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At earlier stages of the theory of government and binding (Chomsky 1981), the binding
theory was also believed to govern certain aspects of the restrictions on movement, most
notably those on NP-movement. However, since the **barriers’” stage (Chomsky 1986a),
the move has been toward once again separating the binding and movement modules,
the larter failing under chain theory.

Conditions A and B of the binding theory have essentially remained as first stated
in Chomsky 1981 (with their conceptual roots in Chomsky 1973, and the idea that
c-command is the relevant structural relation going back to Reinhart 1976)." But now
they govern oniy anaphora. Given this development, it is appropriate to check how well
the binding theory in fact captures the distribution of pronouns and anaphors.?

We argue that the many empirical problems with the current binding theory justify
a revision of the most basic assumptions concerning what Conditions A and B are about.
in some sense, what we propose is a return to a more traditional view of anaphora, by
which both Conditions A and B govern the well-formedness and the miterpretation of
reflexive predicates in natural language.’ _

On the other hand, we argue that the marriage of the binding and movement modules
was not just a historical accident. The two do meet, but perhaps in a different way than

it would hardiy be possible 10 acknowledge everybody who helped us with comments and criticism on
the earlier drafts of this article, or otherwise helped us develop these ideas. Still we wouid like to mention
Dorit Ben-Shatom. Peter Coopmans, Daniel Fox, Joha Frampton, Jane Grimshaw, Jacqueline Guéron. Fim
Higginbotham. Teun Hoekstra, Hans Kamp, Jan Koster, Barbara Partee. David Pesetsky, Eddie Ruis, Jan
Voskuil, Ziva Weijler, Edwin Williams, Anne Zribi-Hertz, and an anonymous reviewer for LI, At ail stages
of work on this article. Martin Everaert’s help and advice were invajuable. Part of this research was supported
by a grant trom the Nethertands Organization for the Advancement of Research (NWQ) to Tanya Reinhart,
which 15 hereby gratefully acknowledged.

" in fact, many of the empirical problems with the c-command approach with regard to the current
Condition A were already known in the seventies. For this reason, the requirement that an anaphor be
c-commanded by its antecedent. which was proposed in Reinhart 1975, was not included in Reinhart 1976.

2 We take the binding theory to consist only of Conditions A and B, and to govern only bound variable
anaphora, Condition C and other coreference effects are argued in Reinhart 1983a (o belong 1o a different,
inferential, module. This position is further developed and defended in Grodzinsky and Reinhart 1993,

* In traditional linguistics, a much closer relation between anaphora and argument siructure (gvanas ia
lettre) was assumed, Reflexivization was analyzed as a property of predicates. A typical statement is that a
reflexive pronoun is used.in the object position {to avaid “*repetition of the subject’’y when the verb expresses
a reflexive relation (e.g., Jespersen 1933, Gleason {965). That is. the heart of the phenomenon is taken to
reside in the nature of the relation expressed by the verb. Partee and Bach (1981:fn. 7) attribute a similar idea
1o Montague. They pursue this line briefly, though they do not actually incorporate it into their anaphora rules.
(See also footnote 8.)
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previously assumed: some aspects of local anaphora. which have alwavs been viewed
as falling under the binding conditions. are in fact just & subcase of the theory of chains.
Distinguishing binding theory effects from chain effects allows the binding conditions
also to work correctly in languages other than English.

1 Anaphoric Expressions

The standard division of lexical anaphoric expressions is into pronouns and anaphors.
Anaphors fall into two types: those that are standardiy referred to as long-distance
anaphors (Dutch zich. Norwegian seg, ltalian sé. e1c.) and those that are viewed as local
(English Aumself, Dutch zichzelf, Norwegian seg selv, 21¢.). As observed by Faltz (1977
and Pica {1985, 1987), when anaphors are complex expressions, they are universally
locai. whereas the long-distance type is universaily simplex. We will refer to the iatter
as S£ {simplex expression) and to the former as SELF anaphors.?

In terms of internal structure, SE anaphors and pronouns form one group. distin-
guished from SELT anaphors. In accordance with Postal (1970), Vergnaud (1987). and
others, we will assume that pronouns are in determiner position. Yet they project as fuil
NPs, as in {1).

(5 inp Pronfnw .- .e. . ]
SE anaphors are structurally identical to pronouns, as in (2).
() [wp SE[n...2.. 10

But they differ from proncuns in that they lack a full specification of -features (number,
gender, person: see Chomsky 1981 and Bouchard 1984). Although they may preserve
person features in many languages, they alwavs lack number and gender features, Hence.
they do not project an argument that can be interpreted independently.” We take the
lack of ¢-features to be the property responsible for their anaphoric nature. In the case
of SELF anaphors, SELF is an N, rather than a determiner, and it combines with a
pronoun determiner or a SE determiner, as in {(3).

(3) {~p Pron/SE [N self]]

We assume a definition of anaphors along the lines of these in Chomsky 1986b and
Keenan 1987: Anaphors {of both the SE and the SELF type} are referentially defective
NPs, which entails, for example. that they cannot be used as demonstratives, referring
to some entity in the world {though it does not entail that they must be bound variabies).
Binding may be viewed as the procedures assigning the content necessarv for their
referential interpretation.

* In addition, many lapguages have possessive anaphors. Discussion of their properties is bevond the
scope of the preseat article.
* See Bouchard 1984 for discussion of the connection between d-features and interpretability.
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However, the two types of anaphors differ substantially in their grammatical func-
tions. SELF anaphors function as reflexivizers. This function is carried by the SELF-N -
whose semantics we take here to be a restriction imposing identity on two arguments
of a predicate, one of which is the pronoun determiner embedded in the SELF anaphor.
{The alternative is to view SELF as an operator turning a transitive predicate into an
intransitive one. as in Keenan 1987.)° SE anaphors lack this function altogether.

Combining the last two properties, we obtain the following tvpelogy of anaphoric
expressions:

i) SELF SE Proncun
Reflexivizing function + — -
Rleferential independence) - - +

The property R (referential independence) is essentially the one assumed in the GB
framework {e.g.. Chomsky 1981) for R-expressions. except that we place pronouns too
under this roof, as +R. (We will discuss this property in more detail in section 6.3 A
major claim of this article will be that each of the properties in {4) is governed, in fact,
by a different module of linguistic knowledge, which together capture the full distribution
of iocal anaphora: only the reflexivizing function of anaphoric expressions is relevant
for {our modified) binding conditions, whereas all aspects of their distribution that are
sensitive to the R property fall, together with NP-movement, under chain theory.

As seenin (4}, SELF and SE anaphors form one group with respect to the R property,
as referentially deficient {—R) expressions. But SE anaphors also torm a group with
pronouns. As argued by Everaert (1986, 1991), their similarity to pronouns in internal
structure {which we observed in (1) and {2)) correlates with a similarity in grammatical
function. Put in our terms: both lack the reflexivizing function. and function just like
arguments. However, because SE anaphors lack ¢-features, some operation is needed
to-allow them to serve as argbments. [n Reinhart and Reuland 1989 and 1991, we capture
this by letting them adjoin to 1 {Agr), where they inherit the subject’s features. 1t is their
trace, then. that serves as the argument, inheriting the ¢-features of the SE-I compiex.
As is well known. these anaphors, unlike the SELF type, are subject-oriented {can be
bound only by a subject), which now follows directly from the fact that they are inter-
preted via an association to 1. Following Everaert’s insight. then, SE anaphors should
be viewed as pronominal anaphors, as he defines them, though we may at times keep
referring to them as just SE anaphors, for brevity. It should therefore not be surprising
to find out that {in most studied languages) they pattern with pronouns with respect to
Condition B. '

Both types of anaphors aiso allow (discourse} uses known as logophoric (which we
survey briefly in section 3.2). In Reinhart and Reuland 1989 and 1991, we argue that the

® At the moment we cannot take this line, since, as we will argue, Condition A is defined over syntactic
predicates. so the arguments identified by SELF need not be semantic arguments of a predicate. In certain
cases, then, a syniactically reflexive predicate does not correspoad to a semantically intransitive predicate.
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failure to distinguish berween the grammatical and logophoric fuactions in the syntactic
research on anaphera has led to many misconceptions concerning the syntactic distri-
bution of anaphors. Specifically. the terms local anaphor and long-distance anaphor are
highly misieading. Both kinds of anaphor can occur at zll kinds of distances when they
are used logophorically. If we focus on the grammatical function of anaphors. the do-
mains of anaphor occurrence ¢an be reduced (possibly universally) to just two. The first
icorresponding to the ““local” domain) is the domain of reflexivity. where a SELF
anaphor obligatorily reflexivizes a predicate. and where both pronouns and the SE-
oronominal anaphors are excluded. This is the domain regulated by Conditions A and
B. as we restate them. The second is the domain allowing SE anaphors to be bound
(though not exciuding proncuns). Despite the apparently massive differences reporied
among languages, we argue there that this too is reducible to a unigue domain. In tra-
ditional terms, this binding obeys the Teunsed-S Consiraint; that is. it is impossibie across
tense. We show that this follows from the fact that SE anaphors must move to I to
acquire &-features. The full distribution of SE anaphors, then, falls under movement
theory, rather than just under the binding theory. With respect to the binding theory,
they pattern with pronouns, obeying Condition B. In this article we focus on the domain
of reflexivity, that is. on the binding theory.

We will not discuss reciprocal anaphors here. Their svniactic distribution appears
identical to the distribution we define for SELF anaphors. However, we leave open the
relations between reflexive and reciprocity marking, and further aspects of their inter-
pretation.’

2 Cendition B
2.1 Problems with the Standard Condition B

The standard formulation of the binding conditions (in {3)} entails strict complementarity
hetwesn pronouns and anaphors, since the conditions are the precise mirror image of
gach other.

{3} Condition A
An anaphor is bound in ifs goveraing category.

Condition B
A pronoun is free in its governing category.

7 In previous work {Reinhart and Reutand 1989. 1991) we assumed that reciprocals do not allow a logo-
phoric usage: hence, they have a different distribution than reflexive anaphors. and they should be governed
by a different mechanism. However, Pollard and Sag (1992) argue convincingly that this is not true. Further
exampies are the following {from John Frampton and Daniel Fox (personai communication)}, where the ante-
cedent does not c-command the anaphor. which is a characteristic properniy of legophoric anaphora:

(i) John and Mary's houses appeaied to each other’s taste.
(i) The arguments that John and Mary presented were the basis for each other’s articles.
In any case. i seems that reciprocals are subject to additional coastraints, reguired for their interpretation,
ankd we assume on that the analysis proposed by Heim. Lasaik. and May (1991).
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REFLEXIVITY 661

Although this is indeed true in many contexts, such as those of (8), and a pronoun is
disallowed in an environment allowing an anaphor. it is well known that there are contexis
where complementarity breaks down, most notably with adjuncts and NP anaphora; in
{7) and (8) both a pronoun and an anaphor can occur, in apparent violation of (at least
one of) the conditions in {3).

(6) a. Max criticized himself/*him.

b. Max speaks with himself/*him.

c. Lucie’s joke about herself/*her
{7y a. Max saw a gun near himself/him.

b. Lucie counted five tourists in the room apart from herseif/her.
{8) a. Lucie saw a picture of herseif/her.

b. Max likes jokes about himself/him.

{Although Chomsky (1986b) proposes an account tor the NP contexts of (8), it does not
explain the contexts in (7).) The sentences in (6)—(8) differ in their argument structure.
Whereas in (6} the anaphor and its antecedent are coarguments. in {7) and (8) they are
not: in {8) the anaphor is embedded in an argument, and in (7) it is in an adjunct PP, or
in any case, it cannot be itself viewed as an argument required by the verb’s gnd (2
point we expand on directly). Leaving exceptionai Case-marking {ECM) subjects aside
for the moment. the generalization is that pronouns are disailowed only when the pronoun
and its antecedent are coarguments. That this might be the correct generalization was
observed by Partee and Bach (1981) and mdependently defended by Farmer (1984) and
Farmer and Harnish (1987).%

The environments where a pronoun must be free are thus much more restricted than
the environments where an anaphor can be bound. Furthermore, they do not appear to
vary with languages. In languages allowing anaphors to be long-distance bound. pronouns
are still excluded only in the same local coargument contexts as in English. For exampie,
in the (long-distance) context of (9) in Dutch a pronoun is not excluded, but in the
coargument case of (10} it is. {See Reuland and Koster 1991 for an overview of this fact
across languages.)?

(9} Jan zag {jou achter zich/hem staan]
Jan saw {vou behind SE/him  stand]
‘Jan saw you stand behind SE/him.’
{10y Jan haat zichzelf/*hem.
Jan hates himself/*him

The empirical coverage of the binding theory will therefore be significantly improved if

8 According to Partee and Bach. the idea is that ~*two variables within the same “local context’ [roughiy,
coarguments of a verb or other predicate} cannot have the same index™ (p. 104). The actual implementation
they propose for the equivalent of Condition B indeed alows a pronoun o be bound in the picture-NP contexts
of (8), but it does not give the right resuit for the adjunct cases of (7). (See aiso Bach and Partee 1980.)

? Note thal lcelandic is an exception to this generalization (see the literature cited in Reuland and Koster

1991},
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we start by restating Conditon B. However, a somewhal more radical shift is needed
concerning what this condition 15 about. Whereas both Bach and Partee (198)) and the
standard GB binding theory view it as a condition on the distribution of pronouns. we
argue that it is in fact a condition on reflexive predicates.

2.2 Reflexive Predicares

We define a predicate as reflexive iff {at least) two of its arguments are coindexed {see
{l1a)). Note. first. that if the pronouns in {6) were permitted to be bound. the resuiting
predicates would be reflexive. just like then coumerparts with an anaphor. since two
arguments of each predicate end up ideniical. A universal property of natural language
seems to be that reflexivity must be licensed. A predicate (formed of N, V, etc.) can be
reflexive only 1f it is linguisticaily marked as reflexive. The two available wavs of re-
flexive marking across languages are marking the predicate’s head (for example. a verb)
or marking one of the arguments. In the languages we are examining here. this corre-
spends to intrinsic and extrinsic reflexivization. In intrinsically reflexive predicates. the
heads {verbs} are marked as such in the lexicon, with or without an overt morphological
marking of the verd. Reflexivization is viewed. in these cases, as an operation on the
verb's 9-grid, absorbing one of its 8-roles (see. for example, Kesnan 1987 and Chierchia
1989}, Such verbs can be used only reflexively, and languages varv on whether the
absorbed role is nevertheless realized in the overt syntax (as is obligatory in Dutch) or
not (as seems permitied in English). A transitive predicate that is not intrinsically ve-
flexive may turn into a reflexive predicate if reflexivity is marked on one of its arguments,
with a SELF anaphor. We argue, then, that Condition B is simply the requirement that
a predicate can be reflexive only if it is reflexive-marked.

Betore proceeding to formulate this condition. we should note that natural language
predicates may have more than just two arguments. In the very common case of a three-
place predicate (with a dative argument}, any two of the arguments. or ali three, may
be coindexed: Each of these coindexation options forms a reflexive predicate, the way
we use the term. It 13, then. an empirical question whether reflexivization is a pair
relation, with each coindexed pair requiring (ts own marking, or whether one reflexive
marker can iicense the comdexation of more than two arguments. The evidence we have
so far suggests the second view, at least when reflexivization is marked on the argument,
with a SELF anaphor (Hiustrated in (21)). (When the predicate is intrinsically reflexive,
which arguments are identified is predetermined on its thematic grid.) Our definitions
below are therefore formulated so as to allow this option.

{11}  Definitions
a. A predicate is i-reflexive iff (af least) two of its arguments are i-coindexad

(that 1s. are indexed /).
b. A predicate {formed of P) is i-reflexive-marked iff either P is lexically
. reflexive with respect to an i-indexed argument. or one of P’s i-indexed
arguments is a SELF anaphor.
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{12y Condition B
An i-retlexive predicate is i-reflexive-marked.

As is standard, Condition B should be read as a conditional, equivalent to: If a predicate
is i-reflexive, it is i-reflexive-marked. Given these definitions, Condition B entails that
coarguments of a predicate that is not intrinsically reflexive can be coindexed only if
one of the coindexed arguments is a SELF anaphor. The condition 1s relativized to an
index to guarantee that a given SELF anaphor, indexed j, would not count as licensing
the coindexation of two arguments with a different index, /. (This could be the case, for
example, in *Max, showed myself> to him,, as pointed out by Anid Hestvik (personal
communication) and Fox (1993).) For ease of presentation, we will use an abbreviated
terminofogy throughout (unless there is a potential unclarity regarding which indices are
involved). The abbreviated version of (11)-(12) is given below. Though for the examples
we discuss in this article this simplified statement is sufficient, it should be kept in mind
that the intuition intended by it is stated formaily only as above.

(11 Definitions :
a. A predicate is reflexive iff two of its arguments are coindexed.
b. A predicate (formed of P) is reflexive-marked ift gither P is lexically
reflexive or one of P’s arguments is a SELF anaphor.
(12" Condition B
A reflexive predicate is reflexive-marked.

Let us now look at how this condition works in the examples we have been discussing.

In the case of (6a) (repeated in (13)), (12) is equivalent to the standard Condition
B: in both (13a) and (13b) binding vields a reflexive predicate, so Condition B requires
reflexive marking. Whereas (13b) is appropriately marked, the unmarked (13a) is filtered
out. We may note that Condition B also captures cases left for Condition C in the standard
binding theory. For (12), there is no difference between (13a) and {13¢), and binding is

ruled out in both, for the same reason.

(13) a. *Max, criticized him;.
p. Max, criticized himself,.
c. *Max, /he, criticized Max,.

But in the NP cases, like (8b), repeated in (14), the pronoun is an argument of the
prediéate jokes, whereas its antecedent is an argument of the matrix verb. In this case,
then, binding (illustrated in (14b)) does not yield a reflexive predicate, and therefore
Condition B of {12) does not rule out anaphora here.

{14) a. Max, likes jokes about him,.
b. Max (Ax (like {x. jokes about x}))

Similarly, in the case of clear-cut adjuncts, like apart from her in (7b), no reflexive
predicate is formed, since the pronoun and its antecedent are not coarguments, so Con-




H64 TANY A REINHART AND ERIC REULAND

dition B is met. But let us look in more detail at the difference between the two types
of PPs { which were illustrated already in (6b) and (7as, repeated here as (13a)and (16a)),'

(15) a. *Max, speaks with him,.
b. *Max, relies oa him;:.

(16) a. Max, saw a gun near him,.
b.  Max, put the gun nearsunder/on himi.
¢.  Max, sat Lucie next to him,.

As noted. when the pronoun and the antecedent are thematic arguments, as in (13),
Condition B applies to rule out the unmarked reflexive predicate: but with focative and
directional PPs, as in {16), the P complement shows no Condition B effects. Whereas
in the case of (16a) it is common to characterize the PP as an adjunct. in (16b—c) this
is less obvious, since these PPs are selected by the verb, However. Marantz {1984) has
shown that locative PPs, including the selected ones. must be distinguished from the
PPs in (15). as weil as from instrumental PPs. In {(16b—c) the verb selects only a location.
which means that the whole PP, rather than the NP in it. carries the themafic role of
the verb.'! One indication that a direct {semantic) relation is lacking between the P
complement and the verb in such cases is, as Marantz points out (1984:31), that verbs
selecting the locative role allow all locative prepositions. as illustrated i1 ( 16b), whereas
in (13) the verb can select its argument oaly via one specific preposition. In (12}, then,
there is no P predicate. and the P complement is just an argument of the verb. In locative
PPs, like those in (16), P forms its own predicate. We may add that in the case of locarives
there appears to be a PP-internal thematic structure. For exampie, whereas in seiects
an argument with the semantic relation of a container. around selects something that s
contained. Another way to state Marantz's generalization is that in (13) the preposition
and the verb necessarily form a complex thematic unit selecting the NP. which s not
true for the verbs of (16), though they may still allow this as an opticnal lexical operation.
{See also Baker 1988 and Hestvik 1991 for evidence supporting the noncoargument stais
of the NPs in locative PPs.)

Under this analysis, then, it does not crucially matter whether the PP melf 18 con-
sidered an adjunct. Whenever the preposition forms its own predicate, as in (18), the
NP in the PP is not. itself, an argument of the verb. Coindexing a pronoun in this position
with an argumeni of the verb therefore does not yield a reflexive predicate, given the
definition in {1{a) {since these two are not coarguments). Hence. Condition B is not
violated. In section 5.3 we will return to further aspects of the way Condition B works
in PPs. Discussion of ECM subjects will be deferred to sections 6 and 7.

Viewing Condition B as a condition on the linguistic marking of reflexivization
entails vet another departure from the standard assumptions on binding: our Condition

10 We thank Jane Grimshaw and Tom Roeper for hel;ainlx us to understand the following cases.

11 \yhereas in the case of argument PPs. as in (15). it is also true that the P selects its complement NP
in Marantz's system. that NP is still defined as carrving the semantic role of the verb. and the P can be viewed
as the mediator. This view is further developed by Peselsky (1992
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B. like its twin Condition A that we will introduce shortly, makes no use of configu-
rational refations like binding. c-command, or even argument hierarciiy. It is strictly a
condition on reflexive predicates. regardless of their internal structure. This condition
alone therefore equally allows both Ske praised herself and *Herself praised her. We
consider how these two are distinguished. and other aspects of the configurational issue.
in section §.

2.3 Condirion B with SE-Pronominal Anaphors

So far we exemplified the operation of our modified Condition B with the distribution
of pronouns. which is believed to be the core issue of the standard Condition B. However,
as we proceed, it will turn out {in section 6) that the task of ruling out inappropriate
pronominal anaphora is divided between two linguistic modules. Though there are many
contexts of pronominal anaphora that are governed only by Condition B (and to which
we return), in the specific examples discussed in this section, anaphora happens to be
ruled out also independently of Condition B. by a general condition on coindexing chains
(to be discussed in detail in section 6). To check the precise scope of Condition B, we
should turn to the SE-pronominal anaphors. which provide the most direct support for
our claim that Condition B governs reflexive predicates, rather than the distribution of
pronouns. .

As noted earlier, though referenually deficient {(—R), these anaphors are not re-
flexivizers—occurring on an argumeni position of a predicate. thev do not reflexive-
mark it. With respect to Condition B, they therefore function in many languages exactly
like pronouas. In the Duich (17a—b) and the Norwegian {18a-b) Condition B rules out
such anaphors exactly as before, since the reflexive predicates are not licensed. How-
ever, in the locative cases (17¢) and (18¢), where no reflexive predicate is formed, SE
anaphors are allowed.!?

{i7) a. *Max haat zich.
Max hates SE
b. *Max praat met zich.
Max speaks with SE
c. Max legt het boek achter zich.
Max puts the book behind SE

= Jan Koster (personal communication} points out to us that in adjunct constructions such as (i) a reflexive
is required (see also Koster 1985).

(i) Jan, sprak namens zichzelf; .
Jan spoke on behalf of himself
Regardless of whether namens 1s analyzed as a P or an N (the latter being more in accordance with its historical
origin). such cases are captured by our analysis of P and N predicates in section 3. According to that analysis,
namens forms a a semaniic predicaie {though not a syntactic ong). One of its arguments is zichzelf. the other
is controlled by Jan. Hence. the adjunct in (i} is a retlexive predicate by itself and therefore must be reflexive-
marked.
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(18) a. *Jon forakter seg. (Hellan 1988:chap. 3. (13h)
jon despised SE
b. *Jon snakket med seg.
Jon talked with SE
¢. Jon legger boken  bak seg. {based on Hellan [988:chap. 3. (61}
Jon puts  the book behind SE

Everaert (1986, 1991} has noted a contrast that constitutes a real chalfenge to the
siandard binding theorv. Unlike (172), where zick 15 excluded. the apparently identical
structures in £{%-—b} allow or even require it. Hellan (1988) found the same to be rue
for the Norwegian sguivalents in (19¢c—d).

(19} a. Max wast  zich.

Max washes SE

b. Max schaamt zich.
Max shames SE
"Max is ashamed.’

c. Jon wasket seg. (Heilan 1988:chap. 3, (22a))
Jon washed SE

d. Jon skammer seg. (Hellan 1988:chap. 3, {Sc))
Jon shames | SE

Everaert shows that this correlates with differences in the inherent properties of the
verbs. A verb like schamen ‘shame’ is intrinsically reflexive, as witnessed by the fact
that it cannot take any object distinct in reference from the subject. Verbs like wassen
‘wash’, which do allow a distinct object, are listed twice in the lexicon, both as reflexive
and as nonreflexive; their reflexive entry ailows the SE anaphor, and their transitive
entry occurs with a SELF anaphor. The verbs of (17a) and (18a) do not have an intrinsic
rehexwe entry at ail.”> The same distinction among these verbs is found in many lan-
guages," though. as observed by Zubizarreta (1987). languages differ in whether they
allow, require. or forbid the patieat role of their intrinsically reflexive verbs 1o be realized
syntactically, as in (19).

The contrast between (17a-b)-(18a~b) and (19), then. foilows directly from the way

" Tndependent support for this claim comes from the interpretation of nominalizations. When subiect and
oblect arguments are omitted, wassen “wash’ readily admits a reflexive interpretation. whereas fraren “haie”
does not. This is illustrated by the contras! between (ia) and {ib}.

{i} a. Wassen is gezond.
washing (oneself) is healthy
b. Haten 1s niet gezondg.

hating {oniy someone else) is unheaithv

* In English the equivaient of zich schamen has been replaced by an intransitive form fbe ashamed),
whereas wash is still ambiguous bctwcen the transitive entry and the intrinsic reflexive one (as in sfte washes).
in Hebrew intrinsic retlexives are coded morphologicalty with a special verb form (" hitpue!™). Shame occurs
only in that form; wash has both that form and a transitive form: kate and despise of (17) and {18} do not allow
that form at all.
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we have stated Condition B. By definition (11b), the predicates in the latter. unlike the
former, are reflexive-marked. since the verb—P—is lexically reflexive. Conditicn B is
therefore met: the predicates in (19) are semantically reflexive. but they are. as required,
reflexive-marked."” It would appear that pronouns too shouid be allowed in such con-
texts. but this is not true for Dutch and Norwegian; their appearance is blocked inde-
pendeatly of Condition B {by the Chain Condition, in a way we discuss in section 6).
AD intrinsic/nonintrinsic reflexive contrast also shows up on the dative argument
of three-place predicates. This is illustrated by the following contrast in German (from
Truckenbrodt 1992). (The same contrast is found in the Dutch counterparts of these
examples.) In the standard dative case a SE anaphor is excluded. as in (20b), and a
SELF anaphor is required. as in (20c). However, int (20a) the verb is intrinsically reflexive
with respect to its dative argument. So Condition B is, correctly. met in this case.

(20} a. Peter, stellte sich;y die Statue vor. (G}
Peter, stelde zich, het standbeeld voor. (D)
Peter; imagined himself| the statue PRT
NoM  {+inir.refl.) pat ACC
‘Peter imagined the statue.’
b. *Peter, vertraute sich, seine Tochter aq.
*Peter; vertrouwde zich, zyn dochter  toe.
Peter, entrusted  to-himself, his daughter prRT
NoM  {—intr.refl.) paT ACC

c. Peter, vertrauic seine Tochter nur sichselbst, an.
Peter; vertrouwde zijn dochter slechis zichzelf, toe.
Peter, entrusted  his daughter only  to-himself; erT
NoM  (—intr.refl.) acc DAT

The same contrast between intrinsic and noninfrinsic reflexives in Icelandic is observed
by Sigurjonsdaéttir {1992) and Sigurjonsdottir and Hyams (to appear), who discuss it from
an acquisitional perspective.'®

¥ & different question is why intrinsically reflexive verbs favor a SE anaphor over & SELF one. This
does not follow directly from anything we say, but we believe that it follows from principles of economy: the
same property should not be marked twice. Vacuous application of a morphological process is generally
prohibited {for instance, one does not find a combination of two passivization processes on one lexical item).
Indeed, SELF anaphors are not completely excluded here. but require discourse justification.

' Although dative apaphors in German behave as predicted by the theory, accusative anaphors in German
do not exhibit the expected contrast: the accusative simpiex anaphor sich can occur in reflexive predicates
independently of the intrinsic reflexive contexts we discussed. The same appears to be true of zifi in Chinese.
At the moment we do not have an account for such cases, nor do we know how widely this pattern oCcurs.
Noze, however. that proper assessment of the facts often depends on more detailed investigation of the lap-
guages invoived. For instance, Maling (1982) notes that the contrast between sig and sfdlfan sig in Icelandic
is “‘not grammaticalized'” (suggesting that sig may occur more freelv than one would expect). whereas according
to Hellan (988}, it Tollows the same pattern as in Norwegian (which is in full accordance with our Condition
B). This agrees with the findings of Sigurjonsdottir (1992) and Sigurjénsdéttir and Hyams (to appear). Fur-
thermore, it is quite pessibie that the simpiex-compiex dichotomy must be understood in a somewhat different
way. For instance, unlike Dutch zich, German sich may bear stress. In this. sich behaves like the head of a
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Now lel us examine standard three-place predicates. In (21a) two of the arguments
are coindexed. and since there is no reflexive marking, the sentence is ruled out by
Condition B. in the same way that (17b) and (20b) were. However. in (215) tobserved
by Martin Everaert (personal communication)). another coindexed argument of the pred-
icate is a SELF anaphor. which therefore reflexive-marks the predicate. The predicate
is l-reflexive {with three arguments indexed 1), but as reguired by Condition B. it is
aiso I-reflexive-marked. {See the definitions in (11)—(12).) Hence. one reflexive marker
is sufficient to license the reflexivization of more than two arguments. In fact, choosing
one marker is preferred here over the option of marking two arguments. as in (2ie), for
the reasons mentioned in footnote 15. As predicted. it does not matier which of the
internal arguments is SELF-marked—{21!b.d) illustrate the same point with a different
placement of the SE argument. (As in the case of (19), a pronoun cannol repiace Iich
in any of these examples for independent reasons.;

{21y a. *Henk  wees mij aan zich, toe.
Henk assigned me o SE

b. Henk; wees zichzelf, aan zich, toe.
Henk assigned himself o SE
*Henk,; wees zich, aan mij toe.
Henk assigned SE  to me
d. Henk; wees zich, aan zichzelf, toe.
Henk assigned SE  to  himselt
7Henk, wees zichzelly aan nichzell; toe.
Henk assigned himself to  himself

(@]

[+

Given the facts in (17)=(21), it would be exwremely difficult to view Condition B as
a condition on specific lexical items (pronouns. or SE anaphors), since it I$ sensitive 10
both anaphor types and predicaie types. The universal generalization shared by ali the
cases discussed above is the one we argued for: that reflexivization must be licensed
either in the svntax or in the lexicon. Condition B, as we stated it, checks the reflexive
marking of predicates, and not just the properties of their arguments.

Note, finally, that if Condition B applies to predicates, it cannot rule out any co-
indexation of NPs that are not coarguments. Thus. another area where this view of
Condition B differs empirically from the standard one is in ECM and small clause strue-
tures. As we will show in section 7 in discussing the contrast between cases such as
Henlk, hoorde [zich, zingen| 'Henk heard [SE sing]” and *Henk, overreedde zich {PRO;

pour phrase, just like Dutch zelf (and unlike Zick). Suppose now that, universallv, a SELF anaphor 15 an
anaphor in the head positivn of an NP fand a SE anaphor is an anaphor in determiner position), If the anaphor
is in head position, and the determiner positien is {iiled. the whole expression is overtly characterized as a
SELF anaphor. However, under condizions where a language allows the determiner to be emply {and such
conditions might invelve the type of Case the anaphor carries), SE anaphors anc SELF anaphors may come
oul homophonous. perhaps only differentiated by stress (see Reinhart and Reuland 1991 for a discussion of
Polish siebie thal is in [ine with this perspective).
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te zingen] "Henk persnaded SE [PRO 1o sing] (example {109)). it is indeed true that a
SE anaphor can be bound by the matrix subject when it is in the subject position of the
complement but not when it is a #-argument of the matrix predicate.

This sheds a new light on the ongoing controversy regarding the svntax of ECM
versus object control structures. Though in the syatactic framework we are assuming
the two differ structurally, there has never before been any direct empirical evidence
for that distinction. since as far as pronouns and SELF anaphors are concerned, they
behave the same way. But focusing on SE anaphors. we find a sharp contrast between
the ECM case and the object control case. Our reformulation of Condition B also provides
the toois to explain this contrast: in the control case, unlike the ECM case, coindexation
vields a reflexive predicate. We return 1o this distinction in section 7.2, and, again, we
postpone the question of why pronouns are not allowed as well in the ECM case until
section 6.

3 Condition A

3.1 The Condition

Although replacing Condition B eliminates the complementarity problem of the current
binding theory, Condition A still carries its own (less widely acknowledged) problems.
The most serious question is whether it is indeed true that an anaphor cannot occur free,
as entailed by Condition A. Already in the early seventies, it was noted by Ross (1970),
foillowed by Cantrall {1974} and Kuno (see. for a summary, Kuno 1987, and for a more
recent discussion, Zribi-Hertz 1989) that first and second person SELF anaphors can
occur in English without a sentential antecedent, in blatant violation of {what is now
known as) Condition A, as in the (a) sentences of (22)—{24). Dutch SELF anaphors are
allowed in essentially the same environments, as illustrated with the translations of {22a—
b} tn (22c—d).

(22) a. There were five tourists in the room apart from myself.
b. *Five tourists talked to mvself in the room.
¢. Er waren vijf toeristen in de kamer behalve mezeif.
d. *Vyf toeristen praatten met mezelf in de kamer.
{23) a. Physicists like vourself are a godsend. {Ross 1970)
b. *A famous physicist has just looked for vourself.
a. “She gave both Brenda and myself a dirty look.™ (actual discourse, quoted
in Zribi-Hertz 1989) :
b. *She gave myself a dirty look.

These facts cannot simply be dismissed as reflecting some peculiar discourse prop-
erties, or as indicating that first person anaphors can be used deictically. Normally, first
person retflexives behave strictly like anaphors. For example, in the (b) cases of (22)—
{24} they are ruled out, correctly, by Coadition A. Why, then. does Condition A fail
precisely in the {a) cases? Furthermore, the problem is not restricted to first person
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reflexives. As was noted by the same scholars in the seventies, third person reflexives
can be fong-distance bound in English. in violation of Condition A. This use (known as
logophoric). which 1s assumed to interact with point of view. is most common in narrative
texts. and Zribi-Hertz (1989} provides about 130 examples from actual texts. two of
which are quoted in (25a) and (23¢).

{25) a. It angered him that she . . . tried to attract a man like himself.”
b. *It angered him that she tried to attract himseit.
“*Clara found time to check that apart from herseif there was a man from
the BBC.”
(26) a. Max boasted that the queen invited Lucie and himself for a drink.
b. *Max boasted that the queen invited himself for a drink.

[#]

The syntactic contexts allowing this use are the same as before. Here again. Condition
A equally blocks anaphora in both the {a) and the (b) cases (and in 125¢)). Since this is
correct for the (b) cases (though wrong for the others), we cannot simply conclude, as
often done in the earlier studies mentioned above. that point-of-view contexts aflow
{somehow) for violations of Condition A.

The guestion is, therefore, What is the property distinguishing the (a) and the ib)
cases in all the examples (22)-(26)7 In fact. we already have the answer at our disposal.
Let us look agaln at the definition of reflexive marking in (11a}, the abbreviated version
of which is repeated here.

{11y Definitions
a. A predicate is reflexive iff two of its arguments are coindexed.
b. A predicate {(formed of P) is reflexive-marked iff either P is lexicaily
reflexive or one of P’s arguments is 4 SELF anaphor.

{12y Condition B
A reflexive predicate is reflexive-marked.

In the (b) cases, the free SELF anaphor is an argument of its predicate. This means that
one of the arguments is SELF-marked, and hence, the predicate is defined as reflexive-
marked. The (a} cases. by contrast, involve no reflexive-marked predicates. For ex-
ample. In (26b) one argument of invire is SELF-marked; hence. ils predicate, the gueen
invited himself, is reflexive-marked. In (26a) the anaphor is embedded in an argument.
The argument of invite is Lucie und himself. which is not. itself, a SELF anaphor. Hence,
the queen invited Lucie and himself is not reflexive-marked. The same holds for (23z),
{24a), and {25a). In (32a) and (25c) the anaphor occurs in an adjunct position, so no
argument of the verb is a SELF anaphor and no reflexive-marked predicate is formed.

Suppose. now, that Condition A, just like Condition B, is in fact about reflexivi-
zation. rather than about anaphors: it requires that reflexive marking be interpreted
refiexively, but it does not say anything about -anaphors not . flnctioning as reflexive
markers. Let us state this as our first approximation of Coundition A. (127, which will
be slightly modified directly.
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{12") Condition A
A reflexive-marked predicate is reflexive.

{Just like Condition B, Condition A should be read as a conditional. equivalent to: If a
predicate is reflexive-marked, it is reflexive.)

In the basic case of, for example, (I13b)—=Max, criticized himself,—the anaphor is
an argument of criticize: hence, by (11b), this predicate is reflexive-marked. Condition
A of (12") therefore requires that this predicate be reflexive. This is indeed the case,
since the anaphor is coindexed with a coargument. so Coadition A is met. Stated this
way, Condition A successfully blocks all and only the (b) cases of (22)-(26). We showed
that in these cases the predicate is reflexive-marked since one of its arguments is a SELF
anaphor. Condition A therefore requires that it be reflexive, under definition {1 1a). Since
no coarguments of this predicate are coindexed, this reguirement is not met. and the
derivations are filtered out. In the (a) cases, however, where the anaphor is not an
argument, there can be no reflexive-marked predicate; hence, Condition A is satisfied.
(Since the condition requires only reflexive-marked predicates to be reflexive, it is always
met when a predicate is not reflexive-marked.) Another way to state this is that in these
cases the condition does not apply.

As we showed in section 2, reflexivization contexts are aiso the only contexts in
which SELF anaphors are in complementary distribution with pronouns. This means
that the Condition A of the standard binding theory was descripiively mistaken in where
it drew the border between acceptable and unacceptable anaphors. As argued aiso by
Pollard and Sag (1992), some of the cases ruled in by the standard Condition A, like the
adjunct anaphors in (7) and the picture-NP anaphors in (8). are just specific {nstances
of iogophoric anaphora, which are not different from the (a) examples of (22)—(26) and
therefore do not justify a special treatment. Rather, the availability of SELF anaphors
in these contexts should follow from Condition A, as stated here. With respect to adjunct
anaphors, this is indeed the case, since only arguments reflexive-mark their predicates.
But it cannot be obvious yet why our Condition A does not block anaphors in picture-
NPs, and we address this issue in section 3.

This view of Condition A developed out of an emerging contention, particularly in
the research on long-distance anaphora, that a distinction is needed between the gram-
matical function of anaphors and their discourse-oriented, or logophoric, use (Maling
1982, 1986, Hellan 1988, 1991, Thrdinsson 1991). This distinction is discussed in detail.
and extended to SELF anaphors. in Reinhart and Reuland 1989, 1991, and our approach,
at that stage, is summarized in Reufand 1990, A view similar to what we assumed there
has been independently proposed by Pollard and Sag {1992), who argue that Condition
A applies only to anaphors in an argument position, identifying them with an argument
higher in the relational hierarchy, whereas other occurrences of anaphors are exemnpt
from this condition. ‘ ' '

In fact, in the case of SELF anaphors. the distinction between anaphoric and iogo-
phoric uses is superfluous. Syntactically, there is just one type of SELF anaphor, whose
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accurrence is governed solely by Condition AL as stated in 1127 This condition rules
out argument SELF anaphors that occur in nonreflexive predicales (i.e.. are aot co-
indexed with a coargument) and equally allows all other occurrences ot such anaphors,
In the contexis where the svntax allows both a pronoun and a SELF anaphor to be
coindexed with a given antecedent. the choice between them is motivated by discourse
considerations, as is often the case when there is more than one svniactic option to
axpress the same proposition. For this reason. the use of an anapbor in such contexts
may appear more marked than m the reflexivity environmenlts. where the anaphor is the
only grammatical option. There Is no reason o assume that this type of discourse con-
sideration is encoded in the syntax. Since the terms anaphors and logophors are by now
widely assumed. we will continue to refer to the grammatical occurrences of SELF
anaphors in nonareflexive contexts as logophoric; but we use this term in a wider sense
than it had eriginaily, a point we return to directly.

Though we have focused here only on the distribition and use of reflexive anaphors,
Poilard and Sag (1992) argue that, in fact. reciprocal anaphors can occur in the same
environmenis as the reflexive ones. which means that they also allow for what we have
called here a logophoric use (see footnote 7).

3.2 Focus Anaphors

Condition A allows a SELF anaphor to be used logophorically just in case it does not
occupy an argument position of & predicate, since in this case it does not refiexive-mark
the predicate {though what counts as a predicate will be further specified). We mav note
that the study of discourse anaphors has observed two distinct uses. The use that was
originally labeled logophoric (starting with Clements 1975) is the peint-of-view use ex-
emplified above. The other is the use of discourse anaphors as focus, which has been
inbeled emphatic {see Kuno 1987, Zribi-Hertz 1989). As focus, a free SELF anaphor
Can oCCUr 8Ven fn an argument position at S-Structure. Though such examples are harder
to find and are more marked, some are given in {27).

This letter was addressed only to myself

Why should the state always take precedence over myself?

“Bismarck’'s impulsiveness has. as so often, rebounded against him-
self.”” (quoted in Zribi-Hertz [989)

himseif, [Bismarck’s impulsiveness has, as so otten, rebounded against &]

That focus anaphors should appear exempt from our Condition A follows directly, if we
assume, as is siandard. that {Condition A applies at LF and} the focus expression under-
soes movement at LF. In this case. the anaphors in (27) are no longer in argument
positions. Hence. they do not reflexive-mark the verbs. so Condition A does not require
the predicute 10 be reflexive. For example, the LF structure of i27¢) 15 (27d), where
himself is no longer the argument of the predicate rehound (though its trace is). Hence.
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this predicate is not reflexive-marked at the syntactic level relevant for Condition A.
(This point will be clearer after we define syntactic predicates. in section 4.)

We will keep the term logephors for both uses (thus departing from the way the
term was originally used). SELF logophors, then. are all instances of SELF anaphors
that do not reflexive-mark a predicate. There is no further need io define this notion.
since, as just noted, it has no syntactic status (the binding theory only checks reflexive
marking). When needed for discourse analysis, the two uses may be distinguished as
perspective logophors and focus logophors. We do not think, however, that these two
uses exhaust the options of logophoric occurrences. The crucial distinction needed is
that between SELF anaphors that occur in an argument position at S-Structure and those
that do not. The first can be used logopherically only as foci, as in (27), since this is the
only way they can escape reflexive-marking their predicate. This is why such examples
are more marked: they are possible only when the context cleariy signals a focus. or
contrastive reading, so they are highly context-dependent. Logophors not occurring in
an argument position at S-Structure, like the {(a) cases of {22)=(26}, do not require any
special accommodation and are easily judged acceptable with no context. Although in
these examples they are used as perspective logophors, other, perhaps more crucial,
discourse reasons exist to prefer a logophor over a pronoun. though we will not discuss
them here.'” With respect to the binding theory, in any case. a SELF anaphor can always
be used logophorically when it is not in an argument position.

3.3 Variable Binding and the Property — R

As we argued in section 1, the defining property of all anaphors, whether used ana-
phorically or logophoricaily, is —R. That is, they are referentially defective, and, unlike
pronouns, they cannot be used to directly select an entity in the discourse. Hence, even
a logophor can be most easily used with some sort of linguistic antecedent in the sentence.
The peculiar property of perspective logophors is that they seem able to refer directly
to the center of communication or consciousness. {See Reinhart and Reuland 1989 for
more on this issue.) Nevertheless, even this use is easier, when this center is mentioned
already as an antecedent in the sentence, that is. with third person logophors. A fogophor.,

however, does not have 1o be bound by its antécedent (though it may be}. Their relation -

may be that of coreference, and not necessarily of variable binding.'® This point merits
further clarification.

" We think that the attempt to reduce ail actual occurrences of logophors to the same point-of-view
mechanism, as in Sells 1987, renders the concept “point of view’” rather vacuous. Among the three uses Seils
lists is “*pivot,” which has nothing to do with any familiar tests for point of view orientation. A more promising
approach would follow from Ariel’s (1990) analysis of anaphors. On her view, anaphors are used [o signal that
the antecedent is the most accessible of the available discourse-entities candidaies. Accessibility is defined in
terms of sentence {Opics.

*® On this issue, we disagree with Sells (1987} and with Chierchia {1989). who argue that at least perspective
logophors are necessarily bound variables. This is discussed in more detnil in Reinhart and Reuland 1989.
Reinhart (forthcoming) argues that even logophors oceurring in contexts of de se beliefs are not necessariiv
bound variabies. ST e

/
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It is rather standard to assume that anaphors are necessarily interpreted as hound
variables {e.g.. Chomsky 1981). Thus, (28a} is interpretabic only as (23b). Correspond-
ingly, when an anaphor 1s placed in a context like (28¢), there is no ambiguitv. and oniy
the bound variabie reading (Lili praised LiiD) 15 believed to obtain. Similarly, (28d) is not
gasily construed as ambiguous.

(28) a. Lucie, praised herself,.
b.  Lucie (\x {x praised x))
¢. Lucie pratsed herseif. and Lil {did)} too.
d.  Only Lucie praised herself.

Note that nothing in the theory as stated here requires an anaphor (o be a bound varabie
even if it functions as a reflexivizer, as in (28). All we assumed, as the defining property
of anaphors, is their — R property, which does not entail that they must be bound vari-
ables.

However, the facts of (28) will still foilow, if one also assumes Reinhart’s analysis
of variable binding (starting with Reinhart {983}, as summarized. for example. in Grod-
zinsky and Reinhart 1993. On this view, the only interpretation of syntactic coindexation
is that of variable binding. Reinhart argues that coreference is not directly governed by
the binding theory, or by any other sentence-level conditions. but falls, together with
many problems of anaphora resolution, under discourse theory. Hence. sentence-level
coindexation is irrelevant for coreference. Technically, coreference can be obtained only
when a pronoun or an anaphor is not coindexed with an antecedent {since when a pronoun
or an anaphor is syntactically bound, the only permitted interpretation is that of variable
binding, and since unbound coindexation ends up uninierpretable in that system). For
(28a) to ailow the coreference interpretation. then, it should have a derivation in which
Lucie and herself are not coindexed. But, given our Condition A, such a derivation
would be ruled out, since in this case the predicate remains reflexive-marked and is
therefore required to have two coindexed arguments.

On this view, then. there is nothing about the anaphor itseif that forces it to be a
bound variable. If an anaphor happens to be exempt from the coindexation requirement
imposed by Condition A, as in the case of logophoric uses, its relation to its antecedent
can be either that of variable binding or that of coreference, as illustrated in footnote
18. This is so because the grammar allows it, in this case. to be either coindexed or free,
and if it is free, the coreference interpretation is allowed. This enables us to explain a
puzzie noted by Sag (1976). He observed that a certain (small) percentage of his subjects
could get the coreference (strict) interpretation in the VP-eilipsis context of (28¢). As

As evideace that a logophor nead not be a bound variable, consider ({}.

(i) Only Lucie buys pictures of herseif.
We will argue in section 5 that the anaphor in (i} is logophoric. indeed. [t s very easy to see an ambiguity
here berween the bound and the referential interpretation (Lugie is the only person who bauys pictures of Lucie.
though perhaps buying one’s own pictures is true of evervbody).
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we have just argued, an anaphor can be exempt from Condition A when it is the focus
(exemptlitied in (27)), even though this is a marked use. If, in (28¢), the anaphor is used
as focus, it does not reflexive-mark the verb. and Condition A is neutral about whether
it is coindexed with its antecedent {(vielding the bound variable interpretation) or not. If
it is not coindexed, the coreference interpretation is allowed. However, the fact that
this focus use of anaphors in an argument position is so marked explains why it 1% so
hard to get this reading.

To sum up, an anaphor is obiigatorily a bound variable only when it is required by
Condition A to be coindexed with a coargument. In all other cases it can end up either
syntactically bound (i.e., coindexed with a c-commanding NP) or not. Hence, it can
either be a bound variable, or corefer.

4 Syntactic and Semantic Predicates

So far we have used the term predicare somewhat vaguely. Let us now speli out what
kind of linguistic objects the binding conditions apply to, starting with a problem for
Condition B:

(26} a. *The queen invited myself for tea.
b. The queen invited both Max and myself/me for tea.
c. Max said that the queen invited both Lucie and himself/him for tea.

Condition A rules out (29a), since the predicate is reflexive-marked, but is not reflexive.
By contrast, the predicates in {29b—c) are not reflexive-marked, so Condition A does
not apply, and the anaphors here are used logophoricaily (as witnessed also by the fact
that they can be replaced by a pronoun).

By the same reasoning, the anaphor in (30a) is logophoric as weil. However, the
problem is that in this environment the logophor is nevertheless in complementary dis-
tribution with a pronoun, as shown by (30b). So how does Conditior B -biock anaphora
in (30b)2%°

(30) a. The queen, invited both Max and herself| to our party.
b. *The queen, invited both Max and her; to our party.

The predicates in (29) are not defined as reflexive at either S-Structure or LF, since the
coindexed NPs are not coarguments of invite {the anaphoric expression being embedded).
However, the question at issue here is what counts as a predicate. So far we have viewed
the predicates of (30} as syntactic objects, but if we look at a more abstract level of
semantic interpretation, the conjunction in (30) is interpreted as something equivalent
to the representation in (31).

(31) the queen (ix (x invited Max & x invited x))

' This problem was originaify pointed out to us by Hans Kamp (personal communication).
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This representation does contain a reflexive predicate (¥ invited xias one of its conjuncts.
If Condition B applies at the stage of mapping from LF to semanlic representations {like
(31Y). it finds out that in (30a} one of the arguments of this new semantic predicate that
is about 1o be formed is. appropriately, realized in the syntax (LF) as a SELF anapho:
hence. the translation vielding a reflexive predicate is allowed. Butin (30b) no argument
is a SELF anaphor in the syniax. so the reflexive translation is disallowed and the
derivation is filtered out. In {2Y9¢} the conjunction does not vield a reflexive predicate
ithe conjoined predicates are the queen invited Lucie and rhe gueen invited him); hence,
the prenoun is allowed.

To capture such cases. then. Condition B must be allowed to operate on semantic
predicates {i.e.. at the stage of transiating syntactic predicates into semantic ones). Be-
fore checking whethu the same is true for Condition A, let us pursue further the im-
plications of letting Condition B operate on semantic predicates.

An issue the standard binding theory has been preoccupied with is how to rule out

anaphora in (32) {Chomsky 1975, 1980, Lasnik 1976, 1981).

{(32) a. *We- voted for me;.
*[ Felix and Lucle, ) praised her.

Presumably, this should be ruled out because, although the two arguments of the verb
are, appropriately, not coindexed, they are nevertheless not disjoint in reference {me
overlaps with us, etc.). Note that this could not follow from the staadard binding theory
as stated in Chomsky 1981. The fact that two NPs are not coindexed cannot, in this
system, entail that they are disjoint, since then (33) would be ruled out as well.

(33) |[Felix and Lucie,)> think that shei is terrific.

To capture this, one must (with Lasnik 1981) assume contraindexing, which is forced
by Condition B in (34).%°

(34) *Felix but not Lucie praised fiery.

Regardless of the technical details, we find 1t highiy unlikely that referential disjointness
is the relevant factor here, since in (34), which 1s just as bad as {32b), the set of Felix
but not Lucie most ciearly exciudes Lucie—hence. this NP and the pronoun are refer-
entiaily disjoint.

Ome reason not much progress could be made on this issue is that judgments seem
to vary with both speakers and sentences. 21 A major Tactor is that. as we will argue In
section 6. the standard cases currently falling under Condition B aiso violate the Chain

20 Fyen so. it is not clear to us why. by the same reasoning. coreference would not also be incorrectly
biockad in (i), where the italicized NPs must be contraindexed by Condition C.

§)  Lucie, thinks that [Fefix and she\ ] are terrific.

2 1y view of this variety of judgments, Fiengo and May (1990) conclude that sentences of this tvpe are
aot ruled out at all by sentence-tevel grammar.




& of its conjuncts.
resentations (like
iic predicate that
a SELF anaphor;
30b) no argument

sallowed and the

flexive predicate
‘ired him): hence,

:rate on semantic
nantic ones). Be-
e further the im-

s how to rule out

nents of the verb
in reference {(me
rd binding theory
d cannot. in this
1t as well.

, which is forced

ntial digjointness
, the set of Fefix
renoun are refer-

Judgments seem

we will argue in
viciate the Chain

ot also be incerrectly

nces of this tvpe are

REFLEXIVITY 677

Condition, whereas the sentences under consideration here violate only Condition B.
As we will show, it is generally the case that pure Condition B violations are weaker
and subject to greater variety of judgment than Chain Condition violations. Still. there
is another factor intrinsic to the choice of examples. For example, (36a) was observed
to be grammatical by Fiengo and May (1990), and (35a-b) are better. for many speakers.
than {32) and {34).

(35) a. We elected me.

b. Felix and Lucie, authorized her, to be their representative.
{36) a. Max, and Lucie talked about him;.

b. *Both Max, and Lucie talked about him;.

This second factor determining acceptability seems to be semantic. Whereas (32) and
{(34) prefer a distributive interpretation of the plural set, (33) forces a coilective inter-
pretation only. This can also be verified in (36): both, in (36b), forces the distributive
reading {so it entails two separate acts of talking, by Max and by Lucie}. In (36a) the
preferred interpretation is the collective one. suggesting an act of mutual talking. So this
type of anaphora is excluded only under the distributive reading, and anaphora enforces
the collective reading (which for some speakers is possible also in (32} and (36b)). This
result follows if Coandition B operates on semantic predicates. The two interpretations
of (36) are approximated in {37).

(37y a. Max and Lucie (Ax (x talked about him))
b. Max (ix {x talked about x}) & Lucie (Ax (x talked about him))

Under the coilective interpretation in (37a), the predicate is not distributed over the two
NPs in the subject; rather, they are taken as one set. This way, no reflexive predicate
is formed. Under the distributive interpretation in (37b), one of the predicates (x talked
abont x) is reflexive. None of its arguments has been reflexive-marked, so Condition B
blocks the derivation. (34), repeated in (38a), is interpreted as some equivalent of (38b),
in which an unlicensed reflexive predicate occurs as weil. '

{38) a. *Felix but not Lucie praised her.
b. [Felix (hx (x praised her))] but not [Lucie (Ax (x praised xJ)]

The distributive interpretation of (32a) (*We voted for me) will also contain a reflexive
predicate (x voted for x) whose argument is one of the members of the we set (i.e., me)—
which is ruled out, since me is not SELF-marked.

As far as Condition B is concerned, then, the relevant predicates it applies to must
be semantic. The same is not true for Condition A. Suppose that Coundition A, too,
applies at the stage of mapping into semantic representations: at this stage (29b—c),
repeated in (3%9a-b}, are also translated as a conjunction of predicates, illustrated for
(39b) in (39¢).
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{39) a. Max said that the gueen nvited both Lucie and himself for tea.
The queen invited both Max and myvself for tea.
c. the gueen {Ax (x invited Max & x invited mvself))

Checking the translation. Condition A finds out that one of the conjoined predicates
(e.g.. x invited myself in (39¢)) is reflexive-marked, having a SELF anaphor as an ar-
gument. Since this predicate is not reflexive, Condition A will {incorrectly) filter the
dertvanon out, if it applies at this level {in the same way that it rules our {29a), *The
giieen invited myself for rea).

This {as well as other considerations that will soon become apparent) leads us to
conciude that Conditions A and B are not precisely symmetric. Whereas Condition B
is a condition on semantic reflexivization. Condition A is more syntactic, checking for
svnfactic marking of reflexivization. Following a line proposed by Ben-Shalom and
Wegler {1990). we will capture this difference by letting Condition B apply to semaantic
predicates, whereas Condition A apphes only to svatactic predicates. In the standard
cases the two types of predicates are indistinguishable. but. as just illustrated, this is
not alwavs so.

Let us. then, define syntactic and semantic predicates, and incorporate them into
our binding conditigns. (40)-{41) siate the finai version of the binding theory we assume
in this article (where (40c—-d) simply repeat the definitions assumed already in (1)),

(40) Definitions i :
a. The svnzactic predicare tormed of (a head) P is P, all its svntactic ar-
guments, and an externai argument of P (subject).
The syatactic arguments of P are the projections assigned 8-role or Case
by P.
b.  The semaniic predicate formed of P is P and all its arguments at the
relevant semantic level. '
A predicate is reflexive ff two of its arguments are coindexed.
d. . A predicate {formed of P) is reflexive-marked iff either P is lexically
reflexive or one of P’s arguments is 2 SELF anaphor.
{41y Conditions '
A: A reflexive-marked svntactic predicate 1s reflexive.
B:  Areflexive semantic predicate is reflexive-marked..

«

(We should note, again, that the intuition (41) intends to capture is statable formally only
using the notion of i-reflexivization, as defined in {11). So. Condition A requires that an
i-reflexive-marked syntactic predicate be i-reflexive, and Condition B reguires that an
1-reflexive semantic predicate be i-reflexive-marked. We continue to use the abbreviated
version, for ease of presentation.)

The definition of semantic predicates i1s rather trivial. [t is determined solely by
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logical syntax, provided that the compositional rules mapping structures into function-
argument configuraiions are defined. Deciding what counts as a syntactic predicate,
however, is based on grammatical structure. There seems to be no disagreement on
requiring that syntactic predicates shouid include all the arguments assigned a 8-role by
the head P, but at least as far as binding is concerned, this is not sufficient. The lne we
take here follows, in essence, the notion of complete functional complex (CFC) proposed
by Chomsky {1986b).>> We take the syntactic arguments of P to be those realizing a
grammatical function of P, that is, its §- and Case assignments. Generally, a Case-assigned
NP aiso bears the § assigned by P: but if it does not. the Case-assigned NP is nevertheless
a syntacuc argument of P. A syntactic predicate should also contain, by definition, the
external subject of P. It is rather standard to assume that the subject 8-role is assigned
not by the head P (e.g.. V), but rather by the phrase {VP (Chomsky 1981, Marantz 1984)).
Nevertheless, the subject is defined as belonging to the syntactic predicate of P. This
would be so, even if the subject is not a 8-assigned argument at all. A subject is always
required as ap argument of the syntactic predicate. Therefore, a predicative head (P)
does not always form a syntactic predicate, as defined in {40a): if it lacks an external
subject, it may end up forming a semantic predicate, but not a syntactic one.?

The arguments of a syntactic predicate thus do not necessarily correspond to its
grid positions: that is, they do not need to be f-arguments. This distinguishes our analysis
from approaches attempting to capture Condiijon A bv means of a thematic hierarchy,
such as those of Kiss (1991) and others (see also the analysis of long-distance anaphors
in Giorg: 1984). Let us look briefly at some of the reasons for and implications of this
choice. {Others will unfold as we continue.)

In expletive or raising structures, like {42), the subject is clearly not a 8-argument
of seem, strike, ot bother.

(42) a. Lucie seems to herself {t to be bevond suspicion].
b.  Max strikes himself {t as clever].
¢. "Max thinks that [it would bother himself [that the place is so noisy]].

if Condition A applies only to 8-arguments of predicates, it wouid have to rule out {42a-
b), since no 8-coarguments are coindexed. But given our definition, the external subject
{Lucie, Max) and the anaphor (as a §-argument} are coarguments of the syntactic pred-
icate, nevertheless, and Condition A is met. Similarly, we would like pother to form a
syntactic predicate in {42¢), since otherwise an anaphor could occur logophorically
there.* Given our definition, the presence of an expletive subject is sufficient to form

2 Chomsky defines a CFC as a projection at which all grammatical functions compatible with the head
P and {by definition) an ¢xternai subject are syntactically reatized. This entails that verbs. nouns, and adiectives
may form syntactic predicates. but not prepositions. which do not license an external argument (Giorgi 1991).

** But see footnote 49 for more on this issue.

** This was brought to our attention by Luigi Rizzi.
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such a predicaie here. Conseyuenily. {42c) s Co
marked svotactic predicate is not reflexive. in violation of Condition A7

ECM subjects as in {(43) are defined as syntactic arguments of the matrix verb. since
thev are assigned Case by it.

(43y a. Lucie expects [herseif to eniertain herself].
b. *Lucie expects [myself to entertain myself].
¢. *Lucie, expects [her, o entertain herself].

An apaphor in this position cannot be used fogophorically, as shown in {43h}, since it
retlexive-murks the matrix verd, without forming a reflexive predicate. Technically,
then, Condition A is met in (43a) with no aeed for further elaboration, since the syntactic
predicate of expect has two of its {synactic) arguments coindexed (though we will return
o further details of precisely how Condilion A appiies to the full range of these struc-
uresi.

ECM structures provide one of the clearast instances of a discrepancy between
svntactic and semantic predicates: the matrix syntactic predicate consisis of both the
subject and the Case argument of the verb (the embedded subject). However, in the
semantic predicate. the whole embedded 1P, rather than its subject. is the argument of
the matrix verb. (Though alternative represeniations can be opticnallv derived. they are
not obligatory.} Since our version of Condition B applies to semantic predicates, this
means that it cannot. in fact, rule out the pronoun in {43c). A trivial way to avoid this
result would be to allow Condition B 1o appiy to all predicates rather than just to semantic
ones. In this case, while still ruiing out the semantic predicates discussed in. say, (32,
it would also ruie cut the syntactic predicate of expect in (43¢}, as a reflexive predicale
that is not reflexive-marked. However, we showed alreadv in section 2.3 that the present
result is precisely the correct one, where SE anaphors are concerned. In section 7, where
we discuss ECM structures in detail, we argue that the same is true also for certain
instances of pronominai anaphora. In our system. then. it is not Condition B that rules
out the pronoun in {43¢) (but the Chain Condition). In fact, the ECM discrepancy is one

communication) suggests that in structures like (ia}, as well. the anaphor
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of the major reasons we believe that Conditions A and B do not apply to the same tvpes
of predicates.™

The binding conditions we assume still do not make any use of hierarchical relations
like c-command, or hierarchies of thematic roles or grammatical functions. This distin-
guishes them from previous approaches in terms of argument structure. such as those
of Pollard and Sag (1992) and Reinhart and Reuland (1989). The way the different com-
ponents of the analysis conspire to yield the needed configurational effects is discussed
in section 8.

5 P and N Predicates

So far we have focused our analysis on predicates formed out of verbs, but P and N
also form predicates (at least in some cases). As shown in section 2, P and N projections
are problematic for the standard binding theory, mainly since they often allow for both
a pronoun and an anaphor {though not alwavs). A crucial difference between these two
types of predicates is that V predicates always have a subject, whereas P and N predicates
do not, or at least do not always. (The ditferent stands on this issue will be mentioned
as we proceed.} Given the way we defined syntactic predicates in (40a), this means that
verbs always form both syntactic and semantic predicates. But the subjectless P and N
can only form semantic predicates. An examination of the anaphora patterns with these
predicates will therefore clarify and support the distinction we assume here between
syntactic and semantic predicates. :

3.1 (Picture-)NP Anaphors

3.1.1 Condition A in NPs As noted earlier, for the standard binding theory the gram-
maticality of (8a), repeated in (44), is governed by Condition A. with some additional
mechanism to explain why a pronoun is not excluded in this context.

{44) Lucie saw a picture of herself.

*¢ The distinction between syntactic and semantic predicates is crucial for the correct operation of Con-

dition B in all cases where argument iraces are involved:
(i) Max; was fired e;. )

in the case of A-movement, as in i), the syniactic predicate always contains two coindexed arguments (the
thematic trace argument and the subject). But the semantic predicate contains only one of these two (with an
additional agent argument, probably existentially bound). Thus, the syntactic predicate is reflexive, but the
semantic one is not, If Condition B applied to syntactic predicates, it would incorrectly rule out (i),

In the case of A-movement. the problem amses when an anaphor is raised, as in the focus movement in
{i). (This probiem was pointed out to us by Danjel Fox.)

(ii) a. Max praised (only) himself.
b. himself, [Max praised g;]

The trace is the argument of the syntactic predicate in (iib} {as the projection receiving the 0-role). So, if
Condition B applied te syntactic predicates, the derivation would be ruied out as noa-reflexive-marked. How-
ever. Aimself is still the semantic argument of praise, so the semantic predicate meets Condition B.
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[

However, in addition o the Jack of complementarity with pronouns., such structures
show ail the properties of logophoric anaphora. Ross (1970) has already noted that a
first person anaphor can occur there freely. as in his (45a), Similarly, the third person
anaphor functions as a perspective logophor (45b—¢). Many other counterexamples to
the syntactic view of picture-NP anaphora (like (43¢) and (46a)) are cited by Jackendotf
{1672).

a. A picture of myself would be nice on that wall.
b. Lucie thought that a picture of herself would be nice on that wall.
The gueen demands that books containing unflattering descriptions of her-

self wili be burned.

{(45)

€}

A diagnostic property of logophoric anaphora (see. for exampie, Thrdinsson 1991)
is that on thal use the anaphor does not have to be ¢c-commanded by its antecedent.
Such cases can easily be constructed with picture-NPs. as in (46). More generally, an
anaphor in NPs always allows the coreference, and not oaly the bound variable, inter-
pretation. (See footnote 13.) There is therefore no reason to attempt a separaie account

for (44).

(46) a. The picture of himself that John saw in the post office was ugly.
5. Her pleasant smile gives most pictures of herself an air of confidence.

Uander our analysis, a SELF anaphor can be logophoric iff it does not retlexive-mark
its svntactic predicate (otherwise Conditicn A rules it out}. This is obtained either when
it is not an argument. as in the cases we have examined so far, or when it is an argnment
of a head that does not form a syntactic predicate ( since in this case there is no syntactic
predicate that it could reflexive-mark). Let us suppose that complements of the piciure-
N are assigned a §-role by it and are therefore syntactic arguments. Even if this is not
so, the same anaphora facts are found with Ns that clearly assign a 8-rote, such as
descriprion m (45¢). Given the definition of syntactic predicates in (40), the Ns in ail the

examples above nevertheless do not form such a predicate, since they lack an external

argument. (A PRO-type subject in such cases is always only optionai.} Condition A
applies to reflexive-marked syntactic predicates. Since no such predicate exisis here.
the condition is met {i.e.. it does not apply).

The Subject Condition, which was incorporated into the definition of governing
category in the standard binding theory, is thus captured here within the definition of
syatactic predicates. This is how we capture the difference traditionally assumed be-
tween (47a) and (47b). When the subject is present. as in (47b), the N forms a syntactic
predicate. Since one of its arguments is a SELF anaphor, Condition A now applies t¢
require that it be reflexive. But nc two arguments of piclure are coindexed, so the

derivation is ruled out.

{47y a. Lucie liked [ta) picture of herself].
h. */7Lucie liked {vour picture of herselt].
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The advantage of this formuiation of the Subject Condition is that it also governs the
distribution of logophoric anaphora. That this generalization is closer 10 correctness than
the governing category formulation is witnessed by the fact that logophors are also less
acceptable when the subject is present. Compare (45a) and (46a) to {48).

(48) a. /7Y our picture of myself would be nice on that wall.
b. */?¥ our picture of himself that John saw in the post office was ugly.

The reason here is the same as before: because a svntactic predicate is formed. and it
is reflexive-marked (just like the one in (47)), Condition A applies to rule it out. The
contrast between, say, (45a} and (48a) seems to us no different from that between (44)
and (47b).

This is the place to note that the judgments on NP anaphora are much less clear
than the linguistic literature tends to assume. Ben-Shalom and Weijier {1990) report that
in their informal empirical testing of judgments. speakers did not agree even on the hasic
facts, for example, that a contrast exists in (47). This could be explained, in our frame-
work. if one takes the view of Williams (1985} that NPs never contain a subject. Even
when their Spec is filled, as in {(47b), it is not a subject. If this is the case, all instances
of NP anaphora will turn out to be logophoric, since NPs, in this case. never form a
syntactic predicate, so Condition A never applies. To the extent that there is still any
consistent difference between the sentences in (47) or between (45) and (48). it should
be attributed to discourse reasons, of the sort mentioned in footnote 17. Given that
logophoric anaphora is always subject to more variations in judgment than reflexivization
{requiring some accommodating discourse), these disagreements over NP anaphora will
be less surprising. However, we leave this question open here.

3.1.2 Condition A and Reconsiruction A further advantage of acknowledging logo-
phoric NP anaphora is that it eliminates the need for reconstruction mechanisms, in the
specific case of Condition A. (For a discussion ofthe'problem see for example Chomsky
1977, May 1977, Van Riemsdijk and Wiiliams' 1981, Higginbotham 1983, Barss 1986,
Lebeaux 1988.) In structures like (49), our Coudition A faces no problem, even if no
other LF operations apply. The anaphor can choose any of the potential antecedents
regardless of c-command and governing category, since its NP does not form a syniactic
predicate, so it is not restricted by Condition A.

{49) a.  Which picture of himseif/herseif does Max think that Lucie likes?
b. Max knows which pictures of himself/herself Lucie likes.

As for the contrast between (49) and (50), Chomsky (class notes), following a proposal
of Huang (1993). suggests that this problem can be solved if we assume that a subject
15 generated in the Spec of its predicate (VP, AP, etc.) and raises to the Spec of IP
position, as proposed. by Sportiche {1988) and Koopman and Sportiche (1991).
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(30) a.  How proud of *himselt/herself, does Max think that Lucie; 57
. Max knows how proud of *himself/herself, Lucie, is.
¢.  how [t [proud of herself, himselfs]]

In this case the internal structure of the moved AP contains the (race of its moved subjecr
(Lucie), as dlustrated in (30¢). Iu our terms. then., proud here. unlike the NP cases. does
form a svntactic predicate. since it contains a subject. This predicate is retlexive-marked
by the SELF anaphor: hence. it is required by Condition A to be reflexive. This re-
guirement is met only if the anaphoer is coindexed with the subject trace, so only herself
coindexed with the trace of Lucie) is allowed here. The same would be true for VB
preposing. as illustrated {in (51).

(313 [ty compromise herself, Mhimseifs] though Maxs said that Lucie; did, she is
still terrific.

This means. therefore. that reconstruction is not needed to explamn the distribution of
anaphors nt these contexts. Similariv, agaphors in experiencing contexis such as {32a)
pose no different problems than anaphors in any other context of logophoricity.”?

(32} a.  lckes about herself amuse Lucie.
b.  Jokes about herself, ‘her, amuse every philosopher;.

This does not entail, though. that the problem of reconstruction is eliminated al-
together.™ The contexts we have examined still pose a problem for the theory of varizhle
binding. Though the logophor in. sav. (52a) nead not be a bound variabie. it can be, as
ilustrated in (52b) with a quantified antecedent {and as can be further checked in ellipsis
contexts). Similarly. in (49) the anaphor could aiso be a bound vartable. as can be shown
by substituting a quantified NP for Max or Lucie. In this respect, there is no difference
between logophors and pronouns in contexts like {(49) and (32)—both can serve as bound
vartables, as illustrated for the experiencing contexi in{52b). Generally, variable binding
requires that the antecedent c-command the variable at some level, which is not the case
at S-Structure for the structures under consideration. In sum. then, our analvsis can
shed no new light on the general issue of the precise formulation of variable binding
{which 1s capiured in standard GB Theory by the Bijection Principle, or in Reinhart’s

“ An Lf reviewer wonders whyv (i} is worse than (32a) or (ii).

1) Pictures of herself feil on Lucie.
{ify  Pictures of herself amused Lucie.

The answer les in our discussion of logopheoricity in section 3. Whenever a logophiar is possible, a pronoun
i just as possible, and the choice between them is likely io rest on some discourse motivation. As noted in
SECHC 3. a Very common contaxi faciiitating the choice of a logophor is that of poini of view, or ¢

COASCIOUSNESS
report. Experiencing structures, such as (i), constittle prototypical consciousness reports, whereas structures
like (i), in isolation, do not. Even

though more couid be said here. the precise specification of the discourse
conditions governing the actual use of logophors lies, together with many other marvels of language use, well
beyond the scope of what we nead 1o know for the syatax of anaphora.

* We thank Tohru Noguchi for pointing this out to us,
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approach by the translation procedure for indices}. But reconstruction is not needed art
all for the binding conditions themselves. as they are stated here.

3.2 Condition B in NPs

Let us look next at the way Condition B works in NPs. None of the structures mentioned
so far pose any problem for Condition B if a pronoun replaces the anaphor, as for example
in {33a). Since no arguments of N are coindexed in such cases, no reflexive semantic
predicate is involved. and Condition B is met. The contrast to lock at. though, is the
one in (33)—(55), discussed by Jackendoff (1972). Chomsky (1986b). and Williams (1987).

(53) a. Lucie, saw a picture of her,.
b. *Lucie, took a picture of her,.
{54) a. Max, heard a story about him,.
b. *Max, toid a stery about him,.
{53} *Lucie, performed an operation on her;.

What such cases illustrate is that the syntactically unreafized 9-role of N may appear to
be present nonetheless, affecting the anaphora options of the realized N arguments. The
iexical semantics of the verb entaiis that in (53) the agent of the verb must be identical
to the agent of operation. Similarly, in (53b) and (54b) it is identical to the agent {producer)
of pictare or the telier of story. These N roles appear to produce a Condition B effect
inside the NP. In the case of see and fear, where the agents are not identified, no such
etfects are found.

Two analyses of the structure of such NPs have been proposed. Chomsky {1986b)
argues that a PRO-like element is present in the Spec of NP {or DP) of the starred cases
above, as illustrated in (56) for (54b). (Abstracting away from the precise details of his
analysis, we may assume that this PRO, which is always optionaily present in NPs, is
obligatorily required here, for the verb to assign its control feature.) In this case. any
version of Condition B will successfully block the coindexation inside the NP,

(36) *Max, told [PRO, story about him,].

However, Williams (1982, 1985, 1987) argues convincingly that a PRO analysis for NPs
15 not feasible and, furthermore, that the apparent control effects show up also when
the Spec position is filled, or when PRO is otherwise impossible. Instead, he proposes
that the N agent roie, which is not syntacticaily realized, is satisfied in the lexicon, and-
thus gets some referential value, either from the context, or by control. In the latter
case, the index of, for example, Lucie in (35} is assigned directly 10 the agent role of
operation, tather than to an NP realizing this position syntactically. The same is true
also when the Spec of NP is lexically filled, as in (37). '

37

a. Max performed Lucie’s operation.
b. Yesterday's operation was successful.
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y the agent of operation is controiled by Max. and in (37b} its value is supplied
bv the discourse. This line of analysis is further developed and defended by Grimshaw
{1986, 1990).

This view of the argument structure of N predicates provides direct support for our
distinction berween svntactic and semantic predicates. Recall that Condition B applies
to semantic predicates. Hence. for this condition {unlike Condition A). it 15 irrelevant
whether ail the arzuments are realized svntacticaily. The value assigned to the agent
role is an areument of the semantic predicate formed by the N. In (33b). (34b). and (33}
the semantic predicate of N is reflexive regardiess of whether the agent role is realized
by PRO or is controlied directly, since in both cases this role and the pronoun end up
coindexed (with the same index as the controller of the N role). Given that no SELF
anaphor is present, this reflexive predicate is ruled out.”

3.3 Predicative PPs

In our initial discussion of PPs in section 2.2, we noted (foliowing Marantz {1984) and
others) that preposilions vary in whether thev form their own predicate or not. Ina
standard three-place V predicate, as in (58}, P does not form its own predicate. It func-
tions only as a role selector for the verb. and its NP complement is just an argument of
the V predicate. Hence. no coindexation of any of the three arguments of the V predicate
is possible without reflexive marking. But in the case of locative and directional PPs,
as in (39), the P forms its own predicate. Hence, the NP complement of P is an argument
of P. rather than of the V. As noted in secnion 2.2, this is so regardiess of the selection
of the verb. In {(39b) the verb selects for a {ocation role; that is, the PP is its seiected
argument. But the NP complement of P is not.

Lucie, explained Max to *her, /hersell;.

{38) a.
b.  Lucie exptained Max, to *him»/himselfs.
c. Lucie, explained *her/herself, to Max.
{39) a. Max, saw a ghost nexi to him; /fumself,.
b. Max, put the book next o him, ‘himselty.
c. Max, pulled the curt towards him, /himseif, .
(60) 2. *Lucie, said that 1 explained Max to herseif;.
h.  Lucie, said thar Max saw a ghost next (o herseif .

* fWhere the two approaches may differ empinically. given our system, is in the case of Condition A, 1f
a syntactic PRO subject is obligutory in the control cases, a lozophor would be excluded. For axample. (iia),
with the structure {iiby, should be worse than {1). which allows also the ao-PRO structure. since only in (iib)
is a synlactic predicate formed. 1f the agent role s controlled lexically. as in Williams s approach. then (i} and
tii) are indisunguistrable syntacticaily {in both cases no svntactic predicaie is formed for the N), so they shouid
be equaily aliowed by Condition A.

() Max was glad thar Lucie saw {a picture of himseif].

iy 2. Mlax was glad that Lucie took a picture of himselt.

b, Max was giad thal Lucie; took [PRO, picture of himself].

Though the judgments are subtle, they seem to favor Williams's approach.
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This means that in checking the index of the NP in the PP. our binding conditions apply
differentiy to the two types. In (38) they check the top V predicate; in (39) they check
only the P predicate. Condition B thus rules out the coindexed pronouns in (58), since
the coindexation renders the V predicate reflexive. But this predicate is irreievant for
Condition B in (39). Condition A ailows a SELF anaphor in both cases. but, again, in
different ways: in (38) the anaphor is a reflexive marker of the verb explain. But in (39)
the situation is analogous to what we have just observed with NPs: since there is no
subject, there is no syntactic predicate. so the condition is automaticallv met (that is. it
does not apply). This means that in (59), unlike (58), the anaphor should have logophoric
properties. Indeed, although the anaphor of (58a) cannot be long-distance bound, as in
(60a}, the locative anaphor can. as in (60b). The use of anaphors in (39) is much more
marked than their use in (58). (Hestvik (1991) surveys the varying judgments on these
structures in the linguistic literature.) Part of the reason is that in (58) the only gram-
matical choice is using the anaphor (since a choice of a pronoun viofates Condition B).
whereas in (59), as far as syntax goes. both a pronoun and an anaphor are possible.
The way Condition B works in locative and directional P predicates deserves more
attention. A probiem that has not been dealt with much previously is that illustrated
below. Whereas the pronoun argument of P can be freely coindexed with the external
argument of the verb in (39), or in the (a) cases of (61) and (62}, it cannot be coindexed
with the internal argument i (61b) and (62b).%

{61y a. Max, rolled the carpet over him,.
b. *Max rolled the carpet, over it,.
(62) a. Max, directed Lucie towards him;.
b. *Max directed Lucie, towards her, (in the mirror).

It may appear tempting to consider a small clause solution to this problem, assuming
that the accusative argument is a subject of a PP small clause. Such an approach is
discussed and rejected by Chomsky (1981) and Koster {1985), but a brief discussion from
the present perspective will nonetheless be helpful. In this case, the sentences of (61)
have the structure 1 (63), which is analogous to the standard small clauses in {64). Indeed,
Condition B seems to apply in the same way to both structures. In {63b) and (64b) 1t
encounters a reflexive predicate with no reflexive marking, and rules it out. The parallel
predicates in {63a) and (64a) are not reflexive and hence are well formed. However, this

*® We are not aware of any discussion of this problem in the literature. Hestvik (1991). who discusses
both PP anaphora and its research history in detail, assurnes that with structures of types (6(h—(61) the object
cail freeiy bind the pronoun. However, all his examples are of the type in (i). where the pronoun is farther
embedded in an NP.

(1) John put Billy in front of a picture of him,. (Hestvik 1991:463, {12a))

He further explains thal he added the picture-NP ““1o improve the pragmatics of the exampies’” (Hestvik 1991:
in. 2} and that this change could not affect the discussion. since “‘we know that indefinite NPs do not count
as domains tor Condition B anyway ™ {1991: fn. 2). Although this is true for the standard binding theory Hestvik
is assuming, in our framework examples like (i) have nothing to do with the problem under consideration (the
pronoun being an argument of the semantic predicare of picture. which is not reflexive).
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parallelism breaks down when we look at the anaphors in (63¢) and (6<c). If these sen-
tenices have the same structure. then Condition A should, incorrectiv. rule out {63¢),
Since in this case P has a subject. it forms a syniactic predicate. which is subject 1o
Condition A. (The standard Conditions A and B will have precisely the same problem
here. but se2 footnote 31 for a potential wav to maintain the small clause analysis.

Mazx, rolled [the carpet, over him, ].

{63} a.
b. *Max rolled [the carpel, over ita].

¢. Magx, rolled [the carpet> over himself,].
{64y a. Lucie, heard [Max, praise her;].

b. *Lucie heard [Max, praise hima].

¢. *Lucie, heard {Max, praise herself,].

We may note further that the generalization that governs Condition B effects in
locative PPs cannot be stated in purely structural terms. as may have appeared from
the discussion so far. For example, it is not always the case that the pronoun cannot be
coindexed with the verb’s internal argument. In (63) it can. in other cases the locative
pronoun cannot be coindexed with the external argument of the verb, as in (66) (where
there is aiso no potential subject to form a small clause). In such struciures as well, the
locative PP induces Condition B effects in some cases (66a-b). but not in others {66c).

{63) Max praised/examined the carpet, underneath its.
{66} a. *Max; stepped on him,.
b. God is in zichzelf, /zich,. (Spinoza, pointed out by Jan Voskuil)
God is inside itself, /i, .
c. Max; looked around him,.

The intuitive appeal of a smalil clause analysis in the specific case of locauves and
directionai prepositions is that such Ps appear to behave like two-place predicates, that
is, as expressing a refation between two arguments. For example. a sentence like (61a)
entails the carpet being over Max al some point. But. given that this analysis so far
cannct solve the probiem in (63), is there an alternative way to capture this intuition?
Let us expiore the analogy with Condition B effects in N predicates that we observed.
We may assume that locative and directional prepositions indeed take two 0-roles. But,
along the lines of Williams's and Grimshaw’s analysis of the control of N roies (see
section 5.2), only one of these is realized syntactically. as the P complement, whereas
the other is satisfied in the lexicon and assigned a value by control. Teun Hoekstra
{personal communication. 1991) suggests that this role can be controlled either by an
argument of the verb or by the abstract EVENT argument. Thus, in (61)-(63) the un-
realized role of P is controtled by the verb’s internal argument. yielding over. in (63a)
as a relation holding between the carpet and Max. But in (63) the reiation underneath
holds between the carpet and the event of Max’s praisiﬁg or examining the carpet. which
means that the unrealized role is controlled by the EVENT role. Similarly, in the in-
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transitive case of (66a—b) the P-role is controlled by the subject. whereas in (66¢) it is
the event of looking that is the semantic argument of around. As was the case with NPs.
control is largely determined by the semantics of the verb. (Possibly. the relations here
are more systematic than in the case of N arguments.)

On this view, then. our Condition B works in predicative PPs just like it did in NPs.
The value assigned to the syniactically unrealized role is a semantic argument of the
predicate. Since Condition B applies to semantic predicates, this argument is visible to
it. If the assigned value has the same index as the second (syntactic) argument of P,
then P forms a reflexive predicate. which is iicensed only if it is reflexive-marked. For
example, in (66a) (*Max, stepped on him,), the semantic predicate formed is on (Max,,
him,}. This retlexive predicate is non-reflexive-marked and hence ruled out. (62b). (63b),
and (66b} are filtered out in the same way. In all other sentences, no reflexive predicate
is formed in the semantics, so Condition B is met.

3.4 Conclusions: Synractic and Semantic Predicates

In conclusion, let us look again at the full paradigm of the PP anaphora of (63}, repeated
in {67). Here the preposition forms a semantic two-place predicate, whose first {syn-
tacticaily unrealized) argument is assigned the index of the carper. But, by definition,
it does not form a syntactic predicate (since P does not have a subject). This entails, in
our system, that only Condition B can apply to this predicate. In two of the cases—
{(67b) and (67d)—the semantic predicate is reflexive. Condition B allows the reflexive-
marked (67d) and rules out the unmarked (67b). Since the anaphors in both (67¢} and
(67d) are not arguments of a syntactic predicate. Condition A has nothing to say about
either. As far as syatax is concerned, then, both are equally allowed. (67¢) may still
seem more marked than (67d), since this coindexation also permits the use of a pronou,
as in (67a), so some discourse motivation for choosing the anaphor is required.

(67) a.  Max; rolled the carpet, [over him, .
. *Max rolled the carpets [over it,].
c. Max, roiled the carpets [over himself,]. -
d.  Max rofled the carpet, [over itselfs].

(68) a. Max; gave Lucie, [a lecture on her,].
b. */?Max, gave Lucie, [a lecture oo him,].
<. Max; gave Lucie, [a lecture on herself,].
d.  Max; gave Lucie; [a lecture on himselfs].

We may now note the analogy of P predicates and N predicates. The anaphora
pattern in (68) parallels that of (67). The subjectless leciure onlv forms a semantic pred-
icate, but ifs implicit agent role is controlled bv Max (the lecturer). In (68b) and (68d),
then, this predicate ends up reflexive, and the unmarked (68b) is rufed out by Condition
B. (68c—d) are analogous to (67c—d): Condition A has no say on anaphors occurTing in
nonsyntactic predicates.
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What P and N have in common. then. is that the predicates thev form are not
syntactic. given our definition. Hence. we find a differeat pattern of anaphora here than
in the case of V predicates. On this analysis. all predicative heads form semantic predi-
cates, but only a subset also forms syntactic predicates. Hence. we find Condition B
etfects in predicates with all these heads (P, N. V). but Condition A effects only with
the syntactic V predicates. A guestion that may be reopened is, Whar is the defining
property of svntactic predicates? Conceptually. this is reminiscent of the oider question,
What is the domain for anaphor binding? Starting with Chomsky 1973, two parameters
have been considered: subject and tense. Here, we chose the subject parameter, in order
e capture the traditional judgments on anaphora in NPs with a subject, which we men-
tioned in (47) {and which we doubt, as we said). Alternatively. one might take eventhood
(or having an event roie) as the defining parameter, since this (descendent of the tense
parameter) also distinguishes V from P and N predicates.’’

6 R-Properties and the Chain Condition
6.1 R-Deficiency: Pronouns and SE-Pronominal Anaphors

So far we have shown that Condition B uniformiy rules out all reflexive predicates that
are not refiexive-marked. The two types of pronominals we have discussed. pronocuns
and SE anaphors, are indistinguishable with respect to this condition. In Dutch. for
example. both are ruled out in {69); but in the predicative PP of (70), both are allowed,

{68y Willem, bewondert zichzelf, #zich, ™hem,.
Willem,; admires himself, /*5E | /*him,

{70y Klaas, duwde de kar voor zich;/hem,/(*zichzell) uit.
Kiaas, pushed the cart before SE;/hum,/(*himself} out

Still, we find differences in their distribution that cannot follow from what we have saigd
so far. ristoricallv, Condition B was developed to account for fanguages like English
with just one pronoun type. SE anaphors are therefore extremely useful in checking the
precise scope of Condition B, and the way it inleracts with other linguistic modules.

*If the definition of syntactic predicates is changed 1o require an event role. the small clause analysis
of the PPs we examined becomes feasible. As shown in the discussion of (63)—{64), the problem was that an
anaphor in the standard small clause of (i1 is excluded. but it is allowed in the PP small clause in (ii). {{jib) is
an aliernative small clause analysis proposed by T. Hoekstra (1990, which fares better in capluring correctly
the various options of control we discussed.)

(1) *lLucie, heard [Max, praise herselfy].

(i) a. Max, rolfed Tthe carpet: over himselt, .

b. Max, rolled the carpet, [PRO- over himself:].

(iity *Max, rolled the carpet> {PRO» over ify).

By the event definition, though, the small clause in (il) forms only a semantic predicate and not a svatactic
one, s0 Condition B applies. but not Condition A. which is what we wanted. Given this structure. a chain is
also formed in the small clause of (67, given in tiii), Hence. as we will show in section 4. the pronoun in
167b) is also ruied ount by the Chamn Coadition. This is consistent with the fact that this sentence is in fact
worse than its analogue with NP, in (68bi, which shows the standard weaker Condjtion B effects.
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Pronouns and SE-pronominal anaphors differ, first. in contexts of intrinsic reflex-
ivization. We noted in section 2 that when the predicaie is lexically reflexive, as i (71},
SE is allowed, unlike in (69}, since in this case the reflexive predicate 1s appropriately
marked and Condition B is therefore met. In this context, the theory seems 1o face a
problem: unlike in (70), the SE anaphor cannot be replaced with a bound pronominal.

(71)  Willem, schaamt zich,/*hem,.
Willem, shames SE,/*him,

Similarly, although intrinsically reflexive verbs that realize their internal argument are
rarer in English, behave and pride in (72) are such verbs (as witnessed by the fact that
they cannot take any noncoindexed object). Condition B would be met if a pronoun
occurs in these cases, but its appearance is nonetheless ungrammatical. The same is true
for the Dutch translations of these sentences, as in (72), except that a SE anaphor, not
available in English, is ailowed here.

(72} a. Lucie behaved herseif/*her (well).
Lucie gedroeg zich/*haar (goed).
b. Lucie prides herself/*her on her notorious modesty.
Lucie beroemt zich/*haar op haar welbekende bescheidenheid.

A similar problem may also arise when the verb is not lexically reflexive. in the case of
a three-place predicate, which we discussed in (21). partially repeated in {74).

{73y a. *He, accidentally assigned him, to himself,.
b. He, accidentaily assigned himself; to himself;.
(74) Henk, wees zich:/*hem, aan zichzelf, toe.
Henk assigned SE o himself

The predicate in (73a) is defined as reflexive-marked, since the definition requires only
one argument to be a SELF anaphor. Condition B is therefore satisfied in this sentence.
Indeed, in the Dutch transiation in (74}, zich can occur. But if Condition B is all there
is, then the pronoun should be just as possible, which is not the case i erther English
or Dutch.
Additional differences between pronouns and SE anaphors occur in ECM subject
position:
(75) a. *Jan; hoorde zich,/hem;.
Jan heard SE/him
b. Jan hoorde [zich zingen].
Jan heard [SE sing]
¢. *Jan,; hoorde [hem, zingen}.
Jan, heard [him, sing]

Condition B correctly blocks the SE pronominal (as well as the pronoun) in {75a), where
it is a syntactic and a semantic coargument of its binder. But, as stated, Condition B
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cannot block binding of an embedded ECM subject. since it applies to semantic predi-
cates. and this subject is not necessarily a semantic coargument of its matrix binder.
(We will exptore this point in more detail in sectien 7.) This turns out to be the correct
prediction for SE pronominals. which can indeed be bound here. as in (75b). But a
pronoun in the same context cannot be bound either in the Dutch i75¢) or in its English
equivalent.

In all these cases. then, the SE-pronominal anaphors behave preciselv as predicted
bv our Condition B, but the pronouns appear mysterious. Since the standard Condition
B of GB Theory was developed for languages like English. it was designed to capture
correctly the distribution of the pronouns i all the examples above. but it leaves unex-
plained the distribution of the SE pronominals. Here, we have taken the altemnative line:
it is in fact the SE pronominals that reflect the precise scope of Condition B. and i is
the pronoeuns that require some additional account, in the above contexts.

‘o see what that additional account could be. let us look again at the feature analysis
of the various anaphoric expressions we examined in section i. The summary given in
{43 is repeated here.

(4) SELF SE Pronoun
Reflexivizing function -+ — -
Rleferential independence) — — +

[n fact. we have so far made use of only one of the distinguishing properties in (4). As
we stated them. all the binding conditions care about is the reflexivizing function, which
only SELF anaphors carry. In this regard. pronouns and SE-prosominal anaphors are
wdentical: for Condition B. they equally fail to reflexive-mark a predicate. However. the
other property. referential independence. cuts the pie in a different way: here SELF dand
SE expressions form one group. which is the one traditionally referred to as anaphors.
From this perspective, pronouns are the exceptional case, and thev pattern with the
standard. fullv specified. =R arsuments. If it turns out that there exists a module of
linguistic knowiedge that is, independently. sensitive to this R property, it would not be
surprising that with respect to this module, pronouns behave differently from the SE-
pronominai anaphors.

6.2 Movement and Binding: The Chain Condition

One of the central ideas in Chomsky 1973 was that NP-movement and anaphora are
closely related. In the GB framework of Chomsky 1981, this was implemented by defining
NP-traces as anaphors, which are consequently governed by the binding theory. This
parallelism betwesn A-binding and A-movement seems to have been given up in the
“barniers” model of Chomsky 1986a (see also Lasnik 1985 for discussion). In the dis-
cussion of the licensing of NP-trace {Chomsky 1986a:74-79) Condition A in its original
form plays no independent roie, and NP-movement is resiricted bv chain theory. Even
it Condition A still helds of the ¢oindexation of an NP and its trace. no such coindexation
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can violate Condition A. without also failing to form a well-formed A-chain and hence
violating the ECP. Nevertheless. we believe that this correlation is not accidental, and
that the reason why it was discovered in.the first place is that certain anaphora issues
that have been assumed to fall under the binding theory in fact belong to chain theory
(and not conversely, as was initially assumed}. Specifically, these are all issues of binding
sensitive to the R properties of NPs.

To show this. let us check, first, what might have been the underlying intuitive basis
for viewiag movement and anaphora as governed partially by the same restrictions.
Regardless of any specific implementation, the empirical generalization remains the same
as observed in Chomsky 1973: in the syntactic domain in which a moved NP can bind
its trace, an NP can bind an anaphor ( —R), but it cannot bind 2 pronoun or any non-
anaphor { +R). This is illustrated in (76)—{78).

(76) a. Felix, was {ired ;.
b. Felix, behaved himself,.
¢. *Felix; behaved him,.
d. *Who, [did he, behave 1,]?
(77) a.  He, is believed {t; to be smart].
b. He, believes [himself, to be smart].
¢. *He; believes [him, to be smartl.
d. *Who [does he, believe [t; 1o be smart]]?
a. Felix, was expecied [t; to consider [himself; smart]].
b. Felix, expects [himself, to be considered [t smart]].

(78)

Given current syntax. the domain illustrated in (76)—(78) may be called the A-chain
domain of a given NP. An A-chain, under its broadest definition, is any sequence of
coindexation that is headed by an A-position and satisfies antecedent government; that
is, each coindexed link, except for the head, is c-commanded (i.e., m-commanded) by
another link, and there is no barrier-between any two of the links. By definition, then,
the A-chain domain of a given NP is a sabset of its ¢c-command domain (dow=n to the
first relevant barrier), or, in the terms of current syntax, it is a subset of the binding
domain of this NP. The question of what counts as a barrier, and, consegquently, the
precise definition of the A-chain domain is a topic of much current research and debate.
For our purposes the approaches in Chomsky 1986a and Rizzi 1990 appear to be essen-
tially equivalent. In any case, we do not find it necessary to dwell on the differences in
view of the rudimentary stage of chain theory.*” In the current implementations of chain

2 A more precise definition of chains is given in (i), following Chomsky (1986a.b).

(i) Generalized chain definition
C=Aar,...,. o) is a chain iff C is the maximal sequence suck that
a.  there is an index { such that for all j, | = j = n. o carries that index, and
b.  forallj, 1= j<na.a governs a;-,.
(i) a. Felix, [seems [t, to be sick]].
b. Feli)ﬁ seems’«ll [vp [’1 i[p 1; to be ':;lck]}
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theorv. only Irace-tailed coindexations end up as actual A-chains (see footnote 33). But
nere we wiil defend the broader definition. under which the coindexation in all the
sentences of {76)~178) forms an A-chain. though only in the (@) and (b) cases 1s the result
erammatical.

Bound coindexation is extremely widespread in syntax. Why should the subdomain
of A-chains be singled out as having a special status? The answer. underlving the research
in current svntax, is that coindexation within the A-chain domain has the unique property
of allowing the coindexed positions to form a single argument (and, In some cases, like
those of the NP-movement above. forcing this as the only option). This is clearly not
the standard interpretation of coindexation. Except for the cases of well-formed A-
chains, coindexed argument positions always correspond to distinct arguments. [t 1s not
very surptising, therefore. that the environments allowing such argument reducticn are
severely restricted. or obey a specific syntactic condition.

The way chain theory is currently implemented. only a subset of A-chains-—those
formed by NP-movement—are actually assumed to fail under it. The current Chain
Condition (e.g.. Chomsky 1986a) has the effect of defining a colndexation as an A-chain
only if it has exactly one Case, in its head position, and exactly one #-role.? Technical

For government {of ciause (ib)} w0 hold. there should be no barriers between the governor and the governee.
In the framework of Chomsky 1986a. VP in for axample (ila) 13 a barrier that can be canceled by movement
of ¥V to . but V. or its LF trace. forms 2 minimality barrier. even when it moves fo { at LF. Hence. the
coindexation in (iia) caanot count as an A-chain without turther assumptions. To soive this, Chomsky urgues
that in A-chains across the VP, coiadexation works via 2 link of V and 1. as in (iib): the subject Felix is
coindexed with 1 independently (for issues of agreement). Roughly, then. when V moves to L. it gets the same
index. So in effect, the stbject governs its trace via the coindexed V.

For Rizzi {1990), znlecedent government can be blocked in two ways: il by an intervening barrier (XP
is a barrier if it is not directly selected by an X% not distinet from [+ V1): (b) by an intervening governor of
the same type. in iii} VP is not a barrier, being directly selected by % twhich is not distinet from [+ V).
adent goverament s not blocked., since there is po mtervening governing poteatial A-binder.
can count as an A-chain without further intermediate coindexation.
identical empiricai resuits, but the precise range of Rizzi’s approach
case of potential difference is chains into PPs, which we

Furthermore. antec
Hence. the coindexation in (iia)

In many cases the two approaches vield
is not equaliy clear in ali domains of application. A

mention i1 footnote 43.
3 The major original reason why anaphora chains and NP-movement chains are curreatly net viewed as

both falling under chain theory is that the standard Chain Condition is viewed as feeding the ECP. To lake
the simplest example, we would not like to allow {iaj as a legitimate derivation.
(i) a. *Felix; fired ;.
b, Felix, fired himself,.
To capture this, the Chain Conditicn in (i} (from Chomsky 1986a,b; assumed also in Rizzi 1990 is viewed as
a definitional condition, determining what counts as an A-chain. .
i) A maximal A-chain fe, .. . s} has exactly one Case-marked position—rz,—and exactly one 8-
marked position—a.,.
A coindexation siring not mesting this condition is not 2 chain. Hence. if one of its links 1s an emply category,
i is not amecedent-governed, and the string is ruled out by the ECP. Thus. tii} defines both seguences of (1)
as nocchains, since they each have more than one g-marked position. This has no sffect on (ib), but in the
case of (iay the empty node violates the ECP. (i must he viewed as a definitional condition, rather than 2
well-Tormedness condition: otherwise, it would aiso rule out the wapios in {ib).
In Reuland and Reinhart 1992 we argue that {ia). as well as other cases originally motivating the 8-
requirement in (i), is also ruled out without it. The argument for (i) is summarized in footnote 42. Under our
reformulation of (i} it wiil be a well-formedness concition.
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details aside. the conceptual basis for this formulation is the assumption that an A-chain
necessarily forms one semantic argument. This cannot be maintained. in any obvious
way. for anaphor chains such as the one in (77b). The generalization observed in {76)—
(78} then happens 1o have no theoretical status under this implementation. and the ili-
formed comdexations in {76¢c—d) and (77c—d)} must be ruled out independently by the
(standard) binding conditions.* However, we argue that, in fact, all the (well-formed)
chains above can be viewed as forming one svntactic argumeni. which does nol nec-
essarily mean that they must form one semantic argument. The generalization observed
in (763-(78) will foilow, then. from (a slightly modified formulation of) the Chain Con-
aiion.

6.2.1 The Synractic (Case} Requirement on A-Chains  Let us check, first. what the well-
formed A-chains in (76)—{78) have in common, in terms of our initial R property. Recall
that we assume this property to hold for the R-expressions of the GB framework (that
is. full NPs), as well as for pronouns, including PRO and pro. As in GB, wh-iraces are
defined as + R, and we turn directly to the question of what R could mean in this case.
Looking at the R properties of the well-formed chains ({(a) and (b) of (76)-(78)), we see
that they contain exactly one +R link, which is their head. Both the tail and any inter-
mediate links of a well-formed chain are —R: either an anaphor or an NP-trace {whose
similar status was previously captured. to begin with, by defining NP-traces as anaphors).
In the ungrammatical chains of {c} and {(d), by contrast, the tail is +R: a pronoun or a
wh-trace. The head of a well-formed chain must be a +R link. Although —R NPs like
anaphors or NP-traces can serve as an intermediate link in a chain, as in (78), repeated
here, they cannot head a chain. as for example, in the embedded CP of (79).3°

{78) a. Felix; was expected [t, to consider [himself; smart]].
b. Felix, expects [himself| to be considered [t, smart]].

(79 a. *Maria, expected [cp that [1p herself, would be praised t,]].
b. *Felix, seems that {¢p it appears ;e 1, to be attacked t,]].

The descriptive generalization is then that an A-chain is headed by its unique +R NP,
Let us incorporate this into the (Case clause} of the standard Chain Condition, in (80).
{This differs from the standard formulation of that clause only in also mentioning the
property R and omitting reference to 0 see footnote 33 for the original formulation.)

** As shown in section 6.1. these specific examples cannot be ruled out by our Condition B. In (76) this
is 50 because the predicate is intrinsicaliv reflexive. and in (77) because the two links of the chain are not
COArgumenis.

** The coindexation across the embedded CP here does not form an A-chain, but the embedded CP contains
an A-chain headed by an R-deficient NP. {79b) is ruled out independently by the ECP. but in our framework.
uniike in the standard binding theory, the binding conditions do not block (79a), since Condition A is technicaily
met. {The syntactic coarguments of praise are coindexed. and Condition A is insensitive 1o hierarchical con-
siderations.)




696 TANYA REINHART AND ERIC REULAND

Other advantages of using this version of the Chain Condition are discussed in Reuland
and Reinhart 1992. forthcoming.?®

(80 General condition on A-chains
A maxmmal A-chain (n;. . . . . &,) contains exactly one fink—a,—that is both
— R and Case-marked.

Under this formulation of the Chain Condition. it 1s egually respected by both NP-
movement chains and anaphor chains. Assuming that o a chain like {76b) Felix, behaved
himself), the anaphor is Case-marked {which is not obvious. as is hinted at directly;. it
is still a —R link. Thus. the chain appropriately contains only one link—Felix,~—which
is both =R and Case-marked. Bv contrast. in (76¢), *Felix, behaved him,. both links
are —R and Case-marked. We 1ake (80) to be a standard well-formedness condition.
Thus. it rules out as ungrammatical the coindexations 1n (76c—d) and (77c—d), as well
as the cases in (79).°7 Recall that the A-chain domain of & given NP is a subdomain of
its c-command domain. Given (80), the referentiaily independent element of the chain
musi therefore c-command the referentiaily dependent clement. For exampie. the chain
in *Himself, praised Feiix, viclates (80}, since it is headed by a —R #Hnk. (Its unique
+ R and Case-marked link—Fefix;—is at the tail rather than at the head of the chain.)
In section 8 we will argue that the apparent coufigurational effects of the binding con-
ditions can ail be reduced to this Chain Condition.

The properties Rleferential independence) and Case may secem strange bedfellows
when it comes to such a clear instance of a purely svntactic senience-level principle as
the Chain Condition. To ses what mav be their relation. we should focus on what R
could really mean. In the case of pronouns, it makes imtuitive sense to argue that they
are refereniially independent, since they can be used 1o select a value directly in the
discourse. But in the case of wh-traces, which are interpreted as variables. this is not
50. So whereas the distinction between pronouns and anaphors can perhaps be stated
in terms borrowed {rom the theory of reference, the same terms are not particularly

* If + R means being fully specified for siructural Case {where structural Case may eventually Lurn out
w be among the d-features), we predict that some languages may contain ~ R-exprassions that are — R for
lack of seructural Case. Frisian turns out to be such a language. Frisian lacks SE anaphors that are ¢-fearure-
deficient (in this. it is reminiscent of older stages of English). Instend. it has a prorominal paradigm that in
some respecis distinguishes between structural and obiique Case (J. Hoekstra (991). In ail positions whare
Dutch allows or requires zic/, Frisian has a pronominaf ferm. but it cannot be the one marked for structural
Case. Thus, (1) is parallel to (71) and (ii) is parailel to (75} (note that both forms are pronominal).
i Mane; skammet har(/"se,.
Marie; shames  her,
iy Marie, hearde thary /*se, sjongen].
Marie; heard [hery sing]

Space reasons prevent us {rom discussing this fully here. For a more exiensive presentation of the facts and
the theoretical issues invoived. see Reuland and Retnhart, forthcoming.

*7 The shift from a detinitional condition 10 a well-formedness condition entails that some cases ruled out
hefore by the ECP wili now be ruled out as illicit chains. However. in terms of expressive power. we do not
see a difference between assuming a specific definitional condition that enables such structures to be ruied
out by the ECP or 4 well-formedness condition ruling them out Jdirectly.
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iiluminating in distinguishing wh-traces from NP-traces.”™ In the long run, we wouid
assume that. in fact, the refations between syntax and reference go the other way around
than their informal discussion in syatactic research seems to suggest. [t is not the case
that referential properties of NPs miracutously restrict their svntactic behavior; rather,
some independent syntactic properties of NPs determine how they can be used to refer.
Thus. R should be a purely syntactic property. Having this property is a necessary
condition for an expression to function as an independent argument. but R itself does
not have anything 1o do with reference. What could it be? A general property of both
SE and SELF anaphors is that they do not have a full specification for structural Case.

Even in languages where they can show the full variety of inherent Case (¢.g.. Russian.y =+
lcelandic), they are not found with nominative Case. While in most structures this may '~

be argued to follow from the (standard) binding theory, Everaert {1990} shows that the

two are independent. In the lcelandic sentences he analyzes, a VP-inlernal nominative -

anaphor could have been bound from the subject position. but it is still excluded.

We have alreadv assumed 1n section | (following Chomsky 19381) that a fuil speci-
fication of ¢-features is a requirement for an NP to project an argument. Suppose, then,
that this is extended to structural Case; that is, suppose that the full specification for
structural Case is among the ¢-features {which would be triviai to do in a theory assuming
Case checking, rather than Case assignment). The property R becomes superfluous, but
it could stil] be useful as a label for the NP set defined in (81).%°

(81) An NP is +R iff it carrtes a full specification for ¢-features and structural
(Case.

{Note that we are talking about the internal specification of an NP for Case, rather than
about the Case actually realized in a specific syntactic environment.) Under this view,
the Chain Condition hicenses a chain iff (a) the head hnk, which defines its argument
status, and only the head link, is fully specified for Case and (b) its Case is realized (or

*# Note that it is cruciai in our framework to define wh-iraces as + R. Recall that we are working [n 2
framework with no Condition C. Hence, strong crossover. as i (76d) and (77d), is not ruied out independently
by any other binding condition (except for the same transfation procedure that also rules out weak crossover:
see Grodzinsky and Reinhart 1993). Given the Chain Condition in (803, it may be possibie to show Lhat all
mstances of strong crossover are ruled out just as chain violations, since one of the |ntermed1ate traces of the
moved wh-constituent will always form a chain with the binding pronoun.

® Kissock (1993) observes thai anaphors in Telugu have a full Case paradigm, including nominative Case.
On the basis of what we have said so far. a nominalive element may be — Rif'it is underspecified for d-features
in ancther dimension. {in addition, in order for there to be a well-formed chain, the projection in which it
receives Case should not be a barrier.) Whereas on the one hand the Telugu anaphors do show a certain ¢-
feature deficiency. on the other hand the nominative anaphor can be discourse-bound and does not obviously
tail a chain. The full range of facts requires further investigation.

Note furthermore that possessive anaphers. which we do not discuss in this article. generalfy do allow
all Case forms. However, such anaphors are internafly unspecified {for Case and other ¢-features), since they
depend- for these on the noun they modify.

For more discussion of the relation between Case and the R property, see Realand and Reinhart, forth-

COml[‘l".
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checkedy.™ Assuming ihat only Case-marked. fully specified NPs project a syniactic
argument. the Chain Condition has the etfect of requiring that an A-chain project a single

symiactic argument.

5.2.2 The Semantic (8- Reguirement on A-Chaing  We described the A-chain domain
as the domain in which two coindexed positions project one synfactic argument and may
also be interpreted as one semantic (6-) argument. But, as we mentioned, in the current
implementation of chain theory a stronger stand is often assumed. pamely. that in an
A-chain this must {not onty may) be the case. This is capiured by the full version of the
Chain Condition in (82), which is based on the formulation in Chomsky 1986a {assumed
also in Rizzi 1990). except that it incorporates the change we introduced in (80).

82y A maximal A-chain {aty, ..., o,} has
a. exactlv one link—a, which is both + R and marked for structural Case—
and

b. exacily one #-marked link.

Conceptuaily. {82b) is based on the view that if A-chains are just a single argument, they
should be indistinguishable from other arguments (viewed as a single-membered chain)
in aiso only allowing one 0-role. This indeed appears to always be the case with {well-
formed) NP-movement chains. For example, a {simpiified) plausible logical represen-
tation for Felix was fired i 18 3x (x fired Felix). Similarly, Felix was expected [t 10 be
considered |1 smart]] corresponds o 3x Ty {x expects v 1o consider Felix smart). (See,
for example, Chierchia 1989 for a formal analvsis of the derivation of such represen-
tations.) The two coindexed positions in the first case, and the three in the second, thus
correspond [o just the one argument-—#efix—in the semantic representation of the sen-
tence.*! On this view, the anaphora coindexation structures we have been considering
do nol. in fact, constifute A-chains. since they do not meet the requirement (82b). ({82)
is on that view a definition, rather than a well-formedness condition. See footnote 33
for the technical detatls.)

However., Fox (1993} sbserves that it is possible, in principie. 10 maintain the 6-
requirement for anaphoric A-chains as weil. In one case—that of intninsically reflexive
predicates (such as Feiix behaved himself)—it is anvway assumed that the predicate
contains only one #-role, since intrinsic reflexivization is an operation on the verb’s grid,

which reduces, or absorbs, one of its roles. In this case it is therefore clear that the
anaphor occupies a syatactic position that does not correspond to a thematic position,

# Empty nodes are specilied for Case if they are A-bound {wh-traces), but not otherwise. Given this view
of the R property. it could be the case that the Chain Condition reguires oniy that a chain have a unigue +R
head link, which is the minimum requirement for projecting an argument. However. there s siill some technicul
work to be done, in order 10 show that this would capture everything that the current condition does, We
thererore leave this option open hete.

1 In the case of raising, as in £elix seems ¢ to be dred. Chierchia argues that seem is interpreted as 2
function on the proposilion interpretation of Feiix ro be tired. Here oo, the chain corresponds to one semantic
argument.
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50 the chain contains only one §.position, in accordance with (82b). Since it also contains
onty one +R Case-marked link in its head position. it is a well-formed A-chain. It is
possible 10 extend the same analysis to predicates reflexive-marked by a SELF anaphor.
In fact. as mentioned in section !, in Keenan's {e.g.. 1987) analysis of reflexivization,
QELF is an operator that tuins a transitive predicate into an intraasitive one; that is, it
reduces the predicate’s grid m just the same way that the intrinsic reflexive operator
does. (Roughly, Lucie praised herself is analyzed as (Rfpraise)) (Lucie), which 1s equiv-
alent, by definition, to Lucie (Ax(x praised x)).) On this view, reflexive marking means
that a role-reducing operator is active in the predicate. With this assumed, as long as-a
predicate is reflexive-marked, coindexing its syntactic arguments vields a chain that
satisfies (82b), and if it also satisfies the R requirement in (82a), the result is a well-
formed chain. _

Problems arise. though, in the case of ECM subjects. First, if is not clear that role
reduction can be assumed to have taken ptace in (83). In any case, it cannot be assumed
for (84a), where no SELF operator is present. As we showed in the discussion of (75},
repeated in (84), in these structures reflexive marking is not required by Condition B
(since the coindexed links are not coarguments). Still, only SE, not a pronoun, can occur
in that position. {84b} must therefore be ruied out by the Chain Condition. Indeed, {84b)
violates the R requirement {82a), whereas (84a) obeys it. But if these anaphoric chains
must also obey the #-requirement (82b), then both derivations should be ruled out.

(83) Jan, heard [himself, sing].
{84y a. Jam hoorde [zich, zingen).
Jan heard [SE sing]
b. *Jan, hoorde [hem, zingen].
Jan, heard [him, sing]

To solve this problem, Fox (1993) proposes that the 0-requirement (82b) be tefativized
to a B-assigner. as in (83).

(85) A maximai A-chain(ai,. . . .ot) has exactly one 8-marked link per 0-assigner.

On this formuiation the chains in {83)-(34) all observe the f-requirement (since in these
chains there are two B-assigners, and, accordingly, two g-marked links)., But {84b) is
ruled out. since it violates the R requirement (82a).

Though it is technically possible to maintain the §-requirement on A-chains, it should
be noted that whether it is correct in the first place has been a subject of much debale.
In the basic cases of A-chains of the type we considered here, this requirement does
not play any independent empirical role. In all these cases, the chain has exactly one
f-position, since there is exactly one f-role 1o be assigned: in the case of raising, the
matrix verb (like seem ) does not have arole to assign. In the case of passive, an existential
operator reduces, or absorbs, the agent role (see, again, Chierchia 1989 for the technicai
details). In the case of intrinsic retlexivization, the retlexive operator detransitivizes the
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verb. For Lthese basic cases. then. incorporating the §-requirement into the Chain Con-

dition is motivated only by conceptual rather than empirical reasons. In Reutand and
Reinhart 1992, forthcoming, we argue in detai] that the syniacuc considerations that
originally motivated this 8-Condition all fall out from independent components of the

theorv.™
The empirical controversy regarding the 8-requirement revolves around chains thar
combine two moved NPs or an NP-trace and an anaphor, as in (86)—(87).

(8ay *Gianni, si, t, sembra [e, non fare i suc doverel.
Gianni (to} himseif  seems not to de his  duty
(87y a. Lucie, sirikes herself; [t, as clever].
b. Lucie seems to herself [t to be bevond suspicion].

Rizzi (1986) argues that the Italian {86) illustrates the correctness of (whal was at the
time his equivaient formulation of the present) B-requirement (82b}. Since the trace of
the moved clitic and the trace of the raised NP are both §-marked. (82b) rules this
derivation out. However, Chomsky (1986b) compares this sentence to the English cases
of {87). Assuming (correctly. we believe) that the anaphor c-commands the trace in both
cases. an A-chain is formed in both cases of (87}, which violates (82b) in just the same
wayv as (86). Neveriheless. the derivations are well formed. In Reuland and Reinhart,
forthcoming, we provide further reasons to assume that (82b) vields the wrong rasuits

+ 43

for chains of this sort.

*2 For illustration. consider how {i) is ruled out independently of (82b). Three tvpes of empty elements
are relevant here: PRO. pro. and Case-marked NP-trace. Since PRC and pro are Case-marked NPs and +R.
a chain containing PRO or pro in any but its head position violates (82a).

tip *Felix tired 2.

+{Case = Case

+4 i
This leaves us with the option that the suructure arose by movement of Felix, leaving a Case-murked NP-trace.
in which case {82a) s not violaled (the trace being - R). Note, first. that under the current developments of
syntactic theory (Chomsky 1991, 1992}, A-movement from a Case-marked position will viciale economy; hence.
ruling out this case is no longer a task ot chain lheory. However, even in the sariier framework. independent
considerations will rule it out. Consider an NP-trace position ag In some chain. Movement from o (0 an A-
position o requires the latter to be empty at D-Structure. Consequently, oy must be a non-g-position. A D-
Structure A-position is only a non-B-position i its 8-roie has been absorbed in accordance with Burzic's
Generalization. That is, the predicate projecting o is unable to assign objective Case to some argument it
governs. If the Caseless argument is in Tact ag, this is Q.E.D.; if o is the moved argument. but the Caseless
poOSition is another ome, say w, the latter must be an argument-EC (pro or PRO). 1t is either unlicensed
{unidentified. or inappropriately governed) and hence ruled vut, or coindexed with oy, violating (82a).

** The issue concerning the status of (82b) in our system vis-a-vis Rizzi's opproach to chains was brought
up by an L{ reviewer. The reviewer suggested that we mignt have a problem with argument shift. for which
Rizzi's system might be better equipped. the assumption being that one can never A-move a direct object
across an indirect object and have i antecede a reflexive indirect object. Dutch double object coastructions
provide counterevidence to this claim of a similar Kind as (87}, Dutch aflows passivization of the accusative
ohject over the dative one, as in {ib} (in fact. this is the oaly option, as illustrated in {ic)). 1id) shows that
crossing an intermediate anaphor 1s permitted, although the resulting chain wiil contain two 8-roies, conira
182h).

{1y a. Lucie toonde de toeschouwers een man.
Lucie showed the spectators-nAT 4 man-ace
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The least we could conciude is that no sufficient reasons have been provided o
believe that (82b) is the correct generalization. The empirical evidence we have so far
argues against it. both in the cases like those above and in the cases of anaphora that
we will come t0.** Therefore. we take the alternative line here. assuming that this re-
quirement is not part of chain theory. Rather. we assume the Chain Condition as stated
in {80) (repeated in clause {a) of (82)). This decision is substantiated with greater detail
in Reuland and Reinhart, forthcoming.

The view of A-chains we assume, then, is the one we staried our discussion with.
Under our analysis, an A-chain is one argument in a syntactic rather than a semantic
sense: it contains exactly one link that can project an independent syniactic argument
{a Case-marked +R NP). It is this property that enables an A-chain in manv cases to
be interpreted also as one semantic argument. since a necessary (though not a sufficient)
condition for this to be possibie is that the two positions could count as one syntactic
argument. However, whether a given A-chain corresponds in effect to one or more
semantic arguments depends not on the Chain Condition. but on independent consid-

b. Een map; werd de toeschouwers 1, getoond.
a man-NoM was  the spectators-patT (y shown
c. *De toeschouwers, werden t; een man getoond.
the spectators-~oM were 1 a  man-ace shown
d. De man, werd zichzelf| ty getoond.
the man;-NoM was  himself-2at t; shown
Der Mann, wurde sichselbsty iy gezeigt. (or. perhaps: Der Mann, wurde t; sichselbst, gezelgl.)
the man was himself shown

[

German has a prima facie similar pattern: see the German equivalent in (ie) (thanks to Ellen Brandner for
discussion). Although the literature contains some arguments to the effect that perhaps the German equivalent
of (id)—I{ie}—does not involve crossing, Den Dikken (1992) shows that such arguments do not CRITY OVEr {0
Durch, Further investigation of such phenomena in. for example. Hindi will be left for the future, (Note that
if in some language argument shift is A-movemenlt, which ieaves a variabie. the ungrammaticality of crossing
will directly follow from the Chain Condition.}

Furthermore. to us it seems that {86} and (87) are not equivalent, and that the problem in (86) is due not
to the Chain Condition but to the improper use of the clitic: as an element atfecting the argument struciure
of the verb it attaches o (either absorbing 2n argument or marking the verb lexically reflexive), it is incompatible
with the argument structure of sembrare. It cannot absorb an argument (neither Lhe gxternal argument, since
there is none to begin with, nor the internal argument. since the latter is realized as the embedded 1P by
assumption), nor can Lhe predicate of sembrare be lexically reflexive (with respect to subject and object). since
this presupposes the presence of an argument in its lexical structure where by definition # cannot have one.
For this case, therefore, (82Zb) is not needed. Rizzi also discusses crossing in double object consiructions.
However. as he himseif notes. in this case the judgments are variable. and generally much less strong than in
the passive and raising cases. [t seems doubtful to us that thev could provide substantial support for {82h).

** In section 6.3 we argue that pure Condition B effects are much weaker than violations of the more
syntactic Chain Condition. If we assume (82b), the overlap belween our Condition B and the Chain Condition
will be much greater than it is now. Under our current anatysis, (ib) is ruled ouz both by Condition B and by
the (R-clause of the} Chain Condition. bur {ia) vielates oniv Condition B. If (82b) is assumed. it would turn
out that fia} is also ruled out by the Chain Condition. since given that no roie-reducing operator is present.
the chain has two #-roles.

{i} a. *Max, critiseerde zich,.
b. **Max, crittseerde hem,.

However, it can be observed that the violation in tia} is much weaker than the one in (ib}, and i1 patterns with
the judgments on cases that are ruled out only by Condition B.
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erations of the thematic structure of its predicate(s). The Chain Condition (80} is our
present implementation of the (presently irreducible) requirement that coindexation
within the A-chain domain is permitted only if the result is one svnractic argument.

Another change we must assume in the standard chain theoryv is prohibiting {8
from applying to singie-member chains. This change is needed in order 10 allow for the
logophoric use of anaphors. Otherwise, each occurrence of a logophor. as for eXample
in Max praised Lucie and himself or Max saw a picture of himself, would end up violating
{80). (The anaphor here does nol form a chain with its antecedent, If it counts as a chain
alone. then the chain is inappropriately headed by a —R expression.) This is only a
maltter of definition. so there are two options: either we define (80) as a condition on
chains with more than one link. or we define an A-chain as consisting of at ieast two
coindexed links. Given that we no longer assume that a chain cannot have more than
one 8-roie, either option is no longer a significant move.

6.3 The Interaction of Condition B und the Chain Condition

Under our analysis, it follows that SE unaphors are governed only by Condition B. since.
being —R. when thev occur at the tail of a chain, they never violate the Chain Condition
{80). But pronouns. being + R, are also subject to the Chain Condition. This means that
the task of ruling ourt pronominal anaphora is divided between Condition B and the Chain
Condition. In the simplest contexts of pronominai anaphora, the effects of the two con-
ditions may be indistinguishable. For example, in (88a) coindexation ends up being ruled
out twice: by Condition B. and by the Chain Condition (as involving a chain tailed by
a =R expression). In the PP contexts discussed in sections 2.2 and 5.3, such as (88b),
both conditions equally allow the pronoun.™

{88) a. *Felix, fired him,.
b, Felix, found a gun aext to him,.

Nevertheless, the two conditions are far from being redundant, since there are many
other contexts where anaphora is ruled out by the one and not by the other. Furthermore,
once the two are isolated, it wiil become apparent that constructions that violate the
Chain Condition are worse than those that violate only Condition B. Let us start with
cases ruled out only by the Chain Condition.

The problems we started with in section 6.1 all involve coindexation that is allowed
by Condition B, as witnessed by the fact that a SE anaphor is allowed. But a pronoun

i

We bave already shewn in detail why Condition B does not apply. Mare aitention is needed 1o why
the Chair Condition does not rufe out the pronoun here: the preposition nex: has its strict lexical mcanmg
no thematic complex is formed between the verb and the preposition. Even if incorporation into the verb is
allowed. it is not obligatorv. Given the framework of Chemsky 1986a. an independent Pis a Minimality barrier:
hence. Lthe pronoun does not form a chain with the untecedent. So. at least one LF representation corresponds
o a weil-formed S-Structure representation. It is less clear why there is no chain here under Rizzi's (1990
analysis (although his discussion {appendix 2) mayv well provide the means to draw the necessary distinctions).
So this is the only case we know of where the two approaches may make different predictions. (See footnote
32 on the definition of barriers.)
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in the same position is excluded by the Chain Condition:

(8% a. Willem, schaamt zich,.
Willem shames SE
b. *Willem, schaamt hem;.
Willem shames hm
¢. Lucie behaved herseif/*her (well).
d. Lucie gedroeg zich/*haar (goed}.

The verbs in (89), which repeats (71) and (72a}, are intrinsically reflexive; hence, Con-
dition B is met. As we have argued, the coindexation in all these cases forms an A-chain
and is thus subject to the well-formedness condition (80). (89a) contains only one +R
expression, Willem, in its head position, the tail being a — R anaphor. Hence. it is well
formed. (89b), however, conlains a second + R expression, namely, the pronominal sem.
Therefore, it violates {80). The same is true for the English (89c). If a pronoun is used
rather than an anaphor, an illicit chain is formed. The difference between (89¢) and (89d)
is that English. unlike Dutch. has no SE anaphors. As a consegquence, the only element
1o satisfy the Chain Condition is the SELF anaphor, which is —R.

In the cases of (73) and (74), repeated m (90), the predicate is defined as reflexive,
aithough the verb is not intrinsically reflexive, because one of its arguments is a SELF

anaphor. Conseguently, Condition B allows all derivations.

{90} a. *He, assigned him, to himse!f,.

b. *Henk, wees hem, aan zichzelf, toe.
Henk assigned him to himself
Henk, wees zich, aan zichzelf, toe.
Henk assigned SE to himself

&)

However, here too a chain is formed, so the Chain Condition rules out (90a} and (90b),
where the pronoun is an illicit +R link in a nonhead position of a chain. That anaphora
here is ruled out by the Chain Condition and not by Condition B is witnessed again by
the fact that in the Dutch (90c¢), SE can occui.

Differences between Chain Condition effects and Condition B effects do not only
show up in cases where the predicate is independently marked reflexive. as above.
Another source for their difference is the fact that Condition B applies to semantic -
predicates, whereas the Chain Condition applies to syntactic representations (including
LF). Hence. whenever the links of an A-chain are not coargumenis semanticaily, only
the Chain Condition can rule out anaphora. One such context is the ECM structures of’
(73b—c}, repeated in (91).

{91) Jan, hoorde [zich,/*hem, zingen].
Jan, heard [SE,/him, sing]
This is a prototvpical chain environment, which was also viewed as a Condition B en-
vironment by the standard binding theorv. On that view, it is a complete mystery why
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a SE pronoun can occur here (see the full patiern in (73)). For cur analvsis. this follows,
since the pronoun and its ameccdem are aot semantic coarguments. and Condition B is
satisfied. The Chain Condition. however, is indifferent to Condition B. and it rules ow
the case of the pronoun. as an ilicit +R taii.

Raising predicates are another case where a syntactic chain does not correspond
t0 o semantic predicate:

(92) a. Lucie, strikes herseif, /*her, [t, as cleverl.

h. Lucie, seems lo herself,/her, [t, to be bevond suspicion].
We, strike me, [t as less happy than we used to be].
d. *We promised me [PRO to be more happy than we used to be].

%]

Assuming that aerself is an argument of the raising verb. Lucie and herself are stll not
coarguments of the same semantic predicate. Hence. Condition B cannot apply.*® How-
ever, as noted in the discussion of these cases in (87). the coindexation in (92a—b) forms
an A-chain. with the anaphor or the pronoun as an intermediate ! tink. Hence. the pronoun
chain is ruled out by the Chain Condition. That it must be the Chain Condition that is
at work here, rather than Condition B, i§ witnessed by {92¢). We and me are not co-
indexed here: that is. they do not form u chain. Such instances of anaphora can only be
ruied out by Condition B, at the stage of translating into distributive predicates. But at
the point of translation. no reflexive predicate is formed. This contrasts, for example,
with (92d), where we and me are semantic coarguments. and which is ruled out by
Conditien B.

So far we have examined cases of pronominal anaphora that are ruled out by the
Chain Condition alone. Next we turn 10 the cases ruied out only by Condition B. As
already noted, this is always the case with SE-pronominal anaphors. which cannot. by
definition, violate the Chain Condition. The fact that such — R expressions do not exist
in Engiish made it easier to overlook the distinction between Condition B effects and
Chain Condition effects. in the histery of the binding theory. However, once the dis-
tinction is made, it is easy 1o observe that in the case of +R pronouns as well, there
are anaphoric contexts ruled out by Condition B alone. [n these contexts. the distinction
is also visibie in English.

The areas to look at are again those in which semantic predicates do not correspond
precisely 10 syntactic ones. As we demonstrated in detail in section 5, this is the case
with P and N predicates. Two of the examples given there are repeated here:

a. Lucie saw a picture of her.

b. *Lucie, took a {picture of her].
Max, rolled the carpet [over him,].

*Max rolled the carpets [over it2 ]

(93}

Le]

=

4 Thanks 1o Jacqueline Guéron {personl communication? for pointing this interesting case out 1o Us.
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Assuming that there is no PRO in NPs of the type in (93a-b) (see the discussion of (53)).
there can be no chain in (93b). hence ne violation of the Chain Condition. However. the
agent role of picture, which is not realized syntactically, is still controlled by Lucie.
Hence, in the semantic transiation, a retlexive predicate is formed, which is ruled out
by Condition B. Similarly. we argued that Condition B blocks the pronoun in the PP in
(93d), since the implicit argument of the semantic predicate over is controlled by its
antecedent. Recall that we argued that a smail clause analvsis does not work for such
cases, so their syntax 13 as represented in {93¢—d). In this case as well, an A-chain cannot
be assumed (see footnote 43), so anaphora is ruled out only by Condition B.

Hven clearer cases where pronominal anaphora can only be ruied out by Condition
B are those of conjoined distributive anaphora:

(94) a. *Max, criticized Lucie and him,.
b. *We voted for me.

As discussed in section 4, these cases are rufed out by Condition B. since under the
distributive reading an unmarked reflexive predicate is formed in the semantics. The
Chain Condition cannot be reievant here: the constituent Lucie and him, in (94a) does
not as a whole carry the index 1. Hence. a chain link is not formed here, nor can him
alone enter a chain relation with the subject. This is even clearer in (94b}, where there
is 1o syntactic coindexing between we and me, and hence no chain. Therefore. anaphora
in both cases is ruled out only by Condition B. '

Conjoined anaphora of this type can therefore be used as a diagnostic test for the
precise scope of Condition B. For example, we claimed that for Condition B to be met,
it 1s sufficient that one of the arguments of the predicate is a SELF anaphor'. Additional
arguments can then be comdexed with no SELF marking, as long as this is allowed by
the Chain Condition. This was checked above with a SE anaphor, in (90), but the same
can now be observed for conjoined anaphora in English. although the judgmenis may
be subtle:?’

*7 However. as pointed out by an Lf reviewer, the Judgments on the relevant sentences are not always
as clear-cut as our analysis predicts. For example, our analysis enzails that under a distributive reading (ib} is
better than {ia) or fic), for the same reason that applies to {95)—(96), and that (i) is fine.

(i) Looking at the family album,
2. *Max, pointed Lili out to Lucie and him,.
b. ?Max, pointed himself; out to Lucie and him;.
¢. *Max, pointed himself, out to him,.
(i) Why should 1 devote myself to just yvou or me, when there is the whole world to think about?

Although quite a few speakers have difficulty getting clear judgments on sentences of the type in i), we found
that whenever a distributive (rather than a collective) reading was obtained, a contrast along the lines of (i)
was present. This is further illustrated by the foilowing contrast in Distch:

(itiy Bij het makena van de tafelschikking.
while making the table arrangements,
a. *wees ik per ongeluk (aanj Max, Lucie en hem, ioe.
assigned [ accidentaily (to) Max; Lucie and him,
‘1 accidentaily assigned (to) Max Lucie and him.’




706 TANYA REINHART AND ERIC REULAND

193y a. *l can’t imagine you deaouncing you of me.
b. 1 can’'t imagine myseif denouncing you or me.
c. *l can’t imagine myself denouncing me.
{96) a. *D’you remember how ! caught vou tickling Lucie and you when vou gor
drunk?
b. D'vou remember how vou caught vourself tickling Lucie and vou when
vou got drunk?
c. *D’vou remember how vou caught yourself tickiing vou when vou got
drunk?

Focusing on the embedded predicates. the (a) and (b) cases differ in that in the latter
the predicate is defined as reflexive-marked by 1ts subject anaphor. As far as Condition
B is concerned. then, anaphora is permitted in the (b} cases. but blocked in the (a) cases.
In neither the {2) nor the (b) cases does the pronoun form a chain with its antecedent;
hence, only Condition B is relevant here. In the {c) cases. bv contrast, the Chain Con-
dition prohibits coindexation. although Condition B 1s still observed.

We may note, now, that the starred sentences in (93)-{96) are all substantially less
bad than the starred pronominal cases in the previous set. Again. this is not just the case
with pronouns. Generally, Condition B violations are weaker than violations of the Chain
Condition. and precisely the same is found with S& anaphors:

(97) Willem, bewondert zichzelf,/*zich,/*hem;.
Willem, admires  himself,/*SE,/ *him,

The verb in (97) is not inherently reflexive; hence, the object argument must be SELF-
marked. U the object is zich, the Chain Condition is respected, but Condition B still
rules the sentence oui. If the object is Aem, not only Condition B is vioiated, but the
Chain Condition as well. Indeed, the sentence *Willem, bewonderr hem, 1s substantially
worse than *Willem, bewondert zich,, on which Dutch speakers tend 10 be much less
decisive, in a way reminiscent of the varying judgments of English speakers on, say (96).
A sentence violating only the Chain Condition, like *Willem, schaamt hem, or *Willem,

b, Twees Max; per ongeluk (aan) zichzelf, Lucie en hem, toe.
assigned Max, accidentally (to) himself, Lucie and him,
‘Max accidentally assigned {1o) himseif Lucie and him.’
c. Fwees Max, per ongeluk {aan} zichzelf, hem; toe.
assigned Max, accidentally {(to} himseif; himy
Max accidentally assigned {to) himself him.’
The rature of the variation that we observed among speakers and sentence types mdicales that the judgments
involve more factors than just biading and chain theorv.
A further case 0 consider in this conlext is (iv), where at the interpretation siage both predicates are
reflexive, but only (ivb) is reflexive-marked.
(ivy 2. ™?Perhaps we couid reintroduce me to Max?
b. Perhaps we could reintroduce me (¢ myself?
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in raising configurations such as (103a). 7, is not defined as a syntactic arsument
of appear. since appear does not assign Case. but the subject herself is a svntactic
argument.

(103) a. Lucie, believes [herseif; to appear [t, to be smart]].
b. Lucie, appear;-believes [herself, to t; [t to be smartj]

The appear predicate is therefore reflexive-marked but not reflexive. For it to be allowed
by Condition A, V-raising must apply, as in {103b).

Whereas Condition A, which is stated in terms of syntactic predicates, applies suc-
cessfully in ECM structures. Condition B applies to semantic predicates. It therefore
cannot rule out anaphora in (106). If V-raising applies in (106}, the ECM subject will
bwecome a semantic argument of the matrix predicate, which wiil now be reflexive with
no reflexive marking. Condition B therefore rules out such a derivation. But since this
is only optional, a derivation still exists with the structure of (106), in which the ECM
subject is not a semantic argument of the matrix verb. :

(106) a. *Lucie, considers {her; smart].
b. *Lucie, expects [her, to leave soon).

(i) a. *Max, heard [1ucie criticize himself,].
b. *Max, criticize-heard [Lucie t himseif,]
(i) *... dat [1p Max, [, Lucie zichzelf, t;] {vj hoorde; critiseren;]].
that Max, {Lucie himself, t] heard criticize

If the LF representation in English remains as in (ia), or if the verb of the Dutch (i) lowers at LF, Condition
A is clearly violated, since criricize is reflexive-marked. The problem is what rules out the derivatiens in (ib)
and {il}). The object anaphor in both cases is still a Case argument of the raised verb. criticize. {As is standard,
we assume that critiseren in the S-Structure representation of (i) assigns Case to its obiect via its trace.) Thus,
the obiject reflexive-marks this verb. If Condition A appiies here, it rules out anaphora successfully, since there
is no coargument of the verb coindexed with the anaphor. However, this verb no longer forms a syntactic
predicate, by (40a), 50 i turns out to be exempt from Condition A. incorrectly. What is at stake here is what
counts as the property necessary to enable a head P to form a syntactic predicate. We took the subject as this
property. primarily in order to accommodate the traditional judgments of NP araphora. However, in view of
the unclarity of these judgments, which we mentioned in section 3.1, both Voskuil (1991) and Ben-Shalom
and Weijler (1990) propose to take evenlhood as the defining property: oniy Ps that denote an event or contain
an e-role form syntactic predicates. [f this 13 so. then the raised verbs in all these examples still form a predicate,
though thev do not have a subject, but NPs never do. Though in the long run this may be-precisely the correct
maove, we propose here a compromise modification of the definitions of syntactic predicates and arguments
that will account for all the facts of this articie:
{iity = is the symractic predicare formed of P iff

a. 7 consists of P and all its svntacuc arguments, and

b.  either P has an e-role or P has a subject.

The symtactic arguments of P are the projections assigned 8 or Case by P and its external argument

(subject).

Given {iif), the subiect, if present. is always a svotactic argument by definition. But in its absence, a verb,
unlike a noun. stiil may form a syntactic predicate. In (ib} and {ii) the raised verbs form the synitactic predicate
criticize himself, which is reflexive-marked. However, no coargument exists: hence, Condition A cannot be
met. (This aiso entails that in {104} the only grammatical derivation is the one where the verb does not raise
at LF: accordingly, in its Dutch translation, the verb must lower at LF.).
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As noted carlier. we believe that this is a correct result. and that apaphora here is blocked
only by the Chain Condition {80}, rather than by Condition B. (The pronoun forms a
chain via the malrix verb. as in the cases discussed in the previeus section.) Let us
repeat in more detail the major argument for this. which we discussed briefly in con-
aection with (73) and {91) and which was based on the following paradigm:

(107) a. *Henk, hoorde hem,.
Henk heard him
b. *Henk, hoorde zich,.
Henk heard SE
¢. Henk; hoorde zichzelf;.
Henk heard himself
{108) a. *Henk, hoorde [hem, zingenj.
Henk heard [him sing]
b. Henk, hoorde [zich, zingeni.
Henk heard [SE  sing]
c. Henk, hoorde {zichzelf, zingenj.
Henk heard [himself sing]

{The same paitern is found in Norwegian.)*® Condition B rufes out both the pronoun
and the SE anaphor in {107). (The pronoun is also ruled out here by the Chain Condition.)
But in the ECM subject position of {108) these two split up, and only the pronoun is
ruled out. This is precisely what we expect, if Condition B does not apply to this position.
The pronoun is ruled out as being a +R expression. violating (80), whereas the SE
anaphor does not form an illicit chain. Since a SELF anaphor is independently allowed
in this position by Condition A, we derive the fact that SE and SELF anaphors are in
complementary distribution in the V-complement position, but not in ECM subject po-

sition.”!
50 parailel data from Norwegian are as foilows (ses Hellan 1988 for discussion):

{i) a. *Jom hore ham;.
jon bheard him

b. *lon, herie seg;.
Jon ‘heard SE
Jon harte seg selvy.
Jon heard himself
(i) a. *Jon, herte [ham, bii omtalt].
Jon heard [him be mentioned]
Jon, herte [seg, bil omialt],
Jon heard [SE be mentoned]
Jomny herte [seg selv, bli omtalt].
Jon heurd [himself be mentioned]

51 s0M constructions with zich and zivhzelf as subject may yield distinct interpretations. Contrasts of
Lhis kind are discussed by Voskuil and Wehrmann (1990) and Voskuil (19%0). The difference is clearest in the
interpretation of resultative small clauses, as Hlustrated by the contrast in (3).

(i} a. Minchbausen trok [zichzelf  uit het moeras].

b. Miinchhausen trok- {zich uit het moeras].
Miinchhausen pulled [himseif/SE out of the swamp]

<

a

o
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7.2 A Contrast berween ECM and Object Control Clauses

As mentioned in section 2.3, under the view of binding proposed here. binding facts may
shed some light on an ongoing controversy between different schools in linguistic theory
regarding the status of ECM and small clause structures. The alternative view is that
they do not exist. and ECM subjects are objects of the matrix verb, just like objects of
control verbs. (A most sophisticated and comprehensive development of this view is’
provided in Chierchia 1984.} Under the standard formulation of the binding theory, the
two structures are indeed indistinguishable with respect to binding, but, given our anal-
vsis, there are contexts where objects of control verbs and ECM subjects are predicted
to display different anaphora properties. One such contrast arises in the case of SE
anaphors. As noted in connection with (108b}, repeated in (109a), they are allowed as
ECM subjects; but in complement position, as in (109b), our version of Condition B
rules them out correctly. (Dutch does not have ro-infinitival ECM structures.)

(109 a. Henk; hoorde [zich; zingen].
Henk heard {SE sing]
b. *Henk; overreedde zich; [PRO, te zingen].
Henk persuaded SE [PRO to sing].
¢. Henk, overreedde zichzelf, [PRO; te zingen].
Henk persuaded himseif [PRO to sing]

Another context is conjunction anaphora. As noted earlier, conjunction anaphora (which
was discussed in detail in section 4) is ruled out only by Condition B, since the conjoined
pronoun does not form a chain with the V. If Condition B does not apply, we would
expect such anaphora to be acceptable with ECM subjects, regardless of the collective-
distributive distinction. The contrast in (110) suggests that this is indeed so.

(110) a. *Max, convinced both Lucie and him, [PRO to leave early].
b.  Max; expects [both Lucie and him, to leave early].

(111) a. */?We allow me [PRO to run for this jobi.
b.  We expect fme to run for this job].

Similarly, no chain is involved in either case of (111) {since we and e are not coindexed).
If we 1s interpreted distributively, then in (111a) a reflexive predicate is entalled {\x (x
allows x (x runs for the job)) applying to me)}, which is ruled out. as unlicensed, by
Condition B. But in (111b) the entailed predicate is not reflexive (Ax {x expects (x run
for the job)) applying to me), so Condition B allows it.

Only (ia) can carry the reading intended in the original story whereby Milnchhausen got out of the swamp by
pulling his own hair (i.e., literafly pulling himself out). (ib) has the more standard resultative reading, whereby
Miinchhausen's pulling something led to the situation of his being out of the swamp. Urder our analysis, this
follows from the fact that to allow for the SELF anaphor in (ia), uit must raise to the matrix verb: hence, in
this case the anaphor is an argument of the matrix complex predicate. But in (ib) Condition B allows only the
dertvation in which the anaphor is just the sabject of the resuit clanse. .
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It is far from obvicus how such contrasts can be captured in a theory assuming thay
the pairs in (109)={111) have idenucal syntactic and argument structure.

7.3 For-To Infinitives

While on the topic of nonnominative subiects, let us look at another case, which has
atrracted much attention in the standard binding theory.

(112) a.  Max would like very much {¢p for [himself 10 win}].
b. *John; would like very much [¢p for [him; to leavei].
¢. 7She; has recently requested for her; 10 be allowed to attend the mee:-
ing. {Kayvne 1984:43)

In the standard binding theory {112a—b) are believed to fall under Conditions A and B
(since the governiag category of the embedded subject is the matrix CP}. In our frame-
work neither condition can refate the matrix subject to the anaphor or the pronoun in
the embedded subject. since these are neither syatactic nor semantic coarguments at
any level, nor can they form a chain via the matrix V. It may appear. furthermore, that
the embedded anaphor in (112a} should be ruled out by Condition A. since it reflexive-
marks the nonreflexive predicate {as its subject;. We doubt, however, that any theory
should be modified just to accommodate this type of case. The use of an explicit ana-
phoric subject here is very marginal. anyway, because of the availability of a suructure
with PRG. We assume that Aimself in {112a) is used as a focus logophor. designed to
distinguish the reading from the standard anaphoric reading obtained with a PRO. As
focus 11 is not in an argument position, hence exempt from our Condition A. The facts
regarding Condition B effects here are known to be unclear. For exampie. Kayne {1984)
compares (112b) to the minimally different (112¢), which he considers acceptable. We
believe that, if such effects exist here, they should be attributed to principles like “*Avoid
pronoun’’ rather than to the binding theory.

8 HHerarchical Effects

As we have stated the binding conditions and reflexive marking, no hierarchical relations
are built into them; a predicate is equally reflexive-marked if its subject or its object is
a SELF anaphor. The binding conditions therefore cannot distinguish (113a) and (113b).
In both cases the criricize predicate is defined as reflexive-marked and as reflexive. so
Conditions A and B are met in both.

{113y a. Max said that [he, ¢riticized humseif, ]
b. *Max said that [himself, criticized him, J.

Though 1t is conceivably possible to build either ¢-command or argument hierarchy
relations into the definition of reflexive marking. we believe that the binding conditions
should not, in fact, disunguish these cases, and that all hierarchical effects follow in-
dependently from the Cham Condition.
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As shown in section 6.2, the A-chain domain of a given NP is a subdomain of its
c-command domain. It follows, therefore. that the Chain Condition (30} imposes hier-
archical requirements on the relations of referential dependency within an A-chain. Given
(80), the referentially independent { + R) element of the chain must be its head; that is,
it must c-command the referentially dependent (—R) element. In (113} a chain is formed
in the embedded IP. Although this chain is well formed in (113a), in (113b) the chain
formed between himself and him is tailed by a +R element and headed by a deficient,
—R, element. Thus, it violates the Chain Condition on both ends. The way the Chain
Condition vields the hierarchical effects is further Hlustrated in (114) and (i15).

(114) a. Max heard [himself criticize himself].
b. *Max heard [himself criticize him].
{113y a. *Himself criticized Max/him.
b. *Himself criticized himself.
c. *Zichzeif/Hemzelf critiseerde zich.
himseif criticized SE

In{114a) the chain, headed by Max, appropriately contains only one +R element in its
head position. Butin (114b) the tail too contains a + R NP, violating the Chain Condition.
{115a) is ruled out on both ends, like {114b). In {113b—c) the tail is appropriately a deficient
—R element, but the chain is not headed by any -+ R expression, 50 it is ruled out.™

But our ciaim is, in fact, stronger: it is not only unnecessary to incorporate hierarchy
into the binding conditions, it is also wrong. In other words, it can be shown that the
binding conditions are insensitive to any such hierarchy. This ¢laim is based. first. on
an examination of SE anaphors in Dutch. Although we have observed several times that
zich is prevented by Condition B from being bound within its predicate, as in {116),
Everaert (1591) notes that it can be bound within its predicate in (117).

{116) a. *Jan critiseerde zich.
Jan criticized SE
b. *Jij hoorde [Jan zich critiseren].
yvou heard {Jan SE criticize]
(117y Jan hoorde [zichzelf zich critiserenl.
Jan heard [himself SE criticize]

32 For the standard cases. there is also no need 1o assume the nominative constraint on anaphors, since,
for example, {113b) is ruled out independently by the Chain Condition. However. this constraint may sti{ be
needed in the case of focus logophors, which, as we argued in section 3.2, can occur in argument position.
{8ee also the discussion of (112a).)

(i) a. *Max; only said that himself; criticized Bill.
b. *Max, only said that [himself; [{, criticized Billi].

As focus. Aimself of (ib) is no longer a svatactic argument of criricize. Hence, as in (112a), it is exempl from
Condition A. However, {ia—b} are stiil ruled out, since Aimse{f is not nominative, contrary 1o what its position
requires, and it lacks a nominative form in its paradigm. (See Everaert 1990 for discussion.)
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This is precisely what the binding conditions predict. In {116) the criricize predicate is
not reflexive-marked: hence. reflexivity is ruled out by Condition B. But in {117} the
SELF anaphor reflexive-marks both the matrix predicate and the embedded predicate
{which both end up reflexive as well. satisfving Condition A). Since the criricize predicate
is reflexive-marked here. Condition B is satisfied. Since zichzelf does not head a chain.
but is onlv a link in a chain, the Chain Condition is observed as well. For clarity, let us
look at the full paradigm of this structure in Dutch:

{118) Jan hoorde
a. F[zich zich critiseren].

b. [zich zichzelf critiseren].
c. [zichzelf zich critiseren].
d. MMzichzelf zichzelf critisereni.
e, *{zichzelf hem critiseren].

(118a) 1s ruled out by Condition B, since the embedded predicate is reflexive. but there
is no reflexive-marking SELF anaphor. (118c) {= (117)) and (118b) are indistinguishable,
and they are both allowed. {1i8d) is allowed by the binding conditions, but is highly
marked because of the redundant use of SELF marking, in the same way that 7?Hi/
schaamt zichzelf "He shames himself” is disfavored (see footote 15). Just like iis
English counterpart in (114b), (118e) is ungrammatical. However, with respect to the
binding theory it is indistinguishabie from (118¢}, so we conclude that it is not Condition
B that ruies out this sentence, but the Chain Condition alone. If we were 1o build hier-
archy requirements into the binding conditions themselves, these would equally ruie
out both the bad (118e) and the good {118c).

As noted in section 6.3, another way to test the different scopes of the Chain Con-
dition and the binding conditions is with conjoined or plural NP anaphora. In such cases
the pronoun dees not form a chain with its antecedent; hence, it can only be blocked
by Condition B. Relevant cases are the following, where {119) repeats (95):

(119y a. *1can’t imagine you denouncing you or me.
b.  1can’t imagine myself denouncing vou or me.
¢.  *I can't imagine myseif denouncing me.

{1207 a. *7?Did you ever hear [us praise me] in the past?

b.  Did we ever hear {ourselves praise me] in the past?

As in the Dutch exampie in (117), here we are examining anaphora in the embedded IP.
In neither of these cases is a chain formed (since the pronoun is in an embedded NP,
i (119), or not even coindexed with its antecedent, in (120)). However, unlike the (a}
cases, 1n the {b) cases our nonhierarchical Condition B is satisfied. since the SELLF
refiexive-marks the embedded predicate. Though the judgmenis mav be as subtle as
always with this tvpe of anaphora, they clearly favor the (b) cases over the {a) cases.
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if Condition B were formulated to require the reflexive marker (the anaphor) to be the
internal argument, the predicate in the {b} cases would end up non-reflexive-marked,
and the sentences would be ruled out.”?

Finally. let us look at the famous problem in {121}, which is often cited as indicating
that the binding theory must incorporate a thematic hierarchy (e.g., Kiss 1991) or a
functional hierarchy (Pollard and Sag 1992).

{121) a. We talked with Lucte, about herself,.
b. *We talked about Lucie, with herself,.

As pointed out to us by Barbara Partee, the contrast in (121) follows. in our system. if
we assume that the with PP is a 6-argument of the verb, but the about PP is not {thus
functioning as an adjunct). In this case, in (121a) the anaphor is logophoric and does not
reflexive-mark the verb. but in {I21b) it does. Hence, Condition A requires that the
predicate in (121b) be reflexive, which is not the case, since the coindexed Lucie is not
a coargument. Indeed, the about PP shows all other adjunct properties relevant to anaph-
ora: a pronoun is not exciuded, as shown in (122), and a first person logophor is much
easier in (123h) than in the argument position in {123a).

(122) We talked with Lucie, about her;.
{123) a. *Can vou talk with myself about Lucie?
b. Can vou talk with Lucie about myself?

We conclude that the binding conditions themselves contain no reference to either
configurational or thematic hierarchy. What we have tried to show here is that the work
of capturing anaphora is divided between two moduies. The binding theory is sensitive
oaly to the reflexivizing function, taking care of matching it with predicate reflexivity.
All other aspects of local anaphora. which have to dé with the R property, fall under
chain theory. Traditionally, what was always believed to be sensitive to c-command, or
other hierarchical restrictions, is precisely the issue of referential dependency, which
we reduced here to R-relations. It is not surprising, therefore, that this issue is the
territory of chain theory.

33 Fox (1993) suggests that the Chain Condition must be allowed to apply to singleton chains, since sen-
tences such as (i) must be ruled out and Condition B cannot do this. (Because the verb wash is inherently

reflexive, Condition B is not violated.)

(i) *Himseif washed.
Although it might appear that himself heads only a singieton chain, it is not obvicus that this is in fact so. If
the verb is reflexive, it has. lexically, two positions on its grid. Therefore, the nuil hypothesis is that in John
washed, just like in Join washed himself, an object argument position is projected, which is then realized as
an empty category (pro). Conseguently, (i) does in fact contain a two-member chain. as represented in (ii);
thus, the sentence is ruied out, without modifying the domain of the Chain Condition.

{ii) *Himself; washed e,.
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Grammatical Continaity in Language Development: The Case of Subj
Paul Bloon:

I Introduction

It has long been known that children acquiring English sametimes I
such as Want water. These are unacceptable for adult speakers and
by any descriptively adequate theory of language development.

Explanations fall into two classes. Discontinuous theories posit
the appropriate adult competence; they do not yel understand that
overt subjects. Some suich theories positan initial nonsyntactic underst
(e.g., Greenfield and Smith 1976), others involve principles that are n
grammars (e.g., Borer and Wexler 1988), and still olhers sugpgest that ¢
aspects of Universal Grammar, such as functional categories (e.g., Gy
particularly interesting proposal is that children acquiring English initi
mars where null subjects are acceplable (as in ltalian or Chincse), an
go through a long period before determining that the target grampn
subjects (e.g., Hyams and Wexler 1993).

In contrast, continuous theories of language development adopt
that young children have the same cognitive and grammatical capacilic
thal 2-year-olds acquiring English are exposed to a non—null suhject
plies that they should know {hat subjeets are obligatory. Consequentl;
as Want water must be the result of performance factors, not deficien
edge. There is considerable theoretical and empirical motivation for th
children suffer from severe production limitations, and (hat these som
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