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ABSTRACT

The first chapter of this thesis concerns the supposed
complementarity of reflexives and ordinary anaphoric pronouns.
It is shown that English reflexives and anaphoric pronouns are

~not in fact in complementary distribution. In the second
chapter a theory of reflexivization is characterized which is
sufficiently general so as to encompass the theorics of re-
flexivization of Lees and Klima (1963) and of Postal (1966) _
among others. Alongside of this theory, the transformational
theory of reflexivization, another theory of reflexivization is
given. According to this theory, the phrase structure theory
of reflexivization, reflexives are analyzed as possessives with
the head noun self and pronominal determiners. The transfor-
mational and the phrase structure theories of reflexivization
are then compared with each other. The third chapter considers
apparent counter-examples to the generalizations regarding re-
flexives that were established in Chapter Two. In the course
of the discussion in this chapter it is shown how cartain ap-
parently exceptional aspects of the syntax of reflexives can be
accounted for by introducing some reflexives as emphatic re-
flexives the antecedents of wnich have Subsequently been deleted.
The fourth chapter concerns the mzaning of reflexives. It is
shown that the reference of a given reflexive does not exhaus-
tively characterize its meaning and that following Frege (1892)
it is necessary to distinguish the sense of a noun phrase and
its reference as two distinct aspects of its meaning.
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CHAPTER ONE

It is widely assumed that reflexivization and pronomi-
nalization are but two aspects of one and the same syntactic
phenomenon. The basis for this assumption is the contention

that reflexives are in complementary distribution with ana-

phoric pronouns. Specifically, the contention is that the

conditions under which reflexives are associated with ante-
cedents are just those conditions under which anaphoric pro-
nouns can not b2 associated with antecedents, and conversely,
that the conditions under which reflexives can not be associated
with antecedents are just those conditions underxr whiéh anaphoric
Pronouns- are associated with antecedénts. Whatever vélidity

this contention may have for other languages;‘it is not com-

patible with the facts of English. Without examining what

the conditions are under which pronouns and reflexives are sup-

 poéed1y associated with their antecedents, one can tell that

this contention is wrong from a consideration of the two examples
(1) and (2).
'. (l)» The young woman took it upon her to head the
revolution
(2) The young woman took it uﬁon herself to head the
revolution |

Sentences (1) and (2) are identical except that (1) has the




anaphoric pronoun her where (2) has the reflexive herself. 1In
(1) the antecedent of the pronoun is the subject of the sentence
just as in (2, the antecedent of the reflexive is the subject

of that sentence. It follows that the conditions under whiéh
the anaphoric pronoun in (1) is associated with its antecedent
are the same as the conditiohs under which the reflexive in (2)
is associated with its antecedent. This, of cours=, contradicts
the contention that anaphoric pronouns and reflexives are in
complementary distribution, and the whole matter could be laid
to rest. \

However, in the case of examples similar to (1) and (2) an
analysis has been proposed according to which (1) and (2) wﬁuld
only be superficially alike and where underlyingly the conditions
‘under which the anaphoric pronoun in (1) and the reflexive in
(2) are ass§ciated with their respective antecedents are not
the same. Essentially identical proposals have been made by
Lees and Klima (1963), Hail (1965), and Chomsky (1965), among

others. Chomsky, to take one example, has argued that the

sentence I kept it near me derives from a structure of the form

I kept it S where in place of the S node a sentential phrase of

the form It is neaf me is embedded and that the sentence I aimed

it at myself derives from a structure of the form I aimed it at

".




me with no sentential embeddings. The absence of sentential

is accounted for by the fact that there is no well-formed

sentence of the form It was at me. This analysis would account
for the anaphoric pronoun in the first sentence and the reflexive
in the second, and it is plausible in the case of these two
examples. As Chomsky himself notes, however, there are examples
that seem to conflict with it. For instance, in the case of

sentence (1) there is no sentence of the form it was upon her

A

to head the revolution as this analysis would require. What is

more, even if this were not so, the proposed analysis would
imply that sentences (1) and (2), which are essentially the
sam;, are only superficially alike. Their underlying structures
would be radically different. Sentence (1) would derive from
a structure involving a sentential embedding while sentence (2)
‘Wwould derive from one that does not. In view of this, the
Proposed analysis can not be adapted to the case of sentences
(1) and (2). But if one is to reject this analysis in this
case, then one must be prepared to find another explanation for
these sentences.

In léoking at examples like (1) and (2) one finds con-
siderable Qariation from speaker to speaker with regard to the

possibility of an anaphoric pronoun and a reflexive being
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associated with an antecedent noun phrase under the same
conditions. In particular cases some speakers allow either
a pronoun or a reflexive, others allow onlyré pronoun, and
yet others only a reflexive. It is doubtful, however, that
those for whom a partiéular pair of examples such as (1) and
(2) is qﬁestionable do notvhéve other examples in the dia-
lects they speak in which a pronoun and a reflexive may al-
ternate. To account for the diversity of dialects on this
point, one might choose ad hoc markings in the 1exicai entfy
for each of these expressions indicating whether an anaphoric
pronoun or a reflexive would be-cansidered acceptable. Such
ad hoc markings are quite apprbpriate in this case, Since
they reflect the absence of a systematic variation from one
dialect.to another. This explanation for the facts of sen-
tences like (1) and (2), of course, can also be extended to
thése cases in which the analysis discﬁssed earlier does not
fail.

If one examines the specific conditions under which
anaphoric pronouns and reflexives are supposedly associated
with their respective antecedents, one finds additional evi-
dehce indicating that anaphoric pronouns are not in comple;

mentary distribution with reflexives. One can, of course,




avoid the problems that this evidence raises by amending the
conditions in question. It is nevertheless of interest to
.look at this evidence. First, however, it is necessary to
clear up some terminology.

Various terms havé been introduced to characterize the
distribution of reflexives aﬁd their antecedents, on the one
hand, and anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents, on the
other; and it is necessary to add yet another. Two con-
stituents each of which is dominated by every sentential
phrase dominating the other will be said to have the same
sentential ancestry.

The notion same sentential ancestry captures the same

facts as the notion same simplex sentence of Lees and Klima

(1963) and the notion clause mates of Postal (1968a). These

same facts can also be expressed in terms of the notion of
command of Langacker (19566=1969). In view of this prolif-
eration of terminology, some justification for this new term

is called for. 1In this paper, the term sentential phrase is

used to refer to either a sentence such as The enemy destroyed

the city or to a nominal with the internal structure of a

sentence such as Tae enemy's destruction of the city. When-

ever it is necessary to be precise, a sentence will be called
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a sentential phrase‘with a verbal head, and a nominal with
the internal structure of a sentence will be called a sen-
tential phrase with a nominal head. Sentential ancestry is
determined with reference to sentential phrases irrespective
of whether they have Verbal or nominal heads. The notions

simplex sentence, clause mates, and command, however, are

only defined in relation to sentential phrases with verbal
heads. Taking into account only sentential phrases with

verbal heads, the sentence The correspondent reported the

enemy's destruction of the city must be analyzed as a single

sentential phrase. Any two constituents of this sentence,
therefore, are in the same simplex sentence in the terminology
of Lees and Klima (1963). They are clause mates in the ter-
minology of Postal (1968a), and they command each other in
the terminology’of Langacker (1966=1969).

Taking into account, however,'both sentential phrases
with verbal heads and sentential phrases with nominal heads,
the same sentence must be analyzed as a sentential phrase with

a verbal head of the form The corregpoﬁdent reported S in

which the sentential phrase thé enemy's destruction of the city
(which has a nominal head) is embedded in pPlace of the S. The

entire sentence consists of two sentential phrasesone of which




is embedded in the other. Every constituent of the embedded
phrase is dominated by the matrix phrase as well as by the
embedded phrase. Every constituent of the matrix phrase,
however, is dominated only by the matrix phrase. Therefore,
a constituent of the métrix.phrase and a constituent of the
embedded phrase can not be séid to have the same sentential
ancestry. The significance of this difference betweéﬁ the
notion same sentential ancestry and the notions it supplants
will becone clear in Chapters Two and Three.‘.Expressed ih
terms of sentential ancestry, the specific contention re-
garding the conditions under which reflexives and anaphoric
prbnouns occur is this. 1) Reflexives are associated with
antecedents that have the same sentential ancestry as they,
while 2) anaphoric pronouns are not a550ciated.with ante-
cedents that have the same sentential ancestry as they.
Conversely, 3) reflexives ére not associated with antecedents
that do not have the same sentential ancestry as they, while
4) anaphoric pronouns are associated with antecedents that
do not have the same sentential ancestry as they. This dis-
tribution of reflexives and their antecedents, on the one
hand, and of anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents, on the

other, can be illustrated by sentences such as (3)-(6).
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(3) The old man will help himself

(4) The old man will help him

(5) The shepherd boy hopes the old man will help
himself

(6) The shepﬁerd boy hopes the old man will help
h A .

In sentence (3) the subject noun phrase the old man is

associated with the reflexive object himself as its antecedent.
Since the subject and the object of any sentence are of the
same sentential ancestry, this shows that reflexives are
associated with antecedents that have the same sentential
ancestry asvthey have. 1In sentence (4), on the other hand,

the Subject noun phrase the old man can not be associated

with the object pronoun him. This shows that anaphoric
pronouns are not associated with antecedents that have the
same sentential ancestry as they. Sentence (5) consists of a

matrix sentence The shepherd boy hopes S in which the sen-~

tential The old man will help himself is embedded in place of

the S. The embedded sentential phrase is identical to sentence
(3) and, as in the case of (3), the subject noun phrase the

old man is associated with the reflexive object himself as its

antecedent. The noun phrase the shepherd boy in the subject




of the matrix sentence, however, can not be associated with
the reflexive himself in the object of the embedded sentential

phrase as its antecedent. Since the embedded sentential phrase

'is an ancestor of the reflexive but not of the subject of the

matrix, this shows that reflexives are not associated with
antecedents that do not have the same sen tential ancestry as

they. Sentence (6) consists of the same matrix as sentence (5),

The shepherd boy hopes S, in which the sentential phrase The

old man will help him is embedded in place of the S. The em-

bedded sen?ﬁ@kial phrase is identical to sentence (4), and,

as in the case of (4), the subject noun phrase the old man can

not be associated with the object pronoun him as its antecedent.

The noun phrase the shepherd bov in the'subject of the matrix

sentence, however, can be associated with the pronoun him in
the object of the embedded sentential phrase as its antecedent.
Since the embedded sentential phrase is an ancestor of the
pronoun but not of the subject of the matrix, this shows that
anaphoric pronouns are associated with antecedents that do
not have the same sentential ancestry as £hey.

Sentences like (3)-(6) are consistent with the contention
that reflexives are associated with.antecedents that have the

same sentential ancestry as they. (Why this is so will be
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shown in Chapter Two,) fhey are also consistent with the
‘claim that refléXives are not associated with antecedents
that do not have the same sentential ancestry as they. (A
number of appafent counter-examples to this will be taken up
in Chépter Three.) 1Indeed, sentences (3)-(6) are consistent
with the claim that anaphoric pronouﬁs are associated with
antecedents that do not have the same sentential ancestry as
they. Really they are consistent with the contention that
anaphoric pronouns are not associated with antecedents that
have the same sentential ancestry as they. It is not always
the case, however, that anaphoric pronouns are not associated

with antecedents that have the same sentential ancestry as

~they. The anaphoric pronoun in sentence (1) is a case in

point.'sFor another instance, pronominal possessive determiners
can be associated with appropriate antecedent noun phrasss even
if both have the same sentential ancestry. Similarly, even
when both pronoun and antecedent have the same sentential
ancestry, possessive determiners can be associated with appro-
priate anaphoric pronouns as their antecedents. Tanis is shown
by examples like (7) and (8).

(7) The rich girl loves her husband

(8) The rich girl's husband loves her
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The noun phrase the rich girl in sentence (7) can be associated

with the pronoun her in the determiner of the noun phrase her
husband as its antecedent, just as in sentence (8) the noun

phrase the rich girl in the desterminer o the noun phrase the

rich girl's husband can be associated with the pronoun her as
its antecedent. 1In either case, the determiner in question is
a possessive determiner. 1In either case, the pronoun and the
antecedent with which it is associated appear to have the same
sententialvancestry. Hence, éentences (7) and (8) apparently
contfadict the contention that anaphoric pronouns are not
associated with antecedents that have the same sentential
ancestry as they. (It is true but irrelevant that the con-
ditions under which the pronamns in (7) and (8) are associated
with their respective antecedents do not allow reflexives to
be associated with antecedents.) Lees and Klima (1963) have
sought to avoid this apparent contradiction by postulating a
stage in the derivation of the possessive determiners in which
those determiners do not have the same sentential ancestry as
the noun phrases with which they are associated or as the
pronouns associated with them. In particular, they argue that
possessive determiners are derived transformationally from

certain embedded sentential phrases. On this analysis, sentence
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(7) can at one stage in its derivation be represented as (9)
and sentence (8) as (10).
(9) The rich girl loves the husband she has
(10).The husband the rich girl has loves her
The possessive determiner her in sentence (7)4derives from
the subject she of the sentential phrases she has embedded in

(9). This sentential phrase is an ancestor of the pronoun

She but not of the noun phrase the rich girl, which can be
associated with this pronoun or the posssssive determiner
that derives from it as an antecedent. The possessive deter-

miner the rich girl's in sentence (8) derives from the subject

of the sentential phrase the rich girl has which is embedded in

(10). This sentential phrase is an ancéstor of the noun

phrasé the rich girl but not of the anaphoric pronoun her with

which this noun phrase can be associated as an antecedent.
In this way the analysis of Lees and Klima relates the possi-

bility of associating the noun phrase the rich girl in sentence

(7) with the pronoun her in the determiner of the noun phrase

her husband to the possibility of associating the same noun

phrase in sentence (9) with the pronoun she in the subject of
the sentential phrase embedded in (9). By the same token, in

sentence (8) the analysis of Lees and Klima relates the possi-
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bility of associating the noun phrase the rich girl in the

determiner of the noun phrase the rich girl's husband with the

pronoun her to the possibility of associating the same noun
phrase in the éubject of the sentential phrase embedded in
(10) to the pronoun her in sentence (10), 1In general, this
analysis equates the possibility of associating possessive
determiners with other noun phrases and the possibility of
associating the subjects of the embedded sentential phrases
from which it derives possessive determiners with those other
noun phrases. Wnenever the subject of the embedded phrase can
be associated with a given pronoun as its antecedent, the
possessive determiner derived froﬁ it can also. Whenever the
subject of the embedded phrase can be assoclated with a given
antecedent noun phrase, the possessive determiner derived from
it can also. Consider, however, a sentence like (11).

(11) The husband she has loves the rich girl

The noun phrase the rich girl in (11) can be associated with

‘the pronoun she in the subject of the sentential phrase em-

bedded in (11). From the structure underlying sentence (11)
one can derive a sentence in which the embedded sentential
phrase has been converted into a possessive determiner in

accordance with the analysis of Lees and Klima. This sentence
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is shown in (1%).
(12) Her husband loves the rich girl
There is some dispute as to whether or not in a sentence like

(12) the object noun phrase (the rich girl in the case of (12))

can be associated with the determiner of the subject (her in

this case) as an antecedent. To the.extent that this is not
possible, the analysis that derives possessive determineré

froﬁ embedded sentential phrases breaks down. The possibility
of associating possessive determiners with other noun phrases

can not be related to the possibility of associating ﬁhe

subjects of the embedded sentential phrases from which possessive
determiners putatively derive with other nouh'phrases. The
cbnditions under which the putative soufces of possessive
determiners enter into such associations are not the same as

the conditions under which possessive determiners themselves do.
In view of this, the explanation that Lea=s and Klima give for

the apparen£ contradiction of the claim that anaphoric pronouns
are hot associated with antecedents that have the same sentential
ancestry as théy'is as controversial as the possibility of

associating the noun phrase the rich girl in sentence (12) with

the pronominal possessive determiner her as its antecadent.

Alongside of examples (3)-(6) there are certain other
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examples that have been interpreted in much the same way. In
contrast with examples (3)-(6), however, these examples are
not concerned with the possibility of associating reflexives
and anaphoric pronouns with appropriate antecedents. They are,
therefore, not primarily concerned with the interpretation of
sentences. Rather, the examples in question show a certain
correspondence betwsen reflexives and first and second person
pronouns, on the one hand, and the well-formedness or ill-
formedness of certain sentences in which they occupy object
position, on the otﬁer. In particular, they show thaﬁ whenever,
in a given sentence, é first or second person object pronoun
is associated with the equivalent subject pronoun, then the
sentence is ill-formed. Corresponding to each of these ill-
formed sentences, howaver, is a well-formed sentence in which
an appropriate reflexive takes the place of the object pronoun.
Conversely, whenever a reflexive object is not associated with

an equivalent subject, the sentence is ill-formed. Again,

- however, corresponding to each of these ill-formed sentences

is a well-formed sentence in which an appropriate personal
pronoun takes the place of the reflexive. Sentences (13) - (24)
are arranged in two columns so as to illustrate this corre-~

spondence between well-formed and ill-formed sentences.
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(sentence (13) goes with sentence (16), etc.)

(13) *I know me (16) I know myself
(14) I know you (17) *I know yourself
(15) I know him (18) *I know himself
(19) You know me (22) *You know myself
(20) *You know you (23) You know yourself
(21) You know him (24) *You know hiﬁself

In each casa where the santence in the 1eft—hénd column of
(13) - (24) is ill-formed, the corresponding sentence in the
right-hand column is wa2ll-formed; convérsely, in each case
where the sentence in the left—hand célumn is wall-formed,
the-corresponding sentence in the right-hand column is ill-
formed. This does, indeed, give the appearance that the
reflexives in the objects of the sentences in the right-hand
column are in complementary distribution with the corresponding
pronouns in the object of the sentences in the left-hand
column. Halle (1964a, 1964b), Keyser (1964), Keys=ar and Halle
(1968) suggest that this distribution of well-formed and ill-
formed senteﬁces shows that the well-form=d sentences with
reflexive objects should be derived from the structures under-
lying the ill-formed sentences which have the corresponding

pronoun instead of the reflexive. This would be done by an
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obligatory rule that substitutes the appropriate reflexive

fof the pronoun. Such a rule would account for the fact

that these structures can not show up as well-formed sentences
with a pronominal object since it obligatorily convérts each
of them into the correéponding sentence with a reflexive
object. The same rule would also accountbfor the ill-formedness
of those reflexive sentences that éorrespond to well~formed
sentences with pronominal objects. This rule, which is the
only source of reflexives, simply does not apply to the
structures underlying the well-formed sentences with pronominal
objects. 1In effect, it only applies to structures thét, but

for the fact that it does apply, would yield ill-formed sen-

- tences. There are, therefore, no underlying structures to .

which the reflexive rule might apply to derive the sentences
in question, and this accounts for théir ill-formedness.

If it were not for the fact that the ill-formedness of
sentences with first or s=scond person object pronouns can be
related to the ill-formedness of certain other sentences which
béar no relation to reflexives and for which there are no
corresponding well—férmed ref;exive sentences, the above con-

siderations would indeed be a competing argument for deriving

reflexives from personal pronouns in the way indicated above.
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Consider, however, the ill-formedness of sentences (25)-(28).

(25) *I know mne (=13)

(26) *We know me

(27) *We know us

(28) *I know us
Sentence (25), which repeats sentence (13), and sentence (27)
could both be accoﬁnted for in the way sentence (13) -was
accounted for above. Both have first person object pronouns
associated with the equivalent subject pronoun. Corresponding
to each, there is a well-formed sentence in which an appro-
priate reflexive takes the place of the object pronoun. This,
however, 1s not true of sentences (25) and (28) . Both have a
first person object pronoun associated with a first person
subject pronoun, though not the equivalent subject pronoun.
For neither of.them is there a corresponding well-formed
sentence in which a reflexive takes the place of the object
pronoun. Hence, the ill-formedness of (26) and (28) can not
be accounted for in the same terms as the ill-formedness of
sentences (25) and (27); Indead, the explanation<for the ill-

formedness of (26) and (28) is independent of the question of

~reflexives. Sentences like (26) and (28) are characterized by

the fact that they have first or second person object pronouns
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that are associated with first or second person subject
pronouns, respectively. Along the lines of sentences (26)

and (28), there are ill-formed sentences in which second
person object pronouns are associated with second person
subject‘pronouns; though in English these are no different
from the ill-formed sentences in which a secona parson object
pronoun is associated with the equivalent subject pronoun.

All have the same form as example (20). There are, of coursé,'
éo ill-formed sentences with third person object associated

with third person subject unless they are ill-formed for

. some independent reason. To account for the ill-formed

sentences with first or second person object pronouns associated

-respectively with first or sscond person subject pronouns, one

might tentatively postulate a universal constraint of which

the following formulation gives a special case. A sentence is

ill-formed whenever is subject and its direct object are aither

both first or both second person.1 This constraint as it”is

formulated covers all sentences in which a first or second

person object pronoun is associated (respectively) with a first
or second person subject pronoun, whether it is the equivalent
prénoun, as in the case of (25) and (27), or whether it is not,

as in the case of (26) and (28). This constraint, therefore,
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providés an alternétive to the approach that relates the
ill-formedness of sentences with first or second parson

object pronouns that are associated with equivalent subject
pronouns to the well-formedness of the corresponding sentences
in which the objéct pronoun has been replaced by an appropriate
reflexive. The alternative explanation that this new approach
provides relates the ill-formedness of these sentences to the
ill-formedness of all sentences with first or sescond person
6bj¢ct pronouns that are associated (respectively) with first
or second person subject pronouns. The alternative explanation
in effect supplants the original explanation. In view of this,
there is no reason for the original explanation to be retained.
In order to have a reason for retaining it, one would have to
limit the alternative explanation to just those cases to

which the original explanation does not apply. Of course, the
original explanation also took ihto account the ill-formedness
of those sentences which have reflexive objects that can not

be associated with appropriate subjects. Therefore, if one is
to dispense with it, one will have to provide an alternative

explanation for thesa facts. Just such an explanation will

~be found in Chapter Two.

It is not only true that a sentence whose subject and
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direct object agree in person is ill-formed if they are either
firét or second person, but much the same can be said about
nominals that have the internal structure of sentences. In
other words, the constraint not only applies to sentential
phrases with verbal heads but also to sentential phrases with
nominal heads. Tae nominals in (29)-(32), whose specifier
and direct object complement agree in person, show this to be
the case. : ‘ -

(29) *my knowledge of me

(30) *our knowledge of me

(31) *our knowledge of us

(32) *my knowledge of us
In view of the ill-formedness of the nominals in (29)-(32),
the constraint formulated above in terms appropriate for
examples such as (25)-(28) can be reformulated in terms that‘
are somewhat more general. Following a terminological suggestion
of Chomsky (l967=197Q) to call the determiner of a sentential
phrase with a nominal head the specifier of the nominal head,
one may call the subject of a sentential phrase with a verbal
head the specifier of the verbal head. This allows one to
reformulate the constraint in question in the following way.

A sentential phrase is ill-formed whenever the specifier of its
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head and its direct object complem=nt are either both first

person or both s=cond person. This takes account of the

ill-formedness of the sentential phrases in (29)-(32) in each
of which the Specifier of the nominal head and the direct
object complement are either both first or both s=cond person.
Furthermore, given the fact that the subject of a sentence is
the same thing as the specifier of the head of a sentential
phrase with a verbal head, this formulation of the constraint

includes the earlier formulation as a special case.
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NOTES

1. Postal (19%6a) (p. 91, n.l) already recognized that such
a constraint is needed and that it probably has the status of
a linguistic universal. Speaking of "sentences with subjects
and objects which, while not fully identical, embody common
reference to either a first or a second person element, i.e..
sentences which express meanings like 'I like us’, 'Qe like
ma', 'we inclusive like you?!, etc.%, he says:— "It is inter-
esting that in both Mohawk and English it is apparently im-
possible to find grammatical sentences which express such
meanings. It therefore sesems likely that this fact is a
universal to be reflected in the theory of grammar rather
than an ad hoc fact to be stated in particular descriptions . . .*»
(For the evidence from Mohawk, see Postal (1962, 1964a).)

Another way of accounting for the ill-formedness of
sentences (25)-(28) and other similar sentences is suggested
by the Inclusion Constraint of Postal (1968a). The inteht of
this constraint seems to be the following. A sentence is ill-
formed whenever it contains two noun phrases with the same sen-
teﬂtial ancestry which have partially or fully the same reference.
This would account for the ill-form=dness of sentences (25)-

(28) because in all of these santences the subject and the
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object noun phrases refer to the speaker (of these sentences).
Of course, in (26) and (27) the subject noun phrase and in
(27) and (28) the object noun phrase refer to other persons as
weli. The Inclusion Constraint allows one, furthermore, to
relate these facts to ihe supposed fact that the subject and
thg object noun phrases of a'given sentence can nevér be ih—
terpreted as having partially or fully the same reference,

even in the case of sentences with third person subject and

object like He knows him which are not ill—~formed. One can
see thét this consfraint must not apply to sentences with re-
flexive object noun phrases since these are interpreted as
having the same reference as the subject noun phrases and yet
these sentences are not ill-formed. Such éentencgs can be
exempted easily. One need only point to the fact that their
object noun phrases are in a morphological class by themselves.

It is not easy, however to see how sentences like Violence

‘begets violence, which to be sure are wall-formed, can be

exempted from this constraint. In sentences of this kind the
subject and object noun phrases have the same reference and
yet the object noun phrases are not in an identifiable ﬁor~
phological class by themsel&es. In view of these'cbnsidera—

tions this approach must be considered tentative.
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CHAPTER TWO
Within the framework of generativetgrammar the question
§f English reflexives has been discussed in three important
papers: Lees and Klima (1963), Postal (1966b), and Jackendoff

(1968), the relevant sections of which are repeated verbatim

in Jackendoff (1969). Lees and Klima (1963) derive a reflexive

by transformationally substituting it for one of a pair of
noun phrases that meet certain conditions of identiti. Lees
and Klima do not elaborate on these conditions; their examples,
however, show that the underlying representation of the aﬁﬁe—
cedent and the ﬁnderlying representation of the reflexive must
at least have the same syntactic properties. The derivation
of a.reflexive is obligatory in the first andmsecond person.
In the third person it is optional because here it is possible
for the underlying representations of twb noun phrases to meet
the requisite conditions of identity and yet for neither to be
the antecedent of the other. The usual example of this is a

sentence like John hates John in which the two occurrences of

the noun phrase John are 'identical'and also satisfy the other
conditions that would allow one to substitute a reflexive for
one.

Postal (1966b) imposes the same conditions on the under-

lying structure of a reflexive and its antecedent. In addition,

b e o ot ok
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however, he requires that the underlying representation of a
reflexive and the underlying representation of the antecedent
be marked for identity of reference. If a given pair of noun
phrases is not so marked, then ones can not substitute a reflexive
for one even if the underlying representations of the noun
phrases in question have the same syntactic properties. By
adding to the conditions of idéntity which a pair of noun
phrases must me=t in order for a reflexive to be substituted
for one the requirement that they be marked for identity of
reference, Postal (1966b) can make the reflexivization process
obligatory. Where a pair of noun phrases that has the same
syntactic properties and that also satisfies the other conditions
that would allow a reflexive to be substituted for one does not
undergo reflexivization, this can be accounted for by the
assumption that they were not marked for identity of reference.
In spite of their differences, the approach to the question
of reflexives of Lees and Klima (1963) and that of Postai (1966Db)
may be considered two different.formulations of one and the
same theory of reflexivization. Reflexives as such are not

present in the deep structure. A given surface structure

Areflexiée derives transformationally from an underlying noun

phrase which meets certain conditions of identity with respect
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to some other noun phrase, its antecedent. The identity con-
dition stipulates at least that the head of the underlying

representation of a reflexive and the head of the underlying

representation of its antecedent have the same syntactic

properties. Call this the transformational theory of re-
flexivization.

Jackendoff (1969) considers his approach to reflexivization

an alternative to the transformational theory of reflexivization

which he calls *'the standard generative grammar approach.' In
fact, he claims that the difference between his approach and

that of the transformational theory is 'fundamental'. In point

of fact, however, Jackendoff's approach can conceivably be

interpreted aé a notational variant of the transformational
theory of reflexivization. While it is true that his approach
differs from the usual formulations of the transformation
theory in that reflexives are in his approach not derived
transformationally, this difference is of no empirical éon—
sequence. VAccording to Jackendoff, reflexives are lexical
items. Like all lexical items they are inserted at the level
of deep structure. A rule of interpretation associates re-
flexives with potential grammatical antecedents, where a

potential grammatical antecedent is any noun phrase that can
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be the antecedent of some reflexive. As a result of this

operation, reflexives and antecedents may or may not be
properly matched. If reflexive and antecedent are properly

matched, as in a sentence like John washed himself, nothing

must be added. If they are not properly matched, however,

as in the santence John washed yourself, and if, furthermore,

they can not be properly matched, then the structure concerned
mu#t be exgluded. To do this, Jackendoff imposes an identity
condition which reflexives and their antecedents must meet.

He describes this condition as 'the obvious general convention
that coreferential noun phrases must be able to have the same
reference and thus must agree in number, perSon, and gender

as well as animacy; humanness, abstracthess, and myriad other
semantic properties'. (Jadkendoff.(l969), p. 45) The state-
ment that coreferential noun phrases must be able to have the
same reference is not a general conventlon but a tautology.
Hence, the above quotation reduces to the claim that coreferen-
tial noun phrases must agree in number, pexrson, gender, as wall
as animacy, humanness, abstractness, and other semantic features,
though not in their phonological properties. Though other in-
terpretations are also possible, one may intexpret this as

stipulating that a reflexive and its antecedent must have the
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same syntactic properties. This, of course, would be the very
identity condition that characterizes the transformational
theory of reflexivization. Hence, if this is the proper inter~
pretation of Jﬁckendoff's identity condition, then on his
analysis the well-formedness of sentences containing reflexives
is determined by the same condition as in the case of the usual
formulations of the transformational theory. On this inter-
pretation, the only difference between Jackendoff's formulation
of this theory and the usual formulations would be that in his
formulation reflexives are not derived transformationally,
though in the other formulations they are. Of course, Jacken-
doff's identity condition is open to other interpretations, in
particular, one in which a reflexive and its antecedent need
not agree in all syntactic and semantic properties. ItAseemé
certain that in stating this condition, Jackendoff was only
hand-waving, but hand-waving is not appropriate at this point.
Jackendoff depends on this condition to account for the ill-
formedness of sentences in which a reflexive can not be matched
up with an appropriate antecedent. Hence, he should have
demonstrated that this condition can both account for these
sentences and avoid the consequences of the identity condition

of the transformational theory of reflexivization. 1If his theory
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of reflexivization can not handle sentences in which reflexives
can not be associated with appropriate antecedents, then it
is observationally inadequate. If it can handle such sentences
only by imposing the same identity conditions that the trans-
formational theofy of reflexivization imposes, then this theory
is only a notational variant of the transformaﬁionél theory.
This chapter will argue for a true alternative to the
transformational theory of reflexivization. This alternative
theory, called the phrase structure of reflexivization, analyzes
English reflexives as members of a certain subset of possessives,
for which the term "restricted possessives? will be uséd.
According to ‘this conception of reflexivization, reflexives
are represented in the deep structure as possessives with the
head noun Eéig. Consequently, the underlying representation of
a reflexive and that of its antecedent need not have the same
syntactic prqperties. In fact, they would have the same prop-
erties only when the antecedent happened to have the syntactic
properties of the noun self. Inasmuch as the identity condition
imposed by the transformational theory ﬁas empirical content,
the‘transformational anqéhe phrase structure theories of re-
fiexivization are distiﬁguishable in terms of the competing

claims they make with respect to this condition.
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This chapter develops an argﬁment to choose between these
two theories. It is based on the following considerations. To
a considerable extent the syntax of English reflexives can be
accounted for by either the transformational or thebphrase
structure theory of reflexivization. While the transformational
theory is motivated by the facts about reflexives alone and does
not generalize to other syntactic phenomena, the phrase struc-
ture theory is motivated by the facts about restrictéd possessives,
quite independently of reflexives. In view of this the trans-
formational theory would appear superfluous. By analyzing re-
flexives as restricted possessives, which the grammar of English
must account for irrespective of the question of reflexives,
the phrase structure theory can account for their syntax at no

added cost. What is more, to the extent that the transformational

- and the phrase structure theories differ with respect to the
syntactic distribution they predict, the facts of English accord

'with the prediction of the phrase structure theory.

By way of introduction it is necessary to make some rather
general remarks concerning the relation between anaphoric pro-

nouns and their antecedents. Thus, in general the syntactic

well-formedness of a sentence (throughout the term well-formed-

ness, unless qualified, 1is to be understood as meaning syntactic
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well-formedness) does not depend on the possibility of as-

sociating an appropriate antecedent with any given pronoun.

The well-formedness of a sentence like He sings in the shower,

where no possible antecedent for the pronoun he is present,
illustrates this. The same point can be made with regard to
sentences containing pronouns that can possibly be associated
with appropriate antecedents; Insofar as the wall-formedness

of such sentences does not depend on this possibility, it is

not affected when the antecedent noun phrases are replaced by
otherwise suitable noun phrases that can not be associated with
these pronouns as their antecedents. For instance, in the

sentence The girl said that she was lonely, the noun phrase the

girl may be interpreted as the antecedent of the pronoun she.
The possibility of associating the pronoun with an antecedent
does not affect the well-formedness‘of this sentence. Though
putting the noun phrase the girl into the plural makesiit im-
possible to associate it with the pronoun she as its antecedent,
this does not cause ill-formedness. On the contrary, it yields

the well-formed sentence The girls said that she was lonely.

: While in general the relation of anaphoric pronouns to their

antecedents does not determine the well-formedness of a sentence,

there are instances where this is so. For example, .the possibility
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determiners of the possessives in (1)-(4) is a precondition

on the well-formedness of these sentences:

(1) The poor girl lost her mind

(2) We nodded our heads

(3) The members of the committee expressed their

support for the motion

(4) I blinked my eyes
If the antecedents of these pronouns are eliminated by re-—
placing the antecedent noun phrases with other suitable noun
- phrases éhat can not be essociated.with them as antecedents,
ill-formedness results. If, for example, one_alters the
grammatical number of the aneecedents, on2 obtains the ill-
formed structures exhibited in (5)~(8).

(5) *The poor girls lost her mind

(6) *I nodded our heads

(7) *Each member of the committee expressed their

support for the motion

(8) *We blinked my eyes
The ill-formedness of (5)-(8) sexrves to illustrate the fact
that the well-formedness of sentences (1)-(4) is partially
determined by the fact that the pronominal possessive deter-

miners in (1)-(4) can be associated with appropriate ante-
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cedents,

In order to express the fact that they do not occur freely,
this study will call bound those anaphoric pronouns that re-
quire antecedents (in the sense that the possibility of asso-
ciating them with apprbpriate antecedents is a precondition on
the well-formedness of the sﬁructures containing them). Since
pronouné which are bound are always anaphoric, they will, where

it is not necessary to be explicit, simply be called bound pro-

nouns. In addition to the usual conditions on anaphora which

for any two noun phrases specify whether one is an antecedent

of the other, bound pronouns and their antecedents must satisfy
certain other conditions that distinguish them in relation to
their antecedents from that of ordinary free anaphoric pronouns
in relation to theirs. The requirement that bound pronouns

must have antecedents which are appropriate within the relatively
broad limits set by the usual conditions on anaphora is only one
of these additional conditions. (It goes without saying that

in the case of deleted complement and imperative subjects and

in similar instances of transformational deletion the required
antecedent may not be evident_in the surface structure.) A
number of other conditions will be mentioned later on in this

chapter.
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That each bound pronoun is associated with an appropriate
antecedent can be ensured if the pronoun is derived from its
antecedent as a copy. A copying procedure allows one to ac-
count for the well-formedness of (l)-(4) as contrasted with
the ill-formedness of (5)-(8) in the following way. In the
deep structure the determiners of the possessives are left
unspecified (except)for the specification that they are pos-
sessive determiners). The copying procedure later substitutes
a bound pronoun for these determiners. 1In this way one gén-
erates ;entences (1)-(4) with the appropriate possessive de-
terminers. On the other hand, sentences (5)-(8) can not be
generated because in these sentences the determiners of the
possessives have no source. X

There are a number of ways in which this proposal can be
implemented. For instance, a copying transformation could re-
produce the antecedent in full and then submit its output to
pronominalization. Certain general conditions on the operation
of transformations would have the effect of imposing suitable
restrictions on the relation of the copies to their sources
reflecting (in a way to be shown later in this chapter) the
additional conditions that specifically characterize the re-

lation of bound pronouns to their antecedents. The subsequent
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derivation of the pronominal forms by the ordinary pronominali-
zation process would account for the properties'that are
characteristic of all anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents
such as the relative linear order of pronouns and antecedents
and the morphological Shape of the pronoﬁns. One can easily
imagine equivalent procedures to derive bound pronouhs. For
instance, if at some stage of their derivation pronouns are
represented as determiners, as Postal (1966b) has sugéésted,
then bound pronouns could be derived by copying the determiners
of their antecedents at the appropriate stage, obviating the
need for subsequent pronominalization. Since the operation

of any copying transformation is governed by certain general
conditions that have the effect of imposing suitable restrictions
on the relation of the constituents it copies to the copies it
yields, the operation of this copying transformation would also
reflect the coﬁditions that characterize the relation between
bound anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents. As long as

the derivation of bound pronouns involves the copying of a
portion of their antecedents, the actual formulation of the
procedure that does this does.not materially affect the
discussion in this chapter.

Such a copying procedure, whatever its proper formulation,
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is not restricted to copying subject pronouns as in examples

(1)-(4). consider, for instance, sentence (9).

(9) The rich man met the poor girl on her way home
The well-formedness of sentence (9) depends on the possibility
of associating an appropriate antecedent with the pronoun her

in the determiner of the possessive noun phrase her way home.

The antecedent is in this case the object noun phrasé'the‘poor )
girl. Substituting for it a suitable noun phrase that is not
an»appropriate antecedent for the determiner of the posseésive,
one obtains an ill-formed sentence like (10), for example.

(10) *The rich man met the poor girls on her way home
The fact that the pronominal determiner of the possessive in
sentence (9) must be associated with an appropriate antecedent
shows that it is a bound anaphoric pronoun and that the kind
of copying procedure under consideration is the a?propriéte
device to derive it.

There are similar examples in which both the subject noun

~ phrase and the object noun phrase are appropriate antecedents

for the bound pronoun in the determiner of the possessive,
Sentence (11) is an example of this kind and, as one can.see,
it is possible in this sentence to associate this pronoun with

either antecedent.
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(11) The rich girl met the poor girl on her way home
Theré are other examples where the antecedent 6f a bound ana~
phoric pronoun must be either a subject or an dbject noun
phrase even where in other respects both of them are appropriate

antecedents. For example, in the sentence The rich girl took

the poor girl at her word, the possessive her word is a re-

stricted possessive. Both the subject noun phrase the rich

girl and the object noun phrase the poor girl are appropriatév

antecedents of the anaphoric pronoun her in the determiner of
the possessive. In this sentence, however, it is not possible
to associate the subject noun phrase with this prﬁnoun as its
antecedent. Instead, only the object pronouﬂ'can be associéted
with it as its antecedeht.v Much the same can be said for the

sentence The rich girl gave the poor girl her word. Both

subject and object noun phrases are appropriate antecedents

for the pronominal determiner of the possessive noun phrase

her word. 1In this case, however, it is not possible to associate
the object noun phrase with the’pronoun in question as its
antecedent. Instead, it takes the subject noun phrase as its
antecedent,

It has already been said that bound anaphoric pronouns and

- their antecedents are set apart from free anaphoric pronouns
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and their antecedents because they must satisfy certain con-~
ditions that free anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents
need not satisfy. One of these conditions has to do with the
nodes dominating reflexives and the antecedents with which they
are associated. It is obvious that there is at least one node
dominating any pair of nodes that are parﬁ of the same structure,
if neither of them dominates the other. In particular, this
is true of two noun phrases, one of which is an anteceﬁent of
fhe other. Though in general there are no conditions on the
nodes dominating a given noun phrase and the antecedent noun
phrase with which it is associated (at least not as long as
the antecedent is to the left of the pronoun), bound anéphoric
pronouns and their antecedénts must indeed satisfy such a
condition. The ili—formedness of (9) reflects a vioiation of
this condition.

(12) *The young woman hopes that the poor man won't

lose her mindk |

Given the usual assumptions about sentential structuré, the
structure underlying the sentential phrase embedded in (9) can

be represented informally as The poor man won't lose her mind.

The bound pronoun her in (12) is a constituent of the embedded

sentential phrase as well as of the matrix sentence. The subject




N

40

of the matrix sentence the young woman is a constituent of

that sentence alone. (The subject of the embedded sentential

phrase the poor man can be excluded from consideration because

it is not an appropriate antecedent of the bound pronoun under

any conditions.) The sentence The young woman hopes that the

poor man won't lose her dogq duplicates the syntactic conditions

of (12) excepting that the pronoun is not bound. One can see

that under these syntactic conditions the noun phrase the young

woman can be associated with a free but not a bound occurrence

of the anaphoric pronoun her as its antecedent. It follows that
the ill-formedness of (12) is evidence of a condition on bound
anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents, which ordinary free
anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents nead not satisfy.
Example (12) shows that it is not'possiblebto associate a bound
pronoun with an antecedent that is not a constituent of every
sentential phrase containing the bound pronoun. But this is
only one aspect of the condition on the nodes dominating bound
pronouns and their antecedents that is under considerétion here.
Another aspect of this condition is illustrated by the ill-
formedness of example (13).

(13) *The man who found the poor girl lost her mind

This sentence may, on the usual assumptions about sentential
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structure, be analyzed as a matrix sentence of the form The man

S lost her mind with the relative clause who found the poor

girl embedded in place of S. The noun phrase the poor girl is

a constituent of the embedded sentential phrase as well as a
constituent of the matrix sentence. The bound pronoun her, on

the other hand, is a constituent of the matrix sentence alone.

The noun phrase the poor girl can not be associated with the
bound anaphoric pronoun her as its antecedent, though under the
same syntactic conditions it could be associated with a ffee
occurrence of the same proﬁoun as an antecedent. One can see

this in a sentence like The man who found the poor girl lost

her purse which duplicates the syntactic conditions of (13)
except for the fact that it has a free anaphoric pronoun in
place of the bound anaphoric pronoun in (13). Sentence (13)

itself is ill-formed because it is not possible to associate

the bound anaphoric pronoun in it with an appropriate antecedent.

Example (13) shows that it is not possible to associate a

bound pronoun with an antecedent that is a constituent of a

sentential phrase that does not contain the bound pronoun. The

earlier example (9) showed that it is not possible to aséociate

a bound pronoun with an antecedent that is not a constituent of

a sentential phrase that contains the bound pronoun. In other
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words, a bound pronoun must be contained in each sentential
phrase that contains its antecedent and its antecedent must
be contained in each sentential phrase that contains the
pfonoun. From this it follows that every sentential phrase
containing one must aléo contain the other. A given pair of
constituents that meet this condition will be said to have
the same sentential ancestry.

The transformational copying procedure postulateé as a
source for bound pronouns allows one to relate this condition
on the sentential ancestry of bound anaphoric pronouns and
their antecedents to a more general condition formulated by
Chomsky (1965). Chomsky's condition which will be called the
insertion}prohibitipn stipulates "that no morphological
material . . . can be introduced into a configuration dominated
by S once the cycle of transformationél rules has already com-
pleted its application to this configuration . . ." Together
with other conditions, this condition restricts the operation
of the copying procedure which introduces bound pronouns in
such a way that these pronouns and their antecedents satisfy

‘the condition on their sentential ancestry. No special re-
strictions need be'imposed on the copying procedure. Because

of the insertion prohibition, the copying procedure, when
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applying to a particular sentential phrase So' can not cause
a bound pronoun to be inserted into a sentential phrase which
is embedded in S . The cycle of transformational rules will
already have applied to such a phrase. 1In this way, the
insertion prohibition explains why the copied constituent
from which a bound pronoun derives can not be in a sentential
phrase which is embedded in the phrase that contains the con-
stituent that is copied. |

The fact that the constituesnt that is copied, the'ante—
cedent, can not be in a sentential phrase which is embedded
in the phrase to which the copying procedure applies might be
explained by a generalization that was stated by Ross (1967)§
"Any rule whose structural.index is of the form . . . A Y, and
whose structural change specifies that A is to be adjoined to
the right of ¥, is upward bounded." The transformational
process that produces bound pronouns has the effect of moving
a copy of a constituent A that is followed by a string of
variable length Y to the other side of Y. Inasmuch as it is

possible to analyze this procedure in such a way that it is not

 exempt from Ross' generalization because it leaves the constituent

copied intact, Ross’ generalization would apply. This would

have the effect of imposing the appropriate restriction on
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the operation of this procedure since for a rule to be upward

bounded means that it can not extract a constituent contained

in a sentential phrase that is embedded in the phrase to which
the ?rocedure applies.

There is a condition on the antecedents of bound anaphoric
pronouns stipulating that they may not be possessivé determiners
and single coordinate conjuncts. This is another condition
that must be satisfied by the antecedents of bound anéphoric
pronouns, though not by the antecedents of free anaphoricA

pronouns. For instance, in a sentence like The rich girlls

husband wasted her monsy, the noun phrase the rich girl, which

in this case is a possessive determiner, can be associated with
the free anaphoric pronoun her as its antecedent. Similarly,

in a sentence like The rich girl and the gambler wasted her

money, where the noun phrase the rich girl is a single coordinate

conjunct, it can be associated with the free occurrence of the
pronoun her as its antecedent. In view of this the ill-formedness
of (14) and (15), which duplicate the syntactic conditions of
these sentences except that the anaphoric pronouns in question

are bound, is evidence of further restrictive conditions which

the antecedents of bound anaphoric pronouns must satisfy in

addition to the conditions which the antecedents of any ana-
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phoric pronoun must satisfy.
(14) *The rich girl's husband lost her mind
115) *The rich girl and the pauper lost her mind

Though the noun phrase the rich girl, which in (14) is a

possessive determiner,‘is an appropriate antecedent for a
free occurrence of the anaphéric pronoun her, it can not in
this case be associated with the bound occurrence of that
pronoun as its required antecedent. In (14) the condition
requiring that bound anaphoric pronouns have antecedents is
not satisfied. Similarly, the single coordinate conjunct

the rich girl in (15), though in other respects an appropriate

antecedent, does not fulfill the function of'the required
antecedent in this senfence.

There is another condition that requires that the ante-
cedent of a bound pronoun be a constituent. Two or more noun
phrases that are not a constitﬁent can not be associated with
a bound pronoun as its antecedent. This is another condition
that must be satisfied by the antecedents of bound anaphoric
pronoﬁns though not by the antecedents of anaphoric pronouns as
such. The ill-formedness of (16) is due to a violation of this

restriction.
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(16) *The rich girl found the friendly gentleman on
their way home

The two noun phrases the rich girl and the friendly gentleman

are not a constituent in (16). They do not fulfill the function
of the required anteceaent of the bound occurrence of the
pronoun their in this sentenée. Under the same syntactic
conditions, however, they can be associated with a free occur-
rence of that pronoun as a valid antecedent, as, for instance,

in the sentence The friendly gentleman showed the rich gifl

their new home. The restriction on the antecedents of bound

pronouns that the illeormedness of (16) reflects is explained
by the copying procedure that has been postulated as the source-
of such pronouns. Like all transformations, the copying trans-
formétion that is a part of this procedure operates on con-
stituents. It can not copy two or more noun phrases that are
not jointly a single constituent. Hence, it does not allow a
sentence like (16) to be generated.

It can be observed that the antecedent of a bouna anaphoric
pronoun is always to its left, while the antecedent of a free
anaphoric pronoun may under certain conditions be to its'right
as wellf This is not evidence for another restrictive condition

that is satisfied by bound anaphoric pronouns and their ante-

-
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cedents but not satisfied by free anaphoric pronouns and their
antecedents. Rather, when an anaphoric pronoun and its ante-
cedent both have the same sentential ancestry, the antecedent
must be to the left of the pronoun with which it is associated.
This condition must be‘satisfied by all anaphoric pronouns
whether they are bound or frée. It is this condition on the
relative linear order of anaphoric pronouns and their ante-

cedents that allows the noun phrase the rich lady to be asso-

ciated as an antecedent with the pronoun her in the determiner

of the possessive her husband in (17) and the object pronoun

her in sentence (19), but not with the subject pronoun she in

sentence (18) and not with the pronoun her in the determiner

of the possessive her husband in (20), %because in (17) and (19)
this noun phrase is to the left of the prohoun but not in (18)
and (20)).

(17) The rich lady loves her husband

(18) She loves the rich lady's husband

(19) The rich lady’s husband loves her

(20) Her husband loves the rich lady
In each of (17)-(20) the anaphoric pronoun is free and does not
require an antecedent. Consequently, in sentences (18) and (20)

the absence of an appropriate antecedent, in particular, an -
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antecedent that is to the left of the pronoun, does not
affect well-formedness. In sentence (21), however, the
pronoun her is bound and therefore requires an appropriate
antecedent. The fact that there is no noun phrase that satis-
fies the condition on the relative linear order of anaphoxric
pronouns and their antecedents causes a violation.
(21) *Her mind was lost by the poor girl
- Most of the facts about reflexives discussed beloﬁ
can be accommodated by either the phrase structure or the
transformational theory of reflexivization. The mechanisms
that the phrase structure theory requires to account for these
facts, however, must be a part of any grammar, in particular,
one that embodies the tranéformational theory of reflexivization,
because they are motivated by cpnsiderations that are independent
of the question of reflexives. Hence, a grammar that embodies
the transformational theory of reflexivization properly includes
the phrase’structure theory of reflexivization. The following

considerations show this. Take, for instance, such expressions

as to crane one's neck in a sentence like (22).

(22) The gentleman craned his neck
The verb crane in this sentence has an object noun phrase con-

sisting of the restricted possessive his neck. The determiner
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of this possessive is redundant. It is not as such represented
in the structure underlying this sentence. Rather, it is sub-
sequently derived by the process by which the determiners of
all restricted possessives are derived. The important point
about sentence (22) is‘that the verb to crane takes a restrictéd
possessive with the head nouﬁ neck as its unique object. The
lexical entry for this verb must indicate that the head of the
object noun phrase must be the noun nack. Sentences iike (22)
must be accounted for by any grammar of English, irrespecﬁive
of how it treats reflexives. Ndw consider sentence (23) which
is an example of an obligatory reflexive, a sentence whose
verb uniquely takes a reflexive object.

(23) The defendent perjured himself
In the phrase structure theory of reflexivization this is ~
another instance of the syntactic phenomenon illustrated by
sentence (22) above: A verb taking a restricted possessive
with a given head noun, self in this case, as its unique object.
To account for examples like (23), a grammar that derives re-
flexives according to the transformational theory of reflexivi-
zation has no recourse to this device, even though it doés con-
tain the syntactic mechanisms required. On the assumptions of

the transformational theory, the underlying representation
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of a reflexive and its antecedent must meet certain conditions
of identity. Consequently, if a particular verb requires a
reflexive object the antecedent of which must be the subject
of the sentence in question, then in the underlying structure
this verb must allow aé many different objects as it can have
subjects. To account for the fact that in sentences like (23)°
the object is always a reflexive that has the subject as its
antecedent, this theory must ensure that the subject and the
object of these sentences always satisfy the conditions of
identity that characterize it. To this end, it has been pro-
posed that in these sentences the object be derived from the
subject by a copying rule.v This rule would dnly apply in the
case of obligatory reflexives, and it does not genaralize to
any other cases. The output of this rule is subsequently sub-
mitted to reflexivization. Insofar as it accounts for obligatory
reflexives, there is nothing wrong with this analysis. The facty
however, that the analysis which the phrase structure theory
imposes on obligatory reflexives is available in a érammar that
embodies the transformational theory of reflexivization makes
this analysis superfluous.

Turning to productive cases one can observe that reflexives

and their antecedents satisfy the same conditions that bound
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anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents do. Well-formedness
requires that each reflexive be associated with an appropriate
antecedent. Thé reflexive and its antecedent must have the
samé sentential ancestry. The antecedent may not be a pos-
séssive determiner or éingle coordinate éonjunct. The ante-
cedent must be a constituentvand it must be to the left of
the reflexive with which it is associated. 1In the paragraphs
to follow, thess properties of reflexives and their ante-
cedents will be examined one by one, and it will be shown'
how in each case the transformafional and the phrase structure
theories of reflexivization can account for them.

As in the case of bound pronouns, consideration 6f well-
formedness requiré that every reflexive be associated with an
appropriate antecedent. For instance, in éentence (24) the

noun phrase the poor girl is the antecedent of the reflexive

herself.

(24) The poor girl hurt herself
If one eliminates from a sentence containing a reflexive any
noun phrase that might serve as its antecedent, one obtains
an ill-formed structure. In the particular case of senténce

(24), if one eliminates the antecedent of the reflexive by

putting it into the plural, then one obtains the ill-formed
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sentence given in (25).

(25) *The poor girls hurt herself
In sentence (25) there is no noun phrase that can be associated
with the reflexive as its antecedent. Thus, the ill-formedness
of this example shows £hat the wall-formedness of sentences
containing reflexives dependé on the possibility of associating
them with appropriate antecedents. The requirement that each
reflexive be associated with an appropriate antecedent can
be accounted for in the following ways.

In the transformational apéroach to reflexivization,
reflexives are not present in the deep structure. The trans-—
formational process by whigh they are derivedAapplies to a
pair of noun phrases thaﬁ meet certain conditions of identity
with respect to each other. One of these, the antecedent, is
left unchanged. For the other, an appropriate reflexive is
substituted. 1In the absence of a suitable pair of noun phrases,
no reflexive is derived. Tae phrase structure theory of re- |
flexivization, on the other hand, interprets the requirement
that every reflexive be associated wiéh an appropriate»ante-'
cedentlas a condition on the bound pronouﬁ in the determiner
of a restricted possessive and the antecedent of that pronoun.

Reflexives, on this analysis, are represented as restricted
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possessives. Their head is self and in the deep structure
their determiner is unspecified (except for the specification
that it bz a possessive determiner). Subsequently, a copying
procedure substitutes a bound pronoun for this unspecified
determiner. On this ahalysis the antecedent associated with
a given reflexive is, strictly_speaking, the antecedent ofv
the bound4pronoun that is the determiner of the reflexive.
This pronoun is necessarily essociated with an appropfiate
antecedent by virtue of the copying procedure that derives it
from its antecedent. In the absence of an antecedent, the
unspecified determiner wihich appears in the underlying repre-
sentation of a reflexive remains unspecified, eventually
causing the entire structufe to be rejected.

In effect, this analysis eqpates the syntax of a sentence

<

like The poor girl lost her mind (=1) and the syntax of the

~ sentence The poor girl hurt herself (=24) . One might objeect

to this by pointing out that sentences such as (1) are stressed

like the sentence The poor girl lost the race with main stress

on the object while sentences such as (24) are stressed like

//’
the santence The poor girl hurt him with main stress on the

verb, and that in general restricted possessives (excluding re-

flexives) are stressed like fully specified noun phrases while
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reflexives are stressed like proﬁouns. Viewed in their proper
perspective these observations do not set reflexives apart

from restricted possessives as such. Not only reflexives are
stressed like proﬁouns but, as Chomsky (1955) points out, under
certain conditions such fully specified noun phrases as Eeople‘

are. Just as the stress profile of the sentence The poor girl:

lost the race contrasts with the stress profile of the sentence

The poor girl hurt him, so the stress profile of Hard work

matures the mind and Adversity strengthens the charactexr, con-

trasts with the stress profile of Hard work matures people and

Adversity strengthens people. Whatever the property that pro-

nouns, reflexives, and nouns like people under the conditions -
illustrated by these examples have in common and that sets them
apart from other noun phrases that do not have this property,
this property happens ﬁo cut across the set of restricted pos-
sessives in such a way that it isolates reflexives. This dis-
tinction which cuts across the entire set of noun phrases does
not constitute an objection to the claim that reflexives are
restricted possesgives.

Incidentally, the phrase structure theory of reflexives
readily accounts for the fact that reflexives have their main

stfess on their final syllable or what on this analysis is their
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head noun rather than on their initial syllable, as one would
expect if they had no internal structure. Since noun phrase
determiners in English are generally proclitic, the main stress
of a reflexive must be on its head noun. The position of stress
in reflexives follows from general facts about the position of
stress in noun phrases. It is not given as an inherent property
of English reflexives, as Barbara Strang (1962) would have it.

Certain other facts that might be interpreted aslconflicting
with the analysis that the phrase structure theory of reflexivi-
zation imposes on reflexives will be examined at the end of
this chapter.

In the example of sentence (24) it was the subject noun
phrase that was associated with the reflexive as its antecedent,
and for many languages, such as German for example, this is
the rule with reflexives. English reflexives, however, may
also be associated with antecedent noun phrases that are not
in subject position,as one can see in example (26).,

(26) The rich man talked to the poor girl about
herself |

The noun phrase the poor girl which is the antecedent of the

reflexive herself in the about phrase in sentence (26) is a

prepositional object and not a subject. The possibility of
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associating a reflexive with an antecedent that is not a
subject noun phrase does not pose any problems for the trans-
formational theory of reflexivization. Indeed, to restrict
the antecedents of reflexives to subject noun phrases one
would have to impose additional conditions on the reflexivi-
zation procedure as conceived by this theory. Nor does the
possibility of having antecedents that are not subject noun
phrases associated with reflexives pose any problems for the
phrase structure theory of reflexivizatibn. On the assumptions
of this theory, the antecedent of a reflexive is, strictly
speaking, the antecedent of the determiner of a restricted
possessive with the head noun self. That the antecedent of
the determiner of a restricted possessive need not be a sub-

ject noun phrase was shown by examples like The rich man met

the poor girl on her way home(=9). It is, however, not the

case that, as example (26) might suggest, the antecedent of
a reflexive must be the first noun phrase to its left. This
can be seen in an example like (27) which has a reflexive that
is associated with the subject noun phrase and not the preposi-
tional object.

(27) The rich man talked with the poor girl about

himself
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Inasmuch as it is possible to associate a reflexive in the
about phrase with an antecedent noun phrase in the prepositional
object or with an éntecedent noun phrase in subject poéition,
it is possible to construct an example like (28) in which
either noun phrase may be associated with the reflexive as its
antecedent.

(28) The rich girl talked to the poor girl about

herself |

The interpretation of (28) is ambiguous in that either the

noun phrase the rich girl or the noun phrase the poor girl may

be associated with the reflexive as its antecedent. The pos-
sibility of such an ambiguity does not exist in those languages
in which the antecedents associated with reflexives are invari-
ably subject noun phrases. For instance, in German the two
interpretations of (28) are expressed by two distinct sentences,
namely (29) and (30).
(29) Die reiche Frau hat mit der armen Frau ueber
sie gesprochen
(30) Die reiche Frau hat mit der armen Frau ueber
sich gesprochen .

Ih sentence (29) it is possible to associate the noun phrase

der armen Frau in the prepositional object though not with the
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noun phrase die reiche Frau in the subject with the anaphoric

pronoun sie as its antecedent. In sentence (30), on the other

hand, it is the subject noun phrase die reiche Frau and not

the noun phrase der armen Frau in the prepositional object

that is associated with the reflexive sich as its antecedent.
It has already been pointed out that another property
with respect to which the syntax of reflexives resembles the
syntax of bound pronouns concerns the sentential anceétry of
reflexives and their antecedents. Just as bound anaphorié
pronouns, reflexives must be associated with antecedent noun
phrases that have the same séntential ancestry as they do.
Consider, for instance, the ill—formed sentence shown in (31).
(31) *Each candidate hopes the convention will
nominate himéelf |
According fo the usual assumptions about sentential structure:
the sentential phrase embedded in (31) can be represented in-

formally as The convention will nominate himself. It is

obvious that the reflexive himself is a constituent of the
embedded sentential phrase and, indirectly, of the matrix

sentence. The noun phrase each candidate is a constituent of

the matrix sentence and not of the sentential phrase embedded

in it. (The noun phrase the convention does not enter into the
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discussion because it is not an appropriate antecedent of the
reflexive himself under any conditions.) Though the noun

phrase each candidate is otherwise an appropriate antecedent

of the reflexive himself, example (31) is ill-formed. This is
because it is not possible to associate the reflexive with an
antecedent that does not have the same sentential ancestry.
Much the same can be said with reference to the ill-formed
sentence in example (32). |

(32) *That the poor girl won pieased herself
On the usual assumptions about sentential structure, sentence

(32) can be analyzed as a matrix sentence of the form That S

pleased herself where in place of S the sentential phrase The

poor girl won is embedded. The noun phrase the poor girl is a

constituent of the embedded sentential phrase as well as a con-
stituent of the matrix sentence. The reflexive herself is a
constituent of the matrix sentence alone. Though the noun

phrase the poor girl is othexrwise an appropriate antecedent of

the reflexive herself, in (32) this noun phrase can not be as-
sociated with the reflexive as its antecedent because a re-.
flexive and its antecedent must have the same sentential an-
cestry. Since it is not possible to associate the reflexive

with an appropriate antecedent, sentence (32) is ill-formed.
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Both the transformational and the phrasebstructure theory
of reflexivization allow one to relate the condition that a
reflexive and its antecedent must have the same sentential an-
cestry to the insertion prohibition. To do this within the
framework of the transformational theory, it is necessary to
formulate the reflexivization procedure in such a way that it
involves the introduction of new morphological material. The
reflexivization procedure as it is formulated by Choméky (1965),
for instance, introduces the new morpholégical elementqgglg.
This new element can not be insexted into a sentential phrase
that is embedded in the phrase on which the reflexivization
transformation applying cyclically is operatihg, because the
cycle of transformational rules will already have applied to
the embedded phrase. The phrase structure theory of reflexivi-
zation interprets the restriction on the sentential ancestry of
reflexives and their antecedents as a restriction on the sen-
tential ancestry of bound pfbnouns and their antecedents. Re-
fiexives are represented as restricted possessives with the
head noun self and an unspecified determiner. Later the éontenté
of the determiner are specified by a copying transformation,

This transformation which is assumed to apply cyclically is

restricted in its operation by the insertion prohibition. When
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applying to a particular seqtential phrase, the copying trans-
formation can not insert a copy into a sentential phrase that
is embedded in the particular phrase to which it is applying.
(Whenever the determiner of a restricted possessive is not
specified, the structufe containing it is eventually rejected.)
Both in the transformational and the phrase structure
theory one can appeal to the insertion prohibition to ensure
that reflexives and their antecedents have the same sentential
ancestry, because in either theory the pfocess by which re-
flexives are derived is subject to this constraint. In order
for the insertion prohibition to apply, however, it was necessary
eo assume that this process is cyclical. This assumption can
be moiivated by the following considerations. Once a reflexive
has been derived, it is necessary to prevent the relative
linear order of the reflexive and its antecedent from being
inverted by certain rules but not by certain othexrs. On the
one hand, the relative linear oxder of a reflexive and its
antecedent may be inverted by the rule of verb phrase pre-
posing. Given a structure like (33) the rule of verb phrase
preposing mey apply to its second conjunct, the sentential

phrase she did hurt hexself, to derive the sentence shown in

(34).
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(35) The young lady said she would hurt herself
and she did hurt herself
(34) The young lady said she would hurt herself
and hurt herself she did
Since in either theory’the process by which reflexives are
derived operates in a left to right fashion from the ante-
cedent to the reflexive (or other restricted possessive), it
is necessary for the antecedent of a reflexive to be to its
left at the point it is derived. Therefore, the rule of §erb
phrase preposing which may have the effect of placing the ante-
cedent of a reflexive to the right of the reflexive it is
associated with must in either of the theorieé follow the rule
or rules by which reflexives are derived.

On the other hand, once‘a reflexive has been derived, it
is not possible for the relative linear order of the reflexive
and its antecedent to be invertéd by certain other rules with—
out causing a violation. For instance,‘if after the reflexive
in sentence (24) has been derived the passivization process
were to apply to this sentence, then fhe ill-formed sentence
shown in example/(35) would result,

(35) *Herself was hurt by the poor girl

One can avoid this consequence by ordering the passivization
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process, so that it precedes the derivation of reflexives.
Whenever the péssivization process and the procedure by which
reflexives are derived apply to the same sentential phrase and
therefore on the same cycle, as they do in the derivation of
sentence (35), then paésivization must precede the derivation
of reflexives. |

The process of passivization is known to be cyclical.
Since it must precede the process that derives reflexives
whenever both apply on the same cycle,thé process that derives
reflexives must be either cyclical itself or else last cyclical
or post-cyclical. To further narrow down the possibilities
consider éjsentence like (36).

(36) No one was expected to hurt himself

Sentence (36) consists of a matrix sentence No one expected S

with the complement phrase to hurt himself embedded in place of

the S. In the structure underlying this 'sentence the embedded
complement phrase had és a subject the nouh phrase no one, the
derived subject of the matrix sentence. As such it was the
grammatical antecedent of the reflexive in the complement noun
phrase. Once this noun phrase has been extracted from the com-
plement, it fails to meet the condition on the sentential an-

cestry of reflexives and their grammatical antecedents. There-
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fore, the reflexive must be derived prior to this. Subsequently,
however, this noun phrase may undergo the passivization process
as example (36) shows. It follows that in particular deriva-
tions reflexives must be derived before the passivization
process applies. Thié rules out post-cyclical ordering as a
possibility for the process by which reflexives arebderived,
since in these derivations reflexives are derived prior to
the cyclical passivization process. ILast cyclical oréering
can also>be ruled out, because in examplé (36) the reflexive
is derived in an embedded sentential phrase and, therefore, it
can not possibly occur on the last cycle. The only remaining
possibility is that reflexives are derived by a cyclical
process.

The rule of verb phrase preposing, which may follow the
derivation of a reflexive, inverting the relative linear
order of the reflexive and its antecedent without producing a
violation, is according to the analysis of Emonds (1970) a root
transformation. Indeed, it appears that all root transformations
may follow the derivation of reflexives, without producing
vioiations when they invert the relative linear orxder of a
reflexive and its antecedent. The passivization process, on

the other hand, which may also cause the relative linear orderx
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of a reflexive and its grammatical antecedent to be inverted
msy not follow the derxivation of reflexives. The rule ox
rules involved in passiviZation are on Emonds' analysis
structure preserving and it seems that all structure pre-
serving transformations must precede the derivation of re-
flexives in order not to produce violations by inverting the
relative linear order of a given reflexive and its antecedent.
The derivation of reflexives is itself a structure prsserving
process. On the assumptions of the transformation theory of
reflexivization the derivation of reflexives is effected by
substituting a reflexive for an underlying constituent that
meets certain conditions of identity with respect to the re-
flexive. On the other hand, the copying procedure of the
phrase structure theory substitutes an apbropriate form for
the unspecified determiner of a restricted possessive with the
head noun self. This substitution is also structure preserving.
To motivate the insertion prohibition, Chomsky (1965)
draws on the formulation of the transformational procedure to
derive reflexives mentioned abo§e. Though the results of the
present study conflict with such a formulation, this is not
damaging to the insertion prohibition. In particular, the for-

mulétion of the derivation of reflexives in the way outlined in

J
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this chapter is consistent with the insertion prohibition.
So are the rules given in Dougherty (1968) to derive a sentence

like The candidates attacked each other from the structure

undérlying the sentence Each candidate attacked the other by

moving each from the noun phrase each candidate to the noun

phrase the other. Kayne (1969) has found that in French the
insertion prohibition suitably restricts the movement of tous
and meme so that no special restrictions need be put an the
transformations involved. Furthermore, Ehe restrictions on
the movements of enclitics in Serbo—Croatian discussed by
Browne (1967) can be interpreted from this point of view.

While positive evidence for the insertion prohibition is
mounting, counter—examples‘to it are, for independent reasons,
being reanalyzéd in terms that are compatible with it. For
instance, the complementizer placement transformation, which
has the effect of inserting an appropriate complementizer into
a sentential phrase to which the cycle of transformational
rules has already applied, would constitute a serious counter-
example to the insertion prohibition. Bresnan (1970) has shown,
howevér, that complementizers_must be generated in the base and
that there is no need for a rule that inserts complementizers

in the way described.
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Returning to the discussion of the parallelism between

the sYntax of reflexives and the syntax of restricted pos-
sessives, one can observe that as in the case of bound pronouns,
thére are several conditions that 1limit the set of possible
antecedents of reflexives. For one, the antecedents of re—
flexives may not be possessive determiners or singlé coordinate
conjuncts. This requirement is illustrated by the ill-formedness
of sentences (37) and (38).

(37) *The little girl's father hurt hexrself

(38) *The little girl and the friendly gentleman

hurt herself

Though the noun phrase the little girl as such is an appropriate

antecedent of the reflexive herself, as a possessive determiner
or a»single coordinate conjunct it can not function as the
required antecedent of a reflexive.

Particular formulations of the transformation theory of
reflexivization have attempted to accommodate this restriction
on antecedents. Within the framework of the‘phrase structure
theory no explanation has been attempted and none will be
offéfed here. The fact that onctheory has been developed so
as to provide an explanation»for this restriction and the other

has not does not constitute an advantage of the one over the
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other. The exclusion of possessive determiners and single
coordinate conjuncts from the set of possible antecedents of
bound.anaphoric pronouns must be accounted for irrespective of
the question of reflexives. Whatever the explanation of this
exclusion might be, the phrase structure theory appeals to it
te explain why possessive determiners and single coordinate
conjuncts are not possible antecedents of reflexives.:

Furthermore, it is required that the antecedent ef a re-
flexive be analyzable as a single constituent. Sentence (39)
is ill-formed becauee it fails te meet this condition.

(39) *The young lady showed the gentleman themselves
Violations of this kind illustrated by sentence (39) have not
been discussed within the eontext of the transformational
theory of reflexivization. No explanation consistent ﬁith this

framework has been offered and no such explanation will be sup-

plied here. Within the phrase structure theory this kind of

violation is explained by the condition requiring that the

antecedent of a bound pronoun be analyzable as single constituent.

On the assumptions of this theory, reflexives are represented
as restricted possessives with the head noun self and a de-
terminer that is initially unspecified. A transformational

copying procedure later specified the contents of these deter-
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miners by substituting bound pronouns. Like all transformations,
the copying transformation that 1s a part of this procedure
operates on constituents. Hence, it can not copy two or more
nodes that are not a constituent, which fact accounts for the
observed restriction.

It has been noted above that the antecedent associated
with a given bound pronoun is to its left. Similarly{ the
antecedent associated with a given reflexive is to its left.
Sentences that fail to satisfy this condition on the relaﬁive
linear order of reflexives and their antecedents are ill-formed.
Sentence (40), which has a reflexive as a derived subject, is
a case in point. )

(40) *Herself was hurt by the young lady

The fact that‘there is no suitable noun phrase to the left of
the reflexive in sentence (40) accounts for the violation.
Within the transformational theoxry of reflexivization this is
accounted for by a cqndition'on the relative linear order of
reflexives and their antecedents. Reflexivization operates on
a pair of noun phrases substituting an appropriate reflexive
for one and leaving the other, the antecedent, unchanged. The
formulation of this proceduré is such that the unchanged ante-

cedenﬁ noun phrase is to the left of the noun phrase for which
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the reflexive is substituted. This eXplanation for the ob-
served relative linear order of reflexives and their ante-

cedents 1s specific to reflexives and their antecedents. It
is in no way related to the fact that anaphoric pronouns (in

some dialects only bound anaphoric pronouns) and their ante-

cedents are subject to the same restriction on their relative -

linear order whenever they both have the same‘sentential an-
cestry. The transformational theory of reflexivization would,
therefore, be quite consistent with the discovery, if it were

a fact, that the restriction on the relative linear order of
anaphoric pronouns and £heir antecedents (whén both are of

the same sentential ancestry) is not the same as with reflexives
and their antecedents. If it were found to be a fact that the
antecedents of anaphoric pronouns must be to their right rather

than to their left, one would not have to complicate the

- grammar to accommodate this fact. This is not so, however, in

the case of the éhrase structure theory of reflexivization. On
the assumptions of this theory, the observed relative linear
order of reflexives and their antecedents is related to the -
observed linear orxrder of anaphoric pronouns and their anEe—
cedents. Reflexives are analyzed as restricted possessives,

the determiners of which consist of bound anaphoric pronouns.
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Any anaphoric pronoun that is associated with an antecedent
that has the same sentential ancestry as it does must be to
the left of its antecedent. While free anaphoric pronouns may
have the same sentential ancestry as their antecedents, bound
anaphoric pronouns must, at the point at which they are generated,
have the same sentential ancestry as their antecedents. Con-
sequently, the antecedent of a bound anaphoric pronoun must at
this point be to its left. The antecedent of a refleﬁive must
therefore also be to its left, since on the analysis of this
theory it is the antecedent of the bound anaphoric pronoun in
the determiner of the reflexive. Thus, the relative linear
order of reflexives is necessarily the same as that of anaphoric
pronouns and their antecedénts, when both pronoun and antecedent
have the same sentential ancestry. This explanation for the
observed relative linear order of reflexives and the antécedent
noun phrases they are associated with is simpler than the one
provided by the transformational theory of reflexivization.

It does not require the statement of a condition on the relative
linear order of reflexives and their antecedents that is specific
to refléxives and their antecedents. The explanation for the
observed relative linear order of reflexives and their ante-

cedents ‘is related to the condition on the relative linear
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order of anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents, a con-
dition that is required irrespective of the question of re-
flexivization. In relating the‘observed relative linear
order of reflexives and their antecedents to the observed
relative linear order of anaphoric pronouns and their ante-
cedents, the phrase structure theory is also making a stronger.
claim than the transformational theory of reflexivization.
fhis‘claim would not be compatible with the discovery,.if it
were‘a fact, that the observed linear order of reflexives and
their antecedents is not the same as that of anaphoric pronouns
and their antecedents (when both are of the same sentential
ancestry). If it were found to be a fact that the antecedent
of an anaphoric pronoun must be to its right rather than to
its left, then, in order to account for this fact, the com-
plexity of the grammar would have to be increased.

The cross-over constraint proposed by Postal (1968a)
suggests a way of relating the observed relative linear order
of reflexives and their antecedents to the observed relative
linear order of anaphoric pronoﬁns and their antecedents that
is consistent with the transformational theory of reflexivizationf
The constraint in question is.concerned with the relative order

of pairs of noun phrases, one of which is the antecedent of
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the other, or, in the words of Postal (1968a), pairs of co-

referential nominals. One could relate the order of reflexives

and their antecedents to the order of anaphoric pronouns and
their antecedents in terms of this constraint, because it

makes no distinction between anaphoric pronouns and their
antecedents, on the one hand; and reflexives and their anté—
cedents, on the other. Hence, it is appropriate to consider
the question of the relative linear orxder of two'coreférent
noun phrases from this point of view. This particular approach
to this question is based on the contention that there exists

a relation between certain restrictions on the surface struc-
ture distribution of coreferent noun phrases and the movement
of noun phrases by transformation. "It is argued that the ob-
served constraints on the distribution of coreferent nominals
(noun phrases) are directly related to fhe movement of nominals
by transformational rules. That is, it is claimed that the
restrictions are a function of restricti&ns on the operation

of transformational rules which move hominals," (Postal (1968a)
p. 3) To express this relation between the restricted surface
structure distribution of coreferent noun phrases and their
movement by transformational rules, Postal advances a principle

governing the operation of those transformations that move
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noun phrases, in particular desrivations. This principle,
which he calls the Cross-Over Constraint, states roughly that
the operation of a movement transformation to invert the rel-
ative linear order of two coreferent noun phrases produces a
violation given that cértain conditions qualifying its applica-
bility are met. Postal motivates the Cross-Over Constraint by
considerations relating to sentences like (41)-(44)."

(41) I talked to her about herself -

(42) *I talked about herself to her

(43) *I talked to herself about her

(44) *I talked about her to herself
Two transformational processes are relevant to the discussion
of (41)-(44): BAbout Movement and reflexivization, applying in
that order. About Movement converts structures like that

underlying Mary talked to John about herself into structures

like that underlying Mary talked about herself to John. Re-

flexivization substitutes an appropriate reflexive for one of
a pair of noun phrases meeting certain conditions of identity
given that they both have the same sentential ancestry. The
substitution is made for the noun phrase on the right. The
nOﬁn phrase on the left, the antecedent, remains unchanged.

Sentences such as (41)-(44) are assumed to have an underlying
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word order in which the to-phrase precedes the about-phrase.
The relative ordexr of these phrases can be optionally inverxted
by About Movement. Thus, (41l) and (43) represent the under-
lying word order while (42) and (44) reflect the operation of
the About Movement transformation. Sentences (42) and (43),
however, are not generated. Reflexivization requires that
theré be a suitable antecedent to the left of the noun phrase
for which the reflexive is substituted, and these sentences
do not meet this condition. Ih (44), however; this condition
is mét, and, hence, its ill-formedness can not be related to
reflexivization.

Sentences (41) and (44) can be seen to be'transformation-
ally related by tracing them back to the structures underlying
them. Both derive from a common deep structure. In this
structure the heéd of the ngphrase and the head of the about-
phrase meet the identity condition that characterizes the trans-
formational theory of reflexivization. One can represent tﬁis

structure schematically as I talked to X about X, the two oc-

ccurrences of X standing for coreferent noun phrases. The

derivation of (41) and (44) differs only in that (44) has
undergone About Movement while (41) has not. Postal credits
the ill-formedness of (44) to this fact. In particular, the

derivation of (44) (and the derivation of (42) as well) involves
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the inversion of the relative order of two coreferent noun
phrases by About Movement. This inversion operation meets the
cohditions on the applicability of the Cross—Ovef Constraint,
and, hence, it is recorded as a violation. The Cross-Over
Constraint relates the.ill—formedness of (44), i.e., the
restriction on the distribution of coreferent noun phrases in -
the to-phrase and the about-phrase, to the inversion of their
relative order by the About Movement transformation. fhis
makes sense only if the structure to which the movement trans-
formation applies actually incurs a violation through the
operation of this transformation. This appears to be the case
here, given Postal's assumptions. Sentence (41l), the deriva-
tion of which is identical‘to the derivation of (44) except
that About Movement has not applied, does hot suffer from any
defect. Hence, the structure underlying (41) must be well-
formed. However, the derxrivation of (44) from the same well-
formed deep structure that underlies (41) does yield'an ill-
formed sentence. Hence, the specific contribution of the
About Moveﬁent transformation té the derivation of (44),

which differs from the derivation of (41) only in the_opération
of this transformation, is to make the resultant sentence ill-

(

formed.
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The claim that (41) and (44) are transformationally re-
lated depends qqyéially on the existence of a transformational
process of reflexivization which, as it was characterized above,
derives reflexives by substitution for one of a pair of noun
phrases whose underlyihg'representations meet certain conditions
of identity. These are the assumptions of the transformational
theory of reflexivization which will be shown directly to be
inadequate. The phrase structure theory of reflexivigation, on
the other hand, represents reflexives in the deep structure as
possessives with the head houn self. Given the phrase structure
theory, (41) and (44) can not be related transformationally.

The structure from which sentence (41) derives can be fepresented
informally as (41) itself. Sentence (44) is derived by About
Movement from an ﬁnderlying structure that can be represented
informally as (43). On this view, the ill-formed sentence (44)
derives from a structure that has no well-formed surface
structure whether or hot About Movement applies to it. Hence,

it is an open question whether or not the opération of the About
Movement transformation‘makes avcontribution t§ the ill-formed-
ness of (44). But it must bevshown that the operation of the
About Movement transformation does make such a contribution

if the Cross-Over Constraint as formulated is to be maintained,
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becauée it applies to this particular derivation. One would,
for example, have to show that (44), the derivation of wnich
differs from that of (43) only in the operation of the About
Movement transformation, is more severely ill-formed than (43).

An alternate accoﬁnt of (41)-(44) based on the assumption
that (41) and (44) are not transformationally related, would
take roughly the following form. Sentences (41) and (42) have
a common deep structure. Sentences (43) and (44) have a
cbmmon aéép structure different from that of (41) and (42);
The deep structure of (41) and (42) is well-formed; the deep
structure of (43) and (44) is ill-formed. It is a condition
of the reflexivization process that there be a suitable ante-
cedent to the left of any given reflexive. This condition is
tested after Apout.Movement. Sentence (42) is blocked because
it fails to meet this condition. Sentences (43) and (44) are
blocked because of a special condition which requires that the
subject of the sentence be associated with any reflexive in
the Eg—fhrase as its antecedent. Sentences (46)-(49),
which the to-phrase is filled by a reciprocal provide inden'
pendent ev1dence for this condition.

(46) *I talked to each other about them

(47) *I talked about them to each other
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The special condition that accounts for the ill-formedness of
the structure underlying (43) and (44) can be extended to
account for the ill-formedness of the structure underlying (46)
and (47). The subject of the sentence must be associated with
any possible reciprocai in the to-phrase as its antecedent.
The fact that sentences (48) and (49) are well—forméd is, of
course, consistent with this requirement.
(48) They talked to each other about me

- (49) They talked about me to each other
On the assumption that (41) and (44) are not transformationally
related, the Cross-Over Constraint is not needed to accounf
for (41)-(44). An alternate account for these sentences based
on this assumption, howevér, requires a special condition to
rule out the ill-formed structure that underlies (43) and (44)
and élsb (46) and (47). If the Cross-Over Constraint were dis-
cénfirmed completely, this might be taken as an argument against
such an alternative.

Therefore, consider certain unhappy consequences of the
Cross-Over Constraint. Sentences (50) and (51), where (51) is
derived from the structure underlying (50) by About Movement,
are a case in point,

(50) I talked to myself about myself -




80

(51) I talked about myself to myself
The derivation of (51) involves the inversion of the relative
order of two coreferent noun phrases. In the absence of con~-
ditions qualifying the applicability of the.Cross—Over Con-
étraint, it would predict that, because of this, (51) is ill-
formed. This situation does not arise, however. The Cfoss—
Over Constraint is applicable only if at the point where the
inversion occurs, neither of the two noun phrases whose relative
order is inverted has undergone reflexivization ox pronominali-
zation. In Postal's terminology, both coreferents must be
Pronominal Virgins as a precondition on the applicability of
the Cross-Over Constraint. Given the deep structure Postal
assigns the kind of sentence under discussion, this condition
allows About Movement to apply in the derivation of (51) with-
out causing a violation of the Cross-Over Constraint. In
particular, sentences (50) and (51) are assigned the deep
structure schematically represented as (52), which, as Postal

concedes, has no indépendent justification,

(52) [ [ ‘I talked to me ] [5 X was about me ] ]

3 l : 2 S3

on the cycle defined by S, reflexivization substitutes a re-

" flexive for the head of the to-phrase. Subsequently, the about-

phrase and the rest of the structure are inserted into the same
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sentence by a transformation rule which Postal calls About
Insertion. About Movement then applies to invert the relative
order of the coreferent noun phrases in the head of the to-
phrase and the about-phrase. This is not recorded as a vio-
lation because the head of the to-phrase has, at this point,
already undergone reflexivization. Since it is not the case
that both coreferent noun phrases are Pronominal Virgins at
the point at which the About Movement transformation operates;
the inversion operation is not subject to the Cross-Over
Constraint. PFinally, reflexivization applies again to sub-
stitute an appropriate reflexive for the head of the about-
phrase.

In the alternate account of these facts based on the
phrase structure theory of reflexivization, both (50) and (51)
meet the condition that a reflexive must have a suitable ante-
cedent to its left. Furtherxmore, both sentences meet the
special condition required to aécount for the ill-formedness
of the structure underlying (43) and (44): The reflexive in
the to-phrase 1s associated with the subject. By contrast with
the cumbersome and ad hoc analysis of (50) and (51) required by
the Cross—dver Constraint, the elegance of the alternate account

strongly suggests that the Cross-Over Constraint is in error.
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The argument advanced so far, however, is not conclusive.
Consider, therefore, an example of the following sort. Given
'a string ABC in which B and C are c;referent noun phrases.
Furthermore, given two transformations: The first inverts the
last two elements of aﬁy string. The second, applying in

order after the first, takes the last element of a string and

-moves it to the initial position. Allowing these transformations

to‘apply in order to ABC, one obtains the following derivation.
- (53) ABC underlying string

(54) ACB first transformation

(55) BAC second transformation
Assuming that the Cross-Over Constraint appliés to the operation
of both transformations in the above derivation, both (54) and
(55) would be predicted to be ill-formed. In fact, given the
assumption that compounded violations yield more deviant
structures, an assumption which Postal accepts, (55) should be
severely ill-formed. While the derivation of (54) involves a
single violation of the‘Cross~0ver Constraint, the derivation
of (55) involves two. Exémples of this sort exist in natural
languages. For instance, Jackendoff (1969) (ch. 2, (253)) has
pointed out that the derivation of (58) given schematically in

(56)-(58) involves two violations of this constraint.
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(56) You talked to whom about himself underlying word o%de
(57) You talked about himself to whom About Movement
(58) Whom did you talk about himself to WH fronting
The Cross-Over Constraint is violated by the operation of About
Movement on the structﬁ;e represented by (56) and by the opera-
tion of WH fronting, Postal's WH Q-Movement, on the structure
represented by (57). Consequently, (58) is predicted to be
severely ill-formed. This prediction, however, is false.
| The alternate account based on the phrase structure ﬁheory
of reflexivization makes the right prediction. 1In (58), though
not in (57), the condition that a reflexive must have a
suitable antecedent to its left is met. On ﬁhe basis of the
false prediction it makes in this instance, the Cross-Overx
Constraint must be rejected.

Even if there were no difficulties with the Cross-Over
Constraint, it would not be possible to relate the observed
relative linear order of reflexives and their antecedents ﬁo
the relative linear order of anaphoric pronouns and their
antecedents in terms of the constraint. The reason for this
is the fact that the possessive determiners which figure promin-
ently among the exampleé of pronouns that are associated with

antecedents which have the same sentential ancestry as they
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(the same conditions under which reflexives are associated
with their antecedents) are exempt from it.
| Though the examples used in the exposition of the

properties of reflexives and the conditions that they and
their antecedents must'satisfy all involve sentential phrases
with verbal heads and sentential phrases with verbal heads
embedded in sentential phrases with verbal heads, the same
observations can be made in relation to sentential ph?ases
with nominal heads. Since sentential phrases with nominal
heads must always be embedded, however, these examples appear
to be more complicatéd, and it is for this reason that they
were not used. Nevertheless, all that was said above with
regard to the conditions that reflexives and their antecedents
(and generally the bound anaphoric pronouns and their ante-
cedents) must meet holds here as well. First, well-formedness
requires that it be possible to associate a reflexive with an
appropriate ante cedent. Sentence (59) meets this condition
and is well-formed.

(59) The rich girl séw the young man's picture of

himself

In example (59) the reflexive is a constituent of the sentential

phrase The young man's picture of himself, the head of which is
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the noun picture. The noun phrase the young man's in. the

specifier of this phrase is associated with the reflexive as
its antecedent. Thus, the reflexive and its antecedent have
the same sentential.ancestry. Consider, however, sentence (60).
(60) *The rich girl saw the young men's picture of
himself
The structure underlying sentence (60) is the same as that
underlying sentence (59) except that the specifier of fhe
embedded sentential phrase is in the plural rather than in the
singular. Because of this it is not possible to associate the
specifier of the embedded phrase with the reflexive as its
antecedent. As é consequence, the sentence is ill-formed.

~Second,- a reflexive and its grammatical antecedent must,

at the point at which the reflexive is derived, have the same

sentential ancestry. Consider the ill-formed example given in
(61) in the light of this requirement.
(61) *The rich girl saw the young man's picture of
herself }

The reflexive herself in example (61) is a constituent of the

embedded sentential phrase the young man's picture of herself

which has the noun picture as a head. This phrase is embedded

in the matrix The rich girl saw NP in place of the NP. At no
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stage in the derivation of sentence (61) can the reflexive

in the embedded séntential phrase be associated with an

appropriate antecedent that has the same sentential ancestry

as it does. As a consequence, sentence (6l1) is ill-formed.
Thirdly, possessiﬁe determiners and single coordinate

conjuncts are not valid antecédents of reflexives. First

consider example (59) in the light of the claim that possessive

determiners are not valid antecedents of reflexives. in this

example, the specifier of the embedded sentential phrase the

voung man's picture of himself is associated with the reflexive

as its antecedent. The specifier of this phrase is morphologi-
cally ihdistinguishable from the possessive determiner cf ihe

noun phrase the young man's mother. As a result the fact that

it is the grammatical antecedent of the reflexive in sentence
(59) might be interpreted as conflicting with this requirement.
The two phrases are not comparable, however. The phrase the

voung man's picture of himself has the internal structure of

a sentence. In particular, it has a complement. The phrase

the young man's mother, on the other hand, has the internal

structure of a noun and it does not allow complements. Thus, 
the specifier of the sentential phrase embedded in sentence

(59) is differentiated from the possessive determiner of the
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noun phrase the young man's mother in terms of the possible

expansions of these phrases. To illustrate the validity of
the claim that reflexives can not be associated with ante-
cedent noun phrases that are possessive determiners on the
basis of a sentence in which the reflexive is a constituent of
a sentential phrase with a nominal head, one must construct
an example like (62).

(62) *The rich girl saw the young man's mothér‘s

picture of himself

The sentential phrase the young man's mother's picture of

himself which is embedded in sentence (62) has a nominal head..

The specifier of this phrase is the noun phrase the young man's

mother which has a possessive determiner consisting of the

noun phrase the young man. Though the noun phrase the young man

is in all other respects an appropriate antecedent for the
reflexive himself, in this case it can not be associated with
the reflexive as its antecedent because it is a possessive
determiner.

The claim that reflexives can not be associated with
antecedent noun phrases consisting of single coordinate con-
juncts can also be illustrated with an example of this kind.

Consider, for example, sentence (63).
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(63) *The young girl saw the young man's and his
mother's picture of himself
The sentential phrase containing the reflexive is the young

man's and his mother's picture of himself. The refléXive in

this phrase can not be associated with the noun phrase the

yvoung man's that is one of the coordinate conjuncts making up

the specifier of this phrase though this noun phrase would
otherwise be an appropriate antecedent for the reflexive.

The reason for this is that the noun phrase in question is a

single coordinate conjunct.

One could similarly construct examples to illustrate the
discussion of the rdative 1inear order of reflexives and their
antecedents using reflexives that are constituents of sentential
phrases with nominal heads, but since this would not add to the

discussion, this will not be done. Instead, the discussion

turns to the crucial example that discriminates between the

transformational and-the phrase structure theories of reflex—
ivization.

To put the following into perspective, a certain device
to account for the dependeﬁcy between bound anaphoric prbnouns
and their antecedents was motivated. It had the form of a

copying procedure. Quite apart from the question of reflexivi-
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zation, the existence of bound pronouns by itself requires that
this or some equivalent device be a part of the grammar of
Eﬁglish. It was shown that this device could be used to
account for the observed dependency between reflexives and

- their antecedents on tﬁe assumption that reflexives are re-
stricted possessives with the head noun self and with bound
pronouns as detemminers. (This is the basic assumption of

the phrase structure theory of reflexivization.) Since some
vform of this device must be part of any grammar of English, a
grammar that incorporates the fransformational theory of re-
flexivization can account for reflexives in two ways: firstly,
in terms of the transformational theory and, secondly, in temms
of the phrase structure theory of reflexivization. This might
lead one to think that such a grammar is excessively powerfui.
This issue does not arise, however, since these two theories
of reflexivization make conflicting claims about the syntactic
distribution of reflexives. 'Hence, one need only determine
what the conflicting predictions of these theories are, and
the facts of English will determine which, if either, makes -
the right prediction. The conflict involves the identity
condition imposed by the transformational theory of reflexivi-

zation. In the transformational theory, a reflexive has an
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underlying representation that has the same syntactic properties
as its antecedent. The transformational theory of reflexivi-
zation, therefore, claims that a reflexive can noE occur in

an environment in which a noun phrase with the syntactic

properties of its antecedent can not occur. Specifically,

it predicts that "there are sentences of the form NP, + Verb
. A

+ Reflexive Pronoun + Y just in case one can also find

sentences of the form NP+ Verb + NP _+ Y. That is, those
T :

verbs which take reflexive pronoun ’objects’ are just those
which can elsewhere occur with ‘objects’ identical to the
'subjects' of the reflexive sentenceé.“ (Postal (1964b), p.250)
The phrase strucfure theory, on the other hand, ¢laims that

in general reflexives can occur wherever a noun phrasé, the
head of which has the same syntactic properties as the noun
'gékg, can occur. On the assumptions of the phrase structure
theory of reflexivization, reflexives invariably haVe the éame
syntactic properties irrespective of their particular ante-
cedent. Specifically, it is possible that a reflexive have an
antecedent with syntactic properties different from those of
sglg._ Hence, a crucial example for the phrase structure theory
would,be one in which a reflekive can occur, though the noun

phrase underlying its antecedent can not. The phrase structure
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theory predicts that this may be possible; the transformational
theory claims that this is not possible..

Just such an example was discussed by Lees and Klima (1963).
Their example involves the verb express in a sentence like (64).
Other sentences illustrating the same point are given in (65)
and (66).

(64) The poor girl expressed herself
(65) A good teacher repeats himself
(66) Every young man needs to prove himself
On the assumptions of the transformational theory of reflexivi-

zation the noun phrase the poor girl would have to be a

possible object éomplement of express, since this is the under-
lying representation for tﬁe reflexive object in (64). This,
however, is not generally so as one can see in (67).
(67) *The friendly gentleman expressed the poor girl

The evidence of (64) and (67) selects the phrase structure
theory over the transformational theory of reflexivization. In
the phrase structure theory a reflexive may occupy a position
which its anﬁecedent ﬁay not océupy.

Enlarging on this a bit, the transformational theory of
reflexivization assumes that the underlying representatibn of

a reflexive has the same syntactic properties as its antecedent.
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Therefore, the existence of a reflexive sentence like (64)

prevents one from categorically excluding the poor girl and

all noun phrases with the same syntactic properties from the
object complement of express. Not all sentences where express
has an object complemeht with these properties are well-formed,
however, as one can see in (67). In fact, object complemeﬁts
of this particular kind are allowed only when they are sub-
seqqently reflexivized. The transformational ﬁheory éf re-
flexivization, if it is to be maintained in spite of the
evidence against it, must impose a condition to this effect

on the set of verbs of which express is an instance. The
phrase structure theory of reflexivization can hanale these
cases directly by attributing different syntactic properties

to self, on the one hand, and the poor girl, on the other, and

by imposing a selectional restriction on the object complement

of express which allows the former while it excludes the latter.

Even though this solution appears to be much simpler than that

of the transformational theory it might still be considered
ad hoc, if there’weré no independent evidence for exactly
such a selectionél restriction. This evidence comes from
nominalizations of the stem express such as those in (68) and

.(69).
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(68) the expression of self (in 17th century literature)
(69) *the expression of the poor girl
To account for £he well-formedness of (68) and the ill-formed-
ness of (69), it is necessary to exclude noun phrases with

the syntactic properties of the poor girl from the complement

of express while allowing noun phrases like self. This is,
obviously, the same selectional restriction required. to account
for sentences (64) and (67). Since the evidence of tﬁese
nominalizations of express is not related to reflexivizatibn,
it is clear that the selectional restriction it supports must
be stated in any grammarﬂwhether it incorporates the phrase
structure or thé transformational theory of reflexivization.
The phrase structure theory accounts for sentences (64) and
(67) on the basis of this restriction. The transformational
theory, on the other hand, even with the elaboration that
makes it compatible with the evidence contained in sentences
(64) and (67) fails to relate the nominalizations in (68) and
(69) to these sentences. Hence, it fails to express the gen-
eraiization that thevselectional restrictions of the lexical
stem express are the same whether it is realized as a verb or
as a noun.

Before leaving this discussion, it is necessary to considex
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certain facts that might be interpreted as counter-examples to
the phrase structure theory of reflexivization. Aﬁasically,

the phrase structure theory claims that reflexives are restricted
possessives;; Hence, any property that distinguishes reflexives
from the set of restricted possessives or, indeed, from the

set of possessives as a whole would have to be considered a
countér—example to this theory.

Consider, for instance, that the determiners of himself,

itself, and themselves are not in the form that possessivé
determinefs ordinarily take. This sets these reflexives apart
from ordinary pqssessives. In order to relate these re-
flexives to ordinary possessives, the phrase structure theory
of reflexivization must postﬁlate some ad hoc device that has

the effect of adjusting his to him, its to it, and their to

them under the appropriate conditions. (The conversion of

its-self to it-self may in fact be accounted for by phono-

logical rules; For the sake of generality, however, the
conversion process would be formulated so as to substitute
for each third person possessive determiner the corresponding
object form of the personal pronouns, substituting it for its
and vacuously her for her.) The need for such an ad hoc

device is not a liability of the phrase structure theory be-
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cause of the following’conditions. With attributive ad-
jectives interposed in their normal position between determiner
and head, these possessiveé take the standard form of the
possessive determiner, and no adjustment is needed: his own

self, its own self, and their own selves. What is more, there

are dialects in which there is no idiosyncracy regarxrding the
shape of the determiners of these reflexives. In these
dialgcts reflexives take the standard form of the posséssive
dgterminers throughout the paradigm. In view of this, if one
were to start out with these reflexives represented as

himself, itself, and themselves, then one would need an ad

hoc deviée complementary to the one required by the phrase
structure theory to changé these reflexives to standard
possessive form whenever they have attributive adjectives
modifying them or in those dialects in which the paradigm

has been regularized everywhere. Furthermore, on this analysis,

the possessive forms are irregular, which is, of course, not
in accord with the fact that all other reflexives are bona

fide possessives. Therefore, while this idiosyncracy of the

‘determiners of certain reflexives does indeed distinguish

reflexives when they are analyzed as possessives from all

other possessives, it does not put the phrase structure theorxy
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of reflexivization at a disadvantage with respect to any
other reflexivization theory. Hence, it can not be counted
agaiﬁst the phrase structure theory.

~Another property of reflexives that might be inter-
preted as distinguishihg them from restricted possessives or,
indeed, possessives in general is the fact that a reflexive

and its determiner usually have the same grammatical number:

myself not myselves, ourselyes not ourself. As one can see
from an example such as the restricted possessive in I blinked
my eves (=4), this property of reflexives is not a property of
the set of restricted possessives as such.‘ Nor, for that
matter, is it a éroperty of possessives in general. A

certain subset of restricted possessives, however, of which

those in The poor girl lost her mind (=1) and We nodded our

heads (=2) are examples, is characterized by the fact that
their determiners agree with them in grammatical number. In
these restricted possessives and in others like them, a dis-
crepancy between the number of the possessive and the number
of its detefminer amounts to a violation as one can see in
(70) and (71).

(70) *The poor girl lost her minds

'4(71) *We nodded our head
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It is not clear whether the ill-formedness of (70) or (71)

is of a syntactic or semantic nature. But whatever it is

that accounts for the égreement in the grammatical number of
reflexives and their determiners, the fact of the agreement

is not an idiosyncracy of reflexives. Rather it is a property
of a certain subset of restricted possessives of which re-
flexives are only an instance. Hence, the observation that
reflexives exhibit number agreement between their determiners
and their heads can not be interpreted as a counter—exampie

to the phrase structure theory of reflexivization.




CHAPTER THREE

In the preceding chapter it was shown that reflexives
and their antecedents must satisfy éertain conditions that
specifically characterize the relation between them. 1In
ﬁarticular, considerations of well-formedness require that
reflexives be associated with appropriate antecedents, the
lack of which is recorded as a violation. Further, reflexives
and their antecedents.must have the same sentential éncestry.
Possessive determiners and single coordinate conjuncts can
not be associated with reflexives as their antecedents. valid
antecedents are analyzable as single constituents. Finally,
appropriate antecedents are to the left of the reflexives
with which they are associated. This chaptef‘is concernéd
with certain examples that might seem to case doubt on the
validity of some of these conditions.

There are, for instance, examples involving imperatives
which appear to contradict the claim that weil—formedness
requires that each reflexivelbe associated with an appropriate
antecedent. While imperative sentences take reflexive objects
in their surface form, there may not be antecedents associated
with these reflexives. For instance, an imperative sentence

such as Wash vyourself (yourselves) does not contain an ante-

cedent for the reflexive. In the case of imperatives, the
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absence of a suitable antecedent may not seem problematical
because the transformational derivation of imperatives from
underlying structures containing appropriate antécedents in
the form of second person subjects is relatively uncontro-
versial. It has not béen generally recognized, however, that
other apparent counter-examples to some of the conditions that
reflexives and their antecedents must satisfy are amenable to
a resolution of the same kind. It may, therefore, be ﬁseful
to discuss this familiar example in some detail. It will then
be shown that in a variety of inétances apparent counter-examples
to the conditions on reflexives and their antecedents can be
made to conform to these conditions if one postulates appro-
priate antecedents in the étructures underlying the sentences
in question. To postulate such antecedents simply to make
certain recalcitrant examples conform to conditions to which
they would otherwise constitute exceptions would, of course,
be ad hoc. In each instance where an underlying antecedent is
postulated, however, it can be shown to be independently mo-
tivated.

| In the particular instance of imperatives, the underlying
second person subject is motivated by at least the following

fhree,considerations. One: it serves to explain why, in
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imperatives, the only possible restricted possessive objects
are those that have second person determiners such as: Keep

your hopes up. As outlined in Chapter Two the determinex of a

restricted possessive which is initially not specified is
derived from its antecédent by a transformational copying
procedure. In an imperative, the only source for such a\de—
terminer is the postulated second person subject. Hence, the
only restricted possessive that can occupy the object §osition
is one whose determiner derives from a second person‘anteéedent.
Twoi the postulated underlying second person subject also
serves to explain why tag questions appended to imperatives
have second person subjects and why other subjects are ex-
cluded. The reason is that there is a dependency between the
sﬁbject of a tag question énd the subject of the sentence to
which it is appended. This requires that the subject of the
tag be a pronoun that agrees with the subject of the tagged
sentence in person, number, and gender. Henee, in the case of
imperatives, whose subjepts are postulated to be second perxson,
the subject of the tag must alwéys be second person. Three:

if one did not postulate an underlying subjeét for imperatives
which manifests itself indirectly through reflexive objects

and tag questions (and sometimes directly), then one would have
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to elaborate the rules of the base. This elaboration would be
required to generate the usually subjectless surface structure
of imperatives. This is undesirable since there is little
independent motivation for such a structure (but see Quang
(1967).‘ On the other hand, by postulating an underlying
subject for imperatives, one can reduce them to base forms of
the usual subject-verb-complement form.

These three points show that independently of any con-
siderations relating to reflexives a subject and specifically
a second person subject must be postulated for the structures
underlying imperatives. The existence of the underlying
structures arrived at on the basis of these theoretical con-
siderations is confirmed by the observation that these same
structures underlie well-formed (imperative) sentences in
which the postulated underlying constituent is still present,

as,for instance, in the command You wash vyourself (yourselves) .

To relate the postulated underlying structures with second
ﬁerson subjects to the usual subjectless surface forms of
impératives, it is necessary to postulate a transformational
deletion rule that has the effect of deleting the subject of
the structure underlying imperatives. This rule can be mo-

tivated independently by considerations relating to certain
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sentences that do not involve imperatives. In fact, these
considerations motivate a rule that under certain conditions
deletes first as well és second person subjeét pronouns though
not third person pronouns whicﬁ will be shown below. (All of
the conditions that limit the operation of this rule will not
bz explored here.) Consider sentences like (1) and (2).

(1) It is best to keep my mind open

(2) It is best to keep your mind open
Considerations relating to the simplicity of the base rules
motivate the postulation of an underlying subject forvthe
senﬁential phrases embedded in (1) and (2) respectively. The
first and second person pronominal detemminers of the restricted
possessives in the object of these embedded sentential phrases
motivate the postulation of appropriate antecedents from which
to derive them. Putting these two considerations fogether, one
can motivate the postulation of appropriate antecedents associ-
ated with the determiners of the restricted possessives in the
form of subject noun phrases. The existence of the postulated
underlying structures arrived at on the basis of these con-
siderations is confirmed by the existence of sentences in
which these structures are mapped onto surface structures with

the postulated underlying subject noun phrases intact. These




103

sentences are shown in (3) and (4) respectively.

(3) It is best that I keep my mind open

(4) It is best that you keep your mind open
By postulating a rule that deletes first and second person
subject under certain conditions that will remain to be
determined exactly, one can relate the structures underlying
sentences (l) and (2) to the structures underlying the re-
spective synonymous sentences (3) and (4). It was said
earlier that this rule can not delete third person subject
pronouns or nouns. Consider, for example, a sentencekthatl
corresponds in structure to the sentences on which this de-
letion rule is known to operate but which has a third person
pronéun or a noun in place of the first or second person
pronoun. Such a sentence, (5) for example, does not have a
well-formed variant in which the third person pronoun or noun
subject has been deleted. One can see this from the ill-formed-
ness of (6).

(5) It is best that he keep his mind open

(6) *It is best to keep his mind open
Some have sought to generalize the deletion operation illustrated
by these examples with the possibility of deleting certain

third person pronouns if they can be associated with appropriate
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antecedents. This question will be taken up at the end of
this chapter, where it will be shown that this latter approach
fails. |

In the derivation of sentences (1) and (2) the deletion
rule is operating on embedded sentential phrases. In imperative
sentences, on the other hand, it is operating on sentential
phrég;s that are not embedded. 1In the examples where it is
operating on embedded sentential phrases, it can delete both
first and second person subjects; and one would, therefore,
expect that in the examples where it is operating on sentential
phrases that are not embedded, it could also delete both first
and second person subjects. While the imperative examples
involve only the deletion of second person subjects, there
are indeed comparable examples which might be interpreted as
involving the deletion of first person subjects, thdugh these
examples do not constitute a productive class. Among the
examples éf this kind there are sentences like (7), (9), and
(11), all of which have versions in which the subject has
been deleted, namely, (8), (10), and (12).

(7) I am sorry to say
(8) Sorry to éay'

(9) I wish you were here
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(L0) wWish you ware here

(11) VI thank you

(12) Thank you
On the basis of the three points discussed earlier, one can
postulate underlying second person subjects for imperative
sentences. Since in any given sentence the subject is the
only possible antecedent for a reflexive in object position,
the fact that in imﬁerative sentences the subject is in the
second person accounts for the fact thét the only possiblé
reflexive objects are those that go with a second peréon ante-
cedent. The deletion rule just motivated allows one to delete
the second person subject that is present in the structures
underlying imperative senteﬁces. If one states the conditions
which reflexives and their antecedents must satisfy in such a
waf that they only need to be satisfied pribr to the deletion
of imperative subjects, then imperatives with reflexive objects
can no longer be interpreted as counter-examples to the
condition which stipulates that in well-formed sentences it
must be possible to associate each reflexive with an appropriate
antecedent, Though in the absence of a subject an appropriate
antecedent can not be associated with a reflexive object in |

the surface structure. at the‘level at which this condition is
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enforced.
Imperativeé of the kind illustrated above are not the

only examples involving reflexives which do not appear to be
associated with appropriate antecedents. For instance, sen-
tences like (13) and (14) contain reflexives which apparently
can not be associated with appropriate antecedents.

(13) The whole family, myself included, will go

to the beach
(14) The whole family, yourself included, will go
to the beach

Other than the fact that the reflexives in these sentences
appear to constitute counter-examples to the condition that
requires reflexives tq be associated with appropriate ante-
cedents, it is remarkable that they have noun‘éhrase stress.
Indeed, the well-formedness of thése sentences depends on this.
This is exceptional iﬁ that a reflexive as a rule has pronomihal
stress. One can account for both of these exceptional
properties of the reflexives in sentences like (13) and (14)
by deriving them from emphatic reflexives. Emphatic reflexives
are quite regular with regard to the condition requiring re-
flexives to be associated with appropriate antecedents.

Usually they immediately follow their grammatical antecedents
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within the same noun phrase though they can be detached from
the antecedent énd placed at the end of the sentence. £ Further-—
more, emphatic reflexiﬁes are characterized by the fact that
they have noun‘phrase stress; Therefore, if the reflexives
in (13) and (14) are derived from underlying emphatic re-
flexives by deleting their grammatical antecedents (by a rule
similar, if not identical, to the rule just discussed), then
there is a stage in their'derivation at which they can be
associatedeith appropriate antecedents, and, in addition, they
are necessarily given noun phrase stress. This would mean that
(13) and (14) derive from structures represented informally
as (15) and (16) respectively.

(15) The whole family, I myself included, will go

to the beach
(L6) The whole family, you yourself included, will
| go toAthe beach

The existence of the structures postulated as the source for
(13) and (14) is confirmed by the fact that they underlie well-
formed surface structures with the grammatical antecedent of
the emphatic reflexive intacg, To derive the structures under-
lying (13) and (14) from the structures underlying (15) and

(16), respectively, the grammatical antecedents of the emphatic
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reflexives must be deleted. This deletion is limited to first
and second subject person pronouns, just as the cases discussed
earlier. This is Showh by the fact that, while there are
sentences which are like (15) and (16) (except that in place
of the first or second person pronoun they have third person
pronouns), these sentences do not have versions in which the
antecedent of the emphatic reflexive has been deleted. This
is shown by the following‘two examples.

(17) The whole family, he himself included, will

go to the beach
(18) *The whole family, himself included, will go
to the beach
Though it has noﬁ received wide recognition, it has not

gone entirely unnoticed that certain reflexives which are
apparent exceptions to some of the conditions that reflexives
éﬁd their antecedents.must oxdinarily satisfy receive noun
phrase stress. In fact, as early as 1965, Barbara Hall Partee,
in her dissertation (Hall, (1965)), has shown that certain of
these apparently exceptional reflexives could be introduced
into the underlying structure in the form of emphatic re-
flexives though she has wrongly claimed that thése reflexives

are contrastively stressed. Because of the possibilities




109

which this method of deriving reflexives opens up, it is
important to consider briefly some of the conditions which
restrict it. For insténce, it would appear undesirable, if

it were possibie, to derive a sentence like I know myself

from an underlying structure like I know me myself. One way

of blocking such a derivation would be to limit the applica-
bility of the rule which deletes the antecedénts of emphatic
reflexives; and, indeed, it appears that such a deletion is
possible oﬁly in parenthetical expressions such as the ones
illustrated in (13) and (14) and simiiar cases. But whether
or nor this rule is limited in this way, the derivation under
consideration is not possible, because a sentence whose subject
and object agree in person is ill-formed if, as in the example
at hand, they are either first or second person. Other limita-
tions on the possibility of deriving certain reflexives from
underlying emphatic réflexives will be discussed in connection
with another deletion rule which allows similar derivations.
There are well-formed sentences containing reflexives that
do not appear to be associated with antecedent noun phrases
~that have the same sentential ancestry as they do. Nevertheless,
the reflexives in question are associated with antecedents.

These reflexives and the antecedents with which they are asso-
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ciated, however, do not satisfy the conditions on reflexives
and their grammatical antecedents that were established in
Chapter Two. In partiéular, they fail to meet the condition
on the sentential ancestry of reflexives and their grammatical
antecedents. Published discussions of the issues raised by
apparent exceptions to this condition are, for the most part,
based on examples of so-called picture noun reflexives.

These are reflexives that are object complements of
sentential phrases having nominal heads drawn from the set of
so-called picture nouns. These discussions generally do not
touch upon the important question of how the reflexives in
questién'are stressed. Furthermore, the evidence that bears
on the question of the sentential ancestry of reflexives and
their antecedents is not limited to examples with reflexives
contained in sentential phrases Qith so-called picture nouns
as heads. The full rénge of rélevant evidence also includes
reflexives contained in sentential phrases with verbal heads.
Take, for instance, a sentence like (19) with noun phrase
stress on the reflexive. (In this and in the following
examples all reflexives that have ﬁoun phrase stress are
underlined.)

(19) Each candidate hopes the convention will

nominate himself1
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The structure underlying the sentential phrase embedded in (19)
can, on the usual assumptions about sentential structure, be

represented informally as The convention will nominate himself.

On this analysis, the reflexive contained in the embedded
sentential phrase does not appear to be associated with an
antecedent which has the same sentential ancestry. In par-

ticular, the noun phrase the convention, which is the only

noun phrase that has the same sentential ancestry as the
reflexive, is not an approp;iate antecedent. As an independent
sentenc;;:this phrase would be ill-formed. If, however, as in
(19), it is suitably embedded, no violation is observed. The
well-formedness of (19) and other sentences like it depends in
part on the possibility of associating the reflexive in the.
embedded sentential phrase with some appropriate noun phrase
elsewhere in the sentence. Replacing this noun phrase by an
otherwise suitable noun phrase which can not be associated

with the reflexive as its antecedent leads to a violation. For
instance, sentence (20), which is identical to (19) except that
in (20) the noun phrase that in (19) is associlated with the
reflexive has been put into the plural, is ill-formed.

(20) *The candidates hope the convention will

nominate himsélf
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Sentence (20) is ill-formed because the reflexive in it can
not be associated with an appropriate antecedent noun phrase.
The conditions which détermine the appropriateness of an
antecedent noun phrase associated with a reflexive of this
kind differ from the conditions which determine the appro-
priateness of an antecedent noun phrase associated with a
reflexive of the kind discussed in Chapter Two. Evidently,
there are two kinds of reflexivization which are distinguished
by the conditions that reflexives and their antecedents must
satisfy. In particular, reflexives of one kind are associated
with grammatical antecedents that have the same sentential
ancestry as they have. Reflexives of the other kind are
associated with antecedent noun phrases'that do not have the
same sentential ancestry as they.

Reflexives of the kind that are associated with antecedent
noun phrases that do ﬁot have the same sentential ancestry as
they can be found in embedded sentential phrases with verbal
‘heads as in the example of sentence (19), but they can also be
found in embedded sentential phrases with nominal heads, as in
the example of sentence (21).

(21) Each defendent challenged the prosecution's

indictment of h}mself
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Given the.assumptions about sentential structure set forth in
Chapter One, the structure underlying the sentential phrase
containing the reflexive in (21) can be represented informally

as the prosecution's indictment of himself. On this analysis,

the reflexive does not'appear to be associated with an ante-
cedent noun phrase that has the same sentential ancéstry as it
does. Nevertheless, sentence (21), as whole, is well-formed.
Its well—formedﬁess depends on the possibility of associating
the reflexive with some appropriate antecedent noun phrase
elsewhere in the sentence. In this parﬁicular instance, the

noun phrase in question is the noun phrase each defendent in the

subject of the matrix sentence. Replacing this noun phrase by
an otherwise suitable noun phrase that can not be associated
with the reflexive as its antecedent results in an ill-foxmed

structure. For instance, if the noun phrase each defendent is

put into the plural, then one obtains the ill-formed structure
shown in (22).
(22) *The defendents challenged the prosecution's
indictment of himself
Sentence (22) 1is ill-formed for the same reason that sentence
(20) is: 1In neither sentence can the reflexive be associated

with an appropriate antecedent noun phrase.
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Jackendoff (1969), in his discussion of reflexives that
appear to be associated with antecedent noun phrases that do
not have the same sentential ancestry as they do, only takes
into consideration reflexives contained in sentential phrases
with nominal heads. Fﬁrthermore, he limits the discussion to
such sentential phrases with nominal heads that do not have
lexical specifiers. A typical example of this kind would be
a sentence like (23) (Jackendoff's (13)).

(23) Tom made the claim that the picture of himself

hanging in the post office is a fraud
The well—forﬁedness of this example does not depend on the fact
that the reflexive has noun phrase stress as indicated, é fact
that will 5e discussed diréctly. In (23) the sentential phrase

containing the reflexive, the picture of himself, is the sub-

ject of the embedded sentential phrase the picture of himself

. « . is a fraud; which phrase is embedded in place of the S

in the matrix sentence Tom made the claim that S. The re-

flexive in (23) can not be associated with an antecedent noun
phrase that has the same éentential ancestry as it does. The
sentential phrase containing the reflexive does not provide an
app:opriate antecedent noun phrase. Nor does the larger phrase

of which the phrase containing the reflexive is the subjedt,
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Nevertheless, it is possible to associate the reflexive with
an antecedent noun phrase that does not have the same sen-
tential ancestry as it does. The noun phrase in question is
the noun phrase Tom in the subject of the matrix sentence.
The well-formedness of'sentence (23) as a whole depends on
the‘possibility of doing this. Replacing this antecedent by an
otherwise suiltable noun phrase which can not be associated
with the reflexive as an antecedent would cause a violation.
One can see this in example (24) which differs from (23) 6nly
in that it has the noun phrase Mary where (23) has the noun
phrasé Tom.
(24) *Mary made the claim thét the picture of
himself hanging in the post office is a fraud

Example (24), like examples (20) and (22), is ill-formed
because the reflexive can not be associated with an appropriate
antecedent.

Though example (23) is more complex than example (21),
in this connection the princip;l difference between them
resides in the fact that the specifier of the embedded sen-
tential phrase containingvfhevreflexivé is a lexical formative
ih one but not in the other. The principle difference between

examples (21) and (23), on the one hand, and example (19), on
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the other, is that the sentential phrase containing the
reflexive has a nominal head in the case of (21) and (23)

while in the case of (19) it has a verbal head. With regard
to the sentential ancestry of reflexives and their antecedents,
examples (19), (21), ahd (23) all make the same point.

There are other:properties that set apart those reflexives
that are associated with grammatical antecedents having the
same sentential ancestry as they from those that are assoclated
with antecedents that do not have the same sentential ancestry
as they. In Chapter Two it was established that whenever a
ieflexive and its antecedent have the same sentential ancestry
then the antecedent must be analyzable as a single conétituent.
When a reflexive and the antecedent noun phrase with which it
is éssociated do not have the same senténtial ancestry, however,
then the antecedent noun phrase need not be analyzable as a
single constituent. One can see this in sentences like (25)-
(27) .

(25) The incumbent told his running mate that the

convention had nominated themselves

(26) The rich girl showed her husband the gallery's

picture of themselves

(27) The rich girl showed her husband a picture of

themselves .
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In example (25) the two noun phrases the incumbent and his

running mate can not be analyzed as a single constituent.
Nevertheless, the possibility of associating the reflexive with
them is crucial for the well-formedness of the sentence. Sub-
stituting fof either of these noun phrases in such a way that
they can not be associated with the reflexive causes a violation.

For instance, if one substitutes for his running mate a first

person pronoun, one obtains the ill-formed structure shown in
(28).
(28) *The incumbent told us that the convertion had

nominated themselves

Much the same can be said about examples (26) and (27); which
differ from (25) in that in them the sentential phrase con-
taining the reflexive has a nominal rather than a verbal head.
Among themselves (26) and (27) differ in that one has a lexical
spécifier but not the other.b

Another property thét sets apart those reflexives that
musﬁ be associated with antecedent noun phrases that have the
same sentential ancestry as they from those that may be associ-
ated with antecedents thaﬁ do not have the same sentential an-
cestrf as they concerns the relative linear order of reflexives

and their antecedents. The antecedent noun phrases associated
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uf“wifh reflexives t%?t have the same sentential ancestry as they
aré necessarily to the left of the reflexives with which they
are associated. Those that are associated with reflexives
that do not have the same sentential ancestry as they, however,
need not be to the 1ef£ of the reflexives in question. This
can be seen in examples (29)-(31).
(29) That the jury convicted himself disturbed
each defendent the most
(30) The jury's conviction of himself disturbed
each defendent the most
(31) That the picture of himself in the newspaper
is ugly enrages John
The antecedent associated with the reflexive in (29) is the

noun phrase each defendent. As one can see, the reflexive is

to the left of its antecedent. As with all sentences involving
reflexives, the well-formedness of (29) depends on the possibility
os associating the reflexive with an appropriate antecedent noun
phrase. Substituting for the antecedent of the reflexive a
noun phrase that can not be associated with it as its ante-

cedent would cause a violation. If, for instance, one sﬁb—

stitutes for the noun phrase each defendent in (29) a plural

form of the same noun phrase} then one obtains an ill-formed

e
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structure like the one shown in (32).

(32) *That the jury convicted himself disturbed

the defendents the most

Much the same can be said about examples (30) and (31) which
differ from example (29) in that the sentential phrase con-
‘taining the reflexive has a nominal rather than a verbal head.
Among themselves they differ with respect to the character of
the specifier of this phrase.

In published discussions of this evidence, one can dis-
cern two approaches to the problems it poses. One denies the
validity of the requirement that reflexives and their ante-
cedents have the same sentential ancestry. The other>d9es not
challenge the validity of this requirement, but, instead, seeks
to motivate a special reflexivization rule to account for
those reflexives which do not conform to it. Recall that
the particular significance of the earlier example (19) is
that the reflexive and the noun phrase with whiéh it is asso-
ciated do not have the same sentential ancestry. While the

embedded sentential phrase The convention will nominate himself

contains the reflexive, it does not contain the noun phrase

each candidate which is associated with it. Therefore, if one

identifies the relation between the reflexive and this noun
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phrase as the relation between a reflexive and its grammatical
antecedent, then one is forced to deny the validity of the
claim that reflexives and their grammatical antecedents must

have the same sentential ancestry. The approach Jackendoff

- takes to the question of the sentential ancestry of reflexives

and their antecedents involves just this. Though he rejects
the contention that reflexives and their antecedents must have
the same sentential ancestry, he recognizes that there are
certain conditions under which a reflexive can not be asso-
ciated with an antecedent that does not have the same sentential
ancestry as it does. For instance, if the reflexive in (19)
did not have noun phrase stress, then it would not be possible
to associate with it the subject of the matrix sentence as its
antecedent, and, as a consequence, the sentence would be ill-
forméd. Jackendoff claims that a reflexive can be associated
with an antecedent which does not have the same sentential an-
cestry as it, only if there is no potential grammatical ante—
cedent that does have the same sentential ancestry. (A po-
teﬁtial grammatical antecedent, as it will be remembered from
Chapter Two, is any noun phrase that can function as the ante-
cedent of some appropriate reflexive.) This can only occur if,

among the noun phrases having the same sentential ancestxiy as
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the reflexive, there is none that could be the antecedent of
some suitably chosen reflexive. Sentence (19), which repre-
sents a kind of sentence which Jackendoff did not take into

consideration, shows this claim to be false. The sentential
phrase embedded in (19) does contain a potential grammatical

&
antecedent in the form of its subject the convention. The

reflexive in the embedded sentential phrase can not be asso-
ciated with an antecedent that does not have the same sen-—
tential ancestry as it does, because there is a potential.
grammatical antecedent which has the same sentential ancestry
as the reflexive. Even though the potential grammatical ante-
cedent is not appropriate, the reflexive is on Jackendoff's
analysis initially associated with it. Subsequently, when the
identity condition is enforced, the entire structure is re-
jected. vHence, the approach taken by Jackendoff fails to
account for well-formed sentences of the kind illustrated by
(19).

In fact, this kind of analysis does not only render in-
valid the condition that a reflexive and its grammatical ante~
cedent must have the same sentential ancestry. It also in-

validates a number of the other conditions on reflexives and

- their grammatical antecedents that were established in Chapterx




-

122

Two, The reason for this is that the noun phrases which, on:
this kind of analysis, are associated with reflexives as their
grammatical antecedents do not all satisfy these conditions.
For instance, it was shown in examples (25)-(27) that certain
reflexives can be associated with antecedents consisting of
several noun phrases that are not jointly analyzable as single
constituents. If the antecedents associated with this kind of
reflexive are identified as their grammatical antecedents, then
one can not maintain the condition that valid antecedents of
reflexives must be analyzable as single constituents. But this
leaves one without an e#planation for those cases where re-
flexives can not be associated with antecedent noun phrases
which are not analyzable as single constituents.

The same goes for the requirement that the antecedent of
a given reflexive must be to the left of the reflexive it is
associated with. If the antecedents associated with the re-
flexives in examples (29)—(31) are ldentified as the grammatical
antecedents of the reflexives in question, then it is no longer
possible to uphold the validity of this requirement. On this
analysis, the antecedents of the reflexives in (29)-(31) would
be to the right rather than to the left of the reflexives they

are associated with. As a consequence of this analysis,'one
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would be left without an explanation for those cases where the
antecedent of a reflexive must be t§ its left.,

A different approach to the problem posed by the reflexives
which are associated with noun phfases that do not have the
same sentential ancestty as they is taken by Postal (1968a).
In hié monograph on so-called cross-over phenomena,‘he pro-
poses to derive those reflexives that conform to the requirement
that reflexives and their antecedents have the same sentential
ancestry by one rule, and those that do not conform to it‘by
another. This approéch takes account of the fact that con-
ditions on reflexives and the noun phrases with which they are
associated differ in a number of points, depending on whether
or not they have the same sentential ancestry. The reflexives
derived by either of these two rules, however, have a number of

properties in common. For instance, they do not differ in their

morphology. But if they are derived independently of each

other, then it is not at all'necessary that they have any
properties in common. In particular, they could just as well
differ in their morphology. The fact of their independent
derivation can only be interpreted as implying that the |
properties they share, they share as a matter of coincidence.

While it is not easy to prove this implied claim false, a
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gfammar that derives all reflexives by the same rulé or rules
is to be preferred over one that does not, because it makes

a stronger claim. In such a grammaf all reflexives necessarily
have at least some properties in common.

In spite of this bbjection to two separate rules for de-
riving reflexives, one must not lose sight of the distinction
of two kinds of reflexivization. Xeeping in mind that both
kinds of reflexivization have certain properties in common,
one éan see this distinction reflected in the fact that re-
flexives and the antecedent noun phrases with which they are
associated satisfy different conditions depending on which

kind of reflexivization they represent. Several such dis-

“tinctions have already been discussed. In one case reflexives

and the noun phrases with which they are associated must have
the same sentential ancestry. In the other case this is not
required. The antecedents of one kind must be analyzable as
sinéle constituents. In one case the noun phrases associated
with the réflexives nmust Be to their left. In the other case,
this is not required.

There are, tﬁen, two cases to be considered. In oné, re—
flexives and the noun phrases with which they are associlated

satisfy certain particular conditions; in the other, they
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satisfy certain others. The conditions that characterize

one case are in conflict with the conditions that characterize
the other, though there are conditions that are common to both
cases. The conflict can obviéuslf not be resolved by requiring
that only ﬁhose conditions which both cases have in common can
be satisfied, because this would underspecify the set of well-
formed sentences involving reflexives. Nor can the conflict
be resolved by treating ﬁhe two cases of reflexivization as en-
tirely separate phenomena, because this does not take account
of the conditions that are common to both. One can account

for both the differences and the similarities, however, in the
following way. In the case of the examples of Chapter Two, the

reflexives are associated with antecedent noun phrases in terms

- of certain conditions. In the case of the examples of Chapter

Two, the reflexives are associated with antecedent noun phrases
in terms of certain‘conditions. In the case of the examples
under qonsideration here, one could postulate underlying
structures containing appropriate noun phrases with which the
reflexives could be associated in terms of the conditions that
are satisfied by the examples of Chapter Two. This would
account for the properties thét both cases have in common. The

difference between the two cases would then be expressed by the




126

fact that in one case, but not in the other, the reflexives
are also associated with another noﬁn phrase in terms of
certain other conditions.

The fact that the reflexives in question have noun phrase
stress suggest that inAthe underlying structure they should be
represented as emphatic reflexives, the antecedents of which
are supplied in accordance with this proposal. A sentence
like (19) would, on this analysis, derive from the underlying
stiucture represented informally as (33).

(335 Each candidate hopes the convention will

nominate him himself

That the reflexive iﬁ (19) has noun.phrase stress is accounted
fof by this analysis by defiving it, the reflexive, from an
emphatic reflexive. 1Indeed, the noun phrase stress on the
reflexive in (19) may be éonsidered evidence for the derivétion
of (19) from (33). Regarding the stress on reflexives which on
this analysis are derived from emphatic reflexives the ante-
cedents of which have been deleted, it has been noted above
that those reflexives that are constituents of sentential
phrases with nominal heads the specifiers of which are not
lexical need not have noun phrase stress. These reflexi#es

méy have pronominal stress or noun phrase stress. By them-
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selves, the examples in which the reflexives under consideration
have pronomiﬁal stress provide no‘evidence for the proposed
analysis. Correspondihg to each of these examples here, however,
is one in which the reflexive has noun phrase stress. These
examples, of course, do support the proposed analysis. It

is logically possible that the examples in which the reflexives
have pronominal stress are derived by a process that is com-
pletely different from the process by which the corresponding
e#amples in which the reflexives have noun phrase stress are
derived in accordance with the proposed analysis. It is much

more'plausible, however, that the examples with pronominal

stress are derived in the same way as those with noun phrase

stress except for the difference in the stress assigned to
thé reflexive. This difference in stress could be the result
of.stress reduction. One-might argue, for instance, that a
sentential phrase whose specifier is not lexical can be re-
analyzed as a noun phrase and that as a result of this re-
analysis other stress rules become applicable. The operation
of each of these rules (insofar as it does not assign stress
to the reflexive itself) would cause the stress on the re-
flexive to be reduced by one degree. In this way it would be

possible for noun phrase streésAon the reflexive to be reduced
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to‘pronominal stress. This would account for the fact that in
sentential phrases with nominal heads and non-lekical specifiers
such as (23), (27) and (31) the reflexives in question may
have either prénominal stress or noun phrase stress. In ad-
dition, it explains why in sentential phrases with nominal
heads and lexical specifiers and in sentential phrases with
verbal heads the reflexives in question may not have pronominal
stress. Such sentential phrases are not subject to a reanalysis
as noun phrases and as a consequence the stress oﬁ the reflexives
in question can not be reduced. |

The well-formedness of (19), after the grammatical ante-
cedent of the reflexive in the underlying structurerhas been
deleted, depends on the possibility of associating the reflexive
with some appropriate noun phrase in terms of certain conditions
which were discussed‘above. One can ensure that these con-
ditions are satisfied if one makes the possibility of deleting
this pronoun conditional on the possibility of associating it
with an appropriate noun phrase. Indeed, this is not a con-
ditionﬁén the transformation that deletes pronouns in front of
réfle#ives alone. The same condition is met by the complement
subject deletion rulé. Hence, this condition can be extracted

from the statement of particular rules and stated as part of
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the theory of grammar. That there is a condition on the
deletion of noun phrases which links the possibility of de-
letion and the possibiiity of associating the constituent to
be deleted with an appropriate antecedent has been thoroughly
documented by Postal (1968b). In his study of complement
subject deletion he has noted that in a number of points the
conditions under which complement subjects can be deleted
are the same as the_conditions under which anaphoric pronouns
can be associated with antecedents. Consider, for example,
sentence (34). |

- (34) His finding out that Greta was a vampire

worried somebody

In example (34) the indefinite noun phrase somebody in the
object of the matrix sentence can not be associated with the
- pronoun his in the subject of the complement phrase as its ante-
cedent. As a rule the indefinite noun phrase somebody is an
appropriate antecedent for the pronoun his. 'As S.-Y. Kuroda
first observed, however, it is not possible to associate an
anaphoric pronoun with an indefinite antecedent noun phrase
that ié'to its right. This accounts for the fact that in (34)

somebody can not be the antecedent of the pronoun his. Postal

notes that this same condition can be made to account for the
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ill;formedness of sentence (35) if the possibility of assoclating
a given complement subject with an appropriate antecedent is made
a precondition on its aeletion.

(35)7*Finding out Greta was a vampire worried somebody

Inasmuch as the péssibility of associating a given com~-
plement subject with an appropriate antecedént is a precondition
on itsvdeletion, the fact that this can not be done in (34)
accounts for the ill—formgdness of (35).

On the positive side, on the assumption that the possibility
of deleting a given complement subject depéhds on the possibility
of associating it with an appropriate antecedent, it is a
natural consequence of the fact that in (36) the subject of
the complement phrase can be associated with an antecedent that
it can be deleted.

'(36) John argued with me about our shaving ourselves
In example (36) the noun phrase John and the pronominal noun
phrase me can be associated with the pronoun ggg,in,the subject
of the complement phrase as its antecedent. The complement
subject therefore satisfies the hypothesized precondition on
the possibility of deleting cqmplement subjects. Consequently,
in the absense of any independent restriction on complement

subject deletion it can be deléted, as one can see in example
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(37) .
(37) ‘thn argued with me about shaving ourselves

But for the fact that fhe coﬁplement subject in (36) is as-
sociated with én antecedent that is not analyzable as a single
constituent, the possibility of deleting it in the derivation
of (37) may not seem remarkable. The possibility of deleting
é complement subject under the conditions illustrated.by the
darivation of sentence (37) for the structure underlying (36)
has been largely ignored. Indeed, such a derivation poses in-
superable difficulties for the minimal distance principle of
Posenbaum (1965, 1967), because it is only defined between
two nodes and not three. The pgssibility of derivations like
that of sentence (37),_hOWQVer, is quite compatible with the
assumption that the possibility of deleting complement subjects
depends on the possibility of associating them with appropriate
antecedents, since it is quite generally possible to associate
free (though not bound) anaphoric pronouns with antecedents
that are not analyzable as single constituents.

Similarly the fact that the squect of the most deeply
embedéed complement in sentence (38) can be associated with
an appropriate antecedent that one can derive from the structure

underlying (38), a sentence in which this constituent has been
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deleted, is consistent with the assumption that the possibility
of deleting a complement subject depends on the possibility of
associating it with an.appropriate antecedent.,
(38)v The young lady thinks that it is difficult for
her to hurt herself

In example (38) the noun phrase the young lady in the subject

of the matrix sentence can be assoclated with the pronoun her

in the subject of the complement phrase for her to hurt herself.

as its antecedent. This satisfies the proposed condition on
complement subject deletion. Since nothing else stands in the
way of deletiﬁg the constituent in question it is possible to
derive the sentence shown in (39) by doing so.
(39) The young lady thinks that it is difficult to
hurt herself
The antecedent associated with the deleted complement subject

is the subject of the matrix sentence The young lady thinks that

S. Embedded in place of the S in the matrix sentence is the

sentential phrase it is difficult S. This phrase separates the

phrase containing the antecedent of the complement subject from
the complement phrase itself, which is embedded in it in place
of the S. Within the context of past work on complementation,

it is remarkable that in the derivation of sentence (39) the
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deleted complement subject and the antecedent noun phrase

Qith which it is associated should be separated by an inter-
vening sentential phraée. There is nothing surprising, however,
about the fact that two noun phrases one of which is the ante-
cedent of the other should be separated in this way. Hence,

the possibility of a derivation like that of sentence (39) is
quite compatible with the assumption that the possibility of
deleting complement subjeots depends on the possibility of
associatiné them with appropriate antecedents.

Returning to the question of deriving certain reflexives
from emphatic reflexives by deleting their antecedents, one
finds that as in the case of the deletion of complement subjects
this deletion operation depends on the possibility of associating
the deleted constituents with appropriate antecedents. On the
assumption that the reflexive in (25) derives from an emphatic
reflexive, the structﬁre underlying this sentence wauld be (40).

(40)‘ The incumbent told his running mate that the

convention had nominated them themselves

The fact that the reflexive in (25) has noun phrase stress can
be related to the fact that in the structure underlying (25) it
is an emphatic reflexive. It is possible to delete the ante-

cedent of the emphatic reflexive in the derivation of (25),
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because it can be associated with an appropriate antecedent .. .
which, in this case, happens to consist of two noun phrases
that can not be analyzéd as a single constituent.

As a last example the underlying structure that one
arrives at for sentence (30) if the reflexive in it is derived
from an emphatic reflexive can be represented as (41).

(41) The jury's conviction of him himself disturbed
each defepdent the most
By deriviné (30) from the structure represented in (41), one

can account for the fact that the reflexive in (30) has noun

phrase stress because it is an emphatic reflexive in its under~

lying structure. It is éossible to assoclate the antecedent of
this reflexive with an appropriate antecadent of its own, and,
hence, it is possible to delete it.

The rule that deletes the grammatical antecedents of em-
phatic reflexives pro§ides yet another way of deriving re-
flexlves from underlying emphatic reflexives. Because of
the possibilities that the derivation of reflexives from em-
phatic reflexives opens up, it is necessary to examine the
limitations imposed on the operation of this rule. Consider,
for example, the ill-formed sentence shown in (42).

(42) *The jury's cohviction of himself disturbed

somebody the most
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Sentence (42) is identical to (30) except that in place of

the noun phrase each defendent in the object of the matrix |
sentence, sentence (425 has the indefinite noun phrase some-
body. Corresp§nding1y, sentence (42) would have to have an
underlying structure that differed from the structure under—
lying (30) in only this point. Such a structure is given in
(43).

(43) The jury's conviction of him himself disturbéd

somebody the most

éiven the underlying structure represented in (43), sentence
(42) can not be derived from it, because it is not possible to

associate the antecedent of the reflexive with an appropriate

antecedent noun phrase. In particular, it can not be associated

with the indefinite noun phrase somebody bacause a pronoun can
only be associated with an indefinite antecedent if the ante-
cedent is to its left. In view of this, no special conditions
need be imposed on the.rule that deletes pronouns preceding
emphatic reflexives in order to prevent derivations such as
this,

Or considexr the undesirable possibility of deriving a

sentence like The_xich hate themselves from an underlying

structure like The rich hate them themselves by deleting the
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antecedent of the emphatic reflexive. Such a derivation is
undesirable because it competes with the derivation established
in Chapter Two making éne of the two possible derivations
‘superfluous. ‘It is not a possible derivation because the
noun phrase the rich in the subject of this sentence can not
be associated with the antecedent of the reflexive as its
antecedent.

The possibility of deriving reflexives from emphatic
reflexives opens up the possibility of deriving reflexives in
subject position. Take, for instance, the structure ﬁnderlying
sentence (44).

(44) The incumbent knows that he himself can't win

Since it is possible to associate the noun phrase the incumbent

in the subject of the matrix sentence with the pronoun he pre-
ceding the reflexive in the subject of the embedded sentential
phrase, one might expect the rule deleting pronouns bafore
reflexives to apply. If it did apply, it would derive the ill-
formed structure given in (45).

(45) *The incumbent knows that himself can't win
In spite of the fact that the pronoun can be associated with an
appropriate antecedent, however, it can not be deleted because

of the condition that prohibiﬁsvthe deletion of the subject of
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an embedded sentential phrase which has that as a comple-
mentizer. As Perlmutter (1968) has stated, this condition
is applied only to the.deletion of the entire subject noun
phrase. There‘seems to be no reason, however, not to state
it in such a way that it applies to the deletion of the head
of the complement subject. Formulated in this way, this con-
dition prohibits the deletion of the entire subject noun phrase
‘és well. Again, no conditions need be imposed on the rule
deleting pronouns before emphatic reflexives. Its proper
operation is ensured by conditions that are part of the theory
of grammar. There may, however, be other environments in
which the antecedent of an emphatic reflexive in the subject
of an embedded sentential phrase may be deleted. Consider, forx
instance,'the structure given schematically in (46) with the
embedded sentential phrase enclosed in square brackets.

(46) Each candidate expects Zgor him himself to wiéj
Assuming that in the environment of (46) it is possible to
aelete the pronoun preceding the reflexive, then it might be
possible to derive sentence (47) from this structure.

| (47) Each candidate expects himself to win

If this analysis can be substantiated, then it might well be

possible to do away with the énalysis based on the subject
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raiéing transformation.
Therefore, consider the two sentences (47) and (48) side
by side.
(48) Each candidate expects him to win
It is generally agreed that the structures underlying (47) and
(48) are identical except for the subject of the embedded

sentential complement phrase. The deep structure of either of

these sentences consists of the matrix sentence Each candidate
expects S where S stands for a sentential phrase of the form

(for) X to win. The constituent X is the subject of the sen-—

tential complement, and the two sentences differ with respect

to the lexical item that makes up this constituent. It is
widely assumed that in the surface structure of these sentences,
X, the underlying complement subject, is no longer a consﬁituent
of the sentential complement. In particular, it is assumed that
in the course of the dérivation of these sentences a trans-

formational rule, variously called pronoun replacement, it re—

placement, or raising, applies to extract the complement subject
from the sentential complement so that in the surface structure

it is not a constituent of the complement. On this analysis,

the surface structure of sentences (47) and (48) can be

schematically represented as a matrix of the form Each candidate

'ekpects X S where the S-node dominates what is left of the
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embedded sentential complement, (for).to win. In support of
this claim, it ﬁas been pointed out that as a result of
passivization the undeflying subject of the complement-
sgntence may ih the surface structure be the derived subject
of the matrix sentencé. ?or example, when the structure'unde£~
lying sentence (48) is passivized, one obtains sentence (49).
(49) He is expected to win by each candidateb'
In the structure underlying (48’ énd (49) the third pérsqn

pronoun in the subject of the matrix sentence in (49) is the

subject of the sentential complement (for) X to win. In the

vsurface structure of (49) it is, of course, no longer a con-

stituent of the complement. It is generally assumed that in

the derivation of (49) the underlying complement subject is

‘extracted from the complement prior to passivization. But the

' passivization process, as it is usually formulated, applies to

any sentence that can be analyzed as NP-V-NP, whether or not
the‘constituent N§ that follows the constituent V is in an
embedded sententiai complement. Nox is there any feason to
reéuire that this noun phrase not be in an embedded sentential
complement. Therefore, the facf that‘the structure underlying
(48) and (49) may uﬁdergo this proéess is no evidence for tﬁév

hypothesis that there is a transformation that extracts the
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subjects of certain sentential complements. The fact that in
the surface structure the underlying subject of the sentential
complement in examples like (48) has the form of anvobject
pronoun has also been advanced as an argument to.show that in
the surface structure what was the complement subject has been
extracted from the complement. In effect, it is argued, that
the former complement subject is substituted in the matrix
sentence in objectfposition, and that it is for this reason that
it has object form. But this evidence again fails to make the
point it is intended to make. The subjecfs of all infinitival
cpmplements have object form insofar as this form can be dis-
tinguished from subject form, This is readily apparent in a

sentence like It is too cold for them to swim in which the

- pronoun them in the subject of the sentential complement can

not be analyzed as an object in the matrix sentence. Indeed,
the corresponding sentence with the subject of the sentential

complement in subject form is ill-formed: It is too cold for

théy to swim. Often the fact that in examples like (47) the

constituent X is a reflexive, himself in this case, that has

associated with it as an antecedent the subject of the matrix

sentence, each candidate in this case, is cilted as support for

the contention that the underlying complement subject is in
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the surface structure no longer a constituent of the sentential
complement. Since the subject of the matrix sentence is
associated with the reflexive as its antecedent, the reasoning
goes, it must be the cése that the subject of the matrix
sentence and the reflexive have the same sentential ancestry.
Since the subject of the matrix sentence is not dominated by
the embedded sentential complement, this can only be the case
if the reflexive is not a constituent of the complement. But
the constituent X, the éuperficial reflexive, is the underlYing
complement subject. Thereforé, this constituent must have been
extracted from the complement; This argument, however, is in-
conclusive also. In the surface structure reflexives and the
anteéedent noun phrases with which they were associated at the
point of their derivation need not have the same sentential
ancestry. Hence, the fact that a reflexive 1is associating with
a particular antecedent noun phrase is by itself no indication
of the sentential ancestry of the reflexive.

As in the case of reflexives, the well-formedness of a
sentence involving a reciprocal depends on the possibility of
associating the reciprocal with an appropriate antecedeht. In
particular, it is not possible for a reciprocal to be derivgd

unless it can be associated with an antecedent noun phrase that
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has ﬁhe same seﬁtential ancestry as it does. To see how this
can be accounted‘for it is necessary to understand how re-
ciprocals are introduced into a sentence. A reciprocal may
be analyzed as a noun phrase in which the distributive

quantifier each is followed by the noun other just as in the

noun phrase each candidate the quantifier each is followed by
the noun candidate. According to the insightful analysis of
reciprocals of Dougherty (1968), reciprocals differ’ from other
noun phrases with the distributive quantifier in that the.dis-
tributive quantifier is not present in the underlying repre-
sentation of reciprocals. Rather, the form of the noun phrase

underlying a reciprocal is either the other or the others. In

the underlying structure the quantifier is associated with the
antecedent of the reciprocal. The reciprocal proper is produced
transformationally by removing the quantifier from the ante-
cedent and substituting it for the deterxrminer in the noun

phrase underlying the reciprocal. This transformationainpro~
cedure relates the structure ﬁnderlying a sentence like Each

candidate attacked the other to the structure underlying the

sentence The candidates attacked each other, and these sentences
are indeed synonymous. The operation of this procedure is

limited in much the same way as the operation of the copying
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procedure involved in the derivation of reflexives is. The
details of this were given in Chapter Two. In this way it
is ensured that at the point of its derivation a reciprocal
and its antecedent must have the same sentential ancestry.

There are other formulations of the procedure to derive
reciprocals that differ from this one; however; it is generally

agreed that reciprocals are derived by a transformational or

a quasi-transformational process and that at the point of their

derivation reciprocals must be associated with antecedent noun
phrases that have the same sentential ancestry as they. Now,
if_ih the derivation of sentences‘of the kind illustrated by
(47) and (48)‘the compleﬁent subject is extracted from the

complement to yield a structure of the form Each candidate

 expects X 8 in which the noun phrase each candidate, the subject

of the matrix sentence, and X have the same sentential ancestry,
then one would expect to find a sentence in which X is a re-
ciprocal which has theksubject of the matrix sentence associated
%ith it as its antecedent. Sentence (50), if it were wall-
formed, would be an example of this kind.

(50) *The candidates expected each other to clash
If the reciprocal in seﬁtence (50) were derived from the under-

lying complement subject the others after it has been extracted
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from the complement, then there could be no obstacle to de-
riving a reciprocai in this example. The assumption that the
subject of a complement sentence may under certain conditiohs
be extracted f?om the complement leads one to predict, incor-
rectly, that sentence is well-formed. Hence, the fact that
this sentence is not well-formed contradicts the contention
that there is a special rule that extracts complement subjects
from the chplement phrase. This 1s not to say that complement
subjects may not under any circumstances be extracted from the
complement phrase. Indeed, in example (49) it was shéwn that
the passivization process may do so. In this regard, the
operation of the rule of passivization is similar to that of
the ?ule of WH-fronting. In view of thé evidence showing that
the subject of the complement in sentences like (47) has not
been raised, the reflexives in these examples can not be
handled in the manner outlined in Chapter Two. Instead, one
may propose for them an analysis along the lines of this
discussion, dexriving theﬁ from emphatic reflexives, the gram~
matical antecedénts of which are deleted. On this analysis,
sentence (47) does indeed derive from the structure shoWn in
(46). By deriving the reflexive in (47) from an emphatic re-

flexive, one accounts for the fact that it has noun phrase
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stress. (That noun phrase stress is not necessary and that
pronominal stress is possible will be considered a result of
stress reduction.) The fact that in a sentence such as Each

candidate expected to win the complement subject can be deleted

shows that the complement subject can be associated Qith an
appropriate antecedent. Hence, it must also be possible to
associate the grammatical antecedent of an emphatic reflexive
In the complement subject of a sentence like (46) with an
appropriate antecedent and consequently to delete it. Indeed,
it seems that this deletion is obligatory. The fact that the
reflexive in (47) derives from an emphatic reflexive associated
with the complement subject can be verified directly in sentences
like (51) where the reflexive is preceded by the conplementizexr
which marks the beginning of the complement phrase.
(51) What each candidate expects 1s for himself
to win

By deleting a complement subject that 1is the grammatical
antecedent of an emphatic reflexive without deleting the re-
flexive too, reflexives can be derived in complement subject
position. This possibility, if it is not appropriately re-
stricted, gives rise to undesirable derivations. For instance,

it is generally agreed that a sentence like Each candidate tried
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to win derives from an underlying structure that may be

schematically represented as the matrix sentence Each candidate

tried S where S stands for an embedded sentential phrase of

the form (for)X to win. In this particular case, the con-

stituent X in the subject of the complement phrase is such

that in t:7bresence of the noun phrase each candidaﬁe in the
subject of the matrix sentence it can be deleted. In‘fact,

it ié necessarily such that it can be deleted. Conceivably,
it would be possible to associate an emphatic reflexive with
any complement subject, in particular one that must be deleted
obligatorily. And by deleting the complement subject but not
the reflexive one would derive a sentence with a reflexive in

place of the complement subject. Thus, from an underlying

structure of the form Each candidate tried for X himself to win

one would derive the ill-formed sentence shown in (52).

(52) *Bach candidate tried for himself to win

One can prevent such sentences from being derxrived by not allowing

those complement subjects that are deleted obligatorily to be
associated with emphatic reflexives as their antecedents.

It has been noted eérlie; that under cerxtain conditions
the antecedent of an emphatic reflexive can be deleted when it

is a first or second person subject pronoun but not otherwise.
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While in general it is possible to delete the antecedent of
an emphatic reflexive only if it can be asgssociated with an
appropriate antecedent of its own, when the antecedent is a

first or a second person subject pronoun then it can be deleted

- even if 1t is(apparently)not associated with an antecedent.

It has been argued above that in addition to the rule that de~
letes the antecedent of an emphatic reflexive if it can be
associated with an appropriate antecedent, there is anofher
rule that can delete the antecedent of an emphatic reflexive
independently of the possibility of associating it with an
appropriate antecedent, if it is either a first or a second
person subject pronoun. There may indeed be derivations in
which either rule is defined and either rule may apply. Ac-
cording to a proposal of Ross (1968=1970), however, there is
only one rule to delete the antecedent of emphatic reflexives.
Ross too envisions the possibility of deleting the antecedent

of an emphatic reflexive if it can be associated with an ap-

- propriate antecedent, but he does not provide for the deletion

of antecedents of emphatic reflexives that can not be associated
with antecedents of their own. Rather, he analyses those ex-

amples in which there does not appear to be an antecedent as-

sociated with a deleted constituent of this kind as deriving
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from underlying structures in which there is one. In

support of this contentioh Ross offers certain sentences in
the derivation of which the antecedent of an emphatic re-
flexive has been deleted. Each sentence in which the deleted
constituent can be associated with an appropriate antecedent
can, accorxding to Ross, be matched up with a similar sentence
in which it does not appear posSible to do this. Some of these
sentences are well-~formed, chers ill-formed. In addition,
Ross distinguishes at least two degrees of acceptability in-
termediate between well-formedness and ill-formedness among
the sentences he cites.

In the structure underlying the sentence Tom bslieved

that _he himself had written the paper it 1s possible to asso-

ciate the antecedent of the emphatic reflexive with an ante-
cedent of its own, ' namely the subject noun phrase Tom.
Sentence (53), the sentence derived by deleting this ante-
cedent noun phrase, is neverﬁheless ill-forxrmed,
(53) *Tom believed that himself had written the
paper |
According to Ross this sentence is matched by the sentence

I myself wrote this paper in which the antecedent of an em-

phatic reflexive can not apparently be associated with an
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antecedenﬁ of its own. As one can see from example (54) the
sentence derived by deleting the antecedent of the emphatic
reflexive is again ill-formed.

(54) *Myself wrote this paper
Whether or. not the antécedent can be associated with an ante-
cedent of its own, the derivation yields an ill-formed sentence
in either case. Ross considers a number of other matching

pairs of examples of this kind and in each case judges both

examples to be of the same degree of acceptability. From.this

he concludes: "Whatever the rule is that produces the complex
spectrum of acceptabilities in {}he case of examples where the
deleted constituent can be associated with an antecedent of its
owﬁ}, it is obvious that the same rule is in operation in the
case of such apparently simple sentences as those in [@hich

the deleted constituent can not be assoclated with an ante-

cedent of its owﬁ]." Granting that sentences (53) and (54)

- are lll-formed for the same reason, it simply does not follow

that they are ill-formed because the same rule has misapplied.
They may, for instance, be ill-formed because two different
rules have applied in violation of the same principle. It has,
for instance, been shown in the course of the discussion of

examples (44) and (45) that the impossibility of deleting the
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antecedent of an emphatic reflexive in the subject of a
complement phrase that is introduced by the complementizer
that as in the case of example (53) can ba related to the
impossibility of deleting the subject of such complement
phrases. If this ié the proper explanation for the fact that
the antecedent of the emphatic reflexive in the subject of
sentence (53) can not be deleted then one can apply this ex-
planation to sentence (54) by deriving it from an underlying
structure in which this sentence is introduced by a that com-
plementizer. This proposal is not unreasonable. While in
English it might appear'that the presence of a complementizer
is what distinguishes an embedded sentential‘phrase from one

that Is not embedded, if one looks at other languages one

-finds‘examéles of sentences that are not embedded that do

have com?leméntizers. Ross himself notes one in his section
2.2.3., the complementizer ?inna in Arabic.

| The discovery that there are similar restrictions on the
deletion of the anﬁecedents of emphatic reflexives when they

can and when they can not be associlated with appropriate ante-

cedents of theilr own is no evidence for the contention that the

deletion is achieved b& one and the same transformational

process. It is this contention, however, that Ross cites in
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support of the so-called performative analysis. According to
this analysis each surface structure sentence is derivea from
a deep structure in which it is embedded in a sentence with

a first person singular subject, a performative verb, and a
second person object. The observation that certain first and
second person pronouns that are antecedents of emphatic re-
flexives can be deleted apparenfly without there being any
antecedents associated with them in conjunction with the con-
tention that the pronouns in question can only be deletedlif
they are assoclated with antecedents would indeed constitute
evidence for ﬁhe underlying first and second person pronouns
that the performative analysis presupposes, 1f this contention
coﬁld be substantiated. The possibility of deleting a con-
stituent 1f it can be associated with somé other constiltuent,
However, does not imply that if a constituent can be deleted,
then it is possible to associate it with some other constituent.
By the same token, the performative analysis, if it could be |
substantiated, would constitute evidence for the contention

that the antecedent of an emphatic reflexive can only be deleted
if it can be associlated with an appropriate antecedent of its
own. This analysis provides antecedents for those cases

where these constituents can be deleted apparently even without
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being associated with appropriate antecedents. It is, there-
fore, appropriate to consider further evidence bearing on
the validity gf this analysis. Consider, for insténce, a
sentence such aé (55) .

(55) The whole family, we ourselves included, will

go to the beach

On the assumption of the performative analysis, senéence (55)
in its underlying structure is embedded in a perférmative
sentence. Informally speaking, one might say that sentence (55)

is embedded in place of the S in a sentence somewhat like

I‘say to _you that S. The pronoun we in the antecedent of the =
emphatic reflexive in sentence (55) can not be associafed with

an antecedent, (It could possibly be associated with the
subject and the object of the performative sentence jointly

but this would limit one to an ine¢lusive interpretation of this
pronoun.) If\one were to assume the performative analysis as

it stands and it oné were also to assume that the antecedent |

of an emphatic reflexiﬁe can only be deleted if iﬁ can be
associated with an antecedent of its own, thén it would not-ﬁe
‘possible to delete the antecedent of the emphatic reflexive in

sentence (55) because it would not be possible to associate it

with an appropriate antecedent. This analysis would therefore
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fail to generate the well-fommed sentence (56).

(56) The whole family, ourselves included, will go

to the beach

According to the alternate analysis advanced in this chapter,
however, this sentence can be generated in the same manner as
sentences (13) and (14). According to this analysis the ante-
cadent of an emphatic reflexivevmay be deleted withéﬁt beiﬁg
assoclated with an antecedent of its own if it is a first or
seéond person subject pronoun. The derivation of sentence (58)
is analagous to the derivation of sentence (13) excepﬁ that
the deleted pronoun is in the plural rather than in the

singular.
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NOTES

1. For those who have difficulty with regard to the
acceptability of this exaﬁple, it might facilitate under-
standing to point out that it answers the question Who does

each candidate hope the convention will nominate on the

assumption that candidate A hopes the convention will nominate

candidate A, etc.




CHAPTER FOUR

This chapter deals with the meaning of reflexives in
relation to the meaning of their antecedents. The notion
meaning, as it is undefstood here, has at least two  -éistinct
distinct aspects: following Frege (1892), these are sanse
and reference. For present purposes it will bzs assumed that
there are no others. Putting it in these terms the subject
matter of this chapter is the sense of reflexives in relation
to the sense of their antecedents and the reference of re-
flexives iﬁ relation to the reference of their antecedents.
To see what this m=ans it is necessary to Know what is meant
by the terms s=nse and reference, or at least what 1s meant
by the s2nse or the refefence of a noun or noun phra;e. The
sense of a'noun is itsvdictionary definition. In one form or
another this information is a part of the lexical entry‘of a
noun alongy with information about its phonological and syn-
tactic properties. The reference of a noun is the object
which the noun designates, where it is undexrstood that a noun
may not have reference. The sense of a noun that has reference
émounts to a statement of the criteria (properties) that an
object must satisfy in order for the noun to apply to it.
Reference i1s, of course, in part a function of sense. A given

nouh can not designate an objéct that does not meet the
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criteria (satisfy the properties) s=t forth in the statement
of the sense of that noun. The noun in question can not have
such an object as its reference. Take, for example, the noun
husband. This noun can only apply to a man; it can not apply
to a woman. Hence, thé reference of this noun can only be a
man and not a woman. |

To be sure, this chapter is not concerned with meaning
as such but with the meaning of one noun phrase in relation
to the meaning of anothexr. Tnerefore, to simplify matteré,
the discussion will be limited to examples in which the
difference between the meaning of a given noun phrase and
the me=aning of its head noun can safely be ignored. Insofar
.as there are restrictive modifiers, demonstratives, or
quantifiers associated with a noun phrase, its meaning is.
not the same as the meaning of its head noun. For example,
restrictive modiflers may add to the criteria that an object
must_satisfy in order for a given noun phrase to apply to it.
As a consequence the sense of a noun phrase involving a re-
strictive modifier will differ from the sanss of its head noun
and this will have a corresponding gffect on the reference of
this noun phrase. Take, for example, the noun spouse. It can

apply to a man as wall as to a woman. Consider, however, the
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‘noun phrase male ppouse in which the restrictive modifier male

is associated with the noun spouse. This noun phras= can only
apply to a man and not to a woman. The restrictive modifier
male has, in effect, added a criterion to the statemant of

the sense of the noun phrase male spouse which is not a part

of the sens2 of its head aoun spouse.
The sense of two different nouns may partially coincide,

as, for example, in the case of the nouns husband and wife.

One has the sense of male spouss and the other the s=2nse of
female spouse. The sense of (the noun) spouses is comﬁon to
both. The s=ns2 of these two nouns differs in that one can
only apply to a man and the other only to a wﬁman. Each of
the criteria in the statement of the sense of a given noun may
in effect b2 thought of as a binary feature, which may be marked
either positively or negatlvely or else not marked at all.
Whenever a noun is marked either positively or negatively forx
a given feature, then it applies only to objects that posit;vely
or negatively satiéfy the criterion for which that feature
stands. Whenever a noun is not marked for a given feature,
then it applies to objects irrespeqtive of the criterxion in
gquestion. Putting it this way the nouns husband and wife have

the same markings for the features that they share with the
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noun spouse. They have opposite markings for at least one
feature, th= feature that stands for the criterion of sex.
Inasmuch as there is at least one feature in the statement of
the sense of thess nouns for which one is marked positively
and the other negatively, these nouns have opposite sense.
Two different nouns may not have the same sense and yat
not have opposite s=anse. Consider, for example, the nouns
husband and father. The criteria ﬁhat an object must meat in
order for the noun husband to apply to iﬁ are not the same
criteria that an object ﬁust meet in oxdsr for the noun father
to apply. Hsnce, the noun huébang and the noun father do not
have the same sense. It is possible, howevef; for an object
to meet both the criteria for the noun husband and the noun
father so that both nouns would apply to it. Neither of these
two nouns is marked positively for a feature for which the
other is marked negatively. There is no criterion that must
be satisfied positively if ons of these nouns is to apply and
that must be satisfied negatively if the other is to apply.
The meaning of two noun phrases may be related bacause
either their sense or their reference is related. There can
not be a significant relation between the meaning of one noun

phrase and the meaning of another, if neither their s=nse nor
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their reference is related. One kind of meaningful relation
between noun phrases exists when they have the same meaning.
Take, for instance, a sentence like (1).

(1) Onace there was a king and the king had a

lovely daughter

In (1) the noun phrase a king and the noun phrase the king
both have the same sanse. Both'apply to a male royal sovereign.
In addition, as sentence (1) is normally understood, thesa two
noun phrases identify one and the same king and hence havé the
same reference. Tne two noun phrases in question haveée the same
sense and the same reference and, hence, the same meaning.
But two noun phrases may be related in a meaﬁingful way when
they have the same sense and not the same reference or the
same reference and not the same sense. Consider, for example,
sentence (2).

(2) After building us a houses you built yoursalf

a house

The two occurrences of the noun phrase a_house in sentence (2)
have the same sense. Tae two occurrences of this noun can not
be understood, howaver, as identifying the same house. Hence,
they do not have the same reference. What is significant about

the relation betwsen the meaningy of the noun phrases in question
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is that they have the same sense, though they do not have the
same reference. Following this example of two noun phrases
having the same sanse $ut not the same reference, consider an
example of twovnoun phrases that have the same reference but
noﬁ the same sense. Such an example, originally cited by
Chomsky (1959), is given in (3).

(3) I am not againstvmy father, (I am) only

against the labor minister

Wnen this seﬁtence is spoken by the son of the labor minister
(as it was by the son of the Brasilian labor minister), then

the noun phrase my father and the noun phrase the labor

minister have the same reference. Both identify the same

person. The criteria by which this person is identified by
the noun phrase my father are different, however, from the
criteria by which the same person is identified by the noun

rhrase the labor minister. One noun phraszs identifies this

person as the father of the speaker of (3) and the other as

the official holding the position of labor minister. Though

thes2 two noun phrases differ in sense, their meaning is re-
lated because they have the same reference.

Notice, furthermore, that the noun phrases my father and

the labor minister which, as they are used in sentence (3),
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have the same reference though not the same sens=2, nevertheless
do not have opposite sense. It is, inde2d, a general rule that
two noun phrases having opposite sense can not be understood as
having the same reference. If, for instance, onebwere to sub-

stitute for the noun phrase the labor minister in sentence (3)

the noun phrase my mother, which has the opposite sense of the
noun phrase my father, one would.obtain the sentence given in
(4). ' B
(4) I am not against my father, I am only against
my mother
The two noun phrases my father and my mother in sentence (4)
can not be undesrstood as having the same reference.

The transformational theory of reflexivization assumes
that reflexives and their antecedents have the same sense and
the saﬁe ieference; Or, in other words, all formulations of
this theory agree on the assumption that the sens=2 of a given
reflexive or the form underlying it is given in the base, so
that it can be determined from the deep structﬁre of the
sentence in which the reflexive occurs. As this theory of

reflekivization is usually formulated, this is implicit in

the fact that the underlying representation of a reflexive

and that of its antecedent consist of the same lexical item.




162

Part of those lexlcal items is, of course, the statemsnt of

the criteria that an object must satisfy in order for the
particular lexical item to apply to it, which is, of course,
the s2nse of that lexical item. The statement of Jackendoff's
cited in Chapter Two is open to interpretation. In particular;
it can be interpreted as claiming that coreferential noun
phrases (and reflexives and theii antecedents are assﬁmed to

be coreferential noun phras=s) must agree in their s=mantic

properties which would mean that they must have the same

- sense. The phrase structure theory of reflexivization does

not agree with this, but this question will be taken up later.
Some formulations of the transformationai theory of
reflexivization assume that in addition to the ssens2 of a
reflexive its reference (relative to other noun phrases) is also
given in the base, so that it too can be determined from the

deep structure of the santence in which the reflexive occurs.

‘For instance, Postal (l966b); following Chomsky (19653), éssigns

eacn noun or noun phras=a that is antered into the deep structure
of a santence an integer as an index. The particular integer
chosen for an index is in general arbitrary though for first

and second person pronouns it is fixed. The interpretation of

these indices is such that sameness of index stands for sameness
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of reference and difference of index stands for difference

of reference. (The indices themselyes do not indicate
reference as such.) Tﬁe reflexivization as well as the pro-
nominalization procésses are sensitive to these indices. 1In
particular, a given pair of noun phrases that is otherwise
subject to the reflexivization process can undergo reflexivi-
zation only if both have the same index or, in other words,
the same reference. What is more, Postal contends that any
such pair of noun phrases must undergo reflexivization.
Whenever two noun phrases have the same sense and thevsame
reference (expressed by the sameness of theilr indices) and
otherwise satisfy the conditions on the reflexivization
process, then, on Postal's analysis a réflexive is substituted

for one. Consideration of example (5), however, shows that

this conception of the reflexivization process can not be

the correct one.

(5) Violence begets violence
The two occurrences of the noun phrase violence in sentence
(5), once as a subjecit noun phras2 and once as an object noun

phrase, have the same sentential ancestry. It is not possible

to understand the reference of ons as being one violence and

the reference of the other another violence. Hence, both have
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the same reference. Both consist of the same lexical item,
hence, both have the same sense. Since both occurrences of
the noun phrase violence have the same sense and the same
reference and satisfy all other conditions that apply to

the reflexivization process, a reflexive would on Postal's
analysis have to be substituted for one, and it would not

be possible to generate sentence (5) as it is. Other formu-
lations of the transformational theory of reflexivization do
not run into this difficulty. The reflexivization process as
it is formulated by Leas and Klima (1963) is optional in the
third person. This has generally been interpreted as

meaning that whensver two noun phrases that héve the same
sentential ancestry fail to undergo reflexivization, then they
do not have the same reference. But no such claim is to be
found in the paper of Leaes and Klima (1963). Therefore,
sentence (5) can be azcounted for by simply omitting reflexivi-
zation. On Jackendoff's analysis, reflexives are bona fide
lexical items. @Like all lexical items they are inserted di-
rectly into Base structures. The choice of one lexical item
overxr aﬁother is, of cours2, free, all other things being equal.
On this analysis, the lexical item chosen to £ill the object

position in sentence (5) just happens to be the same as the
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lexical item filling the subject position. This poses no /[
problem whatsoever.

Much the same goeé for the phrase structure theory of
reflexivizatioh, only here reflexives are not unanaleable
lexical items but rather restricted possessives with the

head noun s2lf. All other things being equal, the choice of

a particular lexical item to £ill a particular laxical
category is freé, in particular, the cholce of a restricted
p&ssessive with the head noun s2l1f is optional.

Raturning to the question of the reference of réflexives
as iﬁ is handled‘by different formulations of the transforma-
tional theory of reflexivization. Lees and Klima are not

’ 9]
explicit on this point, but rather take it for granted that a
reflexive and its antecedent have the same reference. An
interesting question‘remains. What is the reference of the
underlying representation of a reflexive? Does it have the
same reference as the anﬁecedent of the reflexive? If it does
and if it is the reflexive alone that has the same reference
as its antecedent, then the reflexivization process would con-
tribute to the meaning of the sentence contrary to the

assumptions of the standard theory.

Indead, in Jackendoff's formulation there are certain
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noun phrases such as reflexives, anaphoric pronouns, and
pronominal epithets such as that bum of which only the ssnsa2
is given in the base and whos2 reference is determined by a
rule of semantic interpretation which, he claims, operakes
after the oparation of certain syntactic transformations.

The meaning of thess noun phrases can, on this analysls, not
be determined in the base but only after the appropriate rules
of semantic interpretation have assigned reference. The rules
that precede the assignment of reference may wall affect the
meaning of the sentence by altering the structure to which

the rules of samantic interpretationAapply.

Irrespective of differences, the assumption that reflexives
and their antecedents have the same reference is a part of
almost every formulation of the transformational theory of
reflexivization. Gleitman (1965), however, has in a footnote
(n.26) questionad the validity of this assumption. In support
of her objection she offers for consideration the ssentenc
given in (6).

(5) Organisms reproduce themselves
She does not spell out her understandiny of this sentence, but
she might have had in mind considerations such as thesa. It

is surely not possible for any glven organism to yleld itself
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by the process of reproduction. In the same sansz2 it is not
possible for all organisms to yleld themsslves, each its own
s2lf, by the process of reproduction. Hesnce, this can not ba
the meaning of sentenée (6) . One might then go on to conclude
that the meaning of (6) is that eash orxganism (or pair of
organisms) ylelds another by the process of reproduction and
that the referxence of the reflexive can not he the same as
that of its antecedent, though its sense might ba. But a onae
to one pairing of reproducing and reproduced organisms is not
the only and, inde=d, not the propex interpretation of the
meaning of sentence(6). Rather, the meaning of this sentence
is that the set of organisms taken as a whole”yields itself
by tﬁe process of reproduaction. On this interpretation, the
noun phrase organisms refers to the set of oxrganisms just as

the reflexive themsalves refexs to the set of organisms. Both

the reflexive and its antecedent have the same reference.
Another sentence that, like (6), could be analyzed as
counter-evidence to the claim that rxaflexives and their ante-
cedents have the same reference is given in (7).
(7) History repeats itself

I one interprets the noun phrase history, the antecedent of

the reflexive itself, too narrowly so that it refexs to specific
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historical events, then seantence (7) would be untrue. Knowing
/ .
it to be true, howaver, one might contend that this is so

beacause the reflexive and its anteéedent do not refer to the

‘same specific historical events and hence do not have the same

reference. To impose such an interpretation on this santence
would force one to give the verb repeat a meaning which it does
not ordinarily have. Repeated events do not normally differ.
If the noun phrase histoxy is repeated more broadly, however,
so that it refers to the pattern of historical events rather
than to the avents themsslves, then the interpretation of
sentence (7) is stralghtforward. The pattern of events re-
ferred 2o by the subject noun phrase 1is the same as the pattern
of events referred to by the reflexive 5bject of the santence.
Sentences (6) and (7) do not represent a serious challenga
o the validity of the assumption that reflexives and theixr
antec=adents have the same reference, and it is fair to accept
this assumption as valid. In this point both the transformational
and the phrase structure theory of reflexivization agree. The
transformational theory, however, also assumes that reflexives
and their antecedents have the same sanse. It has alrxeady be=n
shown earlier that two noun phrases may have the same reference

and yet not have the same sense. Hence, one can accept the
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assumption that reflexives and their antecedents have the
same reference without accepting the assumption that re-

flexives and their antecedents have the same sanse, a
s

‘possibility that the transformational theory of reflexivization

completely ilgnores.

Przcisely this is what the phrase structure theory of
reflexives does. It does not challenge the validity of the
contention that reflexives and their antecedents have the
same reference, though it does challenge the validity of the
assumption that reflexives and theilr antecedents have the
same sens=2. Reflexives, on the assumptions of this theory,
are analyzed as»restricted possassives with the head noun
s21f and bound anaphoric pronouns as determiners. Thelr
reference is accounted for by the following simple rule:

A reflexive has the same reference as the antecedent of its
determiner. Their senss is a function of the s=ns2 of thelr

head and the sense of thelr determiners. The head noun,

however, 1s always the same. Therefore, the sanse of the head

noun is fixed. It does not vary with the particular antecedent
noun phrasa that the reflexive 1s assoclated with, as it does
in the transformational theory of reflexivization.

Tt is not easy, if it is indeed possible, directly to
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| specify the sensa of reflexives taken as a whole, but one
can approach this guestion in an indirect way. It was noted
[~ sarlier that it is possible for two noun phrases having the
same refexence not to have the same sans2, but that it is
P not possible for two noun phrases having the same reference
! -~
to be of opwvosite sensa. With the understanding that the
term feature is usa2d to refer to the criteria in the statement
R of the sense of a noun or noun phrases, this can be recast in
the following terms. A noun phrase that has the same reﬁérencé
as some other noun phrase may not be marked positively for a
- feature for which the other is marked negatively ox negatively
i for a feature for which the other is marked positively. It is,
of course, possible for a noun phrase that has the same
—~—
refexence as some other noun phrase Lo be unmarked for a
feature for which the other is markad. aflexives in particular
- may not be markad positively or negatively for a Ffeaturxe for
which one of their possible antacedents is marked the opposite
way, negatively or positively, respectively. Since any noua
P~
phrasa is a possible antecedent of an appropriate raeflexive,
reflexives as a whole may not be marked for a feature fof
which some noun phrase 1ls marked the opposite way; As a con-
-
sequence, reflexives must be highly unmarked. Since reflexives
-
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are marked for few if any features there are few if any
criteria that an object must satisfy in orxder for a reflexive
to apply to it. There.is nothing in the statement of the
Sehse of reflekives that might distinguish objects to which
they apply from objects to which they might not apply.

- S8ince reflexives and their antecedents are not identical
in feature composition, it follows that they do not have the
same meaning. In general, the meaning of a sentence, insofar
as it does not involve idiomatic expressions, is a compositional
function of the meaning of its constituents. 1In view of this
any two sentences that do not differ with respect to the
meanings of their constituents should not differ in meaning.
Consider, for instance, the sentence gi&en in example (8).

(8) Only the devil pities himself

The meaning of sentence (8) is a compositional function of the

meaning of its constituents. TIf one substitutes for any of the
constituents of (8) other appropriate forms that have the same
meaning, the meaning of this sentence is not changed. If, for
instance, one substitutes for the noun phrase the devil in the
subject of (8) the noun phrase Satan one obtalins the sentence

Only Satan pities himself. This sentence does indeed have the

same meaning as sentence (8). By the same token, if one
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substitutes for the verb pities the verb has pity for, one

obtains the sentence Only the devil has pity for himself. This

sentence again has the sama meaning as sentence (8). Now if
reflexives have the same meaning as their antecedents, as the
transformational theory of reflexivization assumes, then if
substituting for the reflexive a copy of its antecedent yvields
a viable sentence, one would expect the meaning of this sentence
to be the same as the m2aning of sentence (8); If, as the
phrase structure theory of reflexives assumeé, reflexives do
not have the same meaning as their antecedents, then oﬁévwould
not necessarily expect the resgltant sentence to have the same
meaning as sentence (8). In the case of example (8) substituting
a copy of the antecedent of the reflexive for the reflexive
itself, does yield a viable sentence. This sentence is given
in (9).

(9) Only the devil pities the davil
The meaning of this sentence is not thé same as the meaning of
sentence (8), contrary to the prediction of the transformational
theory of reflexivization. In particular, while sentence (8)
could be true if the devil is not the only one who pities the
devil, sentence (9) would not.

This then shows that the assumption that reflexives and
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their antecedents have the same meaning is false, it is
nevertheless true that reflexives and their antecedents have
the same reference. They differ only with regard to the
criteria by which they identify the object of their reference.
This fact is captured 5y the phrase structure theory of
reflexives, where reflexives do not have the same meaning as
the antecedent noun phrases they are associated with. The
transformational theory of reflexivization,.on the other hand,
conflicts withvthis fact since this theory contends that

reflexives and their antecedents have the same meaning.
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