p l i c i t l y  about t h e  a l t e rna t ive .  

Jackenaoff (1969), chapter 3, ou t l i nes  an i n t e r p r e t i v e  approach t o  Equi 

which tu rns  out t o  be a spec i a l  ins tance of the empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis. 

Jackendoffla ana lys i s  would allow a l e x i c a l l y  un f i l l ed  NP i n  complement sub- 

j ec t  posi t ion t o  be anaphorically r e l a t ed  t o  any NP i n  t h e  matr ix  c lause,  ao 

long a s  t h i s  r e l a t i onsh ip  i s  consis tent  with l e x i c a l l y  marked cont ro l  proper- 

t i e 8  of t he  matr ix  verb. Jackendoff argues t h a t  these  l a t t e r  proper t iee  

should be expressed i n  terms of what Gruber (1965) c a l l 8  "thematic re la t ions" ,  

Despite h i s  claims t o  t he  contrary,  Jackendoff (1969) preaents no evidence 

which would favor h i s  approach t o  Equi over a de l e t ion  theory.31 His reaaons 
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f o r  employing an i n t e r p r e t i v e  Equi r u l e  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  non-empirical, being 

based l a r g e l y  on h i s  conception of what funct ions  should be performed by 

what components of a grammar. The remainder of t h i s  chapter w i l l  be devoted 

t o  arguments aga ins t  postula t ing a de l e t i on  r u l e  of Equi. These arguments 

w i l l  hence provide support f o r  Jackendoff's approach t o  Equi, and w i l l  f u r t h e r  

strengthen t h e  case  f o r  t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis. 

3.2.6.1 The f i r s t  argument aga ins t  t r e a t i n g  Equi a s  a d e l e t i o n  r u l e  has t h e  

following form: ( i )  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of respec t ive ly  cannot be done i n  deep 

s t ruc ture ;  ( i i )  t h e  r u l e  f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of respec t ive ly  must have 

ava i lab le  t o  it information regarding missing complement subjects ;  ( i i i )  there-  

fo r e ,  e i t h e r  respec t ive lx  i s  in te rpre ted  between deep s t r u c t u r e  and t h e  oper- 

a t i o n  of Equi, o r  Equi i s  not a de l e t i on  ru le .  Sincs  t he re  i s  no evidence 

of any transformations which follow t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of respect ively ,  and 

s ince  t h e r e  a r e  no wel l  documented cases  of i n t e r p r e t i v e  rules3' which must 

apply between deep s t ruc tu re  and surface s t ruc tu re ,  it i s  na tu ra l  t o  assume 

t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of respec t ive ly  i s  determined i n  sur face  s t ruc tu re .  

If t h i s  i s  t h e  case,  then it follows t h a t  Equi cannot be a de l e t i on  ru le .  

The first part of t h e  argument, namely t h a t  respec t ive ly  cannot be i n t e r -  

preted i n  deep s t ruc tu re ,  i s  shown by t h e  examples i n  ( 6 3 ) .  

( 6 3 )  (a) The negative numbers and t h e  pos i t i ve  numbers precede and 

are preceded by zero, respect ively .  

(b) John and B i l l  a r e  easy t o  please  and eager t o  please,  

respect ively .  

( c )  Why and when d id  you come and leave,  reapect ively? 

I n  each sentence i n  ( 6 3 ) ,  t h e  parallelism which i s  a pre requis i te  f o r  i n t e r -  

p re t ing  respec t ive ly  i s  t h e  r e s u l t  of t h e  operat ion of a transformation.  



Hence, i f  the  respectively in t e rp re t a t ion  r u l e  applied t o  deep s t ruc ture ,  then 

it would have t o  be fomula ted  so t h a t  it could an t i c ipa te  t h e  opepation of 

Passive, Tough-movement, and WH-fronting, which i s  c l e a r l y  out of the  question. 

The second par t  of the  argument, t ha t  missing complement subjects  must 

be avai lable  t o  t h e  respectively in t e rp re t a t ion  ru le ,  follows from (64). 

(64) (a) *John and B i l l  expected Mary t o  go t o  New York and Los 

Angeles, respectively.  

(b)  Mary expected John and B i l l  t o  go t o  New York and Loe 

Angeles, respectively.  

( c )  @John and B i l l  t o ld  Mary t o  go t o  New York and Los Angeles, 

respectively.  

(d)  Mary t o l d  John and B i l l  t o  go t o  Hew York and Los Angeles, 

respectively.  

( e )  John and B i l l  promised Mary t o  go t o  New York and Lo8 

Angeles, respectively.  

( f )  *Mary promised John and B i l l  t o  go t o  New York and Los 

Angeles, respectively.  33 

The judgments i n  (64) show t h a t  t h e  complement subject of such sentences must 

be p lura l  o r  have a p lura l  antecedent, i n  order f o r  the  in t e rp re t a t ion  of 

respect ively t o  be possible. This means t h a t  t he  respectively in te rpre ta t ion  

r u l e  must have avai lable  t o  it informetion regarding t h e  number of t h e  comple- 

ment subject. It could not have t h i s ,  i f  Equi i s  a delet ion ru le  and respect- 

34 
i v e l y  i s  interpreted a f t e r  t h e  operation of Equi. 

3.2.6.2 The next argument against  formulating Equi a s  a de le t ion  ru le  dependa 

c ruc ia l ly  on accepting Ross' pruning convention (v ie . ,  t h a t  non-branching S 

nodes a re  deleted) .  Chomsky (1971) has ser iously questioned both the  need 

for t h i s  convention and t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of including it i n  l i n g u i s t i c  theory, 



so t h e  argument tha t  follows is  a l so  i n  question. 3 5 

The pruning convention may be relevant t o  t h e  choice between a delet ion 

ru le  of Equi  and t h e  mpty  s t ruc tures  hypothesis because delet ion of a sub- 

ject  NP could leave S exhaustively dominating VP, i .e . ,  i n  a configuration 

requiring pruning. Suppose some r u l e  R can then be found which must follow 

Equi and which r e f e r s  i n  same way t o  S-nodes. Then i f  R t r e a t s  subject less  

VP's like sentences, it provides support f o r  the  empty s t ruc tures  hypothesis; 

otherwise, a de le t ion  analysis  would be indicated. 

One r u l e  which meets the  requirements of R i s  the  ru le  f o r  assigning 

scope t o  negative element s. Lasnik (1969) argues qui te  persuasively t h a t  

any constituent which i s  t o  t h e  r i g h t  of and i s  commanded by a negative ele-  

ment may be t h e  negated element. Further, he has argued t h a t  t h i s  r u l e  appl ies  

a t .  t h e  l e v e l  of surface structure, Thus, (65a) i s  ambiguous between a read- 

ing i n  which George does beat h i s  wife and one i n  which he doesnt t ,  whereas 

(65b) and (6%) a r e  unambiguous. 

(65) (a) George doesn't beat his wife because he loves her. 

(b) Because he loves her,  George doesn't  beat h i s  wife. 

( c )  Not because he loves her does George beat h i s  wife. 

(65a) allows e i t h e r  t h e  VP o r  t h e  adverb t o  be negated; (65b) all.ows only 

t h e  VP t o  be negated, since the  adverb i s  t o  the l e f t  of t h e  negative; and 

(65c) allows only t h e  adverb t o  be negated, because the  negative does not 

command the  VP. 

Now consider (66). 

George t r i e s  not t o  beat h i s  wife because he loves her. 3 6 

Suppose t h a t  Equi i s  a de le t ion  rule .  Then the  surfac .t s t ruc tu re  f o r  (66) 

i s  something l i k e  (67). 

(67) C Q k o r g e  fVptr ies  CVpnot t o  beat h i s  wife J ] 



C Adv 
because he loves herJ ] 

I n  (67), not i s  t o  t h e  l e f t  of t h e  end commands t h e  adverb. Lasnik' s r u l e  

would the re fo re  predict  t h a t  (66) has a reading i n  which t h e  adverb i s  negated, 

i. e. , a reading synonymous with (68). 

(68) Not because he loves  her  does George t r y  t o  beat h i s  wife. 

This predict ion i s  not borne out: (66) cannot have t h e  same meaning a s  (68). 

I f ,  on t h e  o ther  hand, Equi does not involve delet ion,  then - not remains 

embedded i n  t h e  complement sentence, so t h a t  it never commands t h e  adverbial ,  

and Lasnik's r u l e  co r r ec t ly  pred ic t s  t h e  meaning of (66). 37 

3.2.6,3 The f i n a l  and bes t  argument i n  favor of t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypoth- 

e s i s  a s  applied t o  Equi makes use of t h e  undes i r ab i l i t y  of syn tac t ic  rule-  

fea tures ,  r e f e r r ed  t o  i n  Chapter 1, 8 3.1, The argument takes  t he  following 

forin: ( i )  Equi must be generalized t o  t h e  subjec ts  of nominals ( regard less  

of what kind of a ru l e  Equi 3.3); ( i i )  c e r t a i n  nominals must be marked a s  

exceptions t o  Equi, and t h i s  can only be done with rule-features  i f  Equi i s  

a de l e t ion  ru l e ;  ( i i i )  under t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis t h e  s e l ec t iona l  

fea ture  needed f o r  these  cases  i s  independently motivated. 

That Equi should be generalized t o  numinals i s  suggested by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

t h e  i n t e rp re t a t i on  of c e r t a i n  nominals requires  t h a t  t h e i r  sub jec t s  be under- 

stood t o  be i d e n t i c a l  with another NP i n  t h e  sentence. For example, i n  ( @ ) ,  

t h e  person seeing and knowing must be John. 

(69) (a)  John hated t h e  s igh t  of h i s  apartment. 

(b) The knowledge t h a t  t he  end was near frightened John. 

The na tu ra l  hypothesis about (69) i s  c l e a r l y  t h a t  t he  i n t e rp re t a t i on  of 

t h e  subjec ts  of t h e  nominala in accounted f o r  by t h e  same mechanism as i s  

operat ive i n  (70), viz. , Equi. 

(70) (a) John hated t o  see  h i s  apartment. 



( b )  It f r igh tened  John t o  know t h a t  t h e  end was near.  

Fur the r ,  cases  i n  which t h e  opera t ion  of  Equi i n t e r a c t s  wi th  t h e  pronominal 

anaphora r u l e  ( c f .  Chapter 2, 82.1.1) exist f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t s  of nominals, a s  

w e l l  as f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t s  of  sentences.  

(71)  (a)  *Realizing t h a t  John was unpopular upset  him. 

(b)  *The r e a l i s a t i o n  t h a t  John was unpopular upse t  - him. 

This pa ra l l e l i sm i s  most n a t u r a l l y  accounted f o r  by gencra l i z in& Equi t o  

nominals . 
Now cons ide r  cases  l i k e  (72). 

(72) ( a )  The reading of t h e  honor r o l l  embarassed John. 

( b )  The r e p o r t  t h a t  Mary was pregnant upset  John. 

I n  t h e s e  examples, t h e  understood s u b j e c t  of t h e  nominal must be someone o t h e r  

t h a n  John. I f  Equi i s  a d e l e t i o n  r u l e ,  t h e n  t h i s  f a c t  must be empressed by 

marking t h e  nouns read in6  and r e p o r t  with t h e  ru le - fea tu re  c - ~ ~ u i J  . Not- 

i c e  t h a t  it i s  not  p s s i b l e  t o  s u b s t i t u t e  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  f e a t u r e  - G p e c  WI 
1 because of  examples l i k e  (73).  

(73) ( a )  B i l l ' s  reading of  t h e  honor r o l l  embarrassed John. 

(b) The doc to r1  s r e p o r t  t h a t  Mary was pregnant upse t  John. 

I f ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypothesis  i s  adopted f o r  Equi ,  

t h e n  Equi a p p l i e s  only  t o  sentences  and nominals with empty s u b j e c t s ,  so  Equi 

can be blocked from applying by marking t h e  appropr ia te  nominals wit,h t h e  

s c l e c t i o n a l  f e a t u r e  [- [,, CNP A J 3 3 
One consequence of handling (72) wi th  t h e  s e l e c t i o n a l  f e a t u r e  L- [ 

CN@]] ] i s  t h a t  t h e  s t ructure-preserving t r a n s f o r n a t i o n s  ( s e e  Edmonds 

(1970) f o r  d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h i s  concept) would be unable t o  move NPts i n t o  t h e  

s u b j e c t  p s i t i o n  of  nominal8 l i k e  r e p o r t  o r  readinq,  s i n c e  such r u l e s  may 

move a n  NP only i n t o  previously  u n f i l l e d  NP nodes. Thus, t h e  f e a t u r e  



r-[ 1: &]I p n  repor t  p red ic t s  co r r ec t ly  t h a t  (74a) may not be 
Spec NP 

transformed i n t o  (74b) ( s ince Pa,ssive i s  structure-preserving) . 
(74) (a) The repor t  of t h e  invasion surpr ised John. 

(b)  ++The invasiont  s repor t  surpr ised John. 

Further,  t h e  f a c t ,  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (75), t h a t  nominal gerunds never passivize,  

follows from t h e  hypothesis--argued f o r  on independent grounds by Wasow and 

Roeper (1972) --that nominal gerunds a r e  always [ - Lspw L N p ~ l  1 1 . 
(75) ( a )  *The honor r o l l ' s  reading embarassed John. 

(b) *The a r i a ' s  singing bored John. 

(t) *The general  favored t h e  c i t y ' s  leveling.  

Contrast these  exaaples with t h e  well-formed nominals i n  (76),  which r e s u l t  

from passivizing nominals not marked ~ [ P p u L [ N , ~ )  ] I* 
(76) (a) The honor r o l l ' s  publ icat ion embarrassed John. 

(b) The a r i a f  s composition bored John. 

( c )  The general  favored the  c i t y ' s  destruct ion.  39 

(76) and (75) provide i n d i r e c t  support f o r  adopting the  empty s t ruc tu re s  

hypothesis f o r  Equi by p rov idhg  evidence f o r  a se l ec t iona l  f ea tu re  requirbd 

by such an analysis, 

4.0 Sumnary 

Since much of this chapter has involved f a i r l y  d e t a i l e d  and o f t en  con- 

fus ing  arguments, t h e  o v e r a l l  s t ruc tu re  of t h e  chapter w i l l  now be reviewed. 

F i r s t ,  it was shown t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  a r e  s imi la r  i n  c e r t a i n  

non t r iv i a l  respects ,  i nd i ca t ing  t h a t  a uniform treatment of anaphora would 

be desirable .  It was f u r t h e r  observed t h a t  because of what i e  know about 

d e f i n i t e  pronoun anaphora, anaphora could not be t r ea t ed  uniformly if a ~ m e  

anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  r e s u l t  from de le t ion  operations. It was shown t h a t  t h e  

nonexpansien hypothesis was an inadequate a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  deletion, ,  at;' Zaast 
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f n  c e r t a i n  cases ,  and t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis f o r  phonetically n u l l  

anaphors was suggested ins tead.  Certain advantages of t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  

hypothesis over a de l e t i on  theory were demonstrated, and it was argued t h a t  

t h e  generation of non-null anaphors does not involve d e l e t i o n  e i t he r .  F ina l ly ,  

it was seen t h a t  t h e  bes t  e x i s t i n g  approach t o  Equi i s  a spec i a l  case of t h e  

empty s t r u c t u r e s  hypothesis. 

4.1 The conclusion t o  be drawn from t h i s  i s  t h a t  all anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  

should be accounted f o r  by r u l e s  of t h e  same formal type,  perhaps even by a 

s ing l e  rule .  h c t l y  how anaphora r u l e s  should be formalized i s  a question 

which must await f u r the r  research.  However, t h e  arguments i n  t h i s  chapter 

serve t o  limit t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  t o  some extent .  No attempt w i l l  be made 

here t o  s t a t e  any of t h e  ru l e s ,  but it i s  possible  a t  t h i s  point t o  say t h a t  

something l i k e  (77) w i l l  be pa r t  of each anaphora r u l e  o r  a un iversa l  cons- 

t r a i n t  on anaphora ru les .  

(77) A cons t i tuen t  A may serve a s  t h e  antecedent f o r  a pro- 

form B i f  

(a) B is  t o  t h e  r i g h t  of A o r  B i s  more deeply embedded than  A; 

( b )  A and B a r e  nondis t inct  ; and 

( c )  B has reduced s t r e s s .  

Addit ional condi t ions  (such a s  something l i k e  (15)) w i l l  be needed, together  

with spec i f i ca t i ons  of p rec i se ly  what i s  meant by "pro-form" and 'Inondistinct It .  

Further,  a formalism f o r  marking anaphora w i l l  be required.  

F ina l ly ,  some pr incipled explanation i s  needed f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  anaphora 

r u l e s  d i f f e r  from a l l  o the r  r u l e s  i n  t h a t  they appear t o  be innnune t o  v i r t u a l l y  

every general  cons t ra in t  on grammatical r u l e s  ever proposed (gag., thoae i n  

Ross (1967a) and Chmsky (1971)). 



FOOTNOTES 

1. The underlining of blank spaces used i n  Chapter 1 t o  ind ica t e  t he  pres- 

ence of phonetically n u l l  anaphors i s  abandoned here, except where t he re  

i s  doubt regarding t h e  loca t ion  o r  antecedent of such an anaphor. 

2. (9e) ,  it w i l l  be noticed,  i s  l e s s  persuasive than some of t h e  o thers ,  

s ince it i s  possible that t h e  antecedent of one i s  simply bicycle. 

3. Akmajim suggests t h a t  modifiers of t h e  antecedent a r e  ignored i f  t he re  

i s  an over t  cont ras t  between them and t h e  modifiers of t he  anaphor. I 

bel ieve t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a l a r g e r  general izat ion ( i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (10) -(a) ) , 
viz., t h a t  modifiers may be op t iona l ly  ignored by whatever mechanism 

assoc ia tes  t h e  readings of  t he  antecedents w i t h  anaphors, within the  

l i m i t s  of  semantic compatibil i ty.  Notice t h a t  t h i s  does not seem t o  

hold f o r  phonetically n u l l  anaphors, although t h e  judgements ere not 

e n t i r e l y  c l ea r ,  Thus, t h e  ( a )  sentences cannot be understood a s  synony- 

mous with t he  (b)  sentences i n  ( i )  and ( i i ) .  

( i )  (a) Yesterday, John jogged a mile i n  s p i t e  of t h e  ra in ,  and 

today Mary did. 

(b) Yesterday, John jogged a mile i n  s p i t e  of t h e  r a i l ,  and 

today Mary jogged a mile. 

( i i )  ( a )  John bea ts  Mary because he loves her ,  and B i l l  does too. 

(b)  John beats  Mary because he loves  her, and B i l l  beats 

Mary, too. 

4. (15) i s  c l e a r l y  unsat isfactory a s  e ta ted;  it i s  an ad hoc descr ip t ion  

of t he  f a c t s ,  devoid of any explanatory power, However, s ince  I know 
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of no more ef l ightening account of t h e  phenomena handled by (15), I must 

use the  formulation of (15) t o  e s t ab l i sh  my conclusion. 

5. The examples i n  (19) can be ruled out on independent grounds, viz.  , one 
can never have a possessive determiner, e.g. 

(i) W i l d  horses a r e  l e s s  healthy than a t r a i n e r ' s  ones. 

( i i )  %The l o s e r ' s  game was worse than the winner's one. 
However, such impossible NPts can ord inar i ly  be made acceptable by de- 

l e t i n g  one, e.g., 

( i i i )  Wild horses a re  l e s s  healthy than a t r a ine r ' s .  

( i v )  The l o s e r ' s  game was worse than the winner's. 

Note t h a t  t h i s  device i n  no way improves (19). 

(v) *A t r a i n e r  of horses' a r e  generally hea l th ier  than mustangs. 

(v i )  *The winner of the  game1 s was off  today. 

Thus, it ssems t h a t  (15) i s  needed t o  account f o r  (19). 

6. Frieden (1970) suggests an in t e rp re t ive  analysis of Equi lacking even 

t h e  dummy symbol, but I believe t h i s  t o  be an untenable posi t ion ( f o r  

reasons having t o  do with ref lexivizat ion,  passivization, and other  trans- 

formational processes). This poss ib i l i t y  w i l l  not be discussed here. 

7. I am only in teres ted  here i n  the  non-specific in t e rp re t a t ion  of a car. 

If a cm i s  interpreted spec i f ica l ly ,  then, (30a) i s  probably acceptable. 

8.  Jer ry  Katz f i r s t  suggested t h i s  approach t o  me. 

9. Ful l  i den t i ty  i s  not needed, since they may d i f f e r  with respect t o  the  

presence of a negative element. 
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10. These diagrams a r e  oversimplified i n  t h a t  (among o ther  ahortcornings) they 

do not show t h e  syntac t ic  f ea tu re s  on the  empty nodes. These f ea tu re s  

must match w i t h  those on the  corresponding nodes of t h e  antecedent. ;cly 

use of t h e  node Awe should not be taken as an ind ica t ion  t h a t  I have any 

confidence i n  t h e  e ldstence of such a node. 

11. A concrete proposal f o r  such a r u l e  may be found i n  Akmajian (1968). 

More w i l l  be sa id  about it belcw. 

12. Those negativea and modifiers which may be ignored f o r  t h e  purposes of 

anaphora ( s ee  881.1.2 & 1.1.3) a re ,  of course, not  counterexamples t o  

t h i s  account of  (33). 

The need f o r  such arguments i s  reenforced by t h e  following observation: 

i f  t h e  concept of de l e t i on  under i d e n t i t y  i s  replaced 'by t h e  concept of 

de l e t i on  under anaphora (as auggested i n  Chapter 1 ) )  then a t  l e a s t  some 

of  t h e  f a c t s  i n  81 can be accounted f o r  even i f  de l e t i on  ru le8  a r e  in- 

volved i n  t he  generation of  phonetically n u l l  anaphora. Since t h e  de- 

l e t ed  elements must first be marked ae anaphors, i f  follows t h a t  de le t -  

ions  under i d e n t i t y  w i l l  exh ib i t  many of t he  same propert ies  as anaphoric 

re la t ions .  

U b  I have unfortunately been unable t o  f i nd  any convincing evidence of  t h i s  

s o r t ,  It ie possible  t h a t  t he  cont ras t  between ( i )  and ( i i )  may support 

t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis. 

(i) John won't go unleas  B i l l  can gob 

( i i )  John won't go unless  B i l l  can. 

I n  (ii), can raceivcs  s t r e s s ,  but i n  ( i )  it i s  unstreased. (This i s  the  
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reason t h a t  t h e  vowel i n  can i a  reduced i n  (i), but  not i n  (ii)). The 

empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis can account f o r  t h i s  i f  it i s  aupposed t h a t  

t h e  low s t r e s s  on can i n  ( i )  i s  a r e s u l t  of t h e  operat ion of t h e  Nuclear 

S t r e s s  Rule, which ass igns  primary s t r e s s  t o  a, thereby lowering the  

a t r e s s  on can. The subsequent reduct ion of a t r eus  on i s  due t o  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  repea ts  mater ia l  i n  t h e  previous clause.  The heavy s t r e s s  

on ten i n  ( i i )  a l s o  r e s u l t s  from t h e  normal operat ion of t h e  Nuclear 

S t r e s s  Rule,  s ince  t h i s  r u l e  places primary s t r e s s  on t h e  last word i n  

t h e  clauue, Unfortunately, this account of ( i )  and ( i i )  i a  probably in -  

cor rec t ,  f o r  it seems t o  be t h e  case  t h a t  modals a r e  always unstressed 

un less  they  a r e  i n  contraat .  If t h i s  i s  so, then  t h e  Nuclear S t r e s s  Rule 

cannot ass ign  s t r e s s  t o  can i n  ( i i ) ,  s i nce  t h e  Nuclear S t r ea s  Rule only 

s t r e s s e s  words which have primary s t r e s s .  It seems t o  me t h a t  t he  con- 

trast between ( i )  and ( i i )  shows t h a t  = con t r a s t s  with won't i n  ( i i ) ,  

but  not i n  ( i )  . Why t h i s  should be ao i s  a mystery t o  me, but whatever 

t h e  so lu t i on  t o  t h i s  mystery t u rns  out  t o  be, it secjlns un l ike ly  t h a t  it, 

w i l l  have any bearing on t h e  correctness  of t h e  wipty s t r u c t u r e s  hypathesis. 

1 The reader  may perhaps be confused by t h e  a s se r t i on : . t ha t  a cons t~a i r i 3  

e x p l i c i t l y  l imi ted  t o  movement rule8 app l i e s  t o  de le t ions .  What ie 

meant, of couree, i s  that no element of a cornpl-ex NP m a y  be de le ted  under 

i d e n t i t y  with something ou ts ide  of the;t tQP. 

16. I w i l l  not speculate  here on t h e  fom of t h e  r u l e ,  although a p laus ib le  

guess might be t h a t  t h e  pronoun on2 i a  deleted undsr anaphora w i t h  the 

doctor.  -- 
17. Such an NP may, however, serve a s  t h e  antecedent f o r  an i n d e f i n i t e  pronoun, 
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( i )  John i s  not t h e  doctor  t h a t  h i s  f a t h e r  was before Mary became 

one. - 
18. The deviance of (37) i s ,  of course, a problem, s ince nothing said  i n  

Chapter 2 would account f o r  it. The reason f o r  t h e  ungrammaticality of 

(37) i s  indicated i n  Chapter 5 .  

19. Chomsky (1971) suggests t h a t  t h e  der iva t ion  of comparatives involves a 

movement rule. I f  independent evidence f o r  t h i s  can be found, then  (39) 

does not support t h e  extension of  t h e  Canplac NP Constraint t o  delet ions .  

20, To t h i s  point  l i t t l e  has been sa id  about t h e  s t a t u s  of Equi. Several  

arguments l a t e r  i n  t h i s  chapter support t h e  conclusion suggeeted by ( k l c )  

t h a t  Equi i s  not a de l e t ion  rule .  

21. Chomsky (1971) propoaes a s e t  of cons t r a in t s  which would render t h e  C o m p  

l e x  NP Bonstraint  l a r g e l y  o r  wholly unnecessary. The argument given 

above a l s o  holds f o r  Chomskyts a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t he  Complex NP Constraint .  

22, Chomsky (1971), footnote  21, s t a t e s  without argument t h a t  (43) might not 

apply t o  "housekeeping ru l e sw ,  of which Do-support is presumably one, 

ao t h i s  arguplent i s  not decisive. Notice t h a t  i f  VP de le t ion  i a  a t rans-  

formation, then Do-support must a l s o  v i o l a t e  t h e  i n s e r t i o n  prohibi t ion 

of Chomsky (1965), given above i n  Chapter 1. 

23. It might be objected t h a t  t h i s  would predict  t h a t  & would a l s o  be in-  

se r ted  i n  9lluiced"aentences. This object ion does not hold, however, 

f o r ,  un l ike  (468) "sluiced" sentences do not have a l e x i c a l  i t e m  (i .e. ,  

Pabt or Present)  i n  t h e  pos i t ion  of tenee. If Do-aupport appl ies  Jus t  - 
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i n  case t he re  i s  a tense marker not adjacent t o  a l e x i c a l  item i n t o  

which it can be incorporated. ( i . e . ,  a verb),  then the  empty s t ruc tu re s  

hyposthesis makes exac t ly  t h e  r i g h t  predictions.  

24. If  t he re  i s  a r u l e  moving not i n t o  t he  aux i l i a ry  from a presen ten t ia l  

posi t ion ( a s  suggested by K l i m a  (1964) but questioned by Lasnik ( personal 

communication) ) , then (49) represents  t h e  s t ruc tu re  a f t e r  t h e  appl ica t ion  

of t h i s  transformation. 

25. Facts  l i k e  (50) were first noted by Ross (1969) 

26. I f  t h e  notion of cont ras t  i s  associated with cont ras t ive  s t r e s s ,  then  

A h a  j i a n  s pr inc ip le  cannot adequately account f o r  ( 51b), s ince John 

beats h i s  wife i s  probably not a const i tuent ,  but Althou.~h nobody knows 

it i s  not i n  cont ras t ,  This can be handled by t h e  modification of - 
Akmajiant s pr inc ip le  proposed i n  81.1.3, v i z . ,  t h a t  modifiers may option- 

a l l y  be ignored without contraat .  I n  (51b), of course, t h e  modifier 

( v i a . ,  t h e  adverbial  c lause)  mu9t be ignored, s ince  othePwise t h e  i n t e r -  

p re ta t ion  of it l eads  t o  an i n f i n i t e  regress.  

27, Roas (1969) does attempt t o  provide an argument f o r  choosing t h e  de l e t ion  

approach. The s t ruc tu re  of t h e  argument i s  the  following: ( i )  shows 

t h a t  " s lopw i d e n t i t y N  i s  a necessary par t  of l i n g u i s t i c  theory, ao long 

as Sluicing i s  a de l e t ion  ru le ;  with sloppy i d e n t i t y  it is  possible  t o  

handle cases l i k e  those i n  (51) without Akmajian's i n t e rp re t ive  pr inc ip le  

(i.e., with de le t ions) ;  therefore ,  i f  Sluicing can be shown t o  be a 

de le t ion ,  then the  in t e rp re t ive  pr inc ip le  need not (and hence should not)  

be included i n  t h e  grammar, and t h e  examples of (51) should be t r ea t ed  
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(i) Bob knows how t o  crane h i s  neck, but I d o n f t  know how, 

Rosa then presents t he  arguments of  8 2.1 t o  try t o  show t h a t  Sluicing 

i a  a de l e t i on  rule .  Qu i t e  apart from t h e  Pact t h a t  none of t h e  argu- 

ments of S 2.1 appl ies  t o  t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis, t h e  above 

a~egument f a i l s  t o  be convincing because it i s  possible t o  argue i n  a 

pe r f ec t ly  analogous manner t h a t  sloppy i d e n t i t y  should & be a part 

of l i n g u i s t i c  theory. The argument i s  t h e  following: 2 i n  ( i i )  may 

be in te rpre ted  t o  mean t h e  second man's paycheck; t h i s  shows t h a t  t h e  

r u l e  assoc ia t ing  a pronoun with t h e  reading of i t s  antecedent--& r u l e  

which cannot be a deletion--may i n  some cases  ignore anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  

within t h e  antecedent; s ince  t h i s  i s  ju s t  l i k e  t h e  phenomena sloppy 

i d e n t i t y  i s  meant t o  handle, we should t r y  t o  account f o r  these  phenomena 

i n  t h e  erne way, viz . ,  not i n  terms of conditions on de le t ion ,  but i n  

terms of conditions on copying semantic mater ia l .  

( i i )  The man who gave h i s  w c h e c k  t o  h i s  wife was wiser than t h e  

man who gave t o  h i s  mistreas.  

The arguments above b o i l  down t o  t h e  i dea  t h a t  where t he re  a r e  two poss- 

i b l e  mechanisms f o r  accounting f o r  c e r t a i n  f a c t s ,  i f  one mechanism can 

be shown t o  be necessary i n  some cases,  then t h e  o the r  mechanism should 

be abandoned. Ross claima t o  have shown sloppy i d e n t i t y  t o  be necessary, 

and I argue t h a t  t he  i n t e r p r e t i v e  mechanism i s  necessary. It would seem 

t o  follow t h a t  both a r e  needed, Recall,  however, t h a t  one c r u c i a l  a tep  

i n  Ross' argument was f au l ty ,  namely t h e  demonstration t h a t  S lu ic ing  is  

a delet ion.  Thus, it appears t h a t  sloppy i d e n t i t y  i s  not needed a f t e r  

al l ,  This conclusion pred ic t s  t h a t  genuine de l e t ions  requi re  s t r i c t  
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because t h e  d a t e  a r e  r a t h e r  uncer ta in ,  

( i i i )  John i s  l e a s  worried about h i e  t h e s i s  than B i l l  is. 

( i v )  Mary i s  l e s a  worried about her  t h e s i s  than B i l l  is.  

My own i n t u i t i o n s  regarding these  examples a r e  t h a t  ( f i l )  permits a 

reading on which it i s  h i s  own t h e s i s  t h a t  B i l l  i s  worried about, but 

t h a t  ( i v )  does not,  If t h i s  AS co r r ec t ,  then s t r i c t  i d e n t i t y  i s  too 

s t rong a requirement f o r  de le t ion ,  and sloppy i d e n t i t y  i s  too  weak. 

Rather, what would be required i s  morphological i d e n t i t y ,  I f  o ther  

speakers f e e l  t h a t  ( i v )  i s  ambiguous, then perhaps t h e  notion of sloppy 

i d e n t i t y  i s  needed (although i t  s t i l l  might be avoided i f  "dele t ion 

under i d e n t i t y N  i s  r e a l l y  de l e t i on  under anaphora), Notice, however, t h a t  

t he  need f o r  s l o p m  i d e n t i t y  would not be incons i s ten t  with a theory i n  

which t h e  d e l e t i o n  r u l e s  o f  S lu ic ing  and VP de l e t i on  a r e  replaced by 

i n t e r p r e t i v e  ru les .  Rather, such a theory would simply requi re  both 

sloppy i d e n t i t y  and something lf ke A h a  J i an  s i n t e r p r e t i v e  pr inciple .  

28, Actuelly, such an ana lys i s  i a  highly implausible f o r  syn t ac t i c  reasons. 

For one thing,  t h i s  would be t h e  only case i n  English where have and 

do appear i n  t h e  same a u x i l i a r y  (although they may cooccur i f  e i t h e r  - 
one i s  a main verb),  I f ,  however, do so i s  made part of t h e  VP, then - 
it ru ins  t h e  necessary symmetry of t h e  two VP1s. 

29. Note t h a t  a completely p a r a l l e l  account of t h e  f a c t s  mentioned i n  

footnote  3 (n1.1.3) can be given. That is ,  n u l l  anaphors cannot 

ignore  modifiers on t h e i r  antecedent8 because t h i s  would leave t h e  

corresponding modifiers on t h e  anaphora without an i n t e rp re t a t i on .  
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30. A s  f o r  (62b), t h e  empty s t ruc tu re s  hypothesis can handle it, if It i s  

assumed ( a s  it apparently must by--of. Jackendoff (1969), chapter 3 )  

t h a t  verbs a r e  marked i n  t he  lexicon f o r  t h e i r  cont ro l  properties.  Then 

t h e  main verb of t he  empty VP i n  (62b) must share  w i t h  expect t h e  p r o p  

e r t y  of requir ing i t s  complernent,'s subJect,  i f  empty, t o  be mephor ica l ly  

r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  matr ix  agent. Formally, t h i s  would be a r e s u l t  either 

of t h e  nondistinctneas requirement obtaining between anaphor and ant- 

ecedent ( i f  t h e  re levant  f ea tu re  i s  syntac t ic ) ,  o r  of t h e  copying of 

t h e  semantic mater ia l  from the  antecedent i n t o  t h e  anaphor ( i f  t he  fea t -  

u re  i s  semantic). 

31. Jackendoff suggests t h a t  t h e  idea  t h a t  thematic r e l a t i o n s  are involved 

i n  t h e  l e x i c a l l y  determined cont ro l  proper t ies  of verbe i a  imcompatible 

w i t h  a de le t ion  r u l e  of  Equi. I n  f a c t ,  however, it would be possible 

t o  mark t h e  verbs a s  he suggeats, d e l e t e  complement subjec ts  q u i t e  f r e e l y ,  

and then f i l t e r  out those sentences i n  which t h e  in t e rp re t a t i on  re- 

quired by t h e  l e x i c a l  marking i s  not t h e  same a s  what t h e  s t ruc tu re  

preceding de l e t ion  would lead one t o  expect. 

32. See Dougherty (1970) f o r  evidence t h a t  it i s  a rule of semantic i n t s r -  

p re ta t ion  t h a t  i s  involved. 

33. Not a l l  speakers agree w i t h  these  da ta ,  but ( 6 4 )  representa t h e  moat 

common responses. 

34. Dougharty (1970) auggeeta t h a t  t h e  scope of respec t ive ly  can be only 

a aingle  surface s t ruc tu re  sentence. This suggestion, together  w i t h  

t h e  assumption t h a t  Equi does not involve de l e t ion  makes t h e  cor rec t  



132 

predictions i n  (64). Chornsky (1971) suggests instead t h a t  ( i )  can 

account f o r  the  scope of respectively,  

( i )  No r u l e  can involve X, Y in . .  .X..  . [ . . .Z . .  .-MY.. . I ..... 
where Z i s  the  subject of WYV and i s  not controlled by a cat-  

egory containing X. 

( i )  makes exact ly  the r igh t  predictions i n  (64),  without requir ing any 

spec ia l  conditions on the  respect ively in te rpre ta t ion  ru le .  Note, how- 

ever, t h a t  t h i s  account a l so  requires  t h a t  Equi be a non-deletion ru le  

( so  long a s  respectively i s  interpreted a f t e r  Equi has applied),  f o r  

otherwise Z has been deleted a t  t h e  point where ( i )  applies.  

A t  one time, I believed t h a t  t he  contrast  between (i) and ( i i )  provided 

support f o r  t h e  pruning convention (and f o r  a grammar of English which 

does not include Raising i n t o  object  posit ion).  

(i) *John and B i l l  expected Mary t o  go t o  New York and Los Angeles, 

respectively.  

( i i )  Mary was expected by John and B i l l  t o  go t o  New York and Loa 

Angeles, respectively.  

( i )  and ( i i )  d i f f e r  only by the  appl icat ion of Passive. However, since 

Passive would remove t h e  complement subject from ( i ) ,  pruning would 

apply, and the  gremmaticality of ( i i )  nould be accounted for .  Unfort- 

unately, such an analysis  of (i) and ( i i )  predicts  incorrec t ly  t h a t  ( i i i )  

should not be illproved by passivization, i.e.,  t h a t  ( i v )  should be 

deviant. 

( i i i )  *John and B i l l  t o ld  Mary t o  go t o  Hew York and LOB Angeles, 

respectively,  

( i v )  ?Mary was t o l d  by John and B i l l  t o  go t o  New York and LOB 
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The f a c t  t h a t  ( i v )  i s  not worse than it i s  i s  ra the r  unfortunate f o r  

t h e  analysis adopted here, and it hence cae ts  doubt on the reapectivel.y 

argument f o r  a non-deletion Equi rule .  

36 (66) i s  ambi$uous because t h e  adverbial  clause may be a daughter e i t h e r  

of the  matrix sentence o r  of t h e  i n f i n i t i v e .  These s t ruc tures  corres- 

pond roughly t o  t h e  surface s t ruc tures  ( I )  and ( i i )  (where (ii) i t s e l f  

has two readings, pa ra l l e l  t o  the  ambiguity of (65a)). 

( i )  Because he loves her, George t r i e s  not t o  beat h i s  wife. 

( i i )  What George t r i e s  t o  do i s  not beat h i s  wife because he loves 

her. 

The second poss ib i l i t y  i s  i r r e l evan t  f o r  t h e  purpose of my argument. 

37. This argument can be circumscribed by supposing t h a t  t h e  negative i n  

t h e  i n f i n i t i v e  i s  not par t  of the  complement VP. I n  t h i s  case,  t he  pre- 

sence of the  negative would block pruning. Notice however t h a t  such a 

way out would not be very plausible  f o r  (i), which behaves exact ly  l i k e  

(66) with respect t o  t h e  relevant phenomena. 

( I )  George t r i e s  bo not beat h i s  wife because he loves her. 

38. Lest it be objected here t h a t  t h e  fea ture  ' [ ] ] 
s p c  NO - 

is, i n  f a c t ,  a rule-feature,  but one l imited t o  l e x i c a l  i n se r t ion  t rans-  

formations, it should be pointed out t h a t  all ee lec t ional  fea tures  can 

be thought of a s  rule-features on l e x i c a l  inser t ion  rules .  This i n  no 

way legi t imizes t h e  general use of syntact ic  rule-features. 

39. A s imilar  argument t o  t h e  one presented here i s  given by Wasan and 

Roeper (1972). That argument, however, involves t h e  r a the r  questionable 
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assumption that  nominals l i k e  ( i )  and ( i i )  are grammatical and are de- 

rived from aources l i k e  (iii) and ( i v )  by a structura-preserving trans- 

formation, 

(i) ?Johnla l ikelihood of leaving. 

( i i )  ?Tom's probabil ity o f  winning. 

( i i j . )  the  l ikelihood of John( '8) leaving. 

(4 the probability o f  Tom( 1 8 )  winning. 



Chapter &w 

SOLW DIFFICULTIES 

0. Introduction 

The purpose of t h i s  chapter i s  t o  consider some very i n t e rea t ing  data  

which a re  unaccounted f o r  by the  mechanisms discussed i n  t h e  previoue chapters. 

t h e  f a c t s  i n  question were f i r s t  noted by Postal ,  who has proposed several 

d i f f e ren t  (but  c losely re la ted)  analyses of them. The s t ruc tu re  of the  chap- 

t e r  w i l l  be as follows: ( i )  t h e  relevant da t4  w i l l  be presented and d is -  

cussed; (ii) an analysis  of them w i l l  be proposed and i ts  consequences explor- 

ed; and ( i i i )  t he  analysis  proposed here w i l l  be compared with Pos ta l ' s  most 

recent ana lys is  'of these data. 

1. ThePacts  

Consider the  cont ras t  between t h e  ( a )  and (b) sentences of (1)  and (2). 

(1) (a)  said Mary kissed Q? 

(b)  Who - d id  - he say Mary kissed? 

(2) ( a )  The man sa id  Mary kissed was lying. 

(b)  *The man who he said Mary kissed was lying. -- 
Since it was concluded i n  Chapter 2 t h a t  WH-fronting appl ies  before the  pron- 

ominal amphora ru le ,  t he re  i s  nothing i n  t h e  preceding chapters t h a t  accounts 

f o r  the  deviance of ( l b )  and (2b). 

Further, as Postal  (1970a) argues, t h e  contrast  i n  (1)  and (2) cannot 

be accounted f o r  by any constraint  s t a t ab le  i n  terms of deep e t ruc ture  o r  

1 s u r f a c ~  s tructure.  (3) and (4)  ( i n  which t h e  (a) and (b)  sentence8 presum- 

ably have t h e  same deep s t ruc tures)  show t h a t  deep s t ruc ture  does not suf f ice  

t o  account f o r  such contrasts .  

(3) ( a )  Who fed his dog? 



(b )  *Who - was - h i s  dog fed by? 

(4) ( a )  Who did  Nary t a l k  t o  about s i s t e r ?  

(b)  ?*Who - did  Mary t a l k  about - h i s  s i a t e r  t o ?  

The inadequacy of a surface s t r u c t u r e  cons t ra in t  t o  account f o r  t h i s  phenom- 

enon i s  demonstrated by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  r e l a t i v e s  with t h e  m-word dele ted i n  

sur face  s t ruc tu re  behave s imi la r ly .  

(5) ( a )  The man Xary ta lked t o  about his s i s t e r  i s  a f r iend  of mine. 

(b) ?*The man Mary ta lked  t o  s i s t e r  about i s  a f r i end  of 

mine. 

I n  addi t ion,  t h e  cont ras t  i n  question cannot be a funct ion of whether t h e  pro- 

noun i s  a subject ,  nor of t he  r e l a t i v e  proximity of pronoun and antecedent 

( c f ,  Chapter 2, %1.2,3), f o r  i n  ( 6 ) ,  the pronoun i s  both an  object  and f a r  

from t h e  WH-word. 

( 6 )  *Who - d id  your f a v o r i t e  second cousin t e l l  - him I had seen? 

Rather, t h e  cor rec t  general izat ion i n  a l l  these  cases  ( a s  has been 

observed by severa l  people) i s  t h a t  such sentences a r e  grammatical whenever 

t h e  WH-word i s  fronted from a pos i t ion  t o  t h e  l e f t  of t h e  pronoun. 

Given t h i s  general izat ion,  t h e r e  a r e  two s o r t s  of anelyaes which immed- 

i a t e l y  suggest themselves. On t h e  one hand, one could formulate a cons t ra in t  

blocking anaphora between WH-words and pronouns whose r e l a t i v e  posi t ions  had 

been reversed by WH-fronting. Such a so lu t i on  w i l l  be r e f e r r ed  t o  as a 

'tcross-over s ~ l u t i o n ~ ~ ,  On t h e  o the r  hand, one could apply t he  pronominal 

anaphora rule pr io r  t o  WH-fronting i n  these  cases.  Both approaches e n t a i l  

se r ious  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  

Notice f i r s t  t h a t  s ince t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e  has been shown t o  

apply a f t e r  WH-f ront ing (Chapter 2, 92.2.1), it follows- that t h e  cross-over 

approach requi res  t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e  t o  r e f e r  t o  a previous s tage  
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of the  derivat ion,  i.e., t he  pre-WH-fronting s t ructure.  Thus, the  cross-over 

solut ion requires  a derivat ional  constraint .  Furthermore, such an analysis  

would not d i f f e ren t i a t e  between cases i n  which the  pre-fronting posit ion of 

the  WH-word i s  l e s s  deeply embedded than the  pronoun and cases i n  which it i s  

not. For ease of reference, cases of t h e  former s o r t  w i l l  be ca l led  weakly 

crossed sentences, and those of the  l a t t e r  type, s t r o n ~ l ~  crossed s e n t e n ~ e s . ~  

The sentences i n  (7), however, demonstrate t h a t  such a d i f f e ren t i a t ion  i s  

necessary, f o r  although weakly crossed sentences would v io la t e  a cross-over 

cons t ra in t ,  they a r e  f a r  l e s s  deviant than strongly crossed sentences. ((7a) 

from Remembered Death by Agatha Chr is t ie ,  Pocket Books, p. 58; (7b) from 

Travels with My Aunt by Graham Greene, Bantam Paperback, p. 190; and (7c) 

from Murder i n  fietrospect by Agatha Chris t ie ,  Dell, p. 108). 

(7)  (a) He was t h e  type of g a ~  with whom h i s  work would always 

come f i r s t .  

(b) On December 23rd, t he  postman brought a l a rge  envelope which, 

when I opened - it a t  breakfast shed a l o t  of s i lve ry  t i n s e l  

i n t c  my plate.  

( c )  He was the kind of man who when & loses  c o l l a r  stud 

bellows t h e  house down. 

(d) ?How many copies of Aspects does your fr iend who co l l ec t s  

than own? - 
( e )  ?Which well-known ac tor  did t h e  policeman who arrested @ 

accuse of being drunk?3 

It seems, then, t h a t  the  cross-over solut ion t o  the  problem posed by (1)  

and (2)  cannot be maintained. There remains, therefore,  the  poss ib i l i t y  of 

applying the  pronominal anaphora rule before WH-fronting. The d i f f i c u l t y  - 
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with t h i s  idea  i s  tha t , , aa  (8) shows, t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e  must be 

allowed t o  apply a f t e r  WH-fronting. 

( 8 )  ( a )  *% f i n a l l y  married one of t h e  g i r l s  B i l l  had been dating.  

(b)  Which of t h e  girls p i l l  had been da t ing  d id  & f i n a l l y  

marry? 

Applying t h e  anaphora r u l e  both before and a f t e r  f ron t ing  would not 

a l l e v i a t e  t h e  problem, f o r  (1)  requi res  t h a t  ce r t a in  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  be 

blocked p r io r  t o  WH-Fronting, whereas (8) requires  t h a t  o ther  anaphoric re- 

l a t i o n s  not be blocked so ear ly .  It might be suggested t h a t  anaphora assign- 

ment appl ies  both before and a f t e r  WH-fronting, but t h a t  WH-words may not be 

marked f o r  anaphora once they have been fronted.  This would account f o r  a l l  

t h e  d a t a  presented so far, and it seems plausible  t o  claim t h a t  WH-words, when 

put i n t o  complementizer pos i t ion  ( sea  ChomsQ (1971))~ l o s e  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  

en t e r  i n t o  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  with pronouns. Formally, t h i s  could be accomp- 

l i shed  by depriving WH-words i n  complementizer posi t ion of t h e i r  NP s ta tue .  

Unfortunately, auch a so lu t ion  f a i l s  because of sentences l i k e  (9). 

(9) ( a )  k i l l e d  Cock Robin, and why d id  - he do i t ?  

(b) If I knew - who s t o l e  the  jewels, I would t u r n  i n .  

I n  t hese  examples, WH i s  fronted on a cycle i n  which t h e  pronoun i s  not even 

included, so  t he  indicated anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  cannot be marked p r io r  t o  WH- 

f ront ing.  I n  f a c t ,  auch examples show t h a t  i n  some cases,  WH-words must be 

marked f a r  anaphora a f t e r  fronting.  

Thus, it seems t h a t  (1 )  and (8) e n t a i l  a genuine ordering paradox. 

2. An Analysis 

2L1 The Trace Proposal 

That t he re  i s  an escape f r o m t h i s  apparent paradox was pointed out by 
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ing  could be formulated so t h a t  a phonetically n u l l  copy of t h e  WH-word i s  

l e f t  behind i n  i ts pre-fronting pos t i t ion ,  By t h e  arguments of Chapter 1 33.3, 

t h i s  copy would necessar i ly  be anaphorically r e l a t ed  t o  t he  WH-word. Hence, 

if t h e  WH-word i t s e l f  en t e r s  i n t o  an anaphorio r e l a t i o n  with a pronoun, then 

by t h e  Trar ls i t iv i ty  Condition ( ~ h a p t e r  1,883.2.3. & ?.2.2), t h e  copy and the  

pronoun must e n t e r  i n t o  an anaphoric r e l a t i on .  I f  t h i s  re1a t ion : i s  blocked, 

then  t h e  sentence i s  deviant. It therefore  follows t h a t  WH-wordsf behavior 

with respect  t o  anapnora should be ju s t  what it would be i f  they were i n  

t h e i r  pre-fronting posit ions.  This consequence i s  discussed ic t h e  next sect-  

ion. 

The t r a c e  ana lys i s  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (10). 

(10) ( a )  [ ~e said tg2 Mary k i rmxi  someone 3 7 . 
s1 

(b)  [ did  he Say L Mary kissed 
s1 S2 A l l  

The transformation of W-fronting converts a s t ruc tu re  l i k e  (10a) i n t o  one 

l i k e  ( lob) .  Now, i f  - who and - he i n  ( lob)  a r e  t o  be allowed t o  e n t e r  i n t o  an 

anaphoric r e l a t i o n ,  t h e  T rans i t i v i ty  Condition requi res  t h a t  NP and a l s o  

A 
be anaphorically re la ted .  Consequently, t h e  r e su l t an t  sentence w i l l  be 

ungrammatical f o r  the same reason t h a t  (11) is. 

(11) *He - sa id  Mary kissed some one^ 

One M e d i a t e  object ion t o  such an analysia  i s  t h e  following: i f ,  as 

t h e  previous chapter suggested, empty nodes a r e  t o  be t r ea t ed  by t h e  anaphora 

r u l e s  jus t  l i k e  pro-forms, then the re  i s  no reason why he may not serve as 

t h e  antecedent f o r  A , i n  which case t h e  re levant  anaphoric r e l a t i ons  would 

always be possible  (aee  Chapter 2, (30)). So some means must be found t o  
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This can be accordplished formally simply by marking t h e  t r a c e s  l e f t  be- 

hind by WH-fronting with some f e a t u r e  ( e  .g., [-pro] ) which distinguishes 

them from pronouns. This does not prevent t h e m  t r a c a s  from having the  

WH-words a s  t h e i r  antecedents, f o r  this anaphoric r e l a t i o n  i s  marked by the  

r u l e  of WH-fronting, and, a s  was shown i n  Chapter 1, copyj.ng r u l e s  may pro- 

duce anayhoric r e l a t i o n s  forbidden by t h e  amphora rules .  

The ana lys i s  suggested above i s  admittedly quits ad hoc, I n  f a c t ,  it 

amov.nts t o  a weakening of t h e  standard requirement t h a t  t h e  r u l e s  of a gram- 

mrm be simply ordered. Them are, however, some reasons (beyond the  argu- 

ments given above) t o  bel ieve t h a t  it may be cor rec t .  

The f t i -s t  of these  reasons i s  thatiShomeky (1971) proposes preciaaly 

the, sane ana lys i s  as t h a t  suggested above, but on e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  grounds, 

Chomakyta arguments a r e  t oo  involved t o  consider here, but they b o i l  down t o  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  transformation of - each-movement (Dougharty (1970)) must 

be blocked from applying i n  c e r t a i n  s t ruc tures .  Chomsky argue8 t h a t  independ- 

e n t l y  necessary cons t ra in t s  w i l l  s u f f i c e  t o  do t h i s ,  if W-fronting i s  form- 

ulated i n  such a way a s  t o  leave a t r a c e  behind. 

Chomsky (1971) a l so  points  out t h a t  o tha r  movement transformations be- 

have exact ly  l i k e  WH-fronting with respect  t o  these  phenomena. This led htm t o  

suggest t h a t  movement r u l e s  un iversa l ly  leave behind a t r ace .  This i s  an 

a t t r a c t i v e  suggestion, f o r  a theory i n  which a l l  movement transfonnationa 

must leave behind a t r a c e  i s  c e r t a i n l y  more r e s t r i c t i v e  (i .e. ,  compatible 

with fewer possible  grammars) than one i n  which only some such ru lea  do, 6 

If a l l  movement r u l e s  leave behind a t r ace ,  then o ther  movement r u l e s  

ahollld i n t e r a c t  with pronominal anaphora i n  much t h e  same way a s  WH-fronting. 
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movement; transformationa o ther  than WH-f ronting. That such paradigms do, 

i n  f a c t ,  exist is  shown by (12). 

(12) ( a )  It was - John t h a t  sa id  Mary kissed him. 

(b)  *It was - John t h a t  - he said kissed ~ a r ~ . ?  

Notice, by the  way, t h a t  (12) cannot be accounted f o r  by ordering Clef t  

sentence formation a f t e r  t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e ,  because of examples 

l i k e  (13). 

(13) (a) *I& f i n a l l y  married t h e  g i r l  B i l l  had been dating.  

(b) It was t h e  girl - B i l l  had been da t ing  t h a t  & f i n a l l y  

married. 

Thus, Chomsky's propoaal t o  require  a l l  movement transformationa t o  leave 

behind a t r a c e  receives  support f m  (U). 

Topical izat ion behaves much l i k e  C l e f t  sentence formation, thereby 

providing fu r the r  support f o r  Chomskyle proposal. (U) shows t h a t  t h e  

pronominal anaphora r u l e  must be allowed t o  apply a f t e r  Topicalization,  and 

(15) shows t h a t  t h e  paradigm of (1 )  general izes  t o  Topicalization.  

(14) (a) *& loves t h e  woman John married. 

(b) The woman Jahn married, loves. 

(15) (a) John, Mary claims said  Jane kissed him. 

(b) *John, - Mary claims - he eaid Jane kissed. 

Further  supporting evidence involves t h e  r u l e s  of Tough movement and 

It-replacement. Both of these  r u l e s  were shown t o  follow t h e  pronominal 

anaphora r u l e  i n  Chapter 2, 62.2.1. One would therefore  predict  t h a t  t h e  

marginal9 sentences i n  (16) could be made f u l l y  grammatical by applying 

Tough movement and Subject ra i s ing .  
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(16) ( a )  ? ? I t  was easy f o r  &I brother t o  help John. 

(b)  ? ? I t  seems t o  - h i s  brother t h a t  John i s  unhappy. 

That t h i s  expectation i s  not borne out i s  shown i n  (17). 

(17) ( a )  ?John - .. was easy f o r  his brother t o  help. 

(b) ??John seems t o  - h i s  brother t o  be unhappy.10 

These f a c t s  follow immediately from an analysis  which requires  Tough move- 

ment and It-replacement t o  leave behind a t r ace ,  since t h e  t r a c e  may be 

anaphorically re la ted  t o  a pronoun only if the NP could have been, had it 

not been moved. (Recall  t h a t  t h e  Trans i t iv i ty  Condition requires  t h a t  t h e  

t r a c e  be marked f o r  anaphora whenever t h e  moved NP is). 

2.2 Some Consequences 

The most obvious prediction t h i s  analysis  makes i s  t h a t  a l l  s t rongly 

crossed sentences a r e  ungrammatical. This prediction i s  f u l l y  borne out  f m  

a l l  speakers, as i s  evidenced by the  complete agreement among informants 

regarding ( l b ) ,  (2b), (12b), and (15b). Similarly, t h i s  analysis  cor rec t ly  

predicts  t h a t  a preposed NP can always serve a s  the  antecedent of a pronoun 

t o  the  r i g h t  of i t s  pre-fronting posit ion, as ,  e.g., i n  ( l a ) ,  (2a),  (12a), 

and (15a). 

I n  weakly crossed sentences, t he  ana lys is  suggested above predicte 

t h a t  an anaphoric r e l a t ion  i s  possible only i f  t h e  antecedent i e  determ- 

inate.  Since the re  i s  a good dea l  of individual  var ia t ion  regarding the  

poss ib i l i t y  of right-to-left  anaphora (and hence regarding determinatenesa-- 

c f .  Chapter 2, %1.2.2), the  t r a c e  analysis  cor rec t ly  predicts  t h a t  react ions 

t o  weakly crossed sentences will d i f f e r  widely as well. Further, it pre- 

d i c t s  a cor re la t ion  between judgements regarding r ight- to- lef t  anaphora 

and judgements regarding weakly crossed eentences. 
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For movements o the r  than WH-fronting, such a co r r e l a t i on  can e a s i l y  

be seen t o  ex i s t .  

(18) ( a )  A man who had heard - it before interrupted B i l l ' s  s t o q .  

(b)  ?*A man who had heard - it before in te r rup ted  someonef s 

s tory.  

(19) ( a )  It was  B i l l 1  s a t o q  t h a t  a man who had heard & before 

interrupted.  

(b) ?*It waa someone(s s to ry  t h a t  a man who had head & 

before interrupted.  

(20) ( a )  B i l l ' s  s to ry ,  a man who had heard & before interrupted.  

(b) ?*Someone's s to ry ,  a man who had heard & before i n t e r rup -  

ted.  

I n  t he  case of WH-fronting, t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  a b i t  more complex, f o r  

it is not a p r i o r i  c l e a r  how t o  ass ign determinateneas t o  WH-worde, Chomaky 

(1964) argues t h a t  WH-words i n  questions are derived from "unspecified 

i aWih i t eb ! t .  If t h i s  i s  cor rec t ,  then these  words a r e  indeterminate, and 

should y i e ld  ungrammatical weakly crossed sentences. I n  f a c t ,  it appears 

t h a t  questions beginsling with who, whose, or what behave ju s t  l i k e  t h e  

corresponding dec la ra t ive  sentences with someone, someonels, o r  somethinq. 

Thus, t h e  examples i n  (21) are ju s t  about as bad as those i n  (32). 

(21) ( a )  ?FA did  t h e  woman & loved betray? 

(b) ?Whose - s to ry  d id  a woman who had met before i n t e r rup t?  

( c )  ?*What did  t h e  man who l o a t  ft need t o  find? 

(22) (a) ?*The woman & loved betrayed someone. 

(b) WA woman who had met $& before interrupted someonef s 

e tory  . 
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( c )  ?*The man who l o s t  needed t o  f i nd  something. 

Weakly crossed questions involving which and how many sound a good dea l  

more na tura l ,  aa do t h e  corresponding declarat ives .  

(23) ( a )  ?Which p ic ture  d id  the  man who painted it re fuse  t o  o e l l ?  

( b )  ?How many dachshunds does your f r i end  who breeds them own? 

(24) ( a )  ?The man who painted refused t o  s e l l  one picture.  

(b) ?Your f r i end  who breeds them owns many dachshunds. 

T h i s  i s  consis tent  with t h e  claim t h a t  it i s  t h e  determinateness of t h e  

antecedents which i s  re levant  i n  auch cases,  f o r  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  character-  

i z a t i o n  of t h e  determinateness given i n  Chapter 2,91.2.2 would lead one 

t o  expect t h a t  forms l i k e  which p ic ture  and how maw dachahunds would be 

more determinate than forms l i k e  who w d  what. This corresponds t o  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  NPts l i k e  one p ic ture  and many dachshunds a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  be inter- 

preted s p e c i f i c a l l y  than NPls l i k e  someone and something. 

If t h e  antecedent i s  separated from t h e  W-word by a preposit ion,  then 

t h e  sentences are still b e t t e r ,  both i n  t h e i r  i n t e r roga t ive  forms and in 

t h e i r  dec la ra t ive  forms. 

(25) (a) Nhich of John's teachers  do t h e  people who know them 

a l l  respect  most? 

(b) How many of t h e  demonstra.tors d id  t h e  pol ice  who ard- 

res ted  them beat up? 

(26) (a) The people who know them a l l  respect  one of John's 

teachers  most. 

(b) The pol ice  who ar res ted  them beat up many of t h e  demon- 

st r a t o r s  . 
It i s  qu i t e  l i k e l y  t h a t  some readers w i l l  disagree with t h e  judge- 

ments assigned i n  (18)-(26). This i s  not surpr is ing,  f o r  t he re  seeme t o  
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be a grea t  dea l  of va r i a t i on  among speakers with respect t o  determinatie- 

nesa.ll It is,  however, a t r i k i n g  t h a t  speakers tend t o  give t h e  same 

response t o  t he  interrogat ive sentences as t o  t h e  corresponding declar-  

a t i v e ~ .  Thus, though t h e  da t a  themselves may be r a the r  marginal, t h e  

cor re la t ion  t h a t  emerges from them seems rettsonably c lear .  This i s  s t rong 

supporting evidence f o r  something akin t o  t h e  proposal i n  t h i s  chapter. 

Do similar correapondencea hold f o r  r e l a t i v e  clauees? A t  f i r s t  it 

might seem t h a t  t h e  answer t o  this question i s  "no" because of con t r a s t s  

l i k e  (27). 

(27) (a) ??Mary p i t i e s  t h e  man who t h e  woman he loved betrayed, 

(b)  The woman he loved betrayed 2,he man. 

It is,  however, not implausible t o  suggest t h a t  a simple NP l i k e  t h e  man 

i n  (27b) d i f f e r s  from t h e  head NP of a r e l a t i v e  c lause with respect  t o  

determinateness. If such a d i f fe rence  can be jua l i f i ed ,  then f a c t s  l i k e  

(27) can be accounted f o r  without having t o  abandon the  idea  under consid- 

erat ion. 

Unfortunately, it i s  very d i f f i c u l t  t o  f ind  an independent c r i t e r i o n  

f o r  judging t h e  determinateness of r e l a t i v e  pronouns, A plausible  guess 

would be t h a t  a r e l a t i v e  pronoun i s  determinate j u s t  i n  case the  r e l a t i v e  

c lause i a  non-reetrict ive.  l2 This proposal i s  not ter\able, however, be- 

cause of sentences l i k e  (28) (due t o  Paul Kiparsky). 

(28) ( a )  The mushroom t h a t  Ilm t a lk ing  about s t i l l  grows i n  

Kashmir . 
(b) A beaver who has any self-respect bui lds  dams. 

Neverthelese, some speakers do f e e l  t h a t  weakly crossed r e l a t i v e  c lauses  

a r e  b e t t e r  if they a r e  non-rest r ic t ive ,  

(29) ( a )  ?*I j u s t  met t h e  doctor  who t h e  pa t i en t s  t r e a t s  d e t e s t s ,  
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(b)  ?I jus t  met D r .  Mor~an, t h e  pa t i en t s  t r e a t s  

de t e s t s .  

( c )  ?Wary wants t o  meet p man who the  policeman who ar- 

res ted  m said was innocent. 

(d) ?Mary wants t o  meet a c e r t a i n  man, t h e  policeman 

who ar res ted  said  was innocent. 

( e )  ??Everyone avoids t h e  c i t y  which even t h e  people who 

l i v e  i n  it can ' t  stand. 

( f )  Everyone avoids t he  Citg, which even t h e  people who 

l i v e  i n  it can ' t  stand. 

Unfortunately, these  judgements a r e  qu i t e  uncer ta in  and subject  t o  consid- 

e r ab le  ind iv idua l  var ia t ion.  

I n  general, then,  it appears t o  be r a t h e r  d i f f i c u l t  t o  t e s t  t h e  pro- 

posal i n  t h i s  chapter  on weakly crossed r e l a t i v e  clauses.  There is, how- 

ever,  one f a c t  concerning r e l a t i v e s  which does support t h i s  analysis.  

Larry Horn (personal  communication) has noticed t h a t  r ight- to- lef t  anaphora 

from indeterminate6 i s  o f t en  possible  i n  environments containing even o r  

. This i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (30). 

(30) (a) ??The man who designed it can understand a commter. 

(b)  Only t h e  man who designed .. it - can understand a computer. 

( c )  ??If you are looking f o r  it, you111 never f ind  a unicorn. 

(d) Even i f  you a r e  looking f o r  it, you1 11 never f ind  

unicorn. 

Avery Andrews (personal  communication) has observed t h a t  even and only 

a l s o  improve some weakly crossed r e l a t i v e  clauses.  T h i s  i s  demonstrated 

by (31) ((31b) due t o  Joan Bresmn). 
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(31) (a)  ??I have a f r i end  those who know & well  can 

appreciate.  

(b)  I have a f r i end  only those who know wel l  can 

appreciate.  

( c )  ?John owla a machine which t h e  man who designed it can ' t  

understand, 

(d )  John owns a mechine which even t h e  man who designed & 

can ' t  understand. 

Whatever t h e  underlying reason f o r  t h i s  property of even and only, it seems 

c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  phenomena i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (30) and (31) a r e  c lose ly  r e l a t ed ,  

The ana lys i s  suggested i n  t h i s  chapter captures  t h i s  f a c t  by t r e a t i n g  

weakly crossed sentences as instances  of r igh t - to - le f t  anaphora. Thus, 

(30) and (31) provide support f o r  t h i s  analysis .  

3. Pos ta l '  s Analysis 

Pos ta l ' s  most recent  ana lys i s  of t h e  problems considered i n  t h i s  

chapter suggests t h a t  weakly and st rongly crossed sentences should be 

handled i n  r a t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  ways, The remainder of t h i s  chapter w i l l  

consider t h e  mechanisms Pos ta l  proposes, and compare them with t h e  analy- 

a i s  described i n .  92. 

3.1 The Two-Rule Proposal 

To account f o r  s t rongly crossed sentences, Pos ta l  ordere h i s  pronom- 

i n a l  anaphora r u l e  before such movement ru l e s  a s  WH-fronting, Clef t  sent- 

ence formation, and Topicalization,  Spec i f ica l ly ,  Postal  ( l e c t u r e  at  MIT, 

Januany, ,1972) proposes t h a t  pronominal anaphora should be marked Itat t h e  

end of t h e  f i r a t  covering cycle. i .e., at t h e  end of t h e  f i r a t  cycle  

including both t h e  anaphor and t h e  antecedent. He argues that t h i s  e n t a i l s  
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t h a t  it w i l l  always apply before WH-fronting, Topical.i~:ation, and c e r t a i n  

o the r  movement rules .  I n  order  t o  account f o r  sentences l i k e  (8b), ( l j b ) ,  

and ( U b ) ,  Pos ta l  proposes a second pronominal anaphora ru l e ,  applying 

a f t e r  a l l  of these  movement traneformations, which allows anaphoric r e l a t -  

ions  t o  be es tabl ished between d e f i n i t e  pronouns and NPIs t o  t h e i r  l e f t ,  

so long a s  t h e  NP does not command the  pronoun. 

This ana lys i s  has t h e  same basic  e f f e c t  a s  t h e  t r a c e  proposal, viz., 

it f i n d s  a way around the  s t r i c t  ordering of t h e  movement r u l e s  with res-  

pect  t o  t h e  pronominal anaphora rule .  'there a r e ,  nevertheless,  d i f ferences  

between t h e  two analyses. 

The most important d i f fe rence  i s  t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  proposal p red ic t s  t h a t  

movement transformations may sametimes reduce t h e  number of possible pro- 

noun-antecedent pa i r s ,  whereas Pos t a l ' s  ana lys i s  p red ic t s  t h a t  t h i s  i s  not 

t h e  case. The former predict ion appeara t o  be somewhat more accurate,  as 

(32) shows. 

(32) (a) Bostonians who know t h e  w l i c e  bel ieve t h a t  many of 

them a r e  on the  take. 

(b)  ??How many of them do Bostonians who know t h e  po l ice  

bel ieve a r e  on t h e  take? 

( c )  Those people who had encountered t h e  nanq always recogn- 

ized t h e  s h e r i f f l e  p ic ture  of them. 

(d)  ?The eher i f f  whose p ic ture  of them those people who had 

encountered the  Ranq always recognized was u l t imate ly  

gunned down. 

( 8 )  The members of t h e  band a l l  thought one of  them was a 

fugkt ive from jus t ice .  
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( f )  ? ? I t  was one of - them t h a t  t he  members of t h e  band a l l  

thought was a f u g i t i v e  from just ice .  

(g) ??One of them, t h e  members of t he  band a l l  thought was a 

fug i t i ve  from just ice .  14  

To account f o r  such f a c t s ,  Pos t a l ' s  two-rule proposal would have t o  be 

augmented by s t i l l  another cons t ra in t  blocking sentences l i k e  (32b), (32d), 

(32f) ,  and (32g). The ana lys i s  suggeeted i n  82, on t h e  o the r  hand, makes 

j u s t  t h e  r i g h t  predict ions  here. 

Another d i f fe rence  between t h e  t r a c e  ana lys i s  and t h e  two-rule proposal 

i s  t h a t  P o s t a l l s  second anaphora r u l e  appl ies  only t o  NPts which do not 

command t h e  re levant  pronouns. The t r a c e  analysis ,  on t h e  o ther  hand, 

r e s t r i c t s  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  only f o r  NPls which leave behind a t r a c e ,  i . e . ,  

f o r  NP's mentioned by movement r u l e s  (c f .  83.2.2 below). Thus, Pos ta l  

would predict  t h a t  sentences l i k e  (33b) a r e  impossible, whereas t he  t r a c e  

proposal co r r ec t ly  permits them. 

(33) ( a )  *& l i k e s  many of John's teachers.  

(b)  How of John's teachers  does & l i k e ?  15 

It seems, then, t h a t  t he  evidence, while not overwhelming, tends t o  

support t h e  t r a c e  ana lys i s  of 52 over Pos ta l ' s  two-rule proposal. 

3.2 The WH-Constraint 

Pos ta l  (1972) suggests t h a t  t h e  der iva t iona l  cons t ra in t  given here a s  

(34) i s  part of the g r m a r  of one d i a l e c t  of English. 

(34 1 Mark a s  ill-formed any der ivat ion i n  which: 

(i) t h e r e  a r e  two nominal const i tuents ,  A and B, i n  t h e  in-  

put s t ruc tu re  of a WH-movement ru l e ,  where: 

(a) A i s  a pronoun 



(b) B i s  a WH form 16 

( c )  A i s  t o  the  l e f t  of B 

and : 

( i i )  t h e  corresponding const i tuents  of A and B i n  the  out- 

put s t ruc ture  of the  WH-movement r u l e ,  c a l l  them A '  

and Bf , respectively,  a r e  al l igned such t h a t  B' i s  t o  

the  l e f t  of A '  

and : 

( i i i )  i n  t h e  Semantic Representation, A and B ( o r  more 

precisely,  t h e i r  corresponding elements) a r e  marked 

as s t ipula ted  c o n f  erenta.17 

Postal  c a l l s  (34) %he WH-Constraint " , 
The e f f e c t  of t h e  Mi-Constraint i s  t o  mark a s  ill-formed a11 weakly 

o r  strongly crossed questions and r e l a t i v e  clauses. Since strongly crossed 

sentences a r e  ungrammatj.ciL f o r  independent reasons, *he WH-Constraint is 

ac tua l ly  relevant only t o  weakly crossed sentences. Pos ta l ' s  claim i s  t h a t ,  

i n  h i s  d i a l e c t ,  a l l  weakly crossed questions and r e l a t ives  a r e  ungrammatical. 

Although it would obviously be presumptuous t o  contradict  anyone's 

claims about h i s  own judgments of g r m a t i c a l i t y ,  i n  t h i s  case it seems 

t h a t  Poata l l s  d i a l ec t  i s  exceedingly rare.  While some weakly crossed 

questions and r e l a t i v e s  are rejected by many speakers, others  appear t o  

be acceptable t o  v i r t u a l l y  everyone. There a r e  a grea t  many borderline 

cases, and wide var ia t ion  e x i s t s  among speakers. For example, few ( i f  

any) speakers r e j ec t  (35a), many speakera r e j e c t  (35b), and react ions t o  

(35c) a r e  extremely mixed, 

(35) ( a )  T h i s  i a  t h e  kind of a r t i c l e  which even t h e  person who 



wrote - it doesn' t  understand. 

(b)*?What d id  t h e  man who needed - it lose? 

( c )  ?Which councilman did t h e  woman he was da t ing  vote against?  

Pos t a l ' s  ana lys i s  allows f o r  only two d i a l ec t s :  t he  one with t h e  WH-Const- 

r a i n t  and the  one without it. The r e a l  s i t u a t i o n  i s  ce r t a in ly  f a r  more 

canplex than tha t .  Pos ta l  might perhaps postulate  t h a t  t he re  a r e  o the r  

d i a l e c t s  with modified versions of t h e  WH-Constraint, but it i s  f a r  from 

obvious what form this modification would take. 

On t h e  o ther  hand, Postal  could say t h a t  t h e  var ia t ion  among speakers 

i s  a funct ion of t h e  var ia t ion  regarding r ight- to- lef t  anaphora. T h i s  

would be cons is ten t  with everything he says, and it would be an automatic 

consequence of h i s  ordering of t he  pronominal anaphora ru l e  with respect  

t o  WH-fronting. Notice, however, t h a t  such an approach renders highly 

questionable the  need f o r  t h e  -W-Constraint i n  t h e  f i r s t  place. I f  Pos ta l ' s  

d i a l e c t  does indeed r e j e c t  a l l  weakly crossed questions and r e l a t i v e s ,  it 

could siinply be s t i pu l a t ed  t h a t ,  f o r  Postal ,  a l l  WH-words a r e  indeterminate. 

It woi~ld follow t h a t  weakly crossed questions and r e l a t i v e s  a r e  ungramm- 

a t i c a l  i n  h i s  d i a l e c t ,  and t h e  WH-Constraint would no longer be needed. 

Such an a l t e r n a t i v e  would be preferable  t o  t h e  Mi-Constraint i n  severa l  

ways. F i r s t ,  it would c o r r e l a t e  t he  individual  var ia t ion  regarding weakly 

crossed questions and r e l a t i v e s  with t h e  individual  var ia t ion  regarding 

determinateness. Secondly, it would eliminate t h e  need f o r  a r a the r  lengt-  

hy and apparently ad hoc der iva t iona l  constra int .  Thirdly, it would permit 

weakly and s t rongly crossed sentences t o  be t r ea t ed  uniformly. 

3.2.1 Pos ta l  ( 1 ~ 7 0 a ,  1972) argues against  any ana lys i s  constructed along 

theee l i nes .  H i s  argument i s  based on t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  under c e r t a i n  circurn- 



stances,  W-words i n  questions do not ge t  fronted.  He observes t h a t  t he  

WH-constraint p red ic t s  t h a t  such sentences would d i f f e r  considerably from 

ordinary questions w i t h  respect  t o  possible anaphoric re la t ions .  The ana- 

l y s i s  sugsested above, on t h e  o ther  hand, would predict  t h a t  t h e  f ron t ing  

of WH-words does not a f f e c t  t he  possible anaphoric re la t ions .  Pos ta l  gives 

a number of examples which a l legedly  support t h e  predict ion of t h e  WH-con- 

s t r a i n t  . 
These examples f a l l  i n t o  two groups: those i n  which Pos t a l ' s  f a c t u a l  

claims a r e  very questionable,18 and those i n  which in tona t iona l  f a c t o r s  

provide an explanation f o r  t h e  f a c t s .  Ebcamples of t he  l a t t e r  type cons is t  

of what Pos ta l  c a l l s  " incredul i ty  question clauses" and t t l e g a l i s t i c  question 

clauses." Incredul i ty  question clauses  a r e  formed by replacing words o r  

phrases i n  t h e  immediately preceding sentences with WH-words, and assigning 

these  WH-words e x t r a  heavy s t r e s s  and, i n  P o s t a l t s  words, "a spec i a l  s h a r p  

l y  r i s i n g  intonat ion.  It Lega l i s t ic  question clauses,  according t o  Postal ,  

Inseem na tu ra l  only i n  t h e  mouths of courtroom at torneys,  pol ice  investigators, 

and quiz program  announcer^,^' and a r e  characterized by f a l l i n g  intonat ion.  

Examples of these a r e  given i n  (36). 

(36) ( a )  Nixon appointed who t o  t h e  Supreme Court? 

(b)  The person you saw was walking i n  which d i rec t ion?  

I n  mapy cases ,  c e r t a i n  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  i n  inc redu l i t y  question clauses  

and l e g a l i s t i c  question clauses seem f a r  more na tura l  than i n  rthe, corrss@nding 

ordinary questions. Thus, i n  (37)-(40), t h e  ( a )  sentences seem much b e t t e r  

than t h e  (b)  sentences. 

(37) ( a )  The newsman who c r i t i c i z e d  l a t e r  belted which 

o f f i c i a l ?  19 
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(b)  ??Which o f f i c i a l  did  t h e  newsman who c r i t i c i z e d  him 

l a t o r  b e l t ?  

(38) (a) Finding out & won surprised which candidate? 

(b)  ?Which candidate did f inding out won surpr ise?  

(39) ( a )  M r .  Jones, f o r  $100,000, t h e  man who appointed 

l a t e r  sa id  wkat Secretary 68 S t a t e  was an imbecile? 

(b)  ?What Secretary of S t a t e  d id  t h e  man who appointed him 

l a t e r  say was an imbecile? 

(40) ( a )  Remembering you a r e  under oath, t h e  witness who claimed 

he had never seen & was walking towards what buildinq? 

(b)  ?What bufldifiq was t h e  witness who claimed he had never 

seen - it walking towards? 

The key f a c t  about such examples i s  t h a t  t he  i n t o n a t i o ~ l  and context 

i nd i ca t e  t h a t  t he  questioner knows t h e  answer, and i s  t ry ing  t o  e l i c i t  

t h i s  answer from h ia  Listener. Thus, it would not be implausible t o  say 

t h a t  t h e  underlined MP's i n  t h e  ( a )  sentences a r e  determinate ( i . e . ,  speci4 

f i c ) .  If t h i s  i s  the  case,  then t h e  non-deu5ance of t h e  (a) sentences i s  

nc problem f o r  t h e  ana lys i s  defended here, As f o r  t he  marginal i ty  of t h e  

(b)  sentences, t h i s  can be attributi ' td t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  normal contexts 

and intonat ion pattern6 f o r  these  sentsncea do not force a apec i f ic  i n t e r -  

p re ta t ion  of t h e  underlined NF" s. I n  f a c t ,  i f  t h e  (b)  sentonces occur i n  

t h e  same contexts  (e.g., a f t e r  t h e  i n i t i a l  phrases of (39a) and (boa)) and 

with t h e  same in tonat ion pa t t s rna  a s  t h e  (a)  sentences, then the re  i s  no 

d i f fe rence  with respect t o  possible  anapkoric re la t ions .  Thus, t he  d a t a  

i n  (37)-(40) do not support t h e  WH-constraint over t h e  ana lys i s  defended 

here. 
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I n  t h e  remai;ling examples Pos ta l  prerrents i n  defense of t h e  WH-cons- 

t r a i n t ,  h i s  d a t a  a r e  extremely questionable, a t  best .  They consiet  of 

questions containing more than one WH-word. I n  these  cases,  only one WH- 

word may be fronted,  and t h e  WH-constraint p red ic t s  t h a t  the  o ther  WH-word s 

i n  t h e  sentence may serve a s  antecedents t o  pronouns on t h e i r  l e f t .  Spec- 

i f i c a l l y ,  t he  'W-constraint p red ic t s  a d i f fe rence  i n  accep tab i l i t y  between 

t h e  ( a )  and (b)  sentences i n  (41) and (42).  

(41) (a)  ?Which columnist reported v ic tory  t o  which ac t r e s s '  

f a the r?  

(b)  ?To which a c t r e s s 1  f a t h e r  d id  Joseph Alsop repor t  her 

victory? 

(42) (a) ?What company had his wife spy on what well-known indust- 

r i a l i s t ?  

(b) ?What well-known i n d u s t r i a l i s t  d id  General Motors have 

h i s  wife spy on? - 
I n  these  cases,  Pos t a l l s  claims t o  t h e  contrary notwithstanding, bhere i s  

l i t t l e  o r  no difference,  so  t h e  ana lys i s  defended here makes t h e  iaight 

prediction,  but t h e  WH-constraint does not. 
20 

3.2.2 Another argument i n  favor of t h e  WH-Constraint might be constructed 

on t h e  bas i s  of examples l i k e  (43).  

(43) (a)  *Hg hung B i l l t  s gold-plated cas t  of Barbara Streisandl a 

nose on t h e  wall. 

(b)  *Wh_ose gold-plated cas t  of Barbara Streisandl s nose d id  

he hang on t h e  wall? - 
( c )  ? B i l l t s  gold-plated cast of Barbara S t re i sand ' s  nose, - he 

hung on t h e  wall. 

(d )  ? I t  was - B i l l  ' 8  gold-plated c a s t  of Barbara Streisand 1 a 
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nose t h a t  he hung on the  w a l l .  

The difference between WH-fronting and other  NP preposing transformations 

i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (43) could be argued t o  be a r e f l e x  of the  WH-Constraint. 

A l i t t l e  re f lec t ion ,  however, ind ica tes  t h a t  t h i s  i s  not the case, The 

most obvious defect  i n  t h e  claim t h a t  (43) supports Pos ta l ' s  posi t ion i s  

t h a t  h i s  reanalysis  incorrec t ly  predicts  t h a t  a l l  of t he  examples i n  (43) 

should be equally deviant ( s ince  - B i l l  commands he Ln both (43c) and (43d)) .  

Furthermore, t he  i n t u i t i o n s  given i n  (43) a r e  not aubject t o  the  same in-  

dividual  o r  d i a l e c t i c a l  var ia t ions  a s  the WH-constraint. That is ,  apeakers 

who a r e  per fec t ly  wil l ing t o  accept..weakly crossed sentences l i k e  (7)  w i l l  

nonetheless recognize t h e  contrast  i n  (43). For such speakers, Postal  

would have t o  say t h a t  t h e  W-constraint operates selectively--a ra ther  un- 

sa t i s f ac to ry  conclusion, especial ly  i n  t h e  absence of a pr inciple  f o r  

determining i n  which cases it does operate. 

A fu r the r  reason f o r  suspecting the  claim t h a t  (43) supports the  WH- 

constraint  i s  t h a t  (43c) and(43d) are acceptable only if - B i l l  receives 

vsry weak s t r e s s .  I n  each case, i f  - B i l l  i s  the  i t e m  being focused, then 

the  indicated anaphoric r e l a t ion  i s  impossible. Since i n  (43b) whose 

must necessar i ly  be the  focus, it appears t h a t  the contrast  i n  (43) ought 

t o  be explained i n  terms of anaphoric r e l a t ions  involving the  focused 

element, r a the r  than through an ad hoc device l i k e  the  WH-constraint. 

One way of capturing f a c t s  l i k e  (43) i n  the analysis  ,pxeesented here 

would be t o  s t i p u l a t e  t h a t ,  i n  cases of what Ross (1967a) terms "pied 

piping," t h e  NP mentioned i n  the  s t ruc tu ra l  descr ipt ion of the  movement 

transformation leaves behind n t r ace ,  and the  e n t i r e  NP which ac tua l ly  ge t s  

moved does too. Specif ical ly ,  i n  (43b), s incs  the  front ing ru le  mentions 
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only t h e  WH-word, t he  t r a c e  l e f t  behind w i l l  be something l i k e  (44). 

Therefore, both - whose and whose gold-plated cas t  of Barbara S t re i sand ' s  

nose w i l l  be able  t o  en t e r  i n t o  only those anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  which would - 
have been possible from t h e i r  pre-fronting posit ions.  This ana lys i s  a l s o  

provides an account of t h e  co r r e l a t i on  between s t r e s s  and anaphora i n  (43c) 

and (43d). From t h e  r a t h e r  plausible  assumption t h a t  Clef t  sentence form- 

a t i o n  and Topicalization should be formulated as r u l e s  f ron t ing  t h e  focused 

element, it follows t h a t  the  indicated anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  i n  (43c) and 

(43d) w i l l  be impossible j u s t  i n  case B i l l  i s  t h e  NP mentioned by t h e  ru l e ,  

i.e., j u s t  i n  case  - B i l l  is t h e  focus. Since t h e  s t r e s s  ind ica tes  t h e  focuq, 

t h e  relevance of stress i n  kheae examples i s  explained. 

Another case i n  which W-fronting appears t o  behave d i f f e r e n t l y  from 

o ther  f ron t ing  r u l e s  i s  given i n  (45). 

(45) ( a )  ??Whose mother did  t h e  g i r l  he married i n s u l t ?  

(b)  - John's mother, t h e  g i r l  he married Insulted.  

( c )  It was - John's mother t h a t  t h e  g i r l  & married insul ted.  

Since (45) does exhib i t  t he  va r i a t i on  cha rac t e r i s t i c  of t h e  WH-constraint, 

and s ince  s t r e s s  does not a f f e c t  t he  "~dgements i n  (45) ,  t h i s  cont ras t  

might at  f i r s t  be taken ae  support f o r  Pos t a l ' s  reana lys i s  against  the  

pos i t ion  taken here. There i s ,  however, a per fec t ly  straightforward explan- 

a t i o n  f o r  (45), namely t h a t  whoae tende t o  be interpret.ed indeterminately,  
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whereas John i s  determinate. This explanation is supported by the  f a c t  

t h a t  (45b) and (45c) become a t  least a s  bad a s  (45a) i f  someone i s  subst- 

i t u t ed  f o r  John. 

. Summary 

It was shown e a r l y  i n  t h i s  chapter t h a t  an order ing paradox involving 

t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e  and WH-fronting could be duplicated using aeve* 

a1 o ther  NP movement ru les .  It was seen t h a t  these paradoxes could be re- 

solved e i t h e r  by modifying t h e  notion of movement r u l e  o r  by introducing a 

second p r o n d n a l  amphora rule .  Same evidence i n  favor of t h e  former 

so lu t ion  was given. 

It was then shown t h a t  e i t h e r  of these  solut ions  t o  t h e  ordering paradox 

eliminated t h e  need f o r  Pos t a l ' s  WH-Constraint, provided t h a t  ind iv idua l  

epeakers a r e  permitted a grea t  d e a l  of leeway i n  assigning determinateness 

t o  WH-words. The absence of an independent c r i t e r i o n  f o r  assigning determ- 

inateness  t o  WH-words ( a t  l e a s t  i n  r e l a t i v e s )  d e t r a c t s  t o  some extent  from 

t h e  fo rce  of t h i s  argument. It has, however, been shown t h a t  much of t h e  

evidence purportedly supporting t h e  WH-Constraint has an independent explarn- 

a t ion ,  so t h e  need f o r  t he  cons t ra in t  i s  extremely questionable. Certainly,  

t h e  burden of proof has been sh i f t ed  back t o  i t 8  proponents. 



FOOTNOTES 

1. Pos ta l  a l s o  claims t o  show t h a t  t he  cons t ra in t  cannot be formulated 

i n  terms of shallow s t ruc tu re  o r  i n  terms of any combination of deep 

s t ruc tu re ,  surface s t ruc tu re ,  and shallow s t ruc ture .  However, h i s  

arguments f o r  these  claims a r e  c i r c u l a r  i n  t h a t  they depend on accept- 

ance of h i s  claim abovit what t h e  re levant  general izat ion is.  Since I 

cannot see  any way t o  account f o r  the  f a c t s  i n  terms of one o r  more of 

these  l eve l s ,  I w i l l  not consider t h e  question of whether t h e r e . i s  

some argument against  doing so i n  pr inciple .  

2. These t e r n s  a r e  used below i n  a more general  sense, viz . ,  t o  denote 

any sentence i n  which an NP i s  crossed over a pronoun t o  which it i s  

anaphorically re la ted .  I n  what follows, t h e  context should ind ica t e  

fairl$ c l e a r l y  which sense i s  intended. 

3. Thmre i s  a grea t  dea l  of individual  va r i a t i on  i n  judgements of weakly 

crossed sentences. However, a l l  speakers recognize t h a t  they a r e  

incomparably b e t t e r  than s t rongly crossed sentences. I n  many cases,  

I found it necessary t o  explain  t o  informants t h a t  t he  indicated 

anaphorfc r e l a t i o n s  i n  examples ( l b )  and (2b) were l o g i c a l l y  possible.  

On the  o the r  hand, judgements about t h e  examples i n  (7)  tend t o  be 

unsure, o f ten  taking the  form of remarks t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  t he  examples 

werc awkward, but comprehensible. Notice t h a t  t h r ee  of t h e  sentences 

i n  (7)  were published; i n  cont ras t ,  it is inconceivable t h a t  s t rongly 

crossed sentences would-.ever be used. 
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4. Notice t h a t  t h i s  proposal does not block [8b), s ince t h e  t r a c e  l e f t  

by WH-fronting w i l l  be anaphorically r e l a t ed  t o  which of t h e  girls 

John dated, not t o  - John, so t h a t  t h e  T rans i t i v i ty  Condition does not 

apply* 

5. One l o g i c a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  would be t o  block any anaphoric r e l a t i o n  be- 

tween NP1s i f  t h e  lef tmost  one i s  pronominal and the  r i g h t m ~ s t  one i s  

indeterminate, regard less  of which serves a s  antecedent. That t h i s  

w i l l  not  work i s  shown by ( i ) ,  ' i n  which both hg and a r e  presumably 

indeterminate ( s ince  t h e i r  antecedent i s )  and an anaphoric r e l a t i o n  

must e x i e t  between them, i n  order t o  confom with t h e  T rans i t i v i ty  

Condition. 

( i )  I don ' t  t r u s t  anyone who says - he wants me t o  help 

6 .  This proposal might be objected t o  on the  grounds t h a t  i k  i n  essence 

formulates "chopping m l e s N  (Ross (1967a), Chapter 6) a s  copying ru lea  

i n  which the  copy is  phonetically nul l .  This obscures t o  a l a r g e  

degree t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between these  types of r u l e s  ( see  Ross (1967a)). 

I f  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  indeed a s  vital as Ross claims, it might be 

possible  t o  say t h a t  chopping r u l e s  a r e  those i n  which t h e  t r a c e  i s  

u l t imate ly  deleted.  I f  t h i s  proposal i s  tenable ,  then the  Complex 

NP Constraint  (and perhaps Ross1 o ther  cons t ra in t s )  can be r e s t r i c t e d  

t o  de l e t ion  r u l e s  alone ( c f .  Chapter 3, $3.2.1). T h i s  might a l s o  

make it possible  t o  account na tu ra l ly  f o r  d i a l e c t s  i n  which sentences 

l i k e  ( i )  a r e  acceptable ( c f ,  Ross (196?a), 86.2.3). 

( i )   kin^ Kong i s  a movie which y o u l l l  laugh yourself  s ick  i f  

you see  it. 
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7. It might be argued t h a t  (12) involves WH-fronting followed by opt- 

ional de l e t ion  of t h e  WH-word, i.e., t h a t  sentences l i k e  (i) a r e  

derived from sentences l i k e  ( i i ) .  

(i) It was John t h a t  l e f t ,  

( i i )  It was John who l e f t .  

The judgements i n  (12) would then be an immediate consequence of  

such an analysis ,  given example (2) .  Under t h i s  analysis ,  however, 

it would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  ( i i i )  and (v) a r e  

so much b e t t e r  than t h e i r  purported sources, viz.,  ( i v )  and (vi) . 
( i i i )  ? I t  was a doctor t h a t  John wanted t o  become, 

( i v )  *It w a s  a doctor which John wanted t o  become. 

[who 1 
( 4  It was a blonde t h a t  John brought t o  your party. 

(vi) ? ? I t  was a blonde who John brought t o  your party. 

It seems l i k e l y  t h a t  whatever ana lys i s  i s  adopted f o r  ( i i i )  and (v)  

could a l s o  account f o r  ( i ) .  If t h i s  is so, then t h e  deviance of 

(12b) does not follow from t h e  deviance of  (2b). 

8. (15a) i s  r a the r  awkward, but t h i s  has nothing t o  do with anaphora, 

a s  evidenced by the  f a c t  t h a t  ( i )  i s  equal ly  awkward. 

( i )  John, Mary claims said  Jane kissed B i l l .  

On t h e  o ther  hand, t h e  deviance of ( l5b)  d e f i n i t e l y  has something t o  

do with anaphora, a s  t h e  grarnmaticality of ( i i )  shows. 

( i i )  John, Mary claims B i l l  sa id  Jane ki.ssed. 

9. These examples a r e  not out  f o r  a l l  speakers because of t he  individual  

va r i a t i on  regarding t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of "more deeply embedded than"; 



see Chapter 2, 81.2. 

10. The exanples of (17) a r e  somewhat b e t t e r  than those of (16) , but 

they a r e  considerably l e s s  na tura l  than the  superf ic ia l l j r  s imi l a r  

sentences i n  ( i )  and (ii). 

( i )  John i s  eager f o r  brother  t o  help. 

( i i )  - John wr i t e s  t o  his brother t o  be careful .  

11. I h e s i t a t e  t o  l a b e l  t h i s  a case of l t id io lec t l l  var ia t ion.  Rather, I 

tend t o  bel ieve t h a t  determinateness cannot r e a l l y  be c l e a r l y  defined, 

so  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  o f t en  a good dea l  of doubt regarding t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  

of r ight- to- lef t  anaphora. This view i s  supported by the  f a c t  t h a t  

it o f t en  happens t h a t  a given speaker w i l l  respond d i f f e r e n t l y  on 

d i f f e r e n t  days t o  examples of t h i s  so r t .  

2 .  I f  the  r e l a t i v e  c h u s e  i s  r e s t r i c t i v e ,  t he re  i s  some reason t o  th ink  

t h a t  t h e  head NP is  indeterminate, f o r  t h e  res t r ic t iveneaa  of t h e  

r e l a t i v e  c lause ind ica t e s  t h a t  t h e  r e s t  of t he  context fai ls  t o  pro- 

vide s u f f i c i e n t  information t o  ass ign a re fe ren t  t o  the  head. I f ,  

f o r  example, a complexNP l i k e  t h e  man Maw saw is  used, it i s  imp l i c i t  

t h a t  t h e  use of t h e  NP t h e  man i n  i ts  place would not have suff iced 

t o  i nd ica t e  what man i s  intended. Thus, it eeems i n t u i t i v e l y  cor rec t  

t o  s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  t h e  head of a restrictive clause i s  indeterminate. 

Since t h e  head of a r e l a t i v e  i s  anaphorically r e l a t ed  t o  (and hence 

non-dist inct  from) t h e  r e l a t i v e  pronoun, it seems reasonable t o  

suppose t h a t  r e l a t i v e  pronouns i n  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c lauses  are 

indeterminate. 
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Similar  reasoning leads  t o  t he  conclusion t h a t  t h e  heads of non- 

r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  c lauses  a r e  determinate. The non-restrict ive- 

ness  of a r e l a t i v e  c lause i s  an i nd i ca t i on  t h a t  t he  information 

contained i n  t h a t  r e l a t i v e  c lause  i s  not needed f o r  t h e  purpose of 

iden t i fy inq  t h e  r e f e r en t  of t h e  head NP, i . e . ,  t h a t  t h e  head i s  

determinate . 
I n  s p i t e  of t h e  very informal charac te r  of t h e  above discussion,  

t h e  hypothesis t h a t  t h e  res t~~ic t ive-non-res t r ic t ive  d i s t i n c t i o n  f o r  

r e l a t i v e  c lauses  corresponds t o  t h e  determinate-indeterminate d i s t i n u  

c t i o n  f o r  t h e  NPts makes c e r t a i n  empir ical  prediction8 which can be 

t e s t ed .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  it p red i c t s  t h a t  proper and generic NP1s 

allow only non-restrict ive r e l a t i v e s ,  and t h a t  necessar i ly  indeter-  

minate NPts allow only r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i ve s .  Some f a c t s ,  given i n  

( i ) - (x ) ,  seem t o  bear tixis predict ion out ,  but o thers ,  such aa (28), 

cont rad ic t  it. 

( i )  John, who was here yesterday,  i s  now gone. 

(ii) *John who was here yesterday i s  now gone. 

( i i i )  I don't t r u s t  anyone who votes. 

( i v )  *I don' t  t r u s t  anyone, who votes,  

( v )  John i s  a man who keeps h i s  word. 

( v i )  *John i s  a man, who keeps h i s  word. 

( v i i )  I met someone who knows you yesterday. 

( v i i i ) ? ? ~  met someone, who knows you, yesterday. 

( i x )  Something t h a t  I own i s  very valuable. 

( x )  ??Something, which I own, i s  very valuable. 
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13. This f a c t  i s  a mystery t o  me. No ex i s t i ng  theory of anaphora can 

come c lose  t o  accounting f o r  it. This shows t h a t  t h e  problem i s  

r a t h e r  more complex than  e x i s t i n g  analyses would suggest. 

14"  None of t he se  i s  bad enough t o  e s t a b l i s h  my point  very ,strongly.  

This i s  because t h e  pronouns aee a l l  ob j ec t s  of preposi t ions ,  t hus  

leaving somewhat uncer ta in  t h e  question of whether they a r e  l e s s  

deeply embedded than  t h e i r  antecedents . Sentences l i k e  ( i )  - ( l i i )  

might cons t i t u t e  s t ronger  evidence f o r  my posi t ion,  but t h e i r  sfgn- 

i f i c ance  i s  somewhat dubious because considerat ions  of s t r e s s  may be 

s u f f i c i e n t  t o  exclude ( i i )  and ( i i i ) .  

( i )  The woman who loved John betrayed him. 

( i i )  *It was - him t h a t  t h e  woman who loved John betrayed. 

( i i i )  %Him, - t h e  woman who loved John betrayed. 

15. This argument i s  not t e r r i b l y  dec i s ive ,  s ince  it would be q u i t e  

simple f o r  Pos ta l  t o  modify h i s  proposed second pronominal anaphora 

r u l e  t o  account f o r  (33b). Nevertheless, (33) does show c l e a r l y  t h a t  

t h e  spec i f i c  proposal Pos ta l  made i n  t h e  l e c t u r e  c i t e d  above i s  

inadequate . 
A t h i r d  d i f fe rence  between t h e  analyses i n  quest ion has t o  do 

with t h e  order ing of Tough movement and It-replacement. Pos ta l  

o rders  these  r u l e s  before t h e  pronominal anaphora r u l e ,  unlike t h e  

o t h e r  NP f ron t ing  r u l e s  discussed. I n  cont ras t ,  t he  t r a c e  proposal 

t r e a t s  these  r u l e s  j u s t  l i k e  o the r  NP f ron t ing  ru les .  The c r u c i a l  

examples here a r e  sentences l i k e  (17). The t r a c e  ana lys i s  p red ic t s  

t h a t  thay should be j u s t  a s  bad a s  (16) ,  whereas, according t o  
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P o s t a l l s  analysis,  they should be f u l l y  grammatical. Unfortunately, 

it appears tha t  both predictions f a i l  here, f o r  the  examples o f  (17) 

a r e  too  good f o r  my analysis  and not good enough f o r  ?os t a l t s .  

16. There i s  a problem regarding the  notion "WH-form". Postal  (1970a) 

uses (34) i n  excluding ( i ) .  

( i )  *Whose f r i e n d ' s  f a the r  did c r i t i c i z e ?  

I f  t h e  underlined NP i n  (i) i s  a WH form, why are  sentences like 

( i i )  not s imi lar ly  excluded? 

( i i )  How many of Johnts  teachers does he c a l l  by t h e i r  f i r s t  

names ? 

Postal  (1970a) recognizes t h i s  problem and devotes a lengthy foot- 

note (footnote 14) t o  it, but instead of providing an answer, he 

merely assures the  reader t h a t  it i s  possible t o  provide one. It 

is  in t e res t ing  t o  note, by the  way, t h a t  i n  h i s  discussion of t h i s  

problem, Postal  r e f e r s  t o  I1WH-marked nominals". If he conceives of 

WH-marking a s  a process which precedei3 WH-fronting, then he has 

i n p l i c i t l y  abandoned h i s  "orphan prepositiontt argument against  cyc l ic  

WH-f ronting , f o r ,  a s  Jackendof f (1969), p, 51, shows, t h e  orphan 

preposition argument f a i l s  i f  WH is a feature of e n t i r e  nominal 

phrases. 

17. Postal  uses the phrase "s t ipulated coreferentsIt t o  mean what I would 

c a l l  "anaphorically re la ted  NPl stt . 
18. Since my i n tu i t ions  on weakly crossed sentences tend t o  d i f f e r  from 

those of most other  speakers, I have checked Postabts claims with a 

~ b e r  of informants. I have been unable t o  f ind t\ spaaker who 



agrees with Postal '  s judgements. 

19. (37a) and s imi l a r  sentences seem t o  be f u l l y  acceptable t o  most 

speakers only i f  they receive the  heavy s t r e s s  of incredul i ty .  I f  

pronounced a s  normal echo questions,  t h e  react ions  are mixed. 

20. 4 s  noted, Pos ta l  makes the  opposite claim about (41) and (42), but 

I have been unable t,o find other  speakers who share his judgements. 



Chapter Five 

SENSE, REFERENCE, AND ANAPHORA 

0. Introduct ion 

I n  t h e  previous chapters ,  t h e  notion of anaphoric r e l a t i o n  has been 

taken a s  a primitive,  i .e . ,  no attempt has been made t o  exp l i ca t e  it i n  

terms of t h e  manner i n  which t h e  meanings of anaphor and antecedent a r e  

re la ted .  This appears t o  be j u s t i f i e d  i n  t h a t  speakers a r e  ab l e  t o  deter-  

mine which p a i r s  of elements may be anaphorically r e l a t ed ,  even i n  t h e  

absence of a prec i se  d e f i n i t i o n  of anaphora.' It i s  never theless  of some 

i n t e r e s t  t o  explore j u s t  how t h e  meanings of anaphorically r e l a t ed  p a i r s  

a r e  re la ted .  

I n  t h i s  chapter  it w i l l  be assumed t h a t  r u l e s  of t h e  sort sketched 

i n  Chapters 2 and 3 f o r  determining possible  anaphor-antecedent p a i r s  

e x i s t ,  and t h e  manner i n  which t h e  meanings of t h e  elements of these  

p a i r s  a r e  r e l a t ed  w i l l  be invest igated.  It w i l l  be seen t h a t  t h e  well- 

known d i s t i n c t i o n  between sense and reference plays a r o l e  i n  grammatical 

descr ip t ions ,  although it i s  a l e s s  important r o l e  than some recent  work 

.(e.g., Grinder and Pos ta l  (1971)) has suggested. Keeping t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  

i n  mind makes it possible t o  c l a r i f y  i n  a p laus ib le  way some r a t h e r  con- 

fus ing  i s sues  surrounding t h e  meaning of t h e  examples i l l u s t r a t i n g  t h e  

Bach-Peters paradox, F ina l ly ,  it w i l l  be shown t h a t  a very simple con- 

s t r a i n t  on t h e  meanings of anaphors serves  t o  account f o r  some apparent ly  

anomalous f a c t s ,  as wel l  a s  e l iminat ing t h e  motivation f o r  c e r t a i n  

r a t h e r  dnusual mechanisms which have been proposed. 



167 

1.0 Sense and Referents 

I n  most cases,  t he  semantic r e l a ~ L o n s h i p  between anaphor and ant-  

ecedent i s  simply t h a t  t h e  reading ( i . e . ,  t h e  sense) cf t he  anaphor i n -  

cludes t h e  reading of t h e  antecedent (except,  i n  some cases ,  f o r  negative 

elements and c e r t a i n  modifiers--cf. Chapter 3, 81.1). Assuming t h a t  

each cons t i tuen t  i n  a sentence corresponds t o  a por t ion of t h e  semantic 

represen ta t ion  of t h a t  sentence, t h e  meaning of anaphors can be accounted 

for by a r u l e  o r  convention which copies t h e  por t ion  of t h e  semantic 

represen ta t ion  correaponding t o  t he  antecedent i n t o  the  por t ion corres- 

ponding t o  t he  anaphor, Thiv r u l e  m a y  opt iona l ly  ignore  riegatives and 

modifiers a t tached t o  t h e  antecedent. I n  some cases (e.g., w i t h  t h e  

anaphor t t a  opposi te)  t h e r e  wi,U already be some semantic mater ia l  cor- 

responding t o  t h e  cmphor  (but t h e r e  must, of course, be room f o r  more, 

i f  copying is to  t a k e  place). A r u l e  of t h i s  s o r t  f s prowsed by Akmajian 

(1968). 

There arb, however, some ins tancse  of d e f i n i t e  pronominal a n a p h o r ~  

which t h i s  r u l e  w i l l  be unable t o  account fo r .  For exemple, i f  t h e  knt- 

ecedent i r a proper name, than it has no sense, I n  n sentence l i k e  (11,  

t h e  a n a p h o ~ i c  r e l a t i o n  serve8 t o  i nd i ca t e  t h a t  John and 2 cannot be used 

t o  r e f e r  t o  d i f  f men% individuals .  

( 1 )  Jotin claims t h a t  he i s  a genius. 

Thus, ( 1 )  could be handled by t h e  sort, of semantic copying r u l e  suggested 

above only i f  it i s  assumed t h a t  t h e  reference of an NP i s  included a s  

par t  of i t s  reading. It i s  argued below t h a t  such an assumption i s  un- 

tenable.  I n  addi t ion,  consid s r  sentences l i k e  (2), 

( 2 )  Ths boy who wanted it gqt t h e  pr ize  he deserved, . . ...........*.......*. 
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I f  t h e  meaning of d e f i n i t e  pronouns were always supplied by a semantic 

copying r u l e ,  then (2) could receive no reading, because an i n f i n i t e  

regress  would r e s u l t .  Thus, it i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  grammar must, i n  some 

cases,mark anaphorically r e l a t ed  NPts f o r  i d e n t i t y  of reference.  Sent- 

ences l i k e  (2)  a r e  considered i n  more d e t a i l  below. 

1.1 Before proceding t o  consider which p a i r s  of NPts a r e  t o  be marked 

f o r  i d e n t i t y  of reference,  i t  is  necessary t o  say something about t h e  

r e l a t i onsh ip  between reference and grammar, f o r  a great  d e a l  of past  con- 

fus ion  regarding anaphora has resu l ted  from confusion regarding reference.  

A s  Strawson (1950) observes, l i n g u i s t i c  expressions may be used i n  

r e f e r r i n g ,  but they  themsslve do not r e f e r .  ?u t  i n  th6 t eminology  of 

generat ive  grammar, t h e  assignment of reference is  an aspect  of l i n g u i s t i c  

performance and hence not prt of grammar. The reason t h a t  reference 

cannot be assigned by t h e  grammar i s  t h a t  it involves such extra-gram- 

mat ica l  Esctors  as hand gesturea ,  f a c i a l  expressions,  and t h e  speaker 's  

knowledge of t h e  world. 2 

It i e  never theless  poosible f o r  t h e  grammar of a language t o  place 

c e r t a i n  cons t r a in t s  on how a speaker may use t h e  expressions of t h e  

language i n  re fe r r ing ,  For example, t h e  grammar sf t h e  English does not 

allow t h e  speaker t c  use a feminine pronoun i n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  a man. 3 

More pert inentkv,  t h e  grammar may requi re  t h a t  two NPts be used i n  re- 

f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  same th ing ,  without specifying what t h e  r e f e r en t  is. The 

s i t u a t i o n  i s  analogous t o  t h a t  i n  mathematics, where a var iab le  which 

occurs twice i n  t h e  same formula must always receive t h e  same in t e rp re t -  

a t i o n ,  although what t h a t  i a t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  may be q u i t e  f r ee .  This i s  

what i s  meant by t h e  oft-repeated remark t h a t  one can t a l k  about coroference 
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without t a l k i n g  about reference .  Unfortunately,  t h i s  point  has been 

f r e q u e n t l y  misunderstood, and a good d e a l  of confusion has  r e s u l t e d .  4 

1 .2  Adding t o  t h i s  confusion regarding re fe rence  has  been t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

much of  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on anaphora has  used t h e  term "coreferenceN t o  

mean d e f i n i t e  pronominal anaphora, al though it i s  not  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  a l l  

i n s t a n c e s  of  d e f i n i t e  pronominal anaphora involve  i d e n t i t y  6P reference .  

I n  fact, coreference  i s  n e i t h e r  necessary  nor s u f f i c i e n t . f o r  d e f i n i t e  pro- 

nominal anaphora, as (3 )  i l l u s t r a t e s .  

(3) (a) The man who gave his paycheck t o  h i s  wife.was viser 

t h a n  t h e  man who gave it t o  h i s  mis t ress .  

( b )  I f  t h e  morning star i s  inhab i t ed ,  t h e n  t h e  evening 

s t a r  i s  inhabi ted .  

I n  (3a )  (due  t o   artt tun en), it can be understood as denoting t h e  second 

man's paycheck, while i ts  antecedent  denotes  t h e  f i r s t  manls paycheck. 

Hence, pronoun and antecedent  a r e  anaphor ica l ly  r e l a t e d ,  but not  co re fe r -  

e n t i a l .  I n  (3b), t h e  NP' s t h e  evening star and t h e  morninn s t a r  may both 

be se rv ing  a s  n m e e  f o r  t h e  p lane t  Venus, but t h e y  a r e  not  anaphor ica l ly  

r e l a t e d  . 
Examples l i k e  (3a)  show t h a t  t h e  r u l e  ass ign ing  t h e  reading of  t h e  

antecedent  t o  t h e  anaphor mpst i n  some cases  apply  t o  d e f i n i t e  pronouns. 5 

It must now be asked which anaphor ica l ly  r e l a t e d  p a i r s  have t h e  same sense 

and which have t h e  same reference .  This ques t ion  has  no simple answer, 

and it will not be answered i n  f u l l  here. I n  c e r t a i n  cases ,  however, t h e  

anzwer i s  r e l a t i v e l y  s t r a igh t fo rward ,  and t h e s e  cases  have i n t e r e s t i n g  

consequences. 

1.3.0 Consider, f i r s t  of a l l ,  NPls which a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  determinate.  



170 

By t h e  i n t u i t i v e  charac te r iza t ion  of determinateness given i n  Chapter 2, 

determinate NPfs a r e  j u s t  those  used i n  r e f e r r i ng ,  so one might expect 

t h a t  d e f i n i t e  NPfs with determinate antecedents would always be corefer-  

en t  with them. This proves t o  be t h e  case. Thus, pronouns with proper 

antecedents always share t h e  reference of t h e i r  antecedents. Further,  

d e f i n i t e  pronouns t o  t h e  l e f t  of t h e i r  antecedents inust alwiiys be i n t e r -  

preted as co re fe r en t i a l  with them. Hence, i f  (4)  i s  acceptable a t  a l l ,  

only one paycheck i s  involved. 

(4) ?The man who gave & t o  h i s  wife was wiser than t h e  

man who gave h i s  paycheck t o  h i s  mis t ress .  

Similar ly ,  i n  (5)-(9),  t h e  ( a )  sentences allow e i t h e r  i d e n t i t y  of sense 

o r  i d e n t i t y  of reference,  but t h e  (b)  sentences, i n  which t h e  antecedent 

i s  necessar i ly  determinate,  allow only coreference ( ( 5a)-(7a) due t o  

Par tee  ( 1970)). 

( 5 )  ( a )  John claimed t o  have found t h e  so lu t ion  t o  t h e  problem, 

but B i l l  was sure he had found it. 

(b) Although B i l l  was sure  he had found it, John claimed 

t o  have found t h e  so lu t ion  t o  t he  problem. 

( 6 )  (a) Senator Green believed t h a t  he had nominated t h e  winner 

of the  e l ec t i on ,  but Senator White believed t h a t  she 

had nominated him. 

(b) Although Senator White believed t h a t  she had nominated 

him, Senator Green believed t h a t  he had nominated - 
winner of t h e  e lect ion.  

(7) (a) John thought t he  author of t h e  book was probably a man, 

but B i l l  thought it was more l i k e l y  a woman. 
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(b) Although B i l l  thought it was more l i k e l y  a woman, John 

thought t h e  author of t h e  book was probably a man. 

( 8 )  ( a )  I n  1960 t h e  President was a Catholic, but now he's 

a Quaker. 

( b )  Although i n  1960 - he was a Catholic,  now t h e  President 

i s  a Quaker, 

( 9 )  (a) Last year  Miss America was a brunet te ,  but t h i s  year  

she i s  a blonde, - 
(b )  Although t h i s  year  - she i s  a blonde, l a s t  year  Miss - 

America was a brunette.  

Fur ther ,  evidence f o r  t h e  c l d n  a t  hand i s  provided by the  f a c t  t h a t  

sentences l i k e  ( 10) allow only t h e  coref e r e n t i a l  reading. 

( 10) Last year  Miss America, who is  a very lucky g i r l ,  was 

a brunet te ,  but  t h i s  year she i s  a blonde. 

It seems accurate  t o  claim, then,  t h a t  coreference ob ta ins  between a de- 

f i n i t e  pronoun and i ts  antecedent i f  t h e  antecedent is determinate. 6 

1.3,1 Before considering whether i d e n t i f y  of sense holds of a l l  pronouns 

with indeterminate antecedents,  one consequence of t h e  above conclusion 

w i l l  be explored, 

Karttunen (1971) considers sentences l i k e  (11) and (12).  

( 11) The p i l o t  who shot a t  t h e  mig t h a t  chased him h i t  &. . . . . . . . . . a *  

(12) The m i 8  t h a t  chased t h e  p i l o t  who shot a t  it was h i t  . . . . . .... 
by him. - 

(11) and (12),  Karttunen observes, d i f f e r  with respect  t o  t h e i r  presuppos- 

i t i o n s  of uniqueness, and he presents  hypothet ical  s i t u a t i o n s  ("data  bases" 

i n  h i s  terminology) t o  i l l u s t r a t e  these  d i f fe rences .  I n  pa r t i cu l a r ,  (11) 
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presupposes t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a unique p i l o t  with t h e  proper t ies  t h a t  exac t ly  

one mig chased him and he shot a t  t h a t  mig; (12),  on t he  o ther  hand, pre- 

supposes t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a unique mig with t h e  proper t ies  t h a t  exac t ly  one 

p i l o t  shot a t  it and it chased t h a t  p i l o t .  Thus, (ll), but not (12) i s  

appropria te  i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  schematized as (13), and (12): but not (ll), 

i s  appropria te  i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  schematized as (14) .~  

(13 P i l o t s  s h o t a t  Migs chased P i l o t s  

Migs chased P i l o t s  s h o t a t  Migs 

I n  each case ,  t h e  appropria te  sentence means t h a t  P i l o t  A h i t  Mig 1. 

(12) i s  not appropria te  i n  s i t u a t i o n  (13) because t h e r e  i s  no mig f i t t i n g  

t h e  descr ip t ion  " the  mia t h a t  chased t h e  p i l o t  who shot  a t  it." Similar-  

l y ,  no p i l o t  i n  (U+) can be described a s  " the  p i l o t  who shot a t  t h e  mig 

t h a t  chased him. 

Karttunen (1971) claims; f u r t h e r  t h a t  ( 15) i s  ambiguous between a 

reading synonymous with (11) and a reading synonymous w i t h  (12).  

(15) The p i lo t  who shot a t  it h i t  t he  mig t h a t  chased him. 
I ....................... 

Kuroda (1971) argues t h a t  (15) a l s o  has a t h i r d  reading i n  which both of 

t h e  p r e s u p p e i t i o n s  discussed above hold. Karttunen points  out  t h a t  

these  judgements follow from an a ~ a l y s i s  i n  which (11) and (12) are derived 

by a t ransformation of Pronominalization from (16) and (I?), respect ively ,  

and (15) can be derived from (16), (171, o r  (18). 
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The der iva t ions  of (11) and (12) from (16) and (I?),  respect ively ,  are 

a f fec ted  by pronominalizing NP under i d e n t i t y  with NP and pronominalizing 
3 1 

Np under i d e n t i t y  w i t h  NP . (15) i s  derived from any of these  s t ruc tu re s  
4 2 

by pronominalizing NF under i d e n t i t y  ~ i t h  NP and p~onominalizing NP 
5 1 2 

under i d e n t i t y  with NP 
4. 

Karttunen there fore  claims t h a t  t h i s  argues f o r  t h e  exis tence o f  a 

Pronominalization transformation. Since such a transformation i s  known t o  

be untenable ( s ee  Chapter l), i f  Karttunen's da t a  a r e  co r r ec t ,  then some 

attempt must be made t o  account f o r  them, without emnloying a Pronominal- 

i z a t i o n  transformation. The mechanisms f o r  assigning idenc i ty  of sense 

and i d e n t i t y  of reference might provide a method f o r  doing t h h .  

Suppose t h e  r u l e  copying readings i s  permitted t o  apply t o  e i t h e r  

pronoun i n  ( l 5 ) ,  but not both ( s ince  t h i s  would r e s u l t  i n  an i n f i n i t e  

regress ) .  Then applying it t o  & r e s u l t s  i n  a semantic s t ruc tu re  essent-  

i a l l y  equivalent t o  (16), ar:d applying it t o  him r e s u l t s  i n  a semantic 

s t ruc tu re  l i k e  (17).  Marking both pronouns f o r  coreference would r e s u l t  

i n  a semantic s t ruc tu re  more o r  l e s s  l i k e  (19).  Thus, a t  f i r s t  glance, it 

asarns t h a t  Karttunen's  ana lys i s  has been dupl icated without making use 

of a Pronominalization transformation. 

Recall ,  however, t h a t  d e f i n i t e  pronouns which precede t h e i r  antece- 

den ts  must bo co re fe r en t i a l  with them. I n  o the r  words, t h e  copying r u l e  

cannot apply i n  cases  of r igh t - to - le f t  d e f i n i t e  pronominal anaphora, so 

(15) should be only two ways ambiguous, v iz . ,  (15) should be inappl icab le  

t o  s i3ua t ion  (13). While judgements on t h i s  quest ion a r e  far from c l e a r ,  

t h i s  conclusion does not seem any l e s s  reasonable than Karttunen's. 

The f a c t  t h a t  Karttunente informants were, i n  f a c t ,  ab le  t o  i n t e r p r e t  



(15) i n  s i t u a t i o n  (13) could a r i s e  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they were required 

t o  f i nd  an in t e rp re t a t i on  and hence picked t h e  l e a s t  deviant one.8 Thus, 

it i s  possible  t o  provide a plausible  account of t h e  meaning of (15) with- 

out requir ing a r e so r t  t o  untenable mechanisms l i k e  t h e  Pronominalization 

transformation. 

Notice, fu r the r ,  t h a t  Karttunenls ana lys i s  would force  him t o  claim 

t h a t  (15) i s  not j u s t  t h r ee  ways ambiguous, but i n f i n i t e l y  ambiguous. 

This would follow from h i s  assumption t h a t  any two d i s t i n c t  deep s t ruc tu re s  

must correspond t o  d i f f e r e n t  readings, together  with the  fact--which he 

overlooked--that under h i s  ana lys i s ,  (15) can a l so  be derived from s t ruc t -  

u res  obtained from (16) o r  (17) by adding more r e l a t i v e  clauses and pro- 

nominalizing more of ten.  For example, (15) could be derived from t h e  

s t ruc tu re  ( 19) a s  indicated.  

NP3 pronominalizes NP 4 
NP1 pronominalizes NP2 

t h e  
p i l o t  

NP7 
pronominalizes NP 

8 
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Further r e l a t i v e  c lauses  can be appended ad nauseum. This problex does 

not a r i s e  i n  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  Karttunen's ana lys i s  because the  copying 

of semantic mater ia l  can only take  place between pa i r s  marked a s  anaphor- 

i c a l l y  re la ted .  

Thus, t h e  claim t h a t  d e f i n i t e  pronouns w i t h  determinate antecedents 

a r e  co re fe ren t i a l  w i t h  them provides a means of accounting f o r  t h e  i n t e r -  

p re ta t ion  of (15) which does not lead t o  any of t h e  undesirable consequences 

of Karttunents analysis .  

1.3.2 Returning now t o  t h e  question of which anaphorically re la ted  pa i r s  

of NPts share sense and which share  reference,  a l i t t l e  r e f l e c t i o n  makes it 

c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  determinateness of t h e  antecedent, while s u f f i c i e n t ,  i s  

not necessary f o r  coreference. For example, t h e  pa i r s  i n  (20) a r e  ce r t a in ly  

co re fe ren t i a l  although t h e  antecedents are indeterminate. 

(20) (a) John wants t o  build a p r t  and l i v e  i n  - it. 

(b)  If Mary had a son, she would name &&I Max. 

( c )  B i l l  will grow a beard and braid it. 

What, it must now be asked, does it mean t o  say t h a t  two NP1s a r e  core- 

f e r e n t i a l ,  i f  they a r e  not used i n  re fe r r ing?  

Jackendoff (1971) provides t h e  key t o  answering t h i s  question. Par t  

of the  meaning of items l i k e  want, if, and will i s  a spec.if ication of 

what conditions would have t o  be f u l f i l l e d  i n  order f o r  i n d e f i n i t e  NPts 

within t he  scope of such items t o  be assigned re fe ren ts .  Jackendoff pro- 

vides a formalism f o r  expressing t h i s  by assoc ia t ing  w i t h  these  items 

what he c a l l s  I'rnodal operatorst1. For each such operator one can specify  

jus t  how t h e  assignment of reference t o  N P l s  within i t s  scow9 i s  affected.  

For example, t h e  modal operator associated with want i s  Unrealized, which 
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can be in te rpre ted  a s  meaning t h a t  a yurt could be assigned a re fe ren t  i n  

(20a) only i f  John's wants were f u l f i l l e d .  

With t h i s  i n t e rp re t a t i on  of Jackendoff ts  notion of modal operator ,  it 

becomes possible t o  answer the  question posed above: t o  say t h a t  anaphor- 

i c a l l y  r e l a t ed  N P k  l i k e  those i n  (20) a r e  co re fe ren t i a l  means t h a t  i f  

t h e  conditions imposed by t h e  modal operator  were f u l f i l l e d ,  then the  NPIs 

i n  question could only be used i n  r e f e r r ing  t o  the  same item. I n  o ther  

words, i f  they could be used i n  r e f e r r ing ,  then they would have t o  r e f e r  

t o  t h e  same thing.  

1.3.3 Since it has been shown t h a t  determinateness of the  antecedent only 

p a r t i a l l y  determines whether i d e n t i t y  of sense o r  i d e n t i t y  ofr reference 

obtains  between anaphorically r e l a t ed  NP1s, it i s  na tu ra l  t o  ask what o the r  

f a c t o r s  a r e  re levant  and why. One relevant  observation i s  t h a t  ambiguities 

l i k e  those i n  (5a)-(9a) do not e x i s t  unless  both t h e  antecedent and t h e  

pronoun a r e  d e f i n i t e .  This r e s u l t s  from a combination of two independent 

f ac t s :  f i r s t  t h a t  i n d e f i n i t e  pronoun one can never be marked for corefer-  

ence w i t h  i t s  antecedent, regardless  of t he  def in i teness  of t h e  anteced- 

ent''; and second, t h a t  d e f i n i t e  pronouns w i t h  i n d e f i n i t e  antecedents 

must always be co re fe ren t i a l  with them. 

The former f a c t  can be accounted f o r  by r e s t r i c t i n g  t h e  r u l e  marking 

coreference t o  d e f i n i t e  anaphors. Notice t h a t  s ince pronouns with deter-  

minate antecedents must be marked f o r  corefarence, it follows t h a t  indef- 

i n i t e  pronouns cannot have determinate antecedents. This i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  

i n  (21). 

(21) (a) Wsgood said  t h a t  Mary knew one. 

( b )  *The b a d ~ e r  never harms (another) one. 1I 

( c j  *A democrat votes f o r  one f o r  President. 
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The f a c t  t h a t  d e f i n i t e  pronouns with i n d e f i n i t e  antecedents must be cor- 

e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  them requi res  a more complex account, f o r  ne i t he r  d e f i n i t e  

pronouns nor i n d e f i n i t e  NP's may be excluded from anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  

involving i d e n t i t y  of sense. This is shown by (3a)  and (22).  

(22) John owns a c a r  and B i l l  owns a, too. 

It i s  there fore  by no means obvious why, i n  a sentence l i k e  (231, t h e  

underlined NP1s must denote t h e  same solut idn.  

(23) John thought t h a t  he had found a so lu t ion  t o  t h e  pro- 

blem, but B i l l  believed t h a t  he had discovered it. - - 
I n t u i t i v e l y ,  t h e  non-ambiguity of (23) i s  a funct ion of t h e  pre- 

supposit ion of uniqueness associated with d e f i n i t e  NP1s--in t h i s  case  

t h e  pronoun 2. If  i d e n t i t y  of sense were t o  obtain  i n  (23), then  it 

would follow t h a t  t h e  problem might have two d i f f e r e n t  solut ions ,  contrary 

t o  t h e  presupposition of  - it. Unfortunately, t h i s  i n t u i t i v ?  argument 

c a r r i e s  over ' t o  (24) ,  which is ,  i n  f a c t ,  ambiguous. 

( 24 )  John thought t h a t  he had found t h e  so lu t ion  t o  t h e  

problem, but B i l l  believed t h a t  he had discovered it. 

If t h e  presupposit ion of uniqueness associated w i t h  & en ta i l ed  t h a t  B i l l  

and John had found t h e  same th ing,  then (24) could only have t h e  corefer-  

e n t i a l  reading,  I n  f a c t ,  however, t h e  only d i f fe rence  between (23) and 

(24) appears t o  be t h a t  no presupposition of uniqueness i n  (23) i s  assoc- 

i a t e d  with t h e  antecedent. Suppose, then,  t h a t  t h e  following cons t ra in t  

is adopted a s  pa r t  of t h e  theory of language. 

(25) An anaphor may not introduce any presuppositions not 

associated with its antecedent. 

(25) w i l l  be re fe r red  t o  a s  t h e  Novelty Constraint .  The non-ambiguity of 
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(23) fol lows from t h e  Novelty Constpaint ,  s i n c e  on ly  t h e  s p e c i f i c  (hence 

determinate)  reading of  t h e  antecedent  has a presupposi t ion  of unique- 

ness  ( i . e . ,  a presupposi t ion  t h a t  a s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  problem s u f f i c e s  t o  

i d e n t i f y  a r e f e r e n t ) .  (a), on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i s  unaffec ted  by t h e  

Novelty Const ra in t ,  s i n c e  both t h e  pronoun and t h e  antecedent  a r e  pre- 

supposed t o  have unique r e f e r e n t s ,  i r r e s p e c t i v e  of  t h e  determinateness 

of t h e  antecedent.12 It appears,  then,  t h a t  t h e  Novelty Cons t ra in t ,  

i f  t enab le ,  can account f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  d s f i n i t e  pronouns wi th  indef-  

i n i t e  antecedents  must be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  them. 

This,  then,  i s  a l l  t h a t  w i l l  be s a i d  on t h e  ques t ion of which anaph- 

o r i c a l l y  r e l a t e d  NPls share  sense  and which share  reference:  de terminate  

antecedents  r e q u i r e  coreference;  i n d e f i n i t e  pronouns r e q u i r e  i d e n t i t y  

of  sense;  and t h e  Novelty Cons t ra in t  provides t h e  c r i t e r i o n  i n  some o t h e r  

cases. Whether o t h e r  f a c t o r s  a l s o  play a ro le  i s  not e n t i r e l y  c l e a r ,  

but  t h e  problem i s  at  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y  solved,  

2.0 Arguments f o r  t h e  Novelty Const ra in t  

It i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  Novelty Const ra in t  i n t e r a c t s  i n  many more ways 

wi th  t h e  grammar of English. I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  i t  w i l l  be shown t h a t  t h e  

Novelty Const ra in t  makes t h e  c o r r e c t  p red ic t ions  i n  t h e s e  cases ,  and t h a t  

it should t h e r e f o r e  be adopted as p a r t  of t h e  theory  of language. 

2.1.1 Consider f i r s t  of a l l  examples l i k e  (20). I n  o rder  f o r  (20) t o  be 

c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  Novelty Cons t ra in t ,  it must be claimed t h a t  p a r t  of 

t h e  meaning of such sentences  i s  a presupposi t ion  t h a t  i f  t h e  cond i t ions  

imposed by t h e  modal opera to r s  were f u l f i l l e d ,  t h e n  t h e  antecedent  NPts 

could be assigned unique r e f e r e n t s .  If t h i s  c la im i s  made, t h e n  t h e  

examples of (20) do not  v i o l a t e  t h e  Novelty Const ra in t ,  because t h e  
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e x i s t e n c e  of unique r e f e r e n t 3  f o r  t h e  pronouns i s  a l s o  con t igen t  on t h e  

f u l f i l l m e n t  of  t h e  modal cond i t ions  ( s i n c e  each pronoun i s  wi th in  t h e  

scope of  a m3dal opera to r ) .  One might o b j e c t  t o  t h i s  l i n e  of argument, 

however, because 09 examples l i k e  (26). 

(26) John wants t o  bu i ld  a yurt, and l i v e  i n  - one. 

If t h e  f u l f i l l m e n t  of t h e  modal cond i t ions  would e s t a b l i s h  a unique 

r e f e r e n t  f o r  a mrt, it might be s a i d  t h a t  (26)  ought t o  be a very  odd 

sentence,  f o r  t h e  use  of t h e  i n d e f i n i t e  pronoun suggests  non-uniqueness. 

The answer t o  t h i s  o b j e c t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of (26) is  

t h a t  John wants two s e p a r a t e  t h i n g s ,  whereas i n  (20a) he wants only 

one th ing .  That i s  (20a) i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  l i k e  ( Y a )  , and (26) i s  i n t e r -  

preted l i k e  (27b). 

(27) ( a )  John wants t o  bu i ld  and l i v e  i n  a y u r t .  

( b) John wants t o  bu i ld  a y u r t ,  and he ( a l s o )  wants 

t o  l i v e  i n  a ;yurt. 

Thus, i n  (26) t h e r e  are two independent s e t s  of modal condi t ions ,  and 

t h e  o b j e c t i o n  r a i s e d  above does not  apply. Hence, (20) ~ n d  (25) a r e  

c o n s i s t e n t .  

2.1.2 Moreover, sentences  l i k e  (20) can be c i t e d  a s  p o s i t i v e  support  

f o r  t h e  Novelty Const ra in t .  It has  long been noted ( s e e ,  e.g., 

Karttunen (1968)) t h a t  d e f i n i t e  pronouns which are not i n  t h e  scope o f  

modal opera to r s  may not  have i n d e f i n i t e  anteccdanfs which a re .  Thus, 

t h e  examples of (28) a r e  deviant .  

(28) ( a )  *John wants t o  bui ld  a yurt, and it i s  green. 

('o) *If Mary had - a son, she would be unhappy because 

he i s  not cute .  - 
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( c )  * B i l l  w i l l  grow a beard, and & i s  blonde. 

Such f a c t s  a r e  an immediate consequence of t h e  Novelty Constra int ,  s ince  

t h e  underlined pronouns i n  (28) presuppose t h e  exis tence of r e f e r en t s ,  

indopendent or" t he  fu l f i l lment  of any modal condit ions,  whereas t h e  ant-  

ecedents do not. l3 Jackendoff ( 1971) proposes what he c a l l s  Itcoreferencs 

condit ions" t o  account f o r  f a c t s  l i k e  (28). These a r e  given a s  (29a) 

and (29b). 

(29) I f  NP and NP a r e  intended t o  be co ro fe ren t i a l ,  they 
1 2 - 

must be dependent on ti. e., i n  t h e  scope of--%'' 

(a )  t h e  a a e  type modal opera tors  (deak form) 

(b )  tho same token modal o v r a t o r s  ( s t rong  form) 

The m ~ d a ? ~  opeilator associated with want i r  subject  t o  (29b), while t h e  

opaxi tnr  associated with w i l l  i s  subject  t o  (29a), as (30) shows. 

(30) (a)  ??John rant8 t o  bui ld  a yu r t ,  and I want t o  l i v e  i n  - it. 

(b)  B i l l  will grow a board, anci - it w i l l  be blonde. 

Jackendoff gives  no principled method f o r  determini~ig which coreference 

condit ion app l i e s  t o  which modal operator ,  hlthough he does suggest "-9 

foklc i n g  hypothesis: Itwhenever a modal operator  nakes a d e f i n i t e  claim 

about the exis tence .I an identifiab1.e r e f e r en t ,  ',he weak condit ion holds;  

whenever a modal 01;areto'r leavet uncer ta inty  a s  t o  t h e  exis tence of an 

i d e n t i f i a b l e  recerent ,  t h e  s t rong  condit ion holds?, 

Notice, now t 8 , w t  t ho  cs qeferefi, 5 condi t ions ,  plus something vaguely 

l i k e  JackendofLle hypothesis ragarding the  detenninatiov of which one 

appl ies ,  qrs d i r e c t  consequences of (25), Violations of t h e  coreference 

co ,d i t ione  a r e  s l s o  uioAGtiona of t h e  Nsvelty Cons t r a i r t ,  s ince  a pronoun 

out a ide  t h e  scope oi  a rnodz1,l operator  e lways has d i f f e r e n t  presupposit ions 
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of  e x i s t e n c e  from i t s  antecedent ,  i f  t h e  antecedent  i s  wi th in  t h e  scope 

of t h e  opera to r .  Fur ther ,  t h e  Novelty Const ra in t  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  t h e  weak 

coreference  cond i t ion  w i l l  apply t o  Ji ls t  t h o s e  modal o p e r a t o ~ a  whose con- 

d i t i o n s  of f u l f i l h e n t  a r e  t h e  same f o r  every token. That i s  a modal 

o p e r a t o r  wi th  t h e  proper ty  t h a t  t h e  fu l f i l lment ,  of  t h e  c:onditions f o r  one 

token e n t a i l s  t h a t  t h e  cond i t ions  f o r  a l l  tokens have been f u l f i l l e d  i s  

sub jec t  t o  t h e  weak coreference  condi t ion .  For example, t h e  cond i t ion  

imposed by - w i l l  i s  f u t u r i t y ,  and an o b j e c t  a s s e r t e d  by one i n s t a n c e  of  

will - t o  e x i s t  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  must exist i n  t h e  f u t u r e  f o r  a l l  i n s t a n c e s  

o f  - w i l l .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, the ex i s tence  of an o b j e c t  in one person 's  

wants i s  independent of  i ts exis tonce  i n  another  pe r son ' s  wants, s o  it 

fol lows from t h e  Novelty Const ra in t  t h a t  t h e  modal o p e r a t o r  a ssoc ia ted  

with - want i s  sub jec t  t o  t h e  s t rong  corefarence  condi t ion .  14 

O f  course ,  a l l  of  t h i s  itas been presented extremely infomrnlly.  It 

i s  reasonable t o  suppose, however, t h a t  an adequate semantic theory  would 

provide an  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  semantic content  of each modal opera to r ,  from 

which it would be poss ib le  t o  use  t h e  N . v e l t y  Cons t ra in t  i n  t h e  manner 

ou t l ined  above i n  o rder  t o  e l i d n a t e  t h e  need f o r  a separe to  statement 

of t h e  coreference  condi t ions .  15 

2.2 A f u r t h e r  consequence of t h e  Novelty Cons t ra in t  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (51). 

(31) ( a )  I n  John 's  p i c t u r e  of  Mary, she i s  smiling.  

(b) I n  John's  p ic t iwe of h e r ,  Mary i s  srni.ling. 

( c )  *In John ' s  p i c t u r e  of Mary, she found a hole. - 
( d )  I n  John's  p i c t u r e  of  he r ,  Mary found a hole. 

16 

That t h e  deviance of (31c) i s  not  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  s t r u c t u r a l  f a c t o r s  can 

be seen from t h e  complete s t r u c t u r a l  para l le l i s in  between it and (31a).  
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I n  f a c t ,  t h e  on ly  d i f f e r e n c e  between (31a) and (31c) which i s  of  any con- 

c e i v a b l e  re levance  i s  t h a t  (31a) i s  about t h e  con ten t  of  John 's  p i c t u r e ,  

but  (31c)  i s  not .  The Novelty Cons t ra in t  makes it poss ib le  t o  e x p l o i t  

t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  accounting f o r  t h e  c o n t r a s t  with r e s p e c t  t o  anaphora. 

The c r u c i a l  f a c t  i s  t h a t  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  a p i c t u r e  does not presuppose 

t h e  ex i s t ence  o f  whatever i s  d e p i c t e d  i n  t h e  p i c t u r e .  Hence, i n  (31c) ,  

bu t  i n  none o f  t h e  o t h e r  examples i n  (311, t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  pronoun pre- 

supposes t h a t  Mary exists, while t h e  use  o f  t h e  antecedent  does not .  

Thus, t h e  Novelty Cons t ra in t  p r e d i c t s  t h e  f a c t s  i n  (31) .  

2.3 The Novelty C o n s t r a i n t s  a l s o  a p p l i e s  t o  a r a t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  kind of  

sentence  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  (32). 17 

(32) ( a )  John r e a l i z e s  t h a t  Mars i s  a .junkie, but B i l l  d o e s n ' t  

r e a l i z e  

{believe)  

(b) John r e a l i z e s  t h a t  Mary i s  a junkie,  but  B i l l  doesn ' t  

( c )  ++John be l i eves  t h a t  Mary i s  a junkie,  but B i l l  d o e s n ' t  

r e a l i z e  - it. 

( d )  John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  Mary i s  a .junkie, but  B i l l  doesn ' t  

r e a l i z e  &. 

( e )  John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  Nary i s  a junkie ,  but B i l l  doesn ' t  

be l i eve  it. 

As Kiparsky and Kiparaky (1970) point  o u t ,  r e a l i z e ,  but not b e l i e v e ,  i s  a 

f a c t i l i e  p r e d i c a t e ,  i.e., a verb  whose complement i s  presupposed t o  be 

t r u e .  I n  (32a) ,  (32b),  and (32d),  t h e  antecedent  o f  - it i s  a sentence  
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which i s ' e i t h a r  a s s a r t s d  o r  presupposed t o  be t r u e ,  so  t h e  ind ica ted  an- 

aphor ic  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  permitted by t h e  Novelty Const ra in t .  I n  (32e) ,  

n e i t h e r  t h e  pronoun nor t h e  antecedent  i s  presupposed t,o be t r u e ,  so  t h e  

Novelty Cons t ra in t  i s  a l s o  satisfied. I n  (32c) ,  however, t h e  antecedent  

i s  a sentence  which i s  not  presupposed t o  be t r u e ,  and t h e  pronoun s e r v e s  

as t h e  complement o f  a  f a c t i v e .  Hence, i n  (32c) t h e  use  of t h e  pronoun 

in t roduces  t h e  presupposi t ion  t h a t  Mary i s  a junkie ,  i n  v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  

Novelty Const ra in t .  This  accounts f o r  t h e  deviance of  ( 3 2 ~ ) .  Notice, by 

t h e  way, t h a t  (32c) i s  accep tab le  i n  con tex t s  where t h e  speaker has a l r e a d y  

ind ica ted  t h a t  he be l i eves  Mary t o  be a junkie. This i s  j u s t  what t h e  

Novelty Const ra in t  p red ic t s .  

A s i m i l a r  case ,  but invo lv ing  a presupposi t ion  not induced by f a c t -  

i v e s ,  i s  given i n  (33).  

(33) ( a )  John understands why Nixon i s  d i shones t ,  but B i l l  d o a s n j t  

(even) b e l i e v e  it. 

(b) John understands why Nixon i s  d i shones t ,  but B i l l  

doesn ' t  b e l i e v e  it. 

( c )  *John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  Nixon i s  d i shones t ,  but B i l l  

doesn ' t  understand why . 
(d )  John b e l i e v e s  that Nixon i s  d i shones t ,  but  B i l l  

d o e s n ' t  undersband why. . . 

It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  t h a t  (33) involves  phone t i ca l ly  n u l l  anaphors, 

the reby  showing t h a t  t h e  Novelty Cons t ra in t  cannot be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  pro- 

nominal anaphora. Thus, t h e  Novelty Const ra in t  a l s o  se rves  as an a d d i t -  

i o n a l  r e spec t  i n  which d i f f e r e n t  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  form a n a t u r a l  c l a s s .  

( c f .  Chapter 3 ) .  
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2.4 F i n a l l y ,  an i n d i r e c t  consequence o f  t h e  Novelty Const ra in t  i s  t h e  

well-known f a c t  t h a t  c e r t a i n  i n d e f i n i t e  N P l s  cannot se rve  a s  t h e  antecedent  

of d e f i n i t e  pronouns. These inc lude  examples l i k e  (34) .  

( b )  *The cowboys look l i k e  winners, and t h e  Lakers look 

l i k e  them, a s  well. 

It was argued above t h a t  t h e  Novelty Const ra in t  e n t a i l s  t h a t  d e f i n i t e  

pronouns with i n d e f i n i t e  antecedents  must sha re  t h e i r  reference .  From 

t h i s  it fol lows t h a t  an  i n d e f i n i t e  NP which coulu not ,  i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  be 

used i n  r e f e r r i n g  could never se rve  as t h e  antecedent  of a d e f i n i t e  pro- 

noun. "Non-referential t t  RPls l i k e  those  i n  (34) a r e  j u s t  such MPls. In 

c o n t r a s t ,  n o t i c e  t h a t  s i m i l a r  sentences  a r e  poss ib le  i f  t h e  pronoun i s  

i n d e f i n i t e ,  o r  ( a t  l e a s t  i n  c e r t a i n  cases )  i f  t h e  antecedent  i s  d e f i n i t e .  

(35)  (a) John i s  a f o o l ,  and B i l l  i s  one, too .  

(b) I n  f o o t b a l l ,  t h e  Cowboys look l i k e  t h e  winners, and 

i n  baske tba l l ,  t h e y  seem t o  be t h e  Lakers. 

I n  t h e s e  cases ,  of course ,  it i s  i d e n t i t y  of  sense ,  and not coreference ,  

which obta ins .  

3. Conclusion 

For a variety of  reasons ,  then ,  it appears t o  be d e s i r a b l e  t o  i n c o r p  

o r a t e  t h e  Novelty Const ra in t  i n t o  l i n g u i s t i c  theory.  lg A s i m i l a r  con- 

s t r a i n t  i s  proposed by Lakoff (1970) i n  o r d e r  t o  account f o r  a subset  

of  t h e  f a c t s  presented above. Lakoffl  s c o n s t r a i n t  i s  given i n  ( 3 6 ) .  

(36)  The antecedent  must have a rsf.'erent i n  a l l  t h e  worlds 
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i n  which t h e  anaphoric NP ( o r  pronoun) has a r e f e r e n t .  

(Lakoff (1970) , p. 92). 

There i s  a v a r i e t y  of reasons f o r  p r e f e r r i n g  t h e  formulat ion i n  (25) 

t o  t h a t  i n  ( 3 6 ) .  The most obvious o f  t h e s e  have t o  do with t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

(25) i s  more genera l .  That i s ,  while any p red ic t ions  which fo l low from 

(36) a l s o  fo l low from (25), t h e  converse i s  not t h e  case .  For example, 

(36) cannot account f o r  f a c t s  l i k e  (32)  o r  (33!p i n  which t h e  anaphor o r  

t h e  antecedent ,  o r  both, a r e  not  NPt 3. Simi la r ly ,  (36) cannot account f o r  

f a c t s  having t o  do with presupposi t ions  of  uniqueness, whereas (25)  was 

u t i l i z e d  above i n  j u s t  such cases  (e.g.,  (22) and (23)). Thus, simple 

cons ide ra t ions  of g e n e r a l i t y  d i c t a t e  t h a t  (25) be adopted i n  p lace  of (36). 

There are, however, more s i g n i f i c a n t  methodological reasons f o r  pre- 

f e r r i n g  (25) t o  (36).  These are, b a s i c a l l y ,  t h a t  ( 3 6 ) ,  but not (25) ,  

invo lves  t h e  no t ions  o f  nposs ib le  world" and " r e f e r e n t  of an NP i n  a world.'!, 

and al lows q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  over  poss ib le  worlds. The conception of  sem- 

a n t i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  ou t l ined  by Jackendoff (1971) and adopted here  i n  

formulat ing (25) involves  i n s t e a d  only  t h e  no t ion  of I tcondit ions which 

would have t o  be f u l f i l l e d  i n  o r d e r  f o r  an NP t o  be used i n  r e f e r r i n g t t .  

While t h e  choice between t h e s e  conceptions i s  admit tedly  l a r g e l y  sub jec t -  

i v e ,  t h e  approach adopted here  seems more coherent  and l e s s  l i k e l y  t,o 

involve  t h e  grammarian i n  f r u i t l e s s  methaphysical con t rovers ies  regarding 

t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of poss ib le  worlds. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  approach t o  ana- 

phora adopted i n  t h i s  t h e s i s  seems t o  al low t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of t h e  

l i l i w i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t s  about pronouns, whi le  minimizing t h e  

involvement of t h e  l i n g u i s t  i n  t h e  phi losophical  ques t ions  concerning 

reference .  
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The grammar g ives  some i n d i c a t i o n  of which NPts can be used i n  

r e f e r r i n g  and under what condi t ions ,  but  it doea not  r e q u i r e  represent-  

a t i o n  of "intended r e f e r e n t s u  o r  any such th ing .  Fur the r ,  F r e g e t s  famous 

d i s t i n c t i o n  between sense and re fe rence  i s  r e l e v a n t  only t o  c e r t a i n  sys- 

t emat ic  ambigui t ies  invo lv ing  d e f i n i t e  pronouns. It does not ,  a s  has  

been suggested by Grinder and P o s t a l  (1971), a f f e c t  t h e  fundamental unity 

of anaphoric r e l a t i o n s .  The evidence i n  Chapter 3 supported t h e  i d e a  

t h a t  t h e  anaphora r e l a t i o n  be regarded as a p r i m i t i v e  of  l i n g u i s t i c  theory ,  

and t h i s  chap te r  has  shown such an approach t o  be compatible wi th  t h e  

pure ly  sexan t i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  involved. 



1. Similar ly ,  grammarians u t i l i z e  t he  notion of grammaticality without 

having a f u l l y  e x p l i c i t  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h i s  notion,  because the  

speakers of na tura l  languages appear t o  know which s t r i n g s  a r e  

grammatical. 

2.  For example, i f  a speaker d id  not know t h a t  t h e  morning s t a r  i s  t h e  

planet Venus, I do not th ink he could be s a id  t o  be r e f e r r i ng  t o  

Venus i f  he uses t h e  p h ~ a s e  " the  morning star1!. 

3.  It i s  possible  t h a t  t h i s  would be f a l s e  f o r  some o ther  languages. 

I n  German t h e r e  e x i s t  c e r t a i n  terms which are syn tac t i ca l l y  nsu te r ,  

but semantically feminine. Cases of syn t ac t i ca l l y  feminine but 

semantically masculine terms might e x i s t  i n  n e l t a i n  languages. 

4. For example, McCawley (1970) claims t h a t  i n  t h e  standard theory,  

"each NP occurrence i n  o syn tac t i c  representat ion [ h a d  attached 

t o  it an 'index' which corresponds t o  t h e  lintended r e f e r e n t t  of 

t h a t  NP occurrence." Similar ly ,  Karttunen (1969) asks t he  very m i s -  

leading question,  What do Referen t ia l  Ind ices  Refer to?I1. 

5. Lest  someone quest ion t h a t  t h e  sane mechanism i s  involved hbre a s  

i n  t h e  case  of  o the r  anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  l i k e  those corresponding 

t o  VP dele t ion ,  Sluic ing,  and S-pronominal&zation, note t h a t  (3a) 

behaves l i k e  these  o ther  r e l a t i o n s  i n  t h a t  t h e  phenomenon general ly  

r e f e r r ed  t o  as I1sloppy iden t i t y "  appears i n  it. That i s ,  t he  coref-  

erence between h& and t h e  man who aave h i s  paycheck t o  h i s  wife_ 
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need not be copied by t h e  semantic copying r u l e ,  j u s t  a s  i n  t h e  

case  of  ( i ) .  

(i) Although John gave - h i s  .paycheck t o  his wife, B i l l  d i d n ' t .  

This suggests  t h a t  a s i n g l e  s o r t  of mechanism i s  a t  work i n  both 

cases.  (cf. Chapter 3,  foo tno te  27 and Akmajian (1770)).  

6. Since  gener ics  a r e  determinate ,  t h i s  m a n s  t h a t  d e f i n i t e  pronouns 

wi th  gener ic  antecedents  must be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with the ! .  I know 

o f  no c l e a r  evidence e i t h e r  suppor t ing o r  disconfirming t h i s  con- 

c lus ion.  Notice, however, t h a t  (i) i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  t o  mean t h a t  

every  b lack man f i g h t s  back when he i s  a t t acked ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h a t  

every black man f i g h t s  back when black men i n  genera l  are at tacked.  

(i) The black man f i g h t s  back when - he i s  a t tacked.  

This might be as suppor t ing t h e  c l a i n  t h a t  coreference  o b t a i n s  

between gener ic  NPts =d d e f i n i t e  pronouns t o  which they  a r e  anaphor- 

i c a l l y  r e l a t e d .  

7. Karttunen u s e s  somewhat more e l a b o r a t e  "data  basesw,  involving t h r e e  

migs and t h r e e  p i l o t s .  I f i n d  t h e  d a t a  r a t h e r  confusing, so I m 

t r y i n g  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  his p i n t  as simply as poss ib le .  

8 .  This  was suggested t o  me by Noam Chomsky. cf .  Chapter 1, 82. 

9. If  I were being e n t i n e l y  f a i t h f u l  t o  Jackendoff (1971) here ,  I .would 

say "dependent on itn r a t h e r  t h a n  "within i t s  scopett.  

10, This i s  not t o  s ~ y  t h a t  it must always be assigned a d i s t i n c t  r e f e r e n t .  

For example, (i) does not e n t a i l  t h a t  John wants t o  l i v e  i n  a y u r t  

d i f f e r e n t  from che one he bui lds .  
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(3.) John wants t o  bu i ld  a y u r t  and l i v e  i n  a. 
A l l  I am claiiuing i s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no reading of  ( P )  which r e q u i r e s  

t h e  y u r t s  i n  ques t ion  t o  be i d e n t i c a l .  

11. Notice t h a t  it i s  poss ib le  f o r  i n d e f i n i t e  pronouns t o  have d e f i n i t e  

antecedents ,  as i n  ( i ) .  

( i )  The man i n  t h e  Erey s u i t  has another one a t  home. 

Of c o u r s e ,  except  i n  c a s e s  of opaque con tex t s  such a s  t h a t  i n  (24), 

c o n t r a s t s  i n  time o r  place suzh as  those  i n  (8) and ( 9 ) ,  o r   slop^^ 

i d e n t i t y "  readings  such as (3a ) ,  it w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t  o r  impossible 

t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  i d e n t i t y  of  sense from i d e n t i t y  of r e fe rence  i f  both 

pronoun and antecedent  a r e  presupposed t o  have unique r e f e r e n t s .  

Thus, t h e  a n a l y s i s  of t h i s  chapter  would f o r c e  m e  t o  say t h a t  t h e  

anaphoric r e l a t i o n  i n  ( i )  can be i n t e r p r e t e d  e i t h e r  as coreference  

o r  i d e n t i t y  of sense,  al though t h e r e  i s  no c l e a r  ambiguity. 

( i )  Although t h e  Pres ident  i s  a Quaker, he i s  a warmonger. 

13. Note t h a t  sentences  l i k e  ( i )  a r e  not t o o  bad. 

( i )  ?John wants t o  b ~ i l d  t h e  t a l l e s t  bu i ld ing  i n  t h e  world 

i n  Chicago, al though a t  present  it i s  i n  New York. 

This i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  d e f i n i t e  antecedents  (un l ike  i n d e f i n i t e  

ones)  may s h a r e  sense wi th  d e f i n i t e  pronouns. 

Observe t h a t  Jsckenaoff Is a n a l y s i s  cannot d i s t i n g u i s h  b9tween (30a),  

which sounds q u i t e  s t range,  and ( i )  , which i s  f a i r l y  na tu ra l .  

( i )  John wants t o  bui ld  a yurt, and he wsnts t o  l i v e  i n  - it;. 

The a n a l y s i s  based on t h e  Novelty Cons t ra in t  could conceivable handle 

t h i s  c o n s t r a s t  oc t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  ( i )  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  des- 



c r i b i n g  a s i n g l e  wish on John 's  p a r t ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  two 

tokens  of  want appear. 

15. I n  o rder  t o  d e r i v e  t h e  weak coreference  cond i t ion  f o r  will from t h e  

Novelty Cons t ra in t ,  it might be necessary  t o  modify (25) t o  a l low 

f o r  t h e  case i n  which t h e  presupposi t ions  of t h e  pronoun a r e  a s s e r t -  

i o n s  o f  t h e  antecedent .  

There i s  a c t u a l l y  some ques t ion  about j u s t  what s o r t s  of inform- 

a t i o n  anaphoric elements a r e  capable of in t roducing.  Sentences l i k e  

( i )  might be taken a s  counterexamples t,o t h e  Novelty Const ra in t .  

(i) The p rofessor  ate lunch. 

Noam Chomsky ( personal  co~munica t ion)  has suggested t h a t  %he  Novelty 

Const ra in t  should be l i m i t e d  t o  presupposi t ions  which a r e  a func t ion  

of t h e  con tex t ,  excluding presupposi t ions  ( l i k e  t h e  presupposi t ion  

of femaleness i n  ( i ) )  which a r e  i n t r i n s i c  t o  t h e  l e x i c a l  item i n  

ques t ion.  Examples l i k e  ( i i )  might a l s o  be taken a s  evidence a g a i n s t  

t h e  Novelty Cons t ra in t ,  on t h e  grounds t h a t  t h e  phrase oui- photograph 

of Mary presupposes t h e  e d s t e n c e  of Xary. 

( i i )  *In our  photograph of Mary, - she found a hole. 

Since t h e  deviance of ( i i )  i s  obviously r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  deviance of  

(31c) ,  it might be argued t h a t  t h e  apparent  i n a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of t h e  

Novelty Const ra in t  t o  (ii) show t h e  Novelty Cons t ra in t  t o  be i r r e l -  

evant  t o  ( 3 1 ~ ) .  This  c r i t i c i s m  does not seem very se r ious  t o  me. 

I see  no reason why t h e  ex i s t ence  of  Mary should be c a l l e d  a pre- 

suppos i t ion  ( r a t h e r  than ,  say,  an enta i lment)  of our  ~ h o t o n r a p h  oC 

Mary. Even i f  some reason can be given, it i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  speaker ' s  

knowledge of  t h e  world ( i n  t h i s  case  h i s  knowledge of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
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photographs can be made on ly  of e x i s t i n g  t h i n g s )  e n t e r s  i n t o  t h e  

presupposi t ion  i n  ques t ion  much more t h a n  i n t o  any of t h e  o t h e r  

p resuppos i t ions  d i scussed ,  Hence, a t  most, ( i i )  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  

Novelty Cons t ra in t  should be nod i f i ed  t o  exclude c e r t a i n  t y p e s  o f  

presupposi t ion .  

16. These examples were t h e  r e s u l t  o f  an i n t e r e s t i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  be- 

tween Ray Jackendoff and m e  i n  t h e  s p r i n g  of 1971. It was t h e s e  

examples which f i r s t  suggested t h e  Novel'ty Const ra in t  t o  me. 

17. William Leben has  pointed o u t  t o  me t h a t  Akmajian (1970) con ta ins  

s i m i l a r  examples. 

18. It seems i n t u i t i v e l y  absurd t o  me t o  suppose t h a t  t h e  Novelty 

Cons t ra in t  might be language-par t icular ,  a l though I know of  no 

arguments a g a i n s t  such a supposi t ion .  



This t h e s i s  has d a a l t  with a g r e a t  many topics--some of them on ly  

l o o s e l y  connected t o  one another--in a number of d i f f e r e n t  contexts .  

It I s  t h e r e f o r e  appropr ia te  t o  conclude w i t h  a  b r i e f  review of t h e  major 

conclusions a r r i v e d  a t ,  p lus  a summary of some of t h e  more s e r i o u s  pro- 

blems l e f t  unsolved. 

Anaphora r u l e s  a r e  conceived of i n  t h i s  t h e s i s  as a ca tegory  of  

ru les - -d i s t inc t  i n  s e v e r a l  r e s p e c t s  from o t h e r  c a t e g o r i e s  whioh have been 

s tud ied  by genera t ive  grammarians--for p a i r i n g  c e r t a i n  elements undar 

appropr ia te  s y n t a c t i c ,  semantic, and phonological condi t ions .  They are 

used t o  account f o r  a number of phenomena genera l ly  handled by means of 

d e l e t i o n  t ransformat ions .  While inmune t o  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  which have 

been proposed f o r  o t h e r  c a t e g o r i e s  of  r u l e s ,  anaphora r u l e s  a r e  governed 

by c e r t a i n  c o n s t r a i n t s  of  t h e i r  own. Perhaps t h e  most i n t e r e s t i n g  of 

t h e s e  a r e  t h e  T r a n s i t i v i t y  Condition, i . e . ,  t h a t  "is anaphor ica l ly  r e l a t e d  

t o "  i s  a t r a n s i t i v e  r v l a t i o n  i n  a l l  grammatical sentences,  and t h e  Novelty 

Cons t ra in t ,  which r e s t r i c t s  t h e  a b i l i t y  of anaphors t o  in t roduce new in -  

formation. These c o n s t r a i n t s ,  along wi th  c e r t a i n  s t r u c t u r a l  condit ionv 

( e . g . ,  t h a t  r i g h t - t o - l e f t  anaphora i s  p o s s i b l e  on ly  i f  t h e  anaphora i s  

more deeply embedded t h m  t h e  antecedent,), a r e  very probably p a r t  of 

u n i v e r s a l  gramaF. 

Two conclus ions  o f  t h i s  t h e s i s  which have i n t e r e s t i n g  r a m i f i c a t i o n s  

f o r  o t h e r  a r e a s  of genera t ive  grammar a r e  t h a t  t ransformat ions  need 

never r e f e r  t o  i d e n t i t y  between NP1s, but only  t o  anaphora, and t h a t  NP 

movement t ransformat ions  always leave  behind a phone t i ca l ly  n u l l  t r a c e ,  
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These conclusions made it possible  t o  maintain a modified version of 

Dougherty's anaporn r e l a t i o n  and t o  do without Pos t a l ' s  WH-constraint. 

F ina l ly ,  t he  ana lys i s  proposed here,  making use of Jackendoffls  

notion of "modal operator",  appears t o  make it possible t o  handle t h e  

l i n g u i s t i c  f a c t s  about anaphora while minimizing t h e  philosophical  pit; 

f a l l s  so  common i n  t h i s  a rea  of invest igat ion.  

Probably t h e  g rea t e s t  weakness of t h e  t h e s i s  i s  i t s  f a i l u r e  t o  

charac te r ize  more prec i se ly  t h e  notion of determinateness, i'or t h i s  no- 

t i o n  plays a c e n t r a l  r o l e  i n  a number of key arguments. Hopefully, how- 

ever,  f u r t h e r  i nves t i ga t i on  of modal operators  w i l l  shed addi t iona l  l i g h t  

on t h i s  problem. Another weak point  i s  the  f a i l u r e  t o  account f o r  (o r ,  

i n  some cases, even t o  mention) a number of i n t e r e s t i n g  cases i n  which 

anaphoric r e l a t i o n s  a r e  unexpsetedly blocked. One such case 13 mentioned 

i n  CLapter 3 ,  81.1.4 and another i n  Chapter 2, 82.2.2. Leben (1971), 

Ross (personal communication), and Pos ta l  ( l e c t u r e  a t  MIT, January, 1972) 

have pointed out s t i l l  others.  A f i n a l  problem, perhaps more i l l u s o r y  

than r e a l ,  i s  t h a t  t h e  ban on r igh t - to - le f t  anaphora from indeterminate 

NP's i s  not r e l a t ed  by t h e  ana lys i s  i n  t h i s  t h e s i s  t o  t he  Novelt,y Con- 

s t r a i n t .  While t h e r e  i s  a n r i o r i  no reason t o  suppose t h a t  these  two 

cons t r a in t s  have any d i r e c t  r e l a t i onsh ip  with one another,  it seems in-  

t u i t i v e l y  r a t h e r  unsa t i s fy ing  t o  claim t h a t  they don ' t ,  

Any fu tu re  work which can i r o n  out these  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i l l  be 

g r e a t l y  appreciated.  
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