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GENERALIZED BINDING

Steven Weisler

0. Within the framework of transformational grammar there are two approaches
to the derivation of long-distance dependencies between dislocated
constituents and pronouns,! One position is presented in Chomsky (1977) in
which the following English snd Hebrew sentences are discussed.

1, As far as John is concerned, I will never believe the claims that have
heen made about him.

2. ze ha~i¥ ¥e (oto) ra”iti etmol.
this the man that (him) saw-I yesterday
"This is the man that I saw yesterday."

In (1), as well as in the pronoun retaining version of (2), we find a
dependency of some sort holding between s dislocated NP (John in (1) and
ba-is in (2)) and a pronoun which seems similar to that which holds in
filler-gap comstructions (as, for example, in the version of (2) which omits
oto) between filler and gap. The similarity of the two types of dependencies
can be expressed in the following way with respect to (2): no matter whether
 the pronoun oto is present or absent, the grammar must register the fact that

the head of the relative denmotes an individual who is seen (speaking
loosely). In comsideration of these kinds of examples, Chomsky suggests that
only those involving gaps should be transformationally derived, while the
filler-pronoun dependencies should be accounted for by an interpretive rule
which relates a focused NP (or the head of a relative) to the pronoun which
it binds. Chomsky (1977), following the work in Faraci (1974), calls this
rule a rule of predication which, in the case of relative clauses, requires
"... that the relative be taken as an open sentence satisfied by the entity
referred to by the NP in which it appears."

" The rule of predication differs from Wh-Movement, the rule which Chomsaky
takes to account for the version of (2) with gap (as well as for a full range
of filler-gap constructions discussed in Chomsky (1977)), in a number of
ways. For example, a rule of predication is not a movement rule, hence, it
is not semsitive to the island constraints (analyzed by subjacency in
Chomsky’s framework), which only govern movement rules. Thus, we expect the
following contrast in grammaticality between (3) which exhibits
Topicalization out of a Wh-island and (4) which binds the focus of an as—for
construction to a pronoun in a Wh-island.

3. *Johni, I know [VhOj [—j hit —i]]

4. As for John; I know [who; [__; hit him;]]




Similar contrasts can be illustrated with Hebrew relative clauses. Thus, the
essence of Chomsky’s analysis of (1)-(4) is that there are two types of rules
which account for long-distance dependencies depending on whether they are of
the filler~pronoun or filler-gap variety. The justification for positing two.
types of binding operations stems from a desire to explain which dependencies
are sensitive to syntactic islands, and which are not. .
The second approach to generating filler-pronoun dependencies in a trans— .
formational framework unifies their analysis with that of the filler-gap
dependencies to a larger degree. On this view, both types of long-distance -
dependencies involve transformational derivation. After (say) Wh-Movement.
has applied, an optional rule which spells out the trace of Wh-Movement as a
resumptive pronoun can apply to distinguish filler-gap and filler-pronoun -
constructions. Such a proposal has been made for a limited class of filler-
pronoun dependencies by Borer (1979). : - g

In this paper, the main conclusion is that both filler-gap and filler-pronoun-.

dependencies can involve syntactic binding of the same sort. In my view, an . .

adequate grammar must be able to provide a uniform account of this
generalized type of binding involving both gaps and pronouns. I consider- -

several phenomena the analysis of which supports this conception of:.

generalized binding, including Irish relativization and complementizer

alternations, and various filler-pronoun dependencies in Englisb, Hebrew and -

Swedish.

If this position can be maintsined, then the second approach to deriving .
filler~pronoun dependencies mentioned above involving trace-spellout would . .
appear to be preferable to the approach of Chomsky (1977). However, a third
possibility, to be considered later in this paper (cf. appendices 1-2), would
be to adopt a base-generated analysis of filler-gap and filler-pronoun
dependencies (cf. Kaplan and Bresnan (1981)). Such an approach shares with
the trace-spellout approach the ability to provide a uniform analysis of
generalized binding, and may have other advantages as well.

To approach these issues I will begin with an examination of Irish long-
distance dependencies from the point of view of Chomsky (1977). After-
identifying some problems, I go on to examine additional data drawn from
English end Swedish (and the arguments concerning Swedish in Zaenen, Engdahl,
and Maling (1981)). I will then return to the question of movement vs. base- .
generation. Finally, I consider the implications for the view of subjacency
expressed in Chomsky (1977) which arise if we adopt a system of generalized
binding. The first appendix provides a brief introduction to the base-
generated analysis of long-distance dependencies proposed in Kaplan and
Bresnan (1981). The second appendix extends this approach to provide an
account of the Irish complementizer alternations which are discussed in the
main text.
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1.0 Irish, like Hebrew, allows both filler-gap and filler-prenoun
dependencies in constructions involving lonmg-distance binding.3 As far as
restrictive relatives are concerned, we find a so-called direct relative

~ ghich contains a filler-gap dependency, and an ipndirect relative with a

filler-pronoun dependency. In Irish relativea, gaps and pronouns are in
overlapping distribution in general accord with the hierarchy discussed in
_ Keenan and Comrie (1977).

Sa. an fear a dhiol an domhan ... .
the man that sold the world
"the man that sold the world"

b. *an fear a ndiolann s& an domhan ...
the man that sells he the world
"the man that sells the world"

6a. an scribhneoir a mholann na mic 1&imm ...
the writer that praise the students
"the writer that the students praise"

b, en scribhneoir a molann na mic 1&im & ...
the writer that praise the students him
"the writer that the students praise"

7a. *an fear a mheas td a bhi ocras ar ...
the man that think you that was hunger on
"the man that you think was hungry"

b. an fear a mheas tdi a raibh ocras air ...
the man that think you that was hunger on—him®
"the man that you think was hungry"

Generally, gaps, but not resumptive promouns, are possible in aubject
position, either is possible in direct object position, and resumptive
pronouns only are required as the object of a preposition. Furthermore, as
vas the case in Hebrew, filler-pronoun dependencies are not sensitive to
subjacency in Irish relatives, but filler-gap dependencies are:

8. *an fear a phég mé an bhean a phgs rea
the man that kissed I the woman that married
"the man that I kissed the woman that married"

9. an fear a bpsg mé an bhean go bpés é ...

the man that kissed I the woman that married him
"the man that I kissed the woman that married"
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Thus far, the situation seems parallel to that in Hebrew, in important
respects. Let us next consider some properties of the Irish complementizer
system which bear implications for the analysis of Irish relativization

1.1 The form of the Irish complementizer in a relative clause depends on a
number of considerations including whether the relative is direct or
indirect.’ In order to postpone discussion of complementizer variation, in
the previous examples all complementizers were glossed as a. Consider,
however, the following more detailed transcriptions of indirect and 'direct
relatives with a direct object dependency.

10. an scribhneoir [g aN[gmolann na mic leinn ell
the writer that praise the students him
"the writer that the students praise"

11. an scribhnecir [g aLlgmholann na mic leimn__ ]l
the writer that praise the students
"the writer that the students praise"

In.(10), indirect relative, the complementizer transcribed here as "aK" is
actually spelled "a" and pronounced as a schwa. It generally induces
nasalization on the first segment of the first word in the sentence the
complementizer introduces, hence the standard notation "N" in the
transcription. Im (11), the direct relative, the "L" in the tranmscription of
the complementizer indicates lenition is generally induced on the first
following segment, although the complementizer itself is, again, promounced as
schwa. This choice of complementizer forms is obligatory —— switching the two
complementizer forms in (10) and (11) results in complete ungrammaticality.
Furthermore, the basic subordinate complementizer goN cannot introduce either
direct or indirect relatives. We have, then, basically the following facts:

12. Direct Relative [(Det) Nomlg aL ... ...1]
13. Indirect Relative [{Det) Noml[g a¥N ...Prom...l]

The array of facts becomes a bit more complicated when we consider embedded’
relative clauses. The embedded direct relatives are unsurprising:

14, an fear al deir siad aL sh{ieann an t-athair alL ph5§faidh s{le...
the man that say they that thinks the father that will marry Sheila
"the man they say the father thinks that Sheila will marry"

Each complementizer intervening between the head of the relative and the

extraction site is (necessarily) aL. One form embedded indirect relatives
may take is illustrated by the following example
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15. an t-ursceal aN mheas me goN thuig me e...5
the novel that I thought I understood I it
"the novel that I thought that I understood"

Here we find the relative complementizer aN in immediate post-head positionm,
with goN, the normal subordinate complementizer, introducing the embedded

-~ clause containing a resumptive pronoun. (16) summarizes the facts
“illustrated in (14-15).

16. Direct Relatives [(Det) Nomly al...[y aL ... sealll
Indirect Relatives [(Det) Nomlgy aN...[g goN ...Pron...]l]
There is, however, a second pattern which embedded indirect relatives may

follow that must also be accounted for.” This pattern is illustrated in
L.

17. an fear aL wheas tu aN raibh ocras air...
the man that thought you that was hunger on-hm
~="the-man-that-you-thought-was-hungry": == e

The pgttern of complementizers in this construction follows ‘the schema in
S (18).

18. [(Det) Nomlgy aL ...[3 aN ...Pron...]l]

McCloskey (1979) points out that this last pattern is rare in spontaneous
" speech in Modern Irish. However, he indicates that there are speakers who
. accept such constructions, and that examples of such indirect relatives are
included in grammars of Irish. Thus, although we might well treat this last
pattern of complementizer distribution as dialectal (perhaps as part of a
- special register), it clearly requires a grammatical analysis.

1.2 If we restrict our attention to the direct relative construction, a
successive-cycle Wh~Movement analysis of the Irish relative seems quite
plausihle.” Assuming that a COMP node containing a [+Wh] term or its trace
spells out as gL, we can account for all the relevant properties of direct
~relatives: both the island sensitivity of the construction and the
~distribution of complementizers follow from subjacency which requires
successive cyclic movement. One possible drawback to this approach, noted by
" McCloskey (1979), is that there is no overt evidence for the promotion of Wh-
words in Irish. The particle gL, for instance, is convincingly argued by
» McCloskey to he a complementizer. A more serious challenge for a Wh-Movement
analysis arises when we consider indirect relatives of the form schematized
in (18). 1In this regard McCloskey argues that if




...we attribute the substitution of aL for gN in examples
such as (42a-42d), (46) [direct relatives —— SW] to the
operation of a successive cyclic rule of Wh-movement, that
explanation cannot in principle carry over to the
substitution of aL for goN in pronoun retaining cases such as
(49) and (51) [schematized in (18) -- SW]. Yet it seems
clear that we are dealing with the same phenpomenon in bot
cagses. A unified analysis becomes possible only if we
abandon the assumption that the substitution of a relative \
complementizer of goN is the effect of a successive-cyclic
rule of Wh-movement. (1979:19)(emphasis added)

The highlighted conclusion is a consequence of the difference between rules
of predication and transformation which Chomsky posits. Indirect relatives
are not island-sensitive, and hence must, on Chomsky’s view, be interpreted
by a rule of predication, and not transformationally derived. If so, the
distribution of gL in each successively embedded COMP (up to the lowest COMP)
cannot be explained by the principle which explains the parallel distribution
of gL in direct relative -- Wh~Movement.

The correct generalization which accounts in a unified manner for the
distribution of gL across direct and indirect relatives can be informally
stated by appealing to what Zaemen (1981), following Clements (1979), calls a
binding domain. A hinding domain is a path on a tree from a dislocated
constituent to the term it binds as indicated below

19. S
Out of binding domain
Binder  KPj -
A
s Binding domain
/\
3
A
Bindee NP, ] Out of binding domain

i z (from Zaenen (1981))

Adapting the terminology in Clements (1979), Zaenen defines a binding domain
as that which ",., contains all the clauses dominating a bindee and not
dominating a binder." Except for the special case of the lowest COMP node in
the indirect relative pattern im (18), we can explain the distribution of aL
by saying that it occurs in every COMP on the binding domain intervening
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by saying that it occurs in every COMP on the binding domain intervening

between the filler and the resumptive pronoun. The distribution of aL in

direct relatives can be similarly captured by saying that it occurs in every
_ COMP on the binding domain between the filler and its gap. Thus in
consideration of the distribution of Irish complementizers, it seems that
_both filler-gap and filler-promoun dependencies constitute syntactic binding
" domains which require a special complementizer. This is counter to Chomsky’s
©° (1977) claim that only filler-gap dependencies involve syntactic binding.

2.0 In the preceding discussion of Irish, I argued that the distribution of

aL could be accounted for in a natural manner provided that we recognize the

fact that both pronouns and empty categories can be syntactically hound (I
" provide an analysis of the complementizer alternations within the framework
" of LFG in Appendix 2). This characterization of syntactic binding is at odds
" with the account presented in Chomsky (1977), who takes island sensitivity to
“ be part of the diagnostic for binding. Zaenen, Engdahl, and Maling
* (henceforth, ZEM) (1981) have independently challenged this view of syntactic
- binding, and have attempted to provide alternative criteria for establishing
syntactic binding

Consider the following data (from ZEM (1981)).

20. *Sina; flickvinner sager att hanj/Kallej ar pa d3liga humér.
self’s girlfriends say that he/Kalle is in a bad mood.

21. *[En av sinay flickvnner]s, jag undrade om det att Kallej
one of aelf’s girlfriends I wonder if it that Kalle

inte langre fick traffar hemne:; kunde ligga bakom hans dgliga humdr,
no longer see her could lie behind his bad mood.

The possessive reflexive determiner sing cannot not generally precede its
antecedent (ZEM assume that the dislocated construction in (21) does not
involve syntactic binding, and is generated as such (in a movement
framework)). However, contrast (20) with the corresponding Wh~question in
(22).

22. Vilken av sina; fljckvanner tror du att Kallej inte langre traffar?
which of self”s; girlfriends think you that Kallej no longer sees

In (22), despite the fact that sina precedes its antecedent, the sentence is
grammatical. ZEM point out that the classical analysis of (22) would assume
that reflexivization applies prior Wh-Movement. Finally, comsider (23).
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23, [vilken av sinaj flickvanner]: undrade du om det att Kalle;
which of self’s girlfriends Wwonder you if it that Kalle;

inte l#ngre fick traffa henne. kunde ligga bakom hans diliga hum8r?
no longer sees her could lie behind his bad mood

(23), 1like (22), is grammatical despite the fact that sina precedes its

antecedent Kalle, However, in this case, there is no Wh-extraction gap -—
henne (her) is what is bound by the Wh-phrase. ZEM conclude that the sense

in which henne is bound is the same sense in which gaps are bound in Swvedish

to account for the range of apparent exceptions to the proper binding of

reflexives. If, for example, Wh-Movement applies to create the long-distance

dependency in (23) (followed by a rule which introduced resumptive pronouns

where extraction is into an islend), we cam carry over the account suggested

for (22).

10

2,2 ZEM’s second argument involves coordination.

24, *Ddr borta g&r en man som jag ofta tr3ffar men inte minns om
there goes a man that I often see but don”t remember if

Marie kauner Kalle.
Marie knows Kalle.

25, D&r borta gir en man som jag ofta trdffer wmen inte minns om du k&nner.
there goes man that I often meet but don”t remember if you know.

These examples show that in Swedish, as well as in English, Wh-Movement in
coordinate structuree follows the pattern of A(cross) T(he) B(oard)
extraction discussed and variously analyzed by Ross (1967), Williams (1978),
Gazdar (1981), and others. Considered from the point of view of a movement
analysis, if Wh-Movement applies out of one counjunct of a coordinate
structure, it must apply out of all conjuncts. Given this parallelism
requirement on syntactic binding in coordinate structure, ZEM point out that
(26) is grammatical in Swedish.

26, Ddr borta gfr en man; som jag ofta triffar men inte minns vad
there goes a man that I often meet but don”t remember what

han; heter.
he is called.

and conclude that the binding of the promoun han (he) wust be syntactic to
account for why (26) does not violate the ATB principle.

2.3 There is, however, snother plausible way of looking at the data.11
Suppose we agree that the reflexive binding srgument and the ATB argument
support the claim that both gaps and resumptive pronouns are bound in the
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same sense, but we deny that the relevant level at which the binding in
question is analyzed is syntactic. Since it is (relatively) uncontroversial
to treat both gaps and resumptive pronouns as being operator-bound (0-bound)
at logical form, we might conclude that both reflexive binding and ATB in
Swedish are properties which are sensitive to O-binding. On this view, only
gaps would be syntactically bound (by movement), whereas both gaps and
resumptive pronouns (i.e. those pronouns to which a rule of predication in
the sense of Chomsky (1977) has applied) would translate into O-bound
variables at LF.

Can the conditions on reflexive binding and ATB “extraction" be computed on
LF in the grammar of Swedish? If so, the preceding position could be
maintained, and the position argued for by ZEM, rejected. Imn the case of
reflexive binding, it seems quite reasonable that if the correct algorithm
for assigning an index to the reflexive in a dislocated comstituent involves
something like considering the dislocated material at the location of its
bindee,12 the nmotion "location of its bindee" could just as easily be defined
at LF as it could at S-structure. In the case at ATB, matters are more
complex. We could imagine, for example, that William”s ATB factorization
principle should be extended to govern all movement rules in both the syntax
" and LF components. Although such a approach may have its merits, it will not
account for the problems at hand.: Note that first of all, the gemerationm of
sentences like (26) would be blocked in the syntactic compoment of a grammar
which generalized ATB to all movement rules. Furthermore, even if (26) were
generated by the syntactic component, no scope assigning movement rules will
involve the Wh-phrase and tbe two O-bound terms, on the standard analysis
(since QR, the only relevant movement rule at LF, does not apply to moved Wh~
phrases). Thus, even though the Wh-phrase in (26) would correspond to an
operator which 0O-binds a variable in each conjunct of the coordination over
which it takes scope, construing ATB as a condition on rules makes it
insensitive to this property.

The obvious alternative is to treat ATB as a condition on representations at
LF. As such, ATB would require that 0-binding of variables must be across-
the-board. Although I will not work out the details of such a proposal here,
the basic idea would involve mapping structures such as those in (27) into
LFs such as (28),

27a. [gWhl...t5..-1]
b. [gwh;[...Pronj...ll

28. g for which x,...[...x...]]

A well-formedness condition would insure that each conjunct over which the
operator for which x... takes scope must contain a variable which it O-binds.

The position being considered on which gaps alone are syntactically bound and
gaps and resumptive pronouns are both O-bound, although plausible (provided
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its details can be worked out) and perhaps minimal in comparison to ZEM's
proposal (which will presumably also require some version of O-binding to
generalize to resumptive pronouns and gaps), can nevertheless be sbown to be
insufficient to account for certain cases of reflexive binding in English.
Above I suggested that reflexive binding in Swedish could quite possibly be
analyzed at LF. Syntactic structures such as (29) and (30) would both be
mapped onto (31) at LF, ) p

29. [S[Np; Vilken av sinaj flickvamnerll...Kallej...tj...l]
30. [glyp; Vilken av sinaj flickvanner][...Kallei...hennej---]]
31. [g for which x, x one of self’s girlfriends][...Kallej...x...]]

We next must compute the index on self’s (by assigning it the index i).
Suppose the relevant algorithm involves treating the material in COMP as if
it were at the location of the variable x which it binds, and then
calculating the index on self’s according to the normal procedure (presumably
involving some notion of command) relative to this position. Note that we are
not actually lowering the materisl in COMP at LF — we simply calculate the
anaphoric index of the reflexive relative to the terminus of the binding path
without actually deriving a LF in which the material in COMP is lowered.
Further operations will define a semantics for coindexed LFs (cf. Weisler (im.
progress)). I would nmow like to consider a range of reflexive binding cases
in English to which this LF reconstruction procedure cannot be successively
applied.

3.0 Although English lacks a grammaticalized possessive reflexive, cases in
which Wh-Movement applies to picture NPs provide a problem of analysis
similar to that posed by the Swedish examples. Consider (32), for example.

32. Which picture of himself did Bill like?

In (32) we find configuration parallel to that in the Swedish examples in
that a reflexive form precedes its antecedent. Of even greater interest are
the long-distance picture NP extractions illustrated in (33),13

33a. Which picture of himself did Mary believe Bill identified?
b. Which picture of himself did Mary believe Bill regretted that
Playgirl published?
c¢. Which picture of himself did Bill believe Max regretted that
Hugh published?

The correct analysis must identify Bill in (33a-b), and Bill, Max and Hugh as
possible controllers for the reflexive.l4 Suppose we make the assumption
that a possible antecedent for a reflexive must "match" the reflexive in
features of person, number, and gender, while at the same time commanding it
(in the relevant sense), and being such that no intervening subject occurs
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between it and the reflexive. This last condition, which has been analyzed
by Chomsky (1977) as the Specified Subject Condition, accounts for why Bill,
but not Max, is a possible controller for the reflexive in (34).

34. Max told Bill to kiss himself.

Putting aside the matter of how the closest subject condition is to be
analyzed (cf. Pullum (1977)), we can at least assume thst reflexive binding
is subject to some kind of intervention comstraint (IC). (35) shows that the
IC governs reflexives in picture NPs.

35a. Max convinced Bill to submit a picture of himself.
b. Max said Bill knows which picture of himself Mary likes.

In both of these examples Bill, but not Max is a possible controller for the
reflexive, consistent with the IC. The puzzle, then, is to explain the
examples in (33b-c).

Returning to the example in (33a), we can explain why Mary is not a possible
controller for himself independently of the IC effect, since there is a
‘piohlem with a gender mismatch in this case. However, following the
reconstruction procedure sketched above, if we establish the anaphoric index
of tbe reflexive relative to the positioning of the picture NP at the
location of the extraction site, we have no explanation for why (33b) is not
ungrammatical (since the subject Playgirl intervenes between the extraction
site and Bill) and (33c) univocal (with the lowest subject, Hugh being the
only possible controller).

We can characterize the difference between the declarative structures in (34,
35a) and the Wh-Movement constructions in (33) with respect to the IC by
noting that in the former case the lowest subject is a possible
controller from a reflexive, whereas in the latter case each embedded subject
is a possihle controller. If we assume that syntactic binding is successive-
cyclic, we can explain this array of facts by allowing the binding chain to
extend the range of reflexive coindexing possibilities. Imn (33h), for
example, we would compute the anaphoric index of the reflexive while
alternatively considering the material in the Wh~phrase at the location of
each COMP in the binding domain which is hound by the Wh-word (and, of
course, at the extraction site). In a movement analysis this "COMP to COMP"
effect could be accounted for by applying reflexive coindexing after Wh-
Movement on each cycle. Relative to the next most embedded COMP, each
subject will be the "lowest subject,"” and will therefore qualify as a
possible controller for the reflexive on this cyclic interpretation
procedure. Thus, reflexive binding manifests what we might call the pitstop
property. Of course, in examples such as those in (34, 35a), there will be
no binding chain to consider, and the IC will reveal its effect directly.
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3.0.1 Prior to investigating the importance of the pitstop property for the
binding theory, an argument due to Pullum (1977) calculated to dispute the
successive-cyclic nature of picture NP reflexive binding in Wh-moved
constructions such as (35b) deserves sttention. Pullum first points out that
the trace of Wh-Movement will count as an intervener for the purposes of the
IC. R

36. *Which guy; does Sue: believe t; to have taken that
picture of herselfj% '

Here t; is the only possible antecedent for the reflexive accounting for the
ungrammaticality of (36) on the indexing shown (compare: which guy; does
Sue. believe t; to have taken a picture of himselfi?). Next, Pullum offers a
Yerucial experiment” to test for successive-cyclic Wh-Movement in the for of
(37).

37a. Which walls Sam; think t there are pictures himself; on
b. Which walls does Sam think there are pictures of himself on?

If, Pullum argues, Wh-Movement is sguccessive-cyclic, there will be a trace
intervening between Sam; and himgelf; (shown in (37a)). However, the
resulting string, (37b) is grammatical, suggesting that there is not trace in
the intervening COMP in (37a) -- that is, that Wh-Movement is unbounded.
Otherwise, we have no account for why the questionable trace fails to act as
a intervener for the purposes of the IC. So the argument runs.

Unless there is a convineing reply to Pullum”s argument, the appeal to the
pitstop property to explain the pattern of reflexive binding in (33) is
rendered suspect inasmuch as my proposal ties the possibility of cyclic
reflexive binding to the successive-cyclicity of Wh~Movement. Fortunately,
there is a problem with Pullum”s argument, although to pursue it will take us
into some poorly charted waters.

Consider first (38) (= Pullum’s (47)).

38. *Charles; doesn”t know which of his gi;;ﬁ;iggggj were
shocked by the pictures of himself;.

(38) shows that Wh-phrases can be interveners which engage the IC, thereby
blocking the co-indexing here. However, consider the Wh-phrase in (39).

39. Sam; knows which ggllj there are pictures of himself; on tj‘
Here the Wh-phrase which walls does not work to block co~indexing between Sam
and himgelf. (Why?) It is, therefore, not surprising that the trace of Wh-
Movement in the direct question corresponding to (38) does not trigger the
IC:
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40. Which wallsj does Samj know tj there are pictures of himselfj on tj7

gince (40) has the same structure as Pullum’s crucial example (37), his
argument against successive cyclicity collapses, although important questions
concerning the comstructions in (37-40) remain.

summarizing thus far, I have argued that Wh-moved picture NPs containing
reflexives exemplify the pitstop property -~ the anaphoric possibilities for
reflexives in such constructions are calculated by considering the Wh-phrase
as if it were variously at each COMP in its binding domain, as well as at the
original extraction site (and, of course, at its surface position). Viewed
in this wsy, the apparent violation of the IC in Wh-moved constructions can
be explained.

I have gone into some detail to argue for the pitstop property as a core
property of binding in English. However, once it is established that the
pitstop property ia a property of binding domains, it remains to ask if there
is any evidence that it is a property of syntactic binding domains, or
whether this property can be described on the basis of 0-binding at LF, as I
suggested the binding of sing in the Swedish example could. We can address
this question by considering reflexive binding in the English gs—for
construction.

3.2 It is sometimes suggested that returning pronouns which appear in gg-for
constructions are not true resumptive pronouns because such constructions
require neither pronoun nor gaps to be grammatical:

4la. As for the book, it shouldn“t be published.
b. As for the book, the laat chapter is boring.
c. As for the book, I simply don“t have time now.

(41) illustrates the range of possibilities permitted. In the (b) example
the NP the last chapter is involved in a pragmatic connection which is
established between tbe focus of the gs—for construction and the embedded
clause. In (4lc) it is difficult to identify any NP which is even
pragmatically connected to the focus -— the connection involves the focus and
the content of the embedded clause.

True as this may be, it is not clear how it bears on the question of whether
the pronoun in (4la) is syntactically bound. The logic of the argument
(which moves from the premise that the pronoun is unessential, to the
conclusion that it is not syntactically bound) is not compelling. Consider
the two complement adjective constructions in (42),

42a. The water level in Amherst was too low for the scientists
to measure ___ .
b. The water level in Amherst was too low for the scientists
to measure it.
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We would not want to conclude that the gap in (42a) is not syntactically
bound because it is not essential (i.e., required in the comstruction). The
sensitivity of the binding of this gap to the same island constraints that
other bona fide gaps are sensitive to is enough to undermine this position.
(43) shows sensitivity to Wh-islands, for example.

43a, *The water level in Amherst was too low for the scientists
that measured ___ to be pleased.

b. The water level in Amherst was too low for the scientists
that measured it to be pleased.

So much for the claim that the pronoun in (4la) cannot be syntactically
bound. Let us turn now to evidence that it can be so bound. (44) shows that.
picture NP reflexives can appear as the focus of an as—for comstruction.

44, As for those pictures of himself, Bill identified them.

More to the point, the as—for construction exhibits the pitstop property
discussed above, as (45) shows.

45. As for those pictures of himself, Mary believed that Bill regretted
that Playgirl published them.

46, As for those pictures of himself, Max believed that Bill regretted
that Hugh published them.

Parallel to the examples in (33), in (45) Bill is a possible controller for
the reflexive himself, and in (46) each subject NP is a possible controller.
Another construction which is of interest is the complement adjective
construction illustrated in (42). Reed (1978) gives the following examples.

47a. Those pictures of himself are too ugly for Jack to have painted.
b. Those pictures of himself are too ugly for Jack to have allowed
Susan to exhibit.

Alongside these examples, comsider (48).

48a. Those pictures of himself are too ugly for Jack to have painted

them.

b. Those pictures of himself are too ugly for Jack to have allowed
Susan to exhibit them.

c. Those pictures of himself are too ugly for Mom to believe that
Jack would allow Susan to exhibit them.

d. Those picturea of himself are too ugly for Bill to believe that
Jack would allow Max to exhibit them.

In each of these examples we find the possibility of coindexing himself with
any subject in the complement clause of the appropriate number and gender. If
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~ we assume that successive-cyclic syntactic binding has applied im all these
" csses, we can explain the apparent violation of the IC (see Appendix 2 for
such an analysis, and Section 4.1). On such an approach we would consider
‘the material in the as—for focus variously in the position of each embedded
COMP on the finding chain as well as at the position of the bindee in
argument position. This approach would unify the analysis of picture-NP
reflexive binding across a range of filler-pronouns and filler-gap
coostructions. Similar comments apply to the too-emough construction.

3.3 Having established that there are bound resumptive pronouns in the
English as—for and too-enough comstructionms, we can not go on to ask whether
jn- these cases the binding chain exhibited at LF can be used to the same
advantage in explaining apparent violations of the IC that the notion of
syntactic binding developed above was. If we can provide an account of
reflexive binding based on O-binding, then we can give up the assumption. that
pronouns are syntactically bound. However, in contrast to the Swedish
examples, the English examples provide that acid test for distinguishing
syntactic birding from O-binding.

3.1 Let us consider first how the pitstop property would be analyzed for~
examples involving Wh-Movement in terms of O-biding at LF. On such an
pproach, (50) would be mapped into the following string at LF.

49, [for which x3, %3 a picture of himself][Mary believed
?[[NPE] that [gBill regretted [E[NPﬁ] that
gPlaygirl published [NPﬁ3]]]

50. Which picture of himself did Mary believe that Bill regretted that
Playgirl published?

In (49), 0-binding holds only between the Wh-quantifier and %¥3. In
particular, the occurrence of "[NP‘]" are not filled with the variable xa
‘because variable substitution is restricted to traces in argument position}
‘However, the node dominating the variasble xy (appearing under published) --
,NP4 -- is coindexed with the occurrence of [N el in COMP. Therefore, even
kough we cannot directly use the O-binding chain at LF to account for the
uccegsive-cyclic effect in reflexive binding, we could reconstruct the
‘syntactic binding chain at LF to calculate the anaphoric index om reflexives
.in picture-NPs by slightly revising the reconstruction procedure we have been
relying on. Suppose, then, that we consider the material in the interrogative
‘quantifier phrase at the location of the variable it 0-binds and at the
location{(s) of the NP(s) (in COMP) to which the NP dominating the O-bound
‘variable is coindexed. Such an approach seems equivalent to the syntactic
procedure considered previously.

-3.3.2 This type of reconstruction of the syntactic binding chain at LF was
necessitated because the O-binding chain failed to reveal the successive-
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cyclic nature of the syntactic binding chain needed to account for picture-NP
reflexive binding. Given the framework of Chomsky (1977), an approach of this
nature makes a strong, but false prediction about the relevance of the pitstop
property for constructions manifesting filler-pronoun dependencies: it
predicts that they do not exhibit the property, which, of course, I have
argued they do. If we assume that a rule of predication applies to coindex
the focus of the gs-for comstruction to a pronoun in its scope, this rule will
apply unboundedly -- it will coindex the two positions directly without
involving any of the intervening COMPs in the process. To consider a
simplified analysis, (51) might be mapped into (52) at LF, assuming that
pronouns which are coindexed by rules of predication are turned into bound. .
varisbles at LF.

51, As for the picture of himself, Mary believed Bill regretted
Playgirl published it.

52. las for some unique x7, %7 a picture of himself]
[Mary believed[gBill regretted[gPlaygirl published x7]]

Applying the reconstruction procedure to compute the anazphoric index on
himgelf will incorrectly predict that there are no possible controllers for
himself. The NP Playgirl will be ruled out on the basis of feature clash, and
other NPs will be ruled out by the IC, Playgirl being an intervening subject.
The crucial fact about the LF in (52) is that there is no COMP to COMP
indexing since Wh-Movement has not applied (ex hypothesi). This leads to the
mistaken conclusion that (52) is ungrammatical. )

To summarize the argument, the proposal being considered involved identifying
a binding chain at LF which allows a unified account of reflexive binding. 0-
binding is unsufficient, and any attempt to reconstruct the syntactic binding
chain at LF seems doomed to failure on the assumption that the only connection
between the focus of an as-for construction and a pronoun beside 0-binding is
established by an (unbounded) rule of predication. We clearly require an
analysis of pronoun binding in the as-for construction (and, inasmuch as the
previous argument carries over to the adjectival complement construction, to
that construction, too) which involves successive-cyclic binding, despite the
fact that such binding is not island-sensitive.

3.4 From at least one peint of view, this is a surprising result. If the
successive~cyclicity of Wh-Movement constructions is a result of the
subjacency condition which prohibits urbounded movewent in its account of
island phenomena (cf. Chomsky (1977)), the last thing we would expect is
evidence of successive—cyclicity in binding dependencies which are analyzed by
rules of predication ~- rules which violate subjacency. In the face of the
facts and analyses just presented, it is difficult to maintain such an
approach. T will return to this point below in Section 5.1.2.

146




3.5 We can also dismiss any reanalysis of resumptive pronoun binding in
" Irish in terms of O-binding at LF by the same reasoning. If we retsin the

" apsumption mentioned sbove which requires that any COMP node on a syntactic
binding path (any COMP containing a dislocated relative complementizer or its
trace) would spellout as al, then we can explain directly why al appears in
every COMP slot in a direct relative in a movement analysis, given Wh-
Movement and subjacency. As mentioned above, the problem with this approach
is that it fails to explain the parallel distribution of gL in every COMP
slot (but the bottommost one) of an indirect relative (in one register of
Irish), given that indirect relatives are not derived by successive-cyclic
Wh-Movement. Suppose we attempt to apply the COMP spellout rule at LF,
hoping to take advantage of the fact that both gaps and resumptive promouns
correspond to O-bound variables at LF in an attempt to explain the
distribution of gL in indirect relatives. This approach will fail for the
game reason that the attempt to analyze English reflexive binding in terms of
the binding chain at LF did. If we apply Chomsky’s rule of predication to
coindex the resumptive pronoun in indirect relatives, this rule will coindex
in an unbounded fashion, failing to bind any COMPs in embedded clauses:
appearing in the binding domain to the resumptive pronoun. Thus, the rule of

relative al, producing the wrong result. Both in this case and in the case
of reflexive binding in dislocated picture NP reflexives, there is evidence
.. of 2 successive-cyclic binding chain mediating a long-distance filler—pronoun
dependency. If we assume that the only syntactic binding involved in such
- caves is the result of an unbounded rule of predication, it is difficult to
provide a natural account of these facts.

4.0 An alternstive account of long~distance binding which is available in
transformational grammar expands on a suggestion due to Borer (1979) in which
island sensitive filler-pronoun dependencies in Hebrew free relatives would
be derived by Wh-Movement followed by trace-spellout. This proposal was an
attempt to provide a uniform analysis only for cases of filler-gap and
filler-pronoun dependencies which involved syntactic binding that showed
island sensitivity. If the arguments in this paper are correct, the scope of
syntactic binding is not limited to birding which is island sensitive,
perhaps trace—-spellout can be generalized to account for the full range of
syntactic bound pronouns.

4.1 Applying this approach to the English as-for construction yields the
following derivation (there is a similar derivation using Pro-movement).

53. a. As for John [glI like wholl
b. As for John [gwholI like t]] (Wh-Movement)
c. As for John[gwholI like him]] (trace-spellout)
d. As for John[g[I like him]] (deletion of who at PR)
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Since Wh-Movement can apply COMP to COMP in embedded structures, we will be
able to provide an analysis for the picture of NP reflexive binding cases
which evidence successive-cyclic effects. We will, of course, need to give an-
account of island semsitivity which allows Wh-Movement to relate terms in non-
subjacency domains just in case trace-spellout applied (for Irish). Suppose
we count trace—-spellout as optional, and adopt the proposal in Bresnan and
Grimshaw (1978) which analyzes subjacency as a condition on tracé binding
applying at S-structure. If we check for subjacency after trace-spellout has
had a cbance to apply, then in those cases in which binding extends into
islands, if trace-spellout fails to apply, the string will he marked deviant.
Additional language-specific rules will be required to account for further
restrictions of the patterns of distribution of resumptive pronouns.l?7 1
return to this problem below.

4.2 This concludes the discussion of the first issue addressed in this
paper. - I have suggested that a grammar for filler-pronoun dependencies must
treat resumptive pronouns as syntactically bound in the same sense that gaps
are syntactically bound, and I have argued that this approach is preferable
to the position developed in Chomsky (1977} in which only gaps are
syntactically bound. In the course of the defemse of this conclusion, I have
considered and rejected the claim that the only sense in which pronouns are
bound can be analyzed in terms of operator binding at LF. The main support’
for the view of generalized binding I adopt comes from the analysis of Irish
complementizer distribution and reflexive binding in English. In both cases
there was evidence of cyclic effects despite the fact that subjacency, the
principle which is customarily thought of as 1nduc1ng such effects, is not
operative in such cases.

5.0 Next, I would like to briefly consider how generalized binding can hest
be represented in a grammar. Thus far I have argued that a successive-cyclic
Wh~Movement analysis is consistent with the data I have considered, provided
that we extend Wh-Movement to cover certain cases of filler-pronoun
dependenciea by employing trace-spellout. A second alternative worth pursuing
would be a base-generated analysis of long-distance dependencies such as that
proposed by Kaplan and Bresnan (1981) (see Appendix 1 for an overview). This
sort of approach is, in certain important regards, an interpretive version of
Wh-Movement which seems roughly equivalent, at first glance. For example,
both approaches involve successive-cyclic analyses of "unbounded"
dependencies, and both employ empty categories (traces), although in somewhat
different capacities. Furthermore, as was the case with a Wh-Movement
analysis, given the existence of generalized binding, it will be necessary to
extend the interpretive counterpart to Wh~Movement to cover both filler-gap
and filler-pronoun dependencies. In the latter case, the binding involved
will sometimes be non-subjacent, and therefore subjacency will need to be
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construed as a condition on constituent structures rather than as a condition
on Wh-coindexing (see Appendix 2 for implications for the LFG binding
theory). I return to this matter in Section 6.0.

5.1 Another common feature of both the movement and non-movement approaches
involves a point registered earlier in Section 3.4, I have argued that even
filler-pronoun dependencies can involve successive-cyclic binding, citing the
distribution of Irish complementizers and English reflexives as evidence.
However, since subjacency is inapplicable in the case of filler-pronoun
dependencies in question, we may well ask why we find successive-cyclic
binding here inasmuch as there is no condition to guarantee it. One
possibility would be to complicate the structural description of Wh-Movements
80 as to require that the moved constituent must land in the closest, higher
COMP. This sort of move, in addition to being undesirable in principle, would
lead to serious problems with the analysis of non-subjacent binding in certain
filler-pronoun constructions discussed above. Clearly it would be better to
avoid tbis approach. A more satisfying explanation will be possible even
where it is not obligatory. In a movement analysis, this amounts to

dependencies. Indeed, wbat would prevent Wh~Movement from applying in this
way? It seems tbat nothing need do so, resulting in multiple analyses for
embedded filler-pronoun dependencies involving looping, swooping and mixtures
of the two. In each case, however, there will be one proper analysis.which
reflects the option of successive-cyclicity, thereby explaining the pitstop
property identified in Section 3.0. The same is true of a non-movement
analysis of the sort being considered: once we: open up the option of
successive-cyclic Wh-Interpretation for the filler-gap cases (indeed, in these
cases island constraints guarantee that this is the only option), there is
nothing to prevent successive-cyclic interpretation from applying in the
filler-pronoun cases as well.

5.2 T would now like to turn to a difference between the movement and non-
movement approaches which should be mentioned, at least as a topic for future
research. In the case of the Wh-Movement analysis of filler-pronoun
dependencies, given standard assumptions, trace-spellout is necessary to
generate resumptive pronouns at extraction sites. In the.case of a base-
generated analysis of filler~pronoun dependencies, althougb trace-spellout is
presumably available as an option, there is another approach which seems more

natural, This would involve defining Wh-Interpretation so that both gaps and

pronouns can by syntactically bound by dislocated constituents (or COMP in

the case of embedded extraction sites). Within the LFG binding theory (see

Appendix 1), this involves identifying both pronouns and traces as potential

bindees. The details of this proposal are worked out in Appendix 2.

The reason why this approach may be preferable to thefmoﬁement/spellout
approacb has to do with the "local" character of trace-spellout. Boiled down
to its essence, trace-spellout may be stated as "insert phonetic matrix-,
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assuming the suggestion for agreement features in footnote 17. The rule is
local in the sense that it involves only the extraction site. However, there
is some evidence that the distribution of resumptive pronouns depends on
further considerations. The issue is how to account for the range of bindees
permitted in a particular construction. For example, the English as-for
construction allows resumptive pronouns, but not syntactically bound gaps.

54. As for John, I like him.

55. *As for John, I like .
The too-enough adjectival construction, however, allows both gaps and promouns
(cf. (47a), (4Ba), repeated below).

47a. Tbose pictures of himself are too ugly for Jack to have painted.
48a. Those pictures of himself are too ugly for Jack to have painted them.

We can represent these differences in the LFG framework by placing appropriate
restrictions on the binding properties of fillers in each construction.
Suppose, for concreteness, that we divide NPs into three classes: trace,
resumptive pronouns, and lexical NPs (ibcluding personal pronouns). Let

NP pick out traces and resumptive pronouns, NP , resumptive pronouns,

[-1lex) [+1;r:]
~le

and NP traces. Assuming all this, the filler in the as-for construction
-Prﬂ
[—lex
will be required to hind NP whereas the filler in the too-enough
[+Pro
~lex
construction will need to bind NP . The details of this proposal are worked

[~1ex]
out in Appendix 2.

The movement/spellout analysis of long~distance dependencies must account for
the range of permissible bindees in a different manner. It must somehow
require trace spellout to be obligatory in the as—-for construction and
optional in the too-enmough construction. The same sort of problems arises in
Irish we have seen that in what we are considering the unmarked case, direct
object relativization, either pronoun or gaps, are possible bindees. However
McCloskey (1979) reports that Irish clefts limit the range of possible
bindees to gaps. Thus, in the case of Irish, we must make trace spellout
optional in some cases and impossible in others.

This problem of rule government is reminiscent of the old problem with the
EQUI transformation which was optional in the complement of want and
obligatory in the complement of try. In the case of EQUI, transformational
analysis has been generally rejected to avoid the need to augment the grammar
with a formal exception marking device (i.e., "rule features") which in effect




make transformations sensitive to lexical triggers. The problem in
characterizing the distribution of gaps and resumptive pronouns invited by the
movement/spellout analysis of long-distance dependencies may suggest the
abandonment of transformational analysis for similar reasons. If anything,
the case at hand is even more problematic than the EQUI case was, for in the
present case, the putative rule of trace-spellout is governed not by lexical
items, but rather by something more on the order of comstruction types. It is
not not even clear how such government could be recorded as a condition on
spellout.

I conclude, then, that a base-generated analysis of long-distance dependencies
may be preferable, as far as ease of description is concerned, to the extent
that it allows for the direct binding of resumptive pronouns without the need
for trace-spellout. It is important to note, however, that, as in the case
with EQUI conmstructions, on no account do we have an explanation for the
patterns of distribution.

6.0 I have argued that syntactic binding can, in certain cases. involve

~FEsunptive pronouns. A ¢onsequence “of “thiw ‘Conclision i~ that™subjacency (ot

an alternative account of the island constraints such as the approach in LFG)
cannot be a condition on syntactic binding, but instead must be viewed as a
condition on representations which apply, in the cases considered, only to a
suhclass of syntactic binding paths, i.e., the filler-gap dependencies. It
might seem that these alternative conceptions of the nature of island
constraints amount to no more than notational decisions or perhaps to merely
reflect a difference in research strategies. Chomsky (1975), for example,
considers the merits of a base-generated reanalysis of KP-movement and Wh-
Movement phenomena and concludes that

It may be possible to devise an alternative to
transformational grammar in which... [movement
rules]... are regarded as "interpretive" [note
omitted]. Thus, we would have three types of rules
for interpreting base-generated structures
including traces: rules with the properties of
(120i) [NP-movement] and (120ii) [Wh-Movement] with
their cyclic interactions and the properties just
outlined, and rules of anaphora, etc... If this
speculation is correct, we should be able to move
to a more abstract characterization of linguistic
systems, adopting a point of view from which much
of the core of transformational gremmar will be
geen to be simply one comcrete realization of a set
of abstract conditions that characterize the human
language facility.
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The pure study of language, based solely on
evidence of the sort reviewed here, can carry us
only to tbe understanding of abstract conditions on
grammatical systems. No particular realization of
these conditions has gny privileged status.
(emphasis mine.)

Elsewhere, however, Chomsky (1977) has claimed that a base-generatred analyaié
of long-distance dependencies is less desirable than a transformational
analysis:

It seems to me that we have three types of rules
each with their separate properties NP-movement,
Wh-movement, rules of construal (and, of course,
others: e.g., extraposition, quantifier movement
or interpretation, FOCUS, predication, etc.). If
all are regarded as interpretive rules, we still
have the same collections of properties, which can,
in fact, be explained (rather than stipulated) if
ve take NP-movement and Wh-movement rules to be
movement transformations meeting the conditions
described here. (emphasis mine)

As mentioned above, the point of this argument is that since conditions on
movement rules (such as subjacency) govern only this class of rules (and not,
say, rules of construal), we therefore can explain this fact by positing a
separate component of movement rules in the grammar uniquely governed by the
relevant constraints. Clearly the logic of the argument merits closer
scrutiny. Suppose a linguistic theory provides two types of interpretive
rules: one to account for movement phenomena and one to account for those
constructions which are analyzed by rules of construal in Chomsky (1977) (e.g.
each other interpretation). Suppose further that the formal characterization
of these two typea of rules is quite different —- let one class constitute a
binding theory which requires that dislocated constituents must bind gaps
locally (subjacently), and let the dependencies snalyzed by the second class
of rules (call them co~indexing rules) be free of this locality condition.
Such an approach, which, incidentially, reflects in a large part the division
of labor in LFG, needs to stipulate no more than the theory of Chomsky
supports. Both theories must stipulate whether or not subjacency applied to a
class (or sub-class) of rules. Note that subjacency does not apply to
movement rules becauge they are movement rules —- there is nothing in the form
or function of the movement transformation whicb somehow implies subjacency.
There is, consequently, no explanatory advantage in stipulating that movement
rules are &overned by subjacency over stipulating that binding rules are so
governed.1
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Furthermore, on the basis of the argu L L
Irish complementizers and English refgle::v“:: :fofr:i::n::g the distt}ﬁution of’
in favor of an analysis which provides a uniform lccoﬁ::" fthe,reu 1l,.nevi{i.el1¢&, -
binding of both resumptive pronouns and £2PS. Such ap s o t:h’e genera 1::
incompatible with the position promoted in Chomgky (1977;5160!‘:: isg howe::de,,
that Chomsky’s approach has no advantage in Principle o.ve; ft c?pchich
accounts for generalized binding sand, in fact, seems less ade a lylt,arn'w o
the analysis of filler-pronoun dependencies. . adequate u;e}ar

7.0 This paper provides arguments and analyses which "’PPOr‘t fhg cIaim"tﬁat
resumptive pronouns can be syntactically bound in the same. fashion, that gaps .

are. I have argued that the type of binding in question cannot,. in ;a'll cases;

be analyzed at logical form. The proper representation of gener’.:lli.‘zedrbindin;“,

was discussed and evidence was given that a base—generated'lnalylia"of"lonrg-"'
distance dependencies is preferable to a Wh~Movement enalysis, ipasmucl: as the
latter requires the problematic mechanism of trace-spellout. - Appendix 1.
provides an introduction to ome version of a base-generated sr.-ﬁ.n‘offfimg-‘.
distance dependencies developed within Le;icq-functionaLgrauu;ﬂlﬁ@pmmw,m1
2, I extend this approach to account for the generalized binding: of ‘,‘:;'.u:iptivg‘
pronouns in Irish relative clauses and present an analysis. of, the Irish
complementizer alternations which, in turn, provide support for this: method Of
analysis. Lo

APPENDIX 1

The binding theory of LFG is designed to analyze construction :
dislocated constituent (or otherwise canonically placed binder): béars a-.
grammatical relstion to a clanse from which it is separated,[;"ii” pE
an unbounded distance. The analysis does not make use of movemei
any other form of transformational analysis. Rather, construction
long-distance dependencies are base-generated, and the filler-ga
is analyzed by establishing a syntactic link between fillé:':;'diiv'
accounts for the constituent control (or binding) of the gap:;b
The analysis of constituent control fits together with the gehéri
grammatical relations provided by functional structures which are-
of the syntactic tree with access to lexical informatio B tic
structure is an important feature of the theory of LFG. At the core of this
analysis of grammatical relationa is the power to encode a range of formal
dependencies of which "dislocated grammatical relations" as. introduced hy
filler-gap dependencies is just one type. In this appendix I will have very
little to say about functional structures inasmuch as it is possible:to talk -
about the syntactic binding algorithm in LFG without discussing its:interface
with the analysis of grammatical relations (see Kaplan and Bresnan: (1981) and
Bresnan (1982) for elaboration). o ‘




The dependencies involved in filler-gap constructions are analyzed, in part,
with "bounded domination metavariables." The metavarisbles, notated "f"
and "} ", are associated with nodes in a constituent structure by annotated
phrase structure rules. The operant intuition 1s that "J}" is associated with
a filler and "{I" is associated with its corresponding gap. The link between
the two metavariables which encodes the correspondence (the binding relation)
is established by first instantiating values for the metavariasbles and then
identifying the value assigned to the metavariable corresponding to the filler
with that assigned to the metavariable associated with the gap. Let us
consider an example which illustrates this procedure (in a simplified
representation).

la. §—NP S8

)
»

b. NP—)N

c. NP—ve

2. 1 know who Bill saw.

AN

who N v NP
| | |
Bill saw e

The annotations on the phrase structure rules (e.g., "J,=ursu,") are equations
which identify the nodes that are associated with the bounded domination
metavariables ("I " and "} ") which identify fillers and gaps.22 This
identification makes use of immediate domination metavarizbles, "f" and "|"
to locate the bounded metavariables. The formula "| =U" can be read "my
immediate daughter is a filler" and "t =4[" as "my mother is a gap,” ignoring,
for the moment, the super and subscripts. The difference, then, between
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bounded and immediate metavariables is that the latter indicate immediate
dominance relations and the former encode more remote dependencies (i.e.,
filler-gap dependencies) which cannot be described in such local terms.

After the metavariables are attached to the tree, each node not directly
dominating a terminal element?3 is assigned a value in the form of a variable
in fg...fy a8 follows (values are to the left of and below their respective
nodes) . .

. FSNLE s \F‘s
NSAVAN
[ VAN

Next, for any node with an attached "}", the variable value of that node is
substituted for the variable (the subatitution is indicated by ":").

.

4, Fe '\
£ 8
l.F’ ' lE :P /
N NP ;'VP
I o7
vho N Y RN?
Bill saw e

T-Mee

Then, a new variable is introduced for each "]J[".
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10
N |
N NP '
k fs
inho V/>ll’
[ ")
Bill sa

e

Finally, the " ||" must be paired with the "ﬂ‘". This is accomplished by

identifying the value assigned to " U’gp", f19» with the variable value
associated with the node corresponding to " ‘ﬂm," In this case, the equation

on "e", the empty string, indicates that its mother NP is associated with the

" NP" bounded metavariable, and since fg is the value for that NP, we have
established that f10 = fg- Im addition, the equation on the dislocated NP
node tells us that the value of "|", which is f5, is equal to the value of
"ugl',' » vhich is fq; that is: fg = £15. Thus, by transitivity of equality,
ve have f5 = fg. This last equation tells us that [N whol] fills the
grammatical role of [yp e] (which in this case is the direct object of saw)
since the "} = SP equation on the dislocated NP asserts that its daughter

[N whol] has the value f5, which we have identified with fg, the value assigned
to the empty NP.

We can (and henceforth will) indicate the link established hetween fg5 and fqg
in the previous example as follows.
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¥ s . .
\lFU"N‘P ',"/\ ‘1‘
-~ N ‘e v b v

LT A
Bill s!v L ;

This should cause no confusion so long aa it is recalled that there is a
three-part process of metavariable attachment, instantiation of values for
variables, and identification of functionally equivalent values which accounts
for the binding which the dashed line indicates.

then, in Appendix 2, consider how the analysis can be extended to Irish long-
distance dependencies. First, let us return to the S snd "yp" notations on
the bounded metavariables. The superscript "S" indicates that the ﬂ—
metavariable linked to'ﬂugp" must be located within an "S-rooted control
domair".

7. Bounding Convention

A node M belongs to a control domain with a root R
if and only if R dominates M and there are no
bounding nodes on the path from M up to but not
including R.

Root Node of a Comstituent Control Domain
Suppose u: is a controller metavariable attached to
a node N. Then a node R is the root node of a
control domain for z if and omnly if
a. R is a daughter of N's mother, and
b. R is labeled with category r.

(Bresnan and Kaplan (1981})

The principles in (7) restrict the location of a filler, in the case we have
examined, to the S8 which is the right sister to the dislocated NP. The "NP"
subscript slso placea a restriction on the range of binding possibilities. It
indicates that the controller metavariable to which it is attached can only be
linked to a metavariable associated with an NP. This proviso rules out
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binding in strings such as the following.

8. *Who d1d Bill run [ADV e]?

The next task is to develop the analysis of the NP in dislocated position in
questions Of course, not just any NP is permitted In the cases we shall
consider, only interrogative words will appear in this position (e.g. who,
what, etc.) (although in a more complete analysis we would provide for
embedded interrogatives in COMP). We can state this requirement with the help
of bounded metavariables. Suppose we annotate the phrase structure rule for §
so that the metavariable " %{’ WHQH is associated with the NP in dislocated
position (in addition to the " " metavariable). Also, let the lexical
entry for who include the following equation.

9. [ywhol : ¢‘1T[+Wh]

We can incorporate this information in a tree diagram (informally as
follows.

10. El

— e

gs,
l ﬁ[ﬁm] \
f

‘N : 71’ :
qu-": N \] \‘P '
T=1T [ +4h] BJ.Ill sx!w e ':

T- TrNP

On the basis of this analysis of unbounded dependencies, it is possible to
define a number of conditions that must be obtained for a sentence to be
grammatical on a certain analysis. The Grammaticality Condition in Kaplan and
Bresnan (1981) entails that each filler corresponds to a gap —— that there are
no unlinked bounded metavariables. This accounts for the deviance of (8) in
which the filler and gap metavariables will both be unlinked as a consequence
of the restriction imposed by the subscript on who which limits its range of
bindees to NPs. The filtering problem for long-distance dependencies can also
be accounted for in this way. In the case of restrictive relative clauses for
example, we can extend the analysis of dislocated NPs in questions to




dislocated relative pronouns.

11a. [gpthe book which Bill read]...
b. *[ypthe book which Bill read the review]...

12a.

e
& /\

which/ v 03
1 [+REL] ! I
ill read the review

Assuming that the feature [+BEL] identifies relative complementizers, both
pairs of metavariables are linked in (12a) consistent with the grammaticality
of (11a). 1In (12b), however, there is no accessible bindee metavariable to
link to the metavariable associated with the relative pronoun, accounting for
the deviance of (11bj. When we consider Irish relative clauses in Appendix 2,
this analysis will be extended to account for the distribution of resumptive
pronouns and the complementizer alternations discussed above. First, however,
two final aspects of the binding theory need spelling out.
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The first issue is island constraints. In LFG, the definition of the Bounding
Convention coupled with an identification of the bounding nodes in a language
provide an account of island sensitivity. To rule out (13), for example,
Kaplan and Bresnan (1981) assume that S’ dominated by ¥s are bounding nodes
~- boxed nodes in their motation.2?

13. *The girl wondered what the nurse asked who saw . !

what the nurse V S, N

I /\, - \‘
NP ] - ‘ '
asked NP [l W - . ) ‘

(. - \° \
o 1r[ +Wh] w7 R \
| [ o / !
who elUyp A llvPoF NP
saw e

After who is linked to the subject gap, there is not accessible bindee for
what to be linked to, leaving two unlinked metavariables. The impossibility
of establishing a link between what and the object gap is a result of the
Bounding Convention which categorizes the embedded subject position as outside
the control domain of what because the bounding node S, intervemes on the path
from the root node of what's control domain (Sl) to the potential bindee in
embedded object position. Thus, the ungrammaticality of (13) is accounted for
on the basis of unlinked metavariables.

Finally, the analysis must be extended to account for examples such as (14).
14. I wonder who the nurse claimed that the baby saw.

In (14) the target metavariable is sssociated with the embedded direct object.
Why, then, does the embedded S node not bleck the linkage between who and the
embedded subject position? If we assume following Kaplan and Bresnan (1981)
that all embedded Ss are bounded nodes, something must be said to distinguish
embedded extraction sites (such as in (14)) from extraction sites embedded jin
Wh-islands. In this regard, Kaplan and Bresnan (1981) provide a linking



schema on the subordinator that to effectively extend the bounding domain into
embedded clauses which that introduces.

the baby NP TNP

saw e

The notation " Tr= »Jls" on that will be optionally introduced by tbe phrase
structure rule expanding subordinate clauses. It allows any J|-metavariable
to be linked to it (since it lacks a restricting subscript) and by
convention, it passes the categorical restriction imposed by its controlling
metavariable down to its controllee. Thus the gap that “is ultimately bound
in (15) must be an NP, This approach to unbounded dependencies, as Kaplan and
Bresnan note, captures the basic insights of a successive-cyclic Wh-movement
analysis without appealing to movement transformatioms.. .

APPENDIX 2

Turning now to Irish, the binding theory of LFG has several properties which
make it well suited for the description of Irish relative clausea Perhaps
most importantly, it will allow us to:account for both syntactic binding and
Irish complementizer alternations by a single mechanism. The generalizations
we need to capture have been described by Hale (ms.) in the following way.

1. Morphology of Relative Complementizers
a. the direct form (e.g., alL) is used when the COMP

is bound to a head and binds an anaphoric element
([m,e], in our terminology -- SW) or COMP.
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b. the indirect form (e.g., 8N) is used when the
COMP is bound to a head but does nmot bind an amaphoric
pronouns (again, [gpel -~ SW) or COMP.

Hale does not provide a formal device to encode these generalizations, and

his approach differs from mine in that he proposed the generalizatioms in (1)
in the context of a grammar which contained an interpretive binding algorithm
functioning independently of (1). Nevertheless, the basic insight reflected
in (1), viz. that the digtribution of complementizers in Irish can be
accounted for on the basis of their binding properties, seems to me to be
correct, and it is developed below.

Consider first the direct relative. Following MclCloskey, we will analyze aL
as a complementizer, on a par with English that. As such, aL will be
associated with a special metavariable equation in cases in which it
introduces a relative clause.

NP

In order to prevent al from appearing on a binding chain terminating in a
proncun, we introduce the feature [:Pro], and allow that feature to appear on
subscripts of metavariables. The subscript "yp" will appear on metavarisbles
[+Pro]
associated with resumptive promouns or aN and "yp" (which will be written
[-Pro]
simply as "yp") will appear on metavariables sssociated with NPs dominating
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the empty string and gL (when it appears as a relative complementizer). Thus,
if a pronoun were substituted for [NPE] in (2) the metavariable associated
with the lowest gL and the metavariable associated with the pronoun could not
be linked to each other (because of a clash on the feature [Prol), and the
result is two unlike metavariables accounting for the ungrammaticality of such
a structure. The feature [-Prol on gL prevents the substitution of aN for the
same reason

This analysis solves the filtering problem for Irish direct relatives as a
direct result of the binding theory (in the same way as in the English
relative clause discussed above), and provides an account of the distribution
of aL in direct relatives without appeal to a successive-cyclic movement rule
or an analysis of complementizer distribution which is independent of the
binding theory such as the COMP-spellout approach suggested in the main text.
Let us now turn to indirect relatives.

Consider first the most productive pattern of complementizer distribution
repeated below in schematic form.

3. [(pet) NoM [g aN. [g goN...Pronlll

Before presenting an analysis, recall that goN functions similarly to the
English that which appears outside binding domains in examples such as the
following.

4. I hope that you are happy.
5. I hope that you think that you are happy.
6. That birds eat is obvious.

These occurrences of that are neither bound nor binding, and following Hale
(ms.), we can treat goN in this way by not assigning it any linking equation.
By doing so, however, we effectively place the embedded resumptive pronoun
outside the binding domain of aN:

S
nmm/jls\:" ‘

": #

7.

K fu: v B .
[* pro / \ .

aN *
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In (7) I have extended the analysis in certain ways, AN, like aL, is
introduced with the feature [+REL] indicating that it is a relative
complementizer. The feature [+Pro] (on the f-metavariable associated with
aN) limits its distribution to indirect relatives. Also as discussed above,
in addition to [Npe] personal pronouns must be (optionally) associated with

f-metavariable equations in the lexicon. The feature [+Prol] here will
guarantee that gN and not gL will bind pronouns The problem in (f), however,
is that the Bounding Convention will not permit a link to be estahlished
between aN and the resumptive pronoun since the latter is not in the control
domain of the former. The second boxed S is, of course, the root of the
problem. Suppose we modify the Bounding Convention to allow the resumptive
pronoun to be hound by aN in (7):

8. Bounding Convention (revised)

A node M belongs to a control domain with root node R

if and only if

a. R dominates M and

b. If M dominates the empty string,3° then there are

no bounding nodes on the path from M up to but not

. includiog R.

This revision of the Bounding Convention (for Irish) permits the link to be
established in (7). We also predict the possibility of binding resumptive
pronouns in islands (discussed above) while retaining an account for the
island-sensitivity exhibited by the direct relative.

In addition to generating the possible distribution of gL, aN, and goN (in the
"major register” being considered at present), it is also necessary to block
the impossible configurations. First, aN must be prevented from occurring in
embedded COMP positions other than in relative complementizer position. The
following patterns are ungrammatical (in the major register).

9a. aN ... aN ... gron}
b. alL .. alL ... {§ ..}
c. aN ... aN ... goN ... {f ..}

d. aL .. aN .. goN.. {§..}

In each case, the ungrammaticality is accounted for by preventing aN to be
bound by any other complementizer. That is, unlike Irish gL and English that
which function both as relative complementizerse and as subordinate
complementizers which can extend binding domains, aN has only the first
function in the register being considered. Formally we can account for this
distrihution by not associating aN with the linking equatiom "= #S" (which
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will be assigned to al). We require, then, thg following phrase structure
rules and (partially specified) lexical entries.>?

10a. EANPE
b.. S—bNP E
l NP

=u[+nEL]

+Pro

S
l.lﬁ'p"ﬁl
c. E—mzlm El
[+REL]

-Pro

e

‘ila:‘ 2D “;, 5118”‘ . S, e et it e s s+ i
2) N; ﬂiﬂﬂ.[ﬂmL]
b. ‘aN: 1) N;ﬁ“ﬂ

c. goR: 1) N

Furthermore, we have accounted for the following impossible patterns of
complementizers in & binding domain by failing to assign any linking equations
to goR™ .
12a. goN .. {§r°n}

b.  goK ... aL ... {§ .}

c. goN .. aN ... }

e
Pron
d. &L ... goN ... {g .}

Finally, we must make one more adjustment to prevent the following
ungrammatical sequence of complementizers.

13, *aN ... aL ... Pron
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As things stand, the linking equation on aL (qua subordinator) extends the
binding domain for a relative complementizer as follows.

~. . -

ey aLﬂh us ..:Pron

+REL ‘u NP .
[{Pro) ¢ [ﬁ?m] o [+prn]

14.

This is a result of the linking equation "‘[r .ES" on al, which was ongma]ly
motivated for English that. However, this linking equation is too general for
aL. Like that, aL extends binding domains, but only those in which a gap is
ultimately bound. This restriction can be encoded by adjusting the linking
equation on aL to permit its ﬂ'and J-metavariablea to be linked only to a
corresponding metavariables subscripted for "NP" (and not '['NP")]

+Pro

15. aL: 1) N;TNP =1§P

2 N T 1r+REL

-Pro

This change completely specifies the requirement that aN can only bind
pronouns, and thus provides an account for the deviance of the pattern in
(13).

This completes the analysis of the primary register. In addition to the facts
that the present analysis provides a natural account of the facts considered,
an additional advantage is that the analysis is easily extendible to account
for the second pattern of complementizers possible in indirect relatives,
repeated below.

16. [(Det) Nom [gaL ... [gaN ... Pron]]]

In the primary register, aN functioned only as a relative complementizer and
could not extend a binding domain. We see in (16), however, that aN can
appear embedded in a binding chain provided 1) it is bound by aL, and 2) it
immediately binds a pronoun. Thus, this occurrence of aN differs from
previous examples in what it may be bound by, but not in what it binds. "The
following lexical entry for aN incorporates this second role.

17.  aN: N = ]‘ oL
+Pl°

N; 1rm= l
el

This entry, in tandem with the rules ic (IO)Z allowse the following analysis of
(18) which exemplifies the pattern in (16).
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18.

NP
an doras
the door

f thasann
think

aL

" . i Wz, ot PR il
W:&P] JaN hhfu:.l an ann
« » “that is eochair im it
the key

"The door that you think the key is in"

As (18) indicates, the binding of complementizers in Irish is treated
essentially as a local phenomenon in the sense that the restrictions on
binding are imposed only on two adjacent metavariables. Thus we get a "COMP
to COMP" effect without employing a successive-cyclic movement operation. We
achieve this successive-cyclic effect on the basis of the account of island-
sensitivity provided by the revised Bounding Convention. That is, the
restrictions on the metavariables associated with Irish complementizers
require "COMP to COMP" binding even when a binding domain terminates in a
resumptive pronoun as in the pattern in (16). The account explains why aL is
possible in indirect relatives, why in indirect relatives (as in direct
relatives) it has a COMP by COMP distribution, and, finally, why goN'cannot
interrupt a chain of alL complementizers (e.g., *aL...goN...aL...goR...Pron).

This is a slightly different state of affairs than we find in the English
pronoun retaining constructions discussed in the main text (the as-for and
too—enough constructions). In these cases, although there was nothing to
require successive-cyclic binding in the filler~pronoun dependencies, it
remains as an option. Taking as an example the as-for construction, suppose
we assign the binding equation "l lLi'" to the NP focus of the
[rered

as—for clause (optionally, to account for the cases which lack pronouns),
there is no way to prevent links through each successively embedded COMP which
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are optionally assigned the equation "1T= JLS" which extends binding domains,
as discussed above. Of course, nothing prevents an analysis of an as-for
construction in which there is no resumptive pronoun binding, or even an
analysis in which a resumptive pronoun is syntactically bound "long-distance"
without being linked through each successively embedded COMP., But even though
multiple analyses are possible, there will always be one analysis which does
involve successive-cyclic interpretation. A 4

19, 5

N/ / \ ‘
L4 ~
4 F - .
a8 for ’ .
[ypthose h Q / \
'. ary V
]

L]
'
U

pictures S

’
o g /\' N
himself] , v believed NP ,’ .8 ‘.

ho i 7 TN N
N~ ,: :& /?\_ -:
B1l S

’,
S '
v ¢ regretted s SN 7T T
- ’ - b

‘N N .

2 1 [y

) ', /P\ .

',%mts: Playgirl V NP

=} / | 1
< published N TNP
Crered

them

"As for those pictures of himself, Mary believed
that Bill regretted that Playgirl publighed them.”

FOOTNOTES
* This paper was begun while I was in receipt of an Alfred P. Sloan research

fellowship at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. It is difficult to
think of anyone who came within earshot of the linguistics department there
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who was not subjected to some version of this paper. In particular I thank
Ron Kaplan, David lebeaux, Joan Bresnan, Emmon Bach, Tom Wasow, Peter Sells,
Dan Finer, Mats Rooth, Roger Higgins, Alan Prince, Jane Grimshaw, Lyn Frazier,
Luigi Rizzi, and Yasuaki Abe for help and advice. Edwin Williams required
special thanks, for he has exhibited unbounded patience in commenting on and
improving many earlier versions of this work. Parts of this paper were read
at the Sloan Workshop on Parsing and long-Distance Dependencies held at the
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, January 1981, and at a department of
linguistics colloquium in the fall of 1981 at the same institutiom.

1Hete, and throughout this paper, in the discussion of resumptive pronouns, I
am implicitly limiting the topic to the resumptive pronoun systems found in
Irish and Hebrew, which are similar to each other in several respects to be
described below. Later I will have a hit to say ahout Swedish resumptive
pronouns, but it would be a mistake to expect what I say to necessarily carry
over to other languages such as Japanese, Vata, or Italiamn, for example, which
seem to have resumptive pronouns governed by rather different principles than
those studies here.

21 will discuss the as—for comstruction in place of the bulkier as far as X is
concerned construction for the halance of this paper. The claims made about
the as-for construction are equally true of the latter construction.

31 will limit the discussion to relative clauses, but Irish questions also
allow resumptive pronouns. All of the data presented below is from McCloskey
(1979). I also draw heavily on McCloskey’s insights, and in some cases his
criticisms of certain analyses of the data. In both Irish and BHebrew, it is
not the case that gaps and pronouns are in free variation in constructions
involving syntactic binding. I am not aware of any truly satisfying
explanation for the observed patterns of resumptive pronoun/gap distribution,
although it is possihle to describe the facts with auxiliary devices such as
surface filters (c.f. McCloskey (1979) for a proposal). Hale (ms.) has
attempted to explain some of the relevant data by a theory of ohviation (see
also Borer (1979) for related discussion). I have nothing new to add to this
topic, and I assume that whatever the correct solution to this prohlem turms
out to be, it will interact with the binding theory in the appropriate way to
explain away the apparent overgeneration which results from gearing one’s
analysis to what seems to be the unmarked case —- relativization on the direct
object ~- which doea exhibit basically free variation hetween gaps and
resumptive pronouns in Irish and Hehrew.

4§i£Aia sn incorporated PP in which the object of the preposition appears in a
suppletive form as a part of the lexical preposition. For now we may leave
open the question of whether these PPs are to be analyzed as intransitive PPs
at S-structure or rather on a par with English PPs coupled with a
morphological rule of incorporation.



5In that this is the only consideration relevant to the discussion in this
paper I will ignore the other factors below.

6'I‘ho.a actual forms of the complementuers in this constructmn are different in
that they are inflected for tense (see fn. 5).

TThis is the position taken in McCloskey (1978). In McCloskey (1979) he
conaiders the facts to be presented in some detail, and after pointing out how
they bear on several important theoretical issues, classes them as disputed
data, and withholds analysis. I discuss this issue directly below.

8'l'hat is, all the complementizers on the binding chain down to the bottommost
one are al and the bottommost complementizer is aN. Another reatriction on
this pattern which McCloskey notes is that the bindee must be a prepositional
object. I return to this point briefly below. In addition to the patterms
discussed here, there are other complementizer dialects discussed in McClcskey
(1979) (q.v.). Finally, as McCloskey points out, the special complementizers
aL and aN can appesar outside of binding domains in certain constructions (for
example, aL appears in coordinate structures).

91 follow McCloskey’s criticism of Wh-movement quite closely here.
McCloskey’s own analysis of Irish relativization will not be discussed (cf.
McCloskey (1978), (1979) for details; see Weisler (forthcoming)). The essence
of his analysis involves a rule of unbounded rule which optionally deletes
pronouns which have been coindexed with the head of the relative by a separate
rule of coindexing as proposed by Akmajian and Ritagawa (1976), not dissimilar
from Chomsky’s rule of predication. The complementizer alternations are
accounted for either by transformations which substitute the correct
complementizer form (McCloskey (1978)) or surface filters (McCloskey (1979)).

10HcCloskey (1979) presents parallel facts from Irish which seem to support
the same conclusion.
A

Upyig possibility was suggested to me by Edwin Williams.

L T approach would involve identifying the deep structure position of a
dislocated item. Engdahl (1980) provides arguments against the feasibility of
such an approach based on examples involving reflexives bound by quantifiers.
In Weisler (in progress) I reply to Engdahl’s arguments in defense of the
approach sketched here. The basic problem involves providing a coherent
interpretation procedure fcr the coindexing obtaining between a reflexive and
its controller. It is important to note that the reconstruction procedure
being considered does not involve actual lowering of the dislocated
constituent at LF or any other level of analysis. We simply consider the
dislocated constituent gs_if it were at the position of its bindee to
calculate anaphoric indices.



13Examp1es of this sort appear in Reed (1978), who makes essentially the same
point about them that I do. A word about picture NPs is also in order here.
Although there are many things that we do not know about picture NPs, I intend
to establish the only crucial point for my argument, viz. that reflexives in
picture NPs are sensitive to a specified subject (or intervention comstraint)
effect in much the same way that ordinary reflexives are. One outstanding
difference between reflexives in picture NPs and ordinary reflexives is
exemplified im (i-ii).
i) *Himself surprised John.
ii) Those pictures of himself surprised John.
It appears that reflexives are permitted in matrix subject position provided
that they are inside picture NPs. Thus, it may be possible to give an account
of examples like (32) which explains why reflexives can, in these cases,
precede their controllers, which does not need to make reference to syntactic
binding inm any way. In the crucial examples that follow note that such an
approach will not extend to explain the possibility of coindexing a dislocated
picture NP reflexive to an embedded subject, inasmuch as that is mot normally
possible in picture NP constructions which do not involve syntactic binding::
iii) Those pictures of himself conv1nced Bill to cla1m that

Mary-was-right:
iv) *Those pictures of himself convinced Mary to claim that

Bill was right.
Finally, I have been able to establish the same pattern of grammat1ca11ty
judgments I discuss in reference to examples with picture NP reflexives-in the
text on the basis of examples with other anaphors such aa his (her) own and
each other’s with many speakers I have consulted. So, in the examples in
(33), for instance, try substituting "Which of his own books™” or "Which.of
each other’s books" for the Wh-phrase including the picture NP reflexive (in
the second case, an appropriate plural antecedent must also be provided).
These anaphors are also sensitive to the specified subject effect, as the
reader can verify. I think, therefore, that the phenomena to be discussed are
not crucially linked to a special property of picture NP reflexives, but
rather should be made to follow from a general account of dislocated anaphors.

14 1t ie interesting to note that Engdahl (1980) evaluates Swedish sentences
parallel to (33c) (with sina as the dislocated anaphor) as only allowing. the
reflexive to be coindexed with the lowest subject. In fact, certain speakers
of English (especially, but not exclusively, speakers of British English)
report the same pattern with regard to the dislocated picture NP sentences
discussed in the text. It is easy to account for these differences:by
adjusting the analysis presented below to ignore the successive-cyelic binding-
path (see below).

One point should be emphasized in the face of this apparent dlalect
split. Below I argue that certain filler-pronoun constructions in English are
also open to the types of multiple interpretations supported by the examples
in (33). Significantly, I have found no speakers who allow the multiple
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interpretations in question for (33) but fail to allow them for the filler-
pronoun cases, nor any who allow multiple interpretations the in the latter
cases, but not in the case of (33)., The importance of this point will become
apparent after Section 3.2.

L5gote that the position of the resumptive pronoun in the sentence is crucial
for establishing the possible controllers for the focused reflexive:

i) *Mary identified that picture of himself after Max left.

ii) *Which picture of himself did Mary identify after Max left?

iii) *As for that picture of himself, Mary identified it after Max left.
(i) shows that Max, the subject of the sfter-phrase, is not accessible as a
controller for the picture NP reflexive in the matrix direct object positionm.
(ii) shows that extracting onm the direct object position makes Max
inaccessible to the dislocated picture NP reflexive ~— a fact which follows
from the reconstruction procedure for establishing anaphoric indices being
defended. Finally, (iii) shows that a resumptive pronoun in direct object
position bound to a focused picture NP reflexive also forces Max to be
inaccessible as a controller. If Mary and Msx are systematically switched in
(i-iii), all the sentences become good. (iv-vi) register the same point.

iv) *Mary identified the picture of himself that a woman

John knew had developed.
v) *Which picture of himself did Mary identify thaf a
woman John knew had developed?
vi) *As for that picture of himself that a woman John knew
developed, Mary identified it.
(The relative clause is extraposed in (v). This does not affect the point
here.) Parallel examples can be constructed using the too-emough adjectival
congtruction.

l6ge. May (1981) for discussion.

7This includes the question of how the effect of the Keenan-Comrie hierarchy
is encoded, a problem I will not discuss here. We must also account for the
particular form which tbe resumptive pronoun takes (e.g. with regard to
gender, number, etc.). Within a movement framework, in the simplest case, we
might assume that Wh-movement leaves these agreement features behind on the
trace.

18Actually, it is not clear that subjacency only governs movement rules.
Gapping is a candidate for a deletion rule which obeys subjacency (cf. Koster
(1978), der Haan (1981) for relevant discussion). See also Bresnan (1976),
(1977) and Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978) for arguments that comparatives and
free relatives should be analyzed by unbounded rules of deletion sensitive to
(some version of) subjacency.

notice thst, as Chomsky (1977) points out, if the grammar includes rules of
predication as a subclass of interpretive rules, it will be necessary to
specify that, of the interpretive rules, only the predication rules freely



viclate the Propositional Island Condition and the Specified Subject
Condition, whereas other interpretive rules (such as the gach other rule) are
governed by these constraints. Thus, independently of the issue at hand, it
seems necessary to place constraints on subclasses of rules. .. . .. -
201¢ may appear that one advantage to Chomsky’s (1977) approach is that Wh-
movement can explain why only filler-gap dependencies can be sensitive to
island comstraints. Given generalized binding, this observation would seem to
be an accident. However, while it is in gemeral true that filler-pronoun.
dependencies are island insensitive, Borer (1979) reports. that there are-
island sensitive filler—pronoun dependencies in Hebrew free relatives.. This.
is just the sort of thing we would expect to find, on the view I am promoting.
One can only speculate why such cases are not more frequent. Perhaps, as
Janet Fodor (personal communication) has suggested, resumptive promouns
facilitate processing, and therefore tend to enjoy a greater distribution.than
gaps for extra-grammatical reasons.

A1 gin simplify the analysis presented in Kaplan and Bresman (1981) below.
The justification for employing metavariables in the analysis can be given as
_follows: Ome way to think of the binding theory is as a formal theory of

coindexing (as far as constituent structure relations dre concerned). "A™
metavariable is a place holder for an index whicb will be assigned to both a
binder and a bindee. Values (in the form of variables) will be instantiated
for these metavariables, and tbese values will be set equal to each other to
achieve "coindexing." The metavasriables are bound, in a semse to be spelled
out to account for island sensitivity.

2zstrict1y speaking, the metavariables are associated with nodes in a tree,
whereas we may tend to understand terms like filler and gap to refer to
terminal elements (sucb as who) or the empty string, respectively.

23Nodes dominating the empty string qualify. See Kaplan and Bresnan (1981)
for clarification. I am departing from their proposal to simplify matters.

241: is not correct to interpret the dotted lines in (10) as part of a graph
representing the constituent structure (such a proposal has been made by Stan
Peters in unpublished work)., It is simply an informal way of indicating
binding.

25; have simplified the informal tree diagrams by suppressing immediate
dominstion metavariables.

26Opl::i.onally to allow that to appear outside of binding domains., In casea
where that doesn”t appear, the equation appears on the 8 node.
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27Hg]e demurs in arguing for (la-b) on the basis of McCloskey’s.position that
the data are disputed (see fn.7). His paper is also unfinished (as well as
unpublished), and it is therefore inappropriate to criticize it in any detail.
Furthermore, I basically want to endorse what Hale proposes.

28Note that this is not to claim that aN jis a pronoun, but only that it binds
a pronoun.

297his was accounted for by optionally assigning binding equabions to that.
Inasmuch as gL and aN have limited distributions outside binding domains (cf.
fn 8), they will also be optionally associated with their binding equations.

301, order to account for locality conditions governing the part of the
binding chain which binds a COMP to a COMP (in an embedded binding chain) it
will be necessary to cast this bounding restriction in a slightly different
form. Rather than identify bindees which must be subjacently bound on the
basis of whether or not they dominate the empty string, we must impose
locality conditions on the binding obtaining hetween nodes which are
associated with'ﬂ'andl}—metavariables marked with the subscript "yp").

[+Pro]

311 assume that the two Irish indirect relative complementizer patterns should
be considered as parts of separate registers to account for McCloskey’s
observations that the "aL...aN..." pattern is not frequently used in speech
(while it does appear in grammars, and speakers do appear to have intuitions
about it), whereas the "aN...goN..." pattern does freely occur. Another
advantage of separating the registers is that we can explain why the pattern
"alL...aN...goN...Pron" is not found in any register (although it is generated
by McCloskey’s and Hale’s analyses, as far as I can tell). On my analysis
such a complementizer pattern would involve a mixture of two strategies for
forming indirect relatives from two different registers. As such, this
pattern would be generated by the syntax, but would be deviant from the point
of view of register switch. There is obviously much more to be said on this
topic.

32The decision not to recognize a COMP node as well as the decision not to
distinguish the clausal nodes dominating questions, sentences, and relative
clauses is arbitrary. I will, however, continue to refer to COMP as a
position in a tree (i.e. the NP that is the left sister to §).

33Note that it would be possible to pursue an analysis in wbich goN does
receive a binding equation which appropriately limits its binding relations.
I leave this possibility open.

341 assume that the incorporated preposition ann exists as an independent
lexical item, and thst its binding equation is listed as a part of its lexical
entry. Note that we may assume that ann is dominated by a P node without any
difficulty. In particular, the binding involves the metavariable associated



with the incorporated preposition and is independent of the syntactic category
of the lexical bindee. Another possibility was mentioned in fn. 4. It is
also possible to encode the curious fact that aN must bind 2 preposition
object by placing a special diacritic om both gN and. Trmetav’ariables
associated with incorporated prepositional phrases. This fact remains,
however, completely unexplained.

351f this analysis is correct, we have evidence that a part of a binding chain
can fall under the clause of the Bounding Convention which enforces locality
conditions. It was for this reason that the account of island sensitivity
sketched in footnote (30) in which such sensitivity was characterized in terms
of metavariables rather than the empty string was suggested. This ability to
impose locality constraints on part of a binding chain is a feature of the
Bounding Convention which I do not believe can be made to follow from the
approach to subjacency taken in the EST framework.
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