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Thus, backwards pronominalization would have to be restricted

to just those adverbials containing clauses that could later

be moved by adverb preposing. That,is, the restriction stating

which adverbs could be moved by adverb preposing would have to

v

be stated twice; once for pronominalization and once for adverbh

breposing. Clearly, a generalization is being missed.

For these reasons, adverb preposing cannot follow
pronominalization, and must therefore precede it. This being
the case, the facts of (11)-(14) must be handled by a change in
the conditions on pronominalization. The scope of backwards

pronominalization must be extended to permit (13); correspond-

ingly, the scope of forwards pronominalization must be restricted

to exclude (14).

(33) 1In Mary's apartment, a thief assaulted her.
(34)? *In her apartment, a thief assaulted §§§§@3
5) *In Mary's apartment, she was assaulted by =a
thief.

(36) 1In her apartment, Mary was assaulted by a



to a subject ('she'). In (36), pronomipalization can go back-
wards from a subject ('Mary') into a non-clausal preposed

adverb. (33) and (34) reveal an asymmetry between surface

(o4

structure gﬁégaéz% and nonsubjects. In {é%} (compare (35)

we find that pronominalization can go forward from a non-
dausal preposed adverb to a nonsubject. In (34) (compare (386},
we see that pronominalization cannot go backwards from a
nonsubject ('Mary')} into a non-clausal preposed adverb, Con~

sidering that adverb preposing must precede pronominalization,

we see that only the subject cases deviate from the Ross-
Langacker rules: they are the opposite of what one would
expect. The nonsubject cases are entirely in aocord with
the Ross-Langacker conditions.

This phenomenon alone shows that it is utterly

g,

impossible to save, by the use of a rule-ordering argument,
the claim that pronominalization can always go forward. Sen-

tences (33)-(34) act as though adverb preposing followed

pronominalization, while (35)~(36) act as though adverb-pre-

oS8in roeceded pronominalization, Thus, noe maitter where
4 3

adverb preposing is ordered with respect to pronominalization,

forward pronominalization must be blocked in some environment,
and the distinction between subject and nonsubject position

must be stated in the conditions on pronominalization.
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(43) Mary sacked out in his apartment, before
Sam could kick her out.

(44) Mary butted in during his speech, before 1
could tell her that John was a top CIA

official.

Examples like these could easily be multiplied.
They show that, aside from any considerations of rule ordering,
any statement of the conditions under which pronominalization
can occur must take the subject-nonsubject distinction into

account .

1.1.2 Topicalization

There are two rules of English which topicalize
a noun phrase by moving it to the front of the sentence. One
of these leaves a pronoun behind, as in (45); the other leaves

no pronoun behind, as in (465 .

(45) Bill's apartment, Harry always talks to
Mary about it.
(46) Bill's apartment, Harry always talks to
Mary about.
Ross has shown that these are separate rules, since they obey
different conditions (which are not predictable from ordinary

constraints on movement transformations). The topicalization
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rule that does not leave a pronoun behind cannot operate on

embedded pronoun subjects.

F A7 % 3 2 3 L % PRI 3 T,
{473 Him, I don’t think he hES a4 Chance.

{(48) *Him, I don't think has a chance.

Since the difference between these two rules is irrelevant to
the discussion that follows, we will consider them together,

placing

(S

he pronoun in parentheses.

nominalization paradigm like that of (7)-(10).
7 J

(50) *He always talks to Mary about Bill's

apartment.

(51) His apartment, Bill always talks to Mary
about (it).
(52) =*Bill's apartment, he always talks to

Marv about {(it}.

Postal concluded, for the same reasons given in (7)}-(10), that

Topicalization had to follow pronominalization. However, if

one considers topicalized NP's containing clsuses, one finds

the same par

m
o
st

ot
=

as for preposed adverbs with clauses.

{53y Bill alwavs talks to Mary about this

apartment, which he rents.
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o | B

(63) =*Bill's apartment, where she used to live,
he always talks to Mary about (it).
(64) #*Bill's apartment, where Mary used to live,

he always talks to her about (it).

As in (19)-(26), this paradigm shows that there
cannot be two topicalization rules: rather there must be one
rule, which precedes pronominalization. Forward pronominali-
zation must be blocked in (52), and backward pronominalization
permitted in (51).

Topicalization also reveals the subject-nonsubject

asymmetry. Consider

(65) Mary always talks to Bill about his
apartment.

(66) *Mary always talks to him about Bill's
apartment.

(67)? *His apartment, Mary always talks to Bill
about 4t).

(68) Bill's apartment, Mary always talks to him

about (it).

Compare (66) and (68) to (50) and (52). (52) does not permit
forward pronominalization to subjects; (68) does permit it for
objects. (67) is more interesting. I find it marginally
acceptable--better than (66), but worse that (88). Others

I've questioned either agree with my intuitions or find (67)



iect-

ere is an
subj

Z

h

T
the

act,

1

1] ol

o
s ] e &
§i o4 el

he same wav.

npossible.,
asymmet

wi A 9 “ 119 wuxs "
)] 43 IS (Y
o oy o o » apel » [ o
S = B & o G = ALk
" 50 ®
w4 H E ey A i ; e = oAt b
Sy A2 A by sl ot e Sl
o o e poed o A2 = b
oy o o L w Lo o} (o]

3
o

e L] At o e} e fart fu ¢
o o & g - o
g ! i » e 2 £ B
& 0 £ n 42 b owm O
1 Bt o 14 J ey od o
¢ w o @oa
v, £ oy, oy e ol 2
o3 d o Rl Y
[ o) eyl el i Kal #
Mot S’ el w - ool it
3 ] g MMW v o
i i g @O Feg] u s [#]
i ke o % ol o
%i é éuw whud w%% i F SX ﬂu N
o @ e
D sl o [
%,w,b e ) &
£ ord @
[+ ke poed oot
=3 i A
Ly [44] Bt Fod L
ot B e
o £ a8 e ey
) o E
g " o @
= b it $ei £3
P el L al i o S e
0] S 8 b

] W i £ 4ol

L Y T B W W
[ m& sy o] ) et decd

P & e [ o
ey sl o w o
L ) [ e @]

I e el £ Ap 12

W ] e ot »

2 0 -
‘- .
Lot 5 ko g




Ross

serious
in

were a

ion presented

farts
liz

]

18-

S

theo

for the

omaly

iz

&

ke
. (] [sie
ol & vt g (] i M
23 e e o & « @ £3
O o o o W o & o v
T @ o o ot o] b . £y e wd W
Ee S wperf =) [GF ol ] " o e oot ot
[l b b ] (] A o o g o] o] 0]
o & o W $g o o &= o b Ko
bee o i i ol T o @ b o 9] b )
” o s Aol ” D e L) ok o= o] g
Q k™) i S el W A o = o o B s oot
o bd @O ol W fug i &3 [ o £ £ bt ot 4
o pond 9] b et @O » o s d E o En L 3
& o oy ] &) P o o 2 ol o] e b=t £ o
g pod ke e o al o ed o} W o et
K] n fda (i 0 o] £ = o & [6)] o A & b &
o1 v £ 9] Ao o8 »d { i e} o Ko
ol W = o w %w 9 W “d fq o o
O S e . &l e W O i e By 4 W
O $ot o W - »d bt Y ] w o |
r 0 o B B b » . - o83 B O - =1
& o g ot 1 =1 oo <] [®] £ i ke [ o o el ot § 5 |
g £~ o g e S e e ) o £ £ poed L & W
O e W i O oi] el Ko o i o S o] o sl b "y
b} =2 & &= A% i 2 L o £ O ] o} i
i ot o o | ko £ a3 et o 2 bl e} ot w e ot
i o o Py o o - & W = 0] g o A2 e
oy W $uy goed ] £ ke fotd} opd [l rd D jen e L ol el
[ & o] i ol o o @ 03] =l el L2
A =3 pd 3o 8 o ] o w o b} b o w bl w
- ) <ol o et o] = e e} £ Bt o o ool foq
& o ) @ e miom ot @ w ol i a
4 vl W e L e B4 B o + = v
8 o )] - e} £ K » o] Yoo for B &4 o e U
oo L A g ] i} D e e R i W R jo ] i) W
ite} b o W o el fq s o povd Eel a o 3 yeud 24
w0 eond e ] [ o (0 [6)] At g 9] Bt o Fut g o i o # ke sed
o5 o o o} ] o joN ol o3 £ o ot o i % N A wn 4 ]
oo 1] $d O S o 2 i 3 @O O o 4] w W , o o
g 4 $a o o gy SC T« " O B @) 4
& o [~ © I L2 st 2 B o « @& mn ] 9] < Aty el
S o b i 9] ped ot oo 1 o] ) 1= ] & Gt O b w W
L o £ o #* & SR i} w w Sug ) el o |
S ¢] [ n “ o 4 el L o for @ Lo S
o} = ¢ opd =3 £ o s ¥ [} o o £
o [ T =] = o e @] — o~ g L 53 = o ok sy o -,
o] s « o L] g e (A o g b & [ e s o (&3]
e ol A ord i & o Do P L= w in o] i 3 fow [
o ol 4o o i o P s o <} L $od & O $ug e e
foud N o e 4] 2 £ K 4 . o K ol
sped ko ] b B e e ) ed o] 42 W
ke o [ s @O el et o4 b v
i af u rd ot W o m A8 - & $oq o (o]
ol ] 3] & [ & 5 i & o Rl
il = £ O el O A o G =
o X O sl o £ jo! o ] + W ety
4 O ol £ KW E o 0 @D N o v
Pra ad e [&] E o o dad 0w Ly g
W wooo= B s E<H B s oo
(83 @ [ o Bt (e} e o &) e o - o3 foa
yd] - o] ot o] Ew o oo e vl - = o o
et 2 ey o Hed 6] x4 P [ & sl b oo ke




~18-

=,
v o]
[oe]
“?

*John told her about his dog, which

Mary likes.

o
o0
-

L

*He told her about John's dog, which

Mary likes.

Y
m .
b

S

It was his dog, which she likes, that

John told Mary about.

g
o
]

*It was John's dog, which she likes,
that he told Mary about.

(84) It was his dog, which Mary likes, that

John told her about.

(85) *It was John's dog, which Mary likes,

that he told her about.

For the same reasons mentioned in the discussions of (19)-(286)

2

show that no simple rule-

the pronominalization pheno~

4

frok

b

3., Pronominalizat:

on must follow, not

The only rules that I kpnow of that had been thought

to follow pronowinalization are adverd preposing, topicalization

and cleft sentence formation. A4s I have just shown, these rules

and it seems that no trans-

in English, 1Is this an

6
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accidental fact? Do there just happen not to be any rules
that follow pronominalization? Or is it a necessary fact?
Could there in principle be no such rules?

I would 1ike to claiw that it is a3 necessary fact,
a fact about the nature of anaphoric processes in language, not
a fact about one rule in English. We have assumed, following

on the occurrence of

part of the rule of pronominali-
zation, Instead, 1 would like To suggest that these constraints

are not part of any rule, but are instead well-formedness con-

itions on possible face structures in gﬁgéigﬁ”*@ﬁﬁ§‘ﬁ con-
, 1ike those discussed by %@gg% and ?6?3@&@%@? .

Agsume that the rule of pronominalization is separate from the
statement of the constrainis on pronominalization. Let the
sule apply freely forwsrds and backwards, and let a2 set of

he end of the grammar throw out certain combin-

ili~-formed. Such notions

of grammar in the following
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on the occurrence of pronoun-antecedent

pairs.

If the theory of grammar i changed in this way, then it will
follow that no transformational rule could follow that point
in the grawmmar where pronominalization constraints are stated.

ig a much strongey colaim than simply saving that the con-

rule and that the

shown that they must be stated there. How-

there does exist very strong evidence to that effect. The
vidence concerns stress. As is well known, stress interacts

ihenever an NP serves as the antecedent

NP and the pronoun must be unstressed,.

pointed out by David Perlmutier.

7 W
the room, Mary kissed John.
B

7
the room, Mary kissed John.

stress, but as (88) shows, a

siressed and serve as an antecedent.

proncun-antecedent pairs, but also

anaphorically to refer back to

e
he room, Mary kissed

gl

o
i
©

St
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(90) *When Harry entered the room, Mary kissed

7

ih%'hastarég

In these examples,

the bastard can refer to Harry only if

it

is unstressed, although a direct object would normally be

stressed in that position. The same is true in the following

cases.
) e
(91} When Harry entered the room, Mary kissed
Yo
the president.
(92) *When Harry entered the room, Mary kissed
7 ‘
the president.
’ s
(93) When Harry entered the room, Mary kissed
W
Harry.
5 et
(94) *When Harry entered the room, Mary kissed
s
Harry.
This is true not only when a pronoun or noun phrase is used

when

the anaphoric expression is null.

(895} That Mary was going to marry someone else
7 e
bothered John,
{(96) That Mary was going to marry someone else
"~ /s
bothered John.
In (95) the fact that John is unstressed indicates that it is
being used as an antecedent. Thus someone else in that sentence
refers to someone other than John. That is, someone else has
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within it an understood anaphoric expression, which has no pho-
netic representation. In (93) John is its antecedent. However,
in (96), where John has stress and therefore cannot be used as

an antecedent, somecone else is understood as somsone other than

an unspecified NP (which cannot be John). Thus an NP must be

unstressed if it is to take part in any type of anaphoric rela-
6
tionship.
Now consider sentences like (38).

(38) Mary hit him, before John had a chance

Compare (38) with (87).

(97) *Mary hit him, before John got up.

in (38) and (97), John and him are in the same structural posi-

tions relative to one another. The only difference is that in

(38) the verb phrase that follows John is long and in (97) it is

short., This is true not only in th

ese cases, but in gensral.

o
b

The longer the VP, the relatively more acceptable these sentences
become: the shorter the VP, the less acceptable they become.

For example,

(98) *Mary hit him, before John left.
(99) *Mary hit him, before John ate supper.
(100) *Mary hit him before John left town.

(101) *Mary hit him, before John could leave.

a2k

but

e
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[
o
[

St

Mary hit him, before John left in his Rolls

Royee for a dinner engagement at the Ritz.

Piaa

103) Mary hit him, before John ate supper with

the president of the campéﬁy that his

father had bought the previocus week.

(104) Mary hit him, before John left town to
vigit his aged grandmother in a small

yvillage at the foot of Baldface mountain.

105) Mary hit him, before John could leave for

the opening night of the play that had

been reviewed so favorably in the Times,

be expecitsd, such sentences are of gquestionable

if the VP is of intermediate length.

before John left in his

before John ate supper
th the gueen.

{108) ?Mary hit him, before John left town

on & visit,

{(109) ?Mary hit him, before John could leave

e

The normal English stress rule will assign
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John secondary stress in sentences like the above. But a later

phonetic rule (which is probably gyniversal) will reduce this
stress further, depending on the length of the following VP,
The longer the VP, the lower the stress on John. In (38), the
stress on John is made low enough for John to be considered as
possible antecedent. But in (97), John retains secondary stress,
which is too high to permit a noun phrase to be considered as
a possible antecedent. If this interpretation of the data is
correct, it would seem that possible pronoun-antecedent rela-
tionships are in part determined by a phonetic stress rule.
This rule would apply after all the syntactic transformations
and after all the phonological rules as well. It applies as
close to the output of the grammar as any rule I know of. If
the phonetic stress reduction is really what is involved here,
thern we have a very strong argument for treating constraints
on pronoun-antecedent pairs as being stated in output conditions,
since the information necessary for stating these conditions
would be available only in the output of the grammar (after all
the syntactic and phonological rules have applied).

Though proncun-antecedent constraints seem to
invelve stress, they cannot, of course, he stated only in terms

of stress contours. As we have seen, such syntactic notions as

straints. The above examples show that pronominalization can

go backwards into a main clause from a subordinate clause just
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in case the antecedent NP has low stress. However, pronominali-
zation cannot usually go backwards, no matter how low the

stress on the antecedent. For example, consider (110).

- (110) *He said that John had left town to visit
his aged grandmother in a small village

at the foot of Baldface Mountain.

But not only must such syntactic notions as subordinate clause

be mentioned in these constraints, but as we saw earlier, the
notion subject must also be mentioned. As we saw, pronominali-
zation can go backwards from subordinate to main clauses if

the antecedent has low stress--but only if the pronoun is not

a subject! If the pronoun is the subject of the main clause
involved, backwards pronominalization is impossible no matter
how low the stress or how lengthy the intervening subject

matter. For example, compare (102) with (111).

(111) *He was hit by Mary, before John left in
his Rolls Royce for a dinner engagement
at the Ritz.
Moreover, increaSing the length of the VP following he does not

improve the senitence.

(112) *He was hit by Mary with a baseball bat
found in a cellar in Roxbury, before
John left in his Rolls Royce for a dinner

engagement at the Ritz.
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So it seems that the notion subject must also be mentioned in
the output condition that states pronoun-antecedent constraints.
The examples mentioned in section 1.2 above provide further
evidence for this.

It is interesting that the question of phonetic
stress reduction enters into pronoun-antecedent constraints in
exactly those places where the subject-nonsubject distinction
ie needed to state such constraints. This is true not only of
backwards pronominalization into a main clause, but also of
the cases discussed earlier of preposed adverbs, topics, and
cleft sentences. Akmajian and Jackendoff have §ointed out
that if the length factor is taken account of in these con-
structions, then the possibilities for pronominalization will

vary with lergh, as in the sentences just discussed.

Adverb Preposing

(14) *In John's apartment, he smokes pot.
{113) In John's apartment near the railroad
tracks in the Pamrapo district of Bayonne,

N.J., he smokes pot.

e

T
et

opicalization

(52) *Bill's apartment, he always talks to
Marv about it,.
(114) Bill's apartment in that neighborhood of

the Bronx where so many important literary

figures grew up, he always talks to Mary

o

bout i

=



Cleft Sentences

(72) *It was John's dog that he bit.
(115)? It was John's dog with the large fangs
and the unspeakably terrifying growl

that he bit.

it may be accidental that the two cases known to me where
phonetic stress reduction plays a role in pronominalization
constraints are exactly the cases where the subject-nonsubject
distinction plays a role., If this is not just a coincidence,
then the theory of grammar must be changed in a way which I
cannot at present imagine in order to account farlthe corre-
lation. Pending further research on the subject, I will assume

that it ig sheer coincidence.

1.1.5 Changes in the Theory of Oytput Conditions

1.1.5,1 Some additions

If certain of the constraints on pronominalization
are to be stated as output conditions, then the theory of out-
put conditions will have to be broadened to include:

{i} Variables

{1i1) A definition of main clause and subor-

dinate clause

(iii) A definition of subject and nonsubject
{(iv) A specification of phonetic stress level
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{v) A means of indicating identity of intended
reference

{vi} The notion command

{(vii) A limited use of guantifiers

A specification of the output condition needed to block th

§§§r@ﬂrz&@€ sentences containing preposed adverbs and topics

would have to contain the fol

E

lowing information.

The sentence is unacceptable if:
{(a) 2 as 4

and {¢c) 4
and (d) 2 is above the appropriate stress level
and f{e) 4 is a subject

and (f}) There is at most one § node which dominates
4 but does not dominate 2
Condition (f) is necessary, since forward pronominalization

is blocked only if the pronoun is the subject of the highest

sentence in guestion. Thus, {(116) will block (117}, but not
(118).
(117) *John's house, he always talks about it.
(118) John's house, Mary says that he always
talks about it.
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To my knowledge, the constraints in (116) will
handle the cases where forward pronominalization is blocked
for preposed adverbs, topics, and cleft sentences. (116)
states the constraints in terms of structural conditions.
However, there may be a different generalization at work here.
Preposed adverbs, topics and clefted elements are all elements
that are being focussed upon by the Speaker,lsr given special
prominence. Thus, it is possible that the appropriate output
conditions should mention eiemeﬁts that are being given
special prominence, assuming that some notion such as

§?Qﬁigeﬁce can be formally specified. The theory of output

conditions would then have to be broadened to include:

{viii} The notion prominence with respect to a

iven S-node., One might think that if one includes the notion

rominence in the the theory of output conditions, one might

be able to avoid the use of quantifiers in stating output con-
ditions, Condition (f) could then be done away with and re-

placed by a new condition which mentions prominence. Unfor-

tunately such a new condition would also have to use gquantifiers.
Thus, (116) could be replaced by (119).
{119) Structural description:
X - NP - X - HP - X
1- 2-3-~- 4-5
The sentence is unacceptable if:
(2) 2 has the same reference as 4
and (b) 2 commands 4

and (¢) 4 is [+PRO] and [-REL]

i
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and (d) 2 is above the appropriate stress level

i =

and {e) There exists an S; such that 4 is the

subject of S5 and 2 is dominated by a

B

node which is prominent with respect to S

s

fodo

(119) would, like (116), rule out (117), while
1

permitting (118). 1In (117), John would be term 2 and he would

be term 4. John's house would be prominent with respect to

the S;, he always talks about it. Since he (term 4) is the

i
{the NP dominating John's house) which is prominent with res-

pect to S,, Condition (e} would be met and (117) would be
e

Iin (118), John would again be term 2 and he would

£
[
et
o
#
s
el
=t
gl
b
o
N
et

i18), John's house would be prominent with

respect to the 5., Mary says he always talks about it. Thus,

£ 8

is and he (term 4) is not. Therefore,

cannot be met, and (118) is not blocked. As
should be clear from this example, guantifiers are needed to

guarantee that the S with respect to which prominence is de-

oy
%m&
el
6]
s
} o,
i
e
=y
4]
u
jre
&
o
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w
e
o
[
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that 4 is the subject of., Thus,

the addition of the notion prominence would add 2 new device

to the theory of output conditions without allowing us to get



1.1.5.2 The Anaphora Hierarchy

' As we mentioned above, full noun phrases can be

used as anaphoric expressions just as pronouns can., And these

sometimes obey the same output conditions as pronouns do.

(120)

(121)

(122)

{123)

Here the full NP,
those on backwards

intoe main clauses.,

Mary kicked him, when Fat Max insinuated
that she had been sleeping with Algernon
for several months.

Mary kicked the bastard, when Fat Max in-

sinuated that she had been sleeping with
Algernon for several months. |
*He was kicked by Mary, when Fat Max in-
sinuated that she had been sleeping with
Algernon for several months.

*The bastard was kicked by Mary, when Fat

Max insinuated that she had been sleeping

with Algernon for several months.

the bastard, obeys the same constraints as

pronominalization from subordinate clauses

In such examples, the bastard must act like

a pronoun and cannot act like an antecedent, and Fat Max must

act like an antecedent and cannct act like a pronoun.

(124)

Mary kicked Fat Max, when the bastard in-

sinuated that she had been sleeping with

Algernon for several months.
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a pronoun. Lest readers consider this just another example of
an epithet, let us consider some more innocucus examples.

Assume that Dirksen is wearing a blue suit.

&
Mary slugged Dirksen, when the man in the

o
ok
Lot
2
S’

blue suit insinuated that she like Lyndon
Johnson.

, S . .
(131) Mary slugged the man 1D the blue suit,

when Dirksen insipuated that she liked

Lyndon Johnson,

.
ot
L
B

-

Dirksen was slugged by Mary, when the man

in the blue suit insinuated that she

ike Lyndon Johnson.

(133) *The man in the blue suit was slugged by

Mary, when Dirksen insinuated that she

1iked Lyndon Johnson.

Here the man in the blue suit ig clearly a definite description

and not an epithet,
The generalization concerning the conditions under
which an NP can serve as an anaphoric expression involves &

distinction among four types of noun phrases.

Py
ol
tad
o
s
s
o
e
<
kol
)]
a1

names (e.g. Dirksen)

5. definite descriptions {e.g. the man
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4. pronouns (e.g. he)

These types of noun phrases form a hierarchy as given in (134).

In general, an NP with a lower number in the hierarchy may be

v
ol
b

an antecedent of an NP B a higher number, but not vice verssa.

An NP cannot be the antecedent of an NP with the same number,

of the other or unless both are pro-

the room and Napoleon

Jean-Laue would hang.

Eaa

tered the room and Bonaparte

that Jean-Luc would hang.

8 proper name can be an antecedent

the two are identical. As

entered the room and the emperor

that Jean-Luc would hang.

emperor entered the room and Napoleon

that Jean-Luc would hang.

son entered the room and the bastard

that Jean-Luc would hang.

U]

ntered the room and Napoleon

announced that Jean-Luce would hang.
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announced that Jean-Luce would hang.

Although (138), (140) and (142) are all unacceptable, (138) is
hetter than {E%%}e which is better than (142). That is, there

a hierarchy of unacceptability here which mirrors the hier-
archy of (134). 'The greater the difference in numbers with

of (134), the less acceptable the

... the emperor .... Napoleon ... \ ungram-
2 1 matical
the bastard .... Napoleon ... sent~-
3 1 ences
he ............. Napoleon ... j
4 1 -

unacceptability here, so there

R
i
s
]
65
et
-
]
Ly
O
gwi &
s
o
j
@B
kg
i
b
¢
=
o)
bty

of acceptability as well. Though (137), (139),

o
i1
%

(141) is the most acceptable,

Again, the acceptability

(134). The greater the

et to the hierarchy of (134),

T £ T 2
4 1 matical
.....the bastard.. 5 sent-
3 V' ences
.....the emperor.. ,)
p

gram-

definite descriptions. Accord-

definite descriptionsg can be
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antecedents of epithets and pronouns, but epithets and pronouns

cannot be antecedents of definite descriptions.

{143} 'The emperor entered the room and the

bastard announced that Jean-Luc would
hang.

{1443 *The bastard entered the room and the

emperor announced that Jean-Luc would

hang.

(145) The emperor entered the room and he

announced that Jean-Luc would hang.

{(146) *He entered the room and the emperor

announced that Jean-Luc would hang.

Moreover, the hierarchy of (134) predicts that definite des-
criptions cannot be antecedents of definite descriptions,

with his hand in his vest

P
ol
ph
)
.
ju g
(B
e
T
po
M

entered the room a&nd the man with his

hand in his vest announced that Jean-

faue would hang.

he man with his hand in his vest entered

the room and the emperor from Corsics

announced that Jean-Luc would hang.

™
ot
\":g%
&
w
&
P
§.M

low the hierarchy of (134).
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Epithets may be antecedents for pronouns, but pronouns may not

} 8
be antescedents for epithets.

(149) The bastard entered the room and he spat

on the floor.

(150) *He entered the room and the bastard spat

on the floor.

&nd, as the hiersrchy predicts, epithets may be antecedents of

other epithets only if they are identiecal,.

{1831y ‘The bastard entered the room and the

bastard spat on the floor.

(152} *The bastard entered the room and the bum

zpat on the floor.

two different epithets referring to the same person

in the sgme mentence, provided that there is another
‘ 3

serves as an antecedent to

s N
noun phrase in

o,
s
(o8
.
Lk
St

After we let Sam into the house, the

bastard entered the living room and

the bum spat on the floor.

A

3

cedent to both the bastard and the bum,

&

sam i ant

This works not only for epithets, but for definite descriptions

25
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(154) *The Illinois Republican entered the living

room and then the wan with the silver

hair began to make a speech.

(154) is unacceptable since a definite description cannot be
+he antecedent of another definite description. {155} is
ascceptable if we understand Dirksen to be the antecedent of

both the Illinois Republican and the wan with the silver hair.

So, in (153) and (155) we have the following situation.

e ..Sam.....the bastard,.....the bum........

@&@f;gﬁigkgéﬁeS‘,égik§ Illinois Republican....the man with

The same is true with pronouns.

(157) After we let Dirksen into the house, he
entered the living room and then he

began to make a speech.

Here both occurrences of he refer back to Dirksen, as in {158},

£ Pl ey b e P
{1583 ...Dirksen ......... - U 1= IR

This gitustion arises not only within sentences, but also across

(159) We let Dirksen into the house. He entered

the living room and then he began to make

& gpesch,
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(160) We let Dirksen into the House. The Illinois

Republican entered the living room and

then the man with the silver hair began

to make a speech.

{(161) We let Sam into the house. The bastard

entered the living room and the bum

spat on the floor.

Thus sentences like (152) and (154) are unacceptable only if it
ijs assumed that one of the underlined noun phrases is the ante-
cedent of the other, If, instead, we assumed that both are
anaphoric expressions referring back to an antecedent in a
previous sentence, then these sentences are acceptable. So

sentences like (162)

(162) He entered the room and then he spat on

the floor.

are acceptable if both occurrences of he are understood as

referring back to some person in a previous sentence. The first

b

1

1Y

. ecannot be understood as the antecedent of the second he.

1.1.5.3 The general notion "antecedent of"

The examples in the previous section indicate
anaphoric noun phrases in general can be subject to the same con-

straints as pronouns, This means that output conditiohs must be
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stated not just for pronouns but for anaphoric noun phrases of
all sorts. As we saw in the previous section, one cannot tell
just from i%é form of a single noun phrase whether it is
anaphoric. Instead, one must be able to pick out antecedent-
anaphoric pairs by a principle based on the hierarchy of (134)
and output conditions wmust be formulated in terms of this
principle. We can é%fiﬁ@ the general notion "antecedent of"

zg follows:

{162} Given two coreferential NP's, NP. and
i

K?jy we will say that §Pi is the ante-

cedent of §?§5 if (&) §?i ranks higher
than %?j in the hierarchy of (134) or
if (b) NP; and EP& are identical in

form and gﬁi precedes ﬁpjs

(162b) is necessary for cases like (163),

o
-
3%
Ll

St

Dirksen was kicked by Mary, when Dirksen
insinuated that she had voted for

Lyvndon Johnson,

in {183} the firet ceccurrence of Dirksen must be considersd the
the second occurrence of Dirksen. In the case of

repeated noun phrases, the first is always considered the ante-

efinition of "antecedent of", we can state

e
e
[ 4
oy
e
e

the output condition for cases {(120) - (133) and similar cases.
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{1643} Structural description: x - NP; -X - NPy -
1 2 3 4

o
[S10ev

The sentence 1s unacceptable if:

(a} There exist S, and Sy, such that Sé ig sub~
ordinate to S, and

(b} 8, dominates 2 and gb dominates 4 and Sa
doeg not dominate 4 and S% does not
dominate 2, and

(¢} 4 is the antecedent of 2, and either

{d) 2 is the subject of gg , or

(e} 4 is stressed, or both

(e} and {f) hold.

s

{(i64) will handle 211 the cases I know about of backwards

. . ) g
hors from 2 subordinate clause to & main clause.

we can account for the unacceptability

of backwards anaphora in coordinate clauses, as in (135) - (154),

T ftee FTEABS
with an output condition ilike {165,

(165} Structural description: X - NP; - X -~ NP, -~ X
1 3

Fas
&
R
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There are 5til]l other cases where the general notion

of antecedent is necessary., (166) is an example of an output

"

condition that applies only to anaphoric noun phrases that are

{

not proncuns,
{(168) Structural description: X - NP; - X - NP
1 2 3 4
A

The sentence is unacceptable if:
{) 2 is the antecedent of 4
{(bY 2 commands 4 and 2 does not command 4, and

{c) 4 is not a pronoun

o
Somonlt
451
oy}

S

will aceoount for the following sentences:

<

} #Johnson thinks that Johnson is popular.

{(168) *Johnson thinks that the Texan is popular.

9) #Johnson thinks that the bastard is popular.

(170) Johnson thinks that he is popular.

1} *Johnson likes people who like Johnson.

likes people who like the Texan.

(173) #Johnson likes people who like the bastard.

(174) Johnson likes people who like him.

Az (168) is stated, it will apply only when the
sntecedent precedes the ansphoric noun phrase, However, that

same constrainte hold when the anaphoric noun phrase precedes

1753?That Johnson is unpopular bothers Johnson.

. » . ~
{176} #That the Texan is unpopular bothers Johnson,
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Ve
(177) *That the bastard is unpopular bothers

Johnson.
-
(178) That he is unpopular bothers Johnson.
s
(179) People who know Johnson hate Johnson.
- p
(180) *People who know the Texan hate Johnson.

#
(181) *People who know the bastard hate Johnson.

; 7
(182) ©People who know him hate Johnson.

Note that (179) is grammatical, since by the definition of
antecedent in (162), the first occurrence of Johnson is the
antecedent of the second. Because of this, condition (166) is
not met, and thus it cannot rule out (179). Thus, (179) is
acceptable for the same reason as (183) and (184), where the

anaphoric noun phrase copmands its antecedent.

A
{(183) ©People who know Johnson hate the Texan.

Ve
{184} People who know Johnson hate the bastard.

(175) is not subject to condition (166) for the same reason as
(179) is. In (175) the anaphoric noun phrase commands its
antecedent., In my idiolect I find (175) of questionable
acceptability, which is also true of (185) and (186), which

share the same condition.

' ’ Ve
{185)7 That Johnson is unpopular bothers the Texan.

, e
{186)7 That Johnson is unpopular bothers the bastard.

(164), (168), and (166) show that the notion "ante-

cedent of" is necessary for the general statement of cutput
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conditions. To my knowledge, the definition of antecedent

given in (162) is universal, as is the hierarchy of (134).

1.1.6 Dialect ?a%iaiieﬁs

As I have pointed out above, the constraints we
are dealing with are subject to some dialectal and idiolectal
variation. Actually, there is a considerable amount of varia- -
tion, more than I have mentioned so far. I noted that, in

my speech, (186) is unacceptable but (187) is acceptable,.

(186) *He was kicked by Mary, before John had
a chance to get up.
(187) Mary kicked him, before John had a

chance to get up.

Though the majority of the speakers I've asked share this view,
there are some who find (186) and (187) both ungrammatical,
and there are some isolated individuals who find both of them
gr&mﬁ%iéﬁaéﬁiﬁ

I mentioned above that many people find (34),
(67), and (75) grammatical. These individuals do not have the
constraint that backwards pronominalization can go into
topicalized elements only from subjects. Instead, they permit

free backwards pronominalization into topicalized elements.

Another case of such variation has been reported
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by Stanley Peters. Apparently there is a Texas dialect whe
like
sentencesA(188) are grammatical.

(188) It bothered him that John was sick.

Varistions like these can be described in terms of a theory
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of output conditions like that

can pick out the structures in which the variation occurs,

they can be listed as extra condit

(116).

Paul Postal has pointed ocut an even more interest-

ing case of variation from speake
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find (189) acceptable, although it is unacceptable in my

speech,
(189) His mother hates John.

I have found that the same speake who accept (18!

e )
e
Yorggurt®
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accept (190)
(190) In John's apariment, he smokes pot.

These speakers will reject, as will 2ll the speakers I have

asked, (191) and (192).

(191) *He hates John's mother.

(192) #Near John, he saw a snake.

oy,
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And these speakers like all others will accept

Hgis”
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/
(193) Women who know him hate John.
(194) In the apartment which John rents,

he smokes pot.

If one groups speakers who accept (189) and (190) into what we
will call Group A and put those who do not accept them into Group

B, and if we pick out as the relevant NP the leftmost underlined

g(m
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NP in the above sentences, one gets the foll

{(195) Relevant NP Group A Group B

Head NP noe good no good
Unembedded modifier NP ockavy ng good
Embedded HP ckay ohay

The distinction between the two dialecis seems to be a matier
of how far down in the tree the relevant HP wmust be., Group B
requires that it be embedded in a subordinate clause, while
Group A will allow it to be an unembedded modifier, Since two
different conditions are involved, this indicates that output
conditions should include some notion like "sufficiently far
down on the tree’”, which can vary from speaker to spesker in
its exact definition, but would not vary from condition to
condition

if the constraints on pronowinalization are to be
stated as output conditions, then it is not at 2ll surprising
that they should vary from speaker ito speaker, since other

output conditions (see Ross, 1967b, Chapter 3) are known to be
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subject to such variation.
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that pronominalization was a cyclic rule.
(196) Realizing that he had cancer bothered John,
(197) *Realizing that John had cancer bothered him.

(198)

%?
John
v e
| |
realize ,§%%
/fx .

(199) Mary's realizing that he had cancer bothered
John.
(200) Mary's realizing that John had cancer bothered

Dim.
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In (197), pronominalization cannot go forward, whereas in (200),
which differs only by the presence of the subject Mary, it can.

If pronominalization were cyclic and obligatory, Ross argued,

[

this fact could be explained beautifully. Cyclic pronominaliza-
tion in the (198) - (197) cases would have to apply first to the
embedded sentence, Ss.
(202) John realized that John had cancer.
If pronominalization were obligatory it would apply to (202)
to vield
(203) John realized that he had cancer.
but not
(204) *He realized that John had cancer.
On the next cycle (on S3), the subject of (203) would be deleted

by Equi-NP-deletion under identity with the object of bother,
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thus yielding (186). (197) could never be generated because

(204), a necéessary intermediate s

[

If John is the subject of realize, then John

nominalized in the complement of realize
This explanation of
at the same time, for the

is not the subject of the

John may occur unpronomina

realize. Since the intermediate stage (205} is grammatical,

{(205) Mary realized that
it follows that the source of the ungrammaticality in {197}

is not present in (200).

The appeal of
that a strange, anomalous, complex, and apparently isclated
fact (the ungrammaticality of (187) actually follows from a

well-known and relatively simple

(204)., (Compare (3) - (6}}). Ho

have to be 2 new counstraint on

he eliminated in favor of an in

on backwards pronominalization.

It should be noted

fen

described without assum

One could simply add the following ad hoc constraint on the

pronominalization rule:
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subject complement which has no superficial

subject.

Putting aside the question of the formal status of (206), it
is clear that for the examples cited so far, (206) could des-
cribe the facts without the assumption that pronominalization

is eyeclic. Since, in (197), realizing has no superficial sub-

-
it

ject, (206) would rule (197) ot

. B £ B opn wegewewnd B 4 ey L0043
t, while permitting (200).

3&

It is clear why, on the basis of the examples considered

thus far, Ross' account is preferable to {206). The reason is

ﬁ‘““%'

that Ross' account seems to reveal a relationship between
apparently unrelated phenomena, and seems to show that {(2086)
can be eliminated in favor of an independently motivated con-
straint on backwards pronominalization. According to (206},
(197) and (200) are entirely unrelated facts; and (206) has
nothing to do with backwards pronomipalization. Since Ross'
description relates phenomena which {208) does not, it has
greater explanatory value--especially since 1t obviates the
necessity for (206)., Here is a case where one chooses between
descriptions on the basis of their explanatory value.

Shortly after Ross discovered this explanation for (197),
two classes of anomalies which did not accord with cyclic pro-

nominalization were discovered. The first involved reordering

&

transformations that could not be cyclic, but had to apply only

on the last cycle. For example, Extraposition of relative




e

o
i, (czm
K oS
v B
ot 0
6 o -
—.,%«?sw mr,,.fw N Z«K&A
’ oped
I
&
Bt
ol
G
&
Eel
oo
B s g
A

P,

.
i

E
@
A,
@
Nt
Iy
g
» ot
p @
£ i
o

O




_Judge

the

a

a

ne

ireater

womaen who 1

£
£

(209)

hi

before

L

]

=d

nomina

&
S

-cycle--after prc

2
N

&

matiter w

produced on




T

/ BN

. O
who 18 ITrom
Marv's home-
town

Assuming that pronominalization is cyclic, it will apply on

=

S, yielding {212).

{(212) Mary will marty WH someone from her hometown.

sieh

Note that pronominalization applying on S, cannot yield (213)

{(213) *She will marry someone from Mary's hometown.

Since @ is at the topmost level in (211), the rule of question

o
ok

¥ ) finished.

formation cannot spply until the cveles on Sg i
Assuming that (212) was produced on the §2m¢§@z&§ guestion for-

mation, applying later, will vield (214).

{214) Who who is from her hometown does Sam think
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that Mary will marry.

tory in (214) for some speakers, there
for whom (214), with its unextraposed re
grammatical. For these speakers, Postal pointed out, (213)

is also grammatical.

(215} Who who is from

hometown does

Sawm think
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that she will marry.

But, if pronominalization is cyeclic, (215) cannot be derived,

gince in order to derive it we would have to first derive €

impossible intormediate stage of (213). (215) could be handled

only if pronominalization were a last-cycle rule or if the

permissible occurrences of pronouns were determined by output

conditions, as I have suggested.

These arguments provide very strong counterevidence to

Ross' proposal. The latter argument of Postal’s is especially
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sive up Ross’ ex-

P

planation in favor of the rather uninteresting description

(206)., Still there is a lingering doubt that perhaps Ross
was right. The following examples,should, however, remove

E

all such doubts. Consider (216} and (217).

(216) *Realizing that John had cancer seemed to

him to have been bothering Mary.

a

(217) My realizing that John had cancer seemed

S

to him to have been bothering Mary.
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The constraint on forward pronominalization stated in (206)

can describe (216) as well as (197). But despite its explana-

(&4

neo:

g
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tory value in accounting for (197), Ross' cyclical

et

cannot even describe the parallel case of (216). We mus

¢
et

discount the cyclical pronominalization theory both because

does not

@
®
Mw
oo
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there is decisive evidence against it and because

%‘Q

do the job that it was set up to do.

With the cycliéeal theory out of the

to turn to some output condition such as

for facts like (216) and (197). But although (206) can

account for these sentences,

it cannot account for. Consider (218) and (219).

mpl

E

and

o
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et

show that nominalized subject complements work the same way
with respect to this phenomenon as ordinary subject complements,
Since (206) refers only to subject complements and not nominali-
zations, it would have to be generalized to account for (219).
Such a generalized version of (206) might account for (218)

and (219), but it could not be extended to account for other

nominalizations. Compare realization and discovery.
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Realization cannot have an unspecified subject. Conseguently

(218) is unambiguous and the subject of realization in (218)

is understood to be John. DSince realization cannot have an

unspecified subject, (220) is ungrammatical.

(220) *The realization that John might have

cancer was anticipated.
Compare (220) with (221), where there is a specified subject.

(221} Mary's realization that John Might have

cancer was anticipated.

Discovery, on the other hand, may take an unspecified subject
as well as a specified subject. Thus, both {222) and (223)

are grammatical.

(222) The discovery that John might have cancer
was anticipated.
(223) Mary's discovery that John might have

cancer was anticipated.

In (222), discovery has an unspecified subject.

Because of this difference between discovery and realiza-

tion, we get rather different results when we substitute
discovery for realization in (218) and (219).

(224) The discovery that he had cancer

bothered John.



(225) The discovery that John had cancer

bothered hinm.

(226)

John ? %‘§?
! !
discovered s
% ‘,,-v“’/ - Nﬁ"‘“’m
John ? NP
had cancer
(227
e T — —
M»"”
! i
S | z
T — bothered John
ﬁP vP
/,/**\
unspecified e N\“*wx“
noun phrase g %?
i
digscovered 5
2
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(224), unlike (218), is ambiguous; it may have either (226) or

(227) as its ﬁ@%g structure., It may

%ﬁgﬁééiflgé NP as the subject of disco
is grammatical. But unlike (224), (225) is unambiguous. In
(225), John cannot be the understood subject of discovery.
Instead, discovery is undersitood only as having an unspecified

subject. That is, the

not (2286). Although

difference between (225) and (224} as
and (218). 1In (225) and (219), John cannot be the understood
subject of the nominalization, while in

Thus, (225) is unambiguous for the same reason that (21%8) is

ungrammatical; in both cases the subject John has been deleted

3,

by Egui-NP-deletion.

o

if (219) is ungrammatical for the same reason that (225)

im unawmbiguous, then we would expsct
apply in both cases. That is, we would expect that in these

- »

cases there would be 2 single copstraint forbidding the possi-
bility that John could be the understood subject; that is,
forbidding the operation of Equi-NP-deletion. But now note
that this constraint, whatever it is, cannot be an ocutput con-
dition. Output conditions apply to surface structure, to the
output of the transformational rules. ut one canncet scoount

for the lack of ambiguity in (225) by surface structure infor-

mation alone., The fact that (225} is unambigucus is a fact



about the correlation of deep structure and surface structure:

3

it is not a fact about surface structure alone. The surface

it

structure of (225) is acceptable if its deep structure is
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(227), but not {226). Hence, the lack of ambiguity in (

cannot be accounted for by an ocutput condition. And if the

£?

same constraint holds in (218}, (216), and (197), then none

of those cases can be described by output ?%% ditions without
the loss of a generalization.
So far it has been shown that
(a) Ross' examples do not show that pronominaliza-

tio:

w3

iz 2 cyclic rule

¢

and (b) Ross' examples cannot be handled by an

M
[
é:“’}

osutput condit

Since (218) and (219) would presumably have the same deep

Let us now consider the possibility that these examples could
be handled by some constraints on the rule of pronominalization,

provided that there is such 2 rule. We showed above that pro-
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cyclic rule, but rather would

(i) Pronominalization is a last-eyclic rule.
As is shown in the Appendix,

(ii) Egui-NP-deletion is & cyvclic rule.
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Hence, {(iii) Pronominalization must follow all occurr-

ences of Equi-NP-deletion. Now comnsider (225).
We must allow the deep structure of (227) to be realized as
(225), but we must stop the deep structure of (226) from
being realized as (225). The only difference between (226)
and (227) is in the subject of discover. Egqui-NP-deletion
will apply to (226), deleting the subject of discover and
effectively wiping out the distinction between (226) and
(227). Since Equi-~NP-deletion precedes pronominalization,
the distinction between (226) and (227) is lost before we
reach the pronominalization rule. Hence, it seems impossible
that a constraint on the pronominalization rule could account
for the fact that (227) but not (226) can be realized as (225).
Thus, it seems reasonable that

(d) Ross' examples cannot be handled by a

constraint on the pronominalization rule.

From (a) ~{(d), I conclude that
(e) Ross' examples must be handled by some trans-

formational constraint not associated with

the rule of pronominalization.
1 do not know how this constraint works; I only know some

examples of how it does not work.
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1.2.2., Postal's Crossover Principle

1.2.2.1 Crossover and Antecedents

It has been known for sowme time that the passive and

reflexive rules are mutually ezxclusive., Thus, sentences like
(228) %*John was shaved by himself.

are ungrammatical. Postal recognized in 1964 (in lectures at
¥.I.T.)} that this was not an isolated fact. He proposed that
there was instead some general principle referring to cases
where two or more coreferential NP's appear in the same

sentence. Under certain conditions, Postal claimed, an NP can-~

not be moved by 2 transformation in such 2 way that 1t passes

cver another NP which has the same reference. The ungrammati-
cality of (228) would follow as a special case of the general
principle.

Since then, Postal has discussed the Crossover Princi-

1

B
o

gret

%

ple in detail (see Postal, forthcoming), and has con-
b

i

vincingly demonstrated that some principle of this sort must
exist. Like the mysterious constraint discussed in §1.2.1,
Postal's Crossover Principlie is in effect a transformational
constraint on pronominalization, and it provides independent
evidence that such constraints must exist. Since a thorough
discussion of the subject already exists there is no need for
me to review Postal's results here. However, I would like to

entertain the possibility that Postal's treatment may be
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incorrect in one detail. Postal claims that the crossover
phenomena involve the notion ‘coreferentiality’'. I would like
to suggest that instead the notion 'antecedent' is §§az is
involved in these cases, and that 'antecedent' and 'core-

ferentiality' are two independent notions. I will attempt to

show:

(I) (a) There are coreferential NP's such that neither
is the antecedent of the other.
(b) There are pronoun-antecedent pairs which do
not involve coreferentiality.
(II) (a) 1In cases like (Ia), the crossover principle
does not apply.
(b) In cases like Ib), the crossover principle
does apply.
(111) The crossover principle applies to pronoun-
antecedent pairs, rather than to pairs of

coreferential NPg,
1.2.2.1.1 Basic Crossover Cases

Let us begin by considering some typical examples of

the crossover principle. Compare (229) and (230).

(228) The man who thought that Joan would marry him

was rich.
(230) *The man who he thought that Joan would marry
i S ]

wasg rich,
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In these sentences, who is assumed to be the antecedent of he
and him, as the arrows indicate. Since the antecedent of a

definite pronoun is always coreferential

ok
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assume that who is coreferential with he and him. (229) and
2

(230) would be derived from souces like (231) and (23

(231) The man §§ Wh-det man thought that Joan would

L] v (@(*’3
, Qéﬁgﬁ was rich.

(232) The man [g he thought that John would marry

Wh~det man] was rich.
+

SR——— |

In (232), Wh-det man is to the right of he. Through the opera-

tion of relative clause formation, Wh-det man moves to the

front of the relative clause, crossing over he in the process,
and then changes to the relative pronoun. The result is (230),
where who is to the left of he. Since Postal's crossover
principle forbids an NP from crossing over a coreferential NP,
(230) is ungrammatical. {22%}, however, is fully grammatical
since the crossover principle does not apply. In (231), the

source of (229), Wh-det man is to the left of him., In the

process of relative clause formation, it does not cross over
him, and hence there is no crossover violation.

It ought to be noted that the ungrammaticality of (230)
is accounted for by both Postal's version of the crossover prin-
ciple and by the version that I am proposing, since both the
notions ”aérgfer%ﬁiiazityﬁ&mé "antecedent"” are involved in (229)

and (230).
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One might, however, object te such an account of the
ungrammaticality of (230) on the followi ng grounds. The

relative clause,

if it occurred by

an output condition.
out (233) would not rule

would not be valid.

Horeover, there are o oSBsOVer
viclations where such objections cannot be raised, although
these examples, unlike the one above, are subject to dialectal
variation. Consider (234).

(234) *The camera which the girl who wanted it
7
desperately thought that she would never get
was given to her.
{(234) would come from the sour
(235) The camera [ the girl who wanted it desperately
o s
thought that she would never get WH-def camera_]

Here,

would be perfectly

itself.

But

e

was given

the relative clause taken as a senten

et 2y
A

g

her,

ammatical

ce

in

isolation |

ould be ungrammatical

=
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(236) The girl who wanted it desperately thought

that she would never get the camera.

Hence the above objection would not arise. (234) would be

ruled out for the same reason as (230), since Wh-det camera

starts out to the right of it and then moves over it in the
process of relative clause formation.

It should be noted that some speakers do find (234)
grammatical, although they find (23%} ungrammatical. For these
speakers, the crossover priﬁcigie applies only when the NP
which is being crossed over ccmmaﬁds the NP which is being
moved {just before the movement rule applies). Siﬁce he in

(232) commands Wh-det man, (232) will be ungrammatical for

these speakers. But since it in (235) does not command

Wh-det camera, these speakers will find (235) acceptable. Such

speakers should find the following sentences acceptable for

the same reason, are unacceptable in my speech.

(237) *The senator who girls who have dated him

hate is exceedingly rich.

{(238) *Any man who the claim that Sheila hated him

would bother has no sense sﬁ‘digﬁity at all.

These sentences seem to show that Some version of the cross-
over principle is necessary, altlough the conditions under
which it applies are subject to’dialectal variation.

Another example of the crossover principle which
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Postal cites involves the rule Sf'abﬁ&i—mﬁvementé

(239) I talked to Sue about Mary.

(240) 1 talked about Mary to Sue.

This rule will invert the about-phrase and the to phrase in
(239) to yield (240). Since one NP is moving over another in

this rule, the crossover principle applies.

(241) I talked to John about himself
* i

(242) *I talked about John to himself.

T I

As in the above cases, the ungrammaticality of (242) can be
accounted for both by Postal's version of the crossover princi-
ple and by mine, since both of the notions ''coreferentiality™

and "antecedent” are involved here.
1.2.2.1.2 The necessity of 'antecedent'

Postal has, however, pointed out an anowmaly in his

version of the crossover principle. Conéider (243).
(243) John talked to himself about himself.

Here there are three ccreferential NPs. Postal's version of
the crossover principle would predict that the application of
about -movement to (243) would produce an ungrammatical sen-
tence, as in the case of (242). However, the sentence produced

turns out to be grammatical.
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(244) John talked about himself to himself.

But let us now return to {(243) and consider what the pronoun-
antecedent pairs would be in that sentence. By the definition

of "antecedent” in §1.1, the pronoun-antecedent pairs of (243)

y

would be as shown in {245%,

(245) John talked to himself about himself.
% "

John is the antecedent of both reflexive pronouns, but neither

reflexive pronoun is the antecedent of the other. Thus

el
e
@

version of the crossover principle that I am proposing would

permit about-movement to apply to (245), since the two NPs

that are crossing over one another are not in a pronoun-ante-

o

cedent relationship. Thus we have the situstion described in

{iz) above.

{Ia) There are coreferential NP's such that neither

iz the antecedent of the other,.
And we see that (IIa) holds,

(IT1a) In cases like (Ia) the crossover principle does

not apply.

if the crossover principle applies to pronoun-antecedent

pairs regardless of coreferentiality, then we would expect it to

[

apply in a case where the NPs involved are not coreferential,

but are in a pronoun-antecedent relationship. For example,



consider pronominalization with one.

(246) The senator frow Kansas met one from

Here the pronoun one has senator for its antecedent

there is no coreferentiality inveolved. If we embed (245)

a relative clause,

(247

Ot

funny story.

we get (248) through the application of relative clause for-
mation.
(248) The senator #rom Kansas g@ had met ope from

Missouri told Tom a funny story.

(248) is grammatical since there is no crossover invo

Now compare (248) with (249).

(249) *The senator from Kansas who one from
T
had met told Tom a funny story.

Since (249) would be derived from (250), the crosso

appliss,
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In the process of relative clause formation, Wh-det senator

Cro8ses over one.,
As in the case of (230), one might raise the objection
that the relative clause sentence taken in isolation is un-

grammatical.

(251) *One from Missouri had met the senator from

Kansas,

As in the above case, this objection is irrelevant since (2513
should be ruled out by an output condition which would not
rule out (249). And as in the above case, we can construct
an example to get around this objection. Consider the

sentences:

(252) The rich professor thinks that Sue will marry

someone who knows & poor one.

(253) Someone who knows a poor ope think that Sue

will marry the rich §ref§sssr§

Both are fully grammatical. Let us embed them as relative
clauses,

(254) The rich professor {S Wh-det rich professor
2

thinks that Sue will marry someone who knows

w

poor one_.] is upset,

PR |
e

If we apply relative clause formation to (254) and (255),
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(255) The rich professor {S someone who knows a poor

one thinks that Sue will marry Wh-det rich

gf@fegsa;SE is upset.




-

professor will cross over one in (255), but not in (254).
This accounts for the grammaticality of (256) and the un-

grammaticality of (257).

(256) The rich professor who thinks that Sue will
marry someone who knows a poor one is upset.
(257) *The rich professor who someone who knows a

poor one thinks that Sue will marry is upset.

It should be noted that some speakers find sentences
1ike (257) and (249) grammatical, though somewhat less accept-
able than (256) and (248). For these speakers, the application
of the crossover principle in the case of the nonreferential
pronoun, one, reduces acceptability much less than in the case
of referential pronouns like he. Note that the crossover
principle is still necessary to account for the ?%éé@%é aecept-
ability of just these cases. In my speech, I fiﬁé (257) and
(249) ungrammatical, but not gquite as bad as (230), (234), or
(242). In general, crossover is worse with referential pronouns.

These cases show that:

(Ib) There are pronoun-antecedent pairs that do not
involve coreferentiality.
and(IIb) In cases like (Ib), the crossover principle

does apply.

Taken together, (IIa) and (IIb) show that:
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in (258) and who precedes and commands Sam in (260). 1In (258),
who is the antecedent of him. There is nothing strange about
iéi@; in general, a pronoun may be preceded and g@mmaﬁéeé by
its antecedent. The strange cases are those like {230) and
(234), where crossover applies and this is impossible. Now
compare (258) and (260). Where there is a pronoun (him) in
(258), there is a proper noun (Sam) in (260). But whereas

who and him are in an antecedent-pronoun relationship in (258),
there can be no such relationship between who and Sam in (260).
Who cannot be the antecedent of Sam nor can Sam be the ante-

cedent of who. This is true not only of Sam in (260), but also

of the emperor in (261) and the bastard in (262). That is, it

is true not just of proper nouns, but of all full NPs (non-
pronouns). These facts follow from two independently motivated

output conditions, which I state informally here.

(264) An anaphoric NP may not both precede and command
jts antecedent {except in the adverb preposing
and topic cases cited in §1.1).

(265) A full NP (nonpronoun) cannot both be preceded
by and commanded by its antecedent. (This is

the same as (166).)
(264) will rule out cases like:

(266) *He thinks that Sam is sick.

(267) *The bastard thinks that Sam is sick.
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{268) *The emperor thinks that Sam

[
o

sick,

{965) wiié rule ocut cases like:

(269) *Sam thinks that the emperor is sick.

(270) #Sam thinks that the bastard is sick.

Now consider (260) again. (264) rules out the pos:

E‘ﬁ
W
fresba
fraskt
g.m%
(54

]

o
IS
oy
B
=g

Sam might be the antecedent of who, since who bot

o
(o3
ke
&
€
3]
(4
[4))
h
2
o
O

commands Sam . (265) rules out the possibility that who might

be the antecedent of Sam, since Sam is a full NP and would then

be both preceded by and commanded by its antecedent. The same
B o

is true of the emperor and the bastard in (261) and (262).

Because it is possible for a relative pronoun to serve
as the antecedent of & pronoun inside its relative clause

(258), it was possible for us to find pairs of sentences
like €229) and (230) which provided empirical evidence in favor

of the crossover principle. In such cases, crossover made the

x"iiﬁ

antecedent relationship impossible; while where there was no

o
[N
e

crossover, it remained possible. But in cases like (260)-(262)

where there ig a
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relative clause, it is impossible to confirm ( or to disconfirm)

impossible in all such cases. For example, consider (271).

-

(271) *The senator who girls who have dated the %%%%%gé

P

hate is exceedingly rich.

(271) is ruled out both by output condition (265) and by the
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crossover principle. But since (265), which is independently
motivated, will rule out (271), it is not obvious that the

crossover principle contributes to the un icality of the

5523
b
o
=
=
o
ek
gv.e

5

gt

sentence. Compare (271) with (237

(237) *The senator who girls who have dated him

hate is exceedingly rich.

(237) is ruled out only by the crossover principle and so does
provide evidence for that principle. Hence we see that because
of the interaction between output conditions and the crossover

principle, it cannot be determined whether or not the crossover

ﬁ
o)
by
o
i
b
o)
i
3
0
i

principle applies in certain classes

1.2.2.2.2. The presupposition versus the assertion of core-
ferentiality
1.2,2.2,2.1 The relationship between ‘coreferentialityv' and

fantecadent’

We have seen cases where two NPs may be coreferential,
but not take part in an antecedent relationship, and where two
NPs may take part in an antecedent relati ionship but not be
coreferential. However, the notions of ‘coreferentiality' and

o

'antecedent', though independent, are not unrelated. The relation-

ship between them is given by the following principle.

(272) Given two NPs, NP_ and NPy, :
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coreferentiality between the subject and the predicate nom=
inal. It is important to note that the fact that there i
no presupposition of coreferentiality in (281) is consistent

with the fact that the subject and the predicate nominal are

not in an antecedent relationship. Thus, the thief who broke

into my house cannot be the antecedent of Max, because of th

antecedent hierarchy (cf. §1.1.5.2). And Max cannot be the

antecedent of the thief who broke into my

an output condition which we have not stated vet, but which

(282) *The bastard hit Max.
83)

%ﬁ‘s

*The thief who broke into my house hit Max.

The difference between (280) and (281) may be summarized
briefly as follows. Nonequational sentences like (280) may
involve a presupposition of coreferentiality and, with it,
the occurrence of an antecedent relationship between the two
coreferential NPs. Eguational sentences like (281) involve
an assertion of coreferentiality, where the two coreferential
Nps are not in an antecedent relationship.

The difference between equational and nonequational
sentences is important because of cases like the following,

which have been occasionally brought up as apparent counter-

examples to Postal's version of the crossover principle.
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(284) The man who Sam thought Sue would marry was

Sam himself,
Compare (284) with (285).
(285) *The man who he thought Sue would marry was tall.

In (284) who and Sam are not in an antecedent relationship,
since (i) Sam cannot be the antecedent of gﬁg since a pronoun
cannot both precede and command its antecedent and (ii) who
cannot be the antecedent of Sam because of the antecedent
hierarchy. Yet who and Sam are coreferential for the following
reasons. Who and man are presupposed to be coreferential, are
is usual with relative clauses. The two occurrences of Sam

are presupposed to be coreferential as is usual in the

emphatic reflexive construction. The emphatic reflexive,
himself in (284), is possible only with a repeated NP, as

the ungrammaticality of (286) shows.

(286) *The man who Eddie thought Sue would marry was

Sam himself.

When Eddie replaces the leftmost Sam in (Z284) the sentence

becomes ungrammatical. Thus we have the following situation.

PRESUPPOSITION (relative clause): wman = who

PRESUPPOSITION (emphatic reflexive): Sam = Sam (himself)

But now the main assertion of {(284) is that man is coreferential
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with Sam himself.

ASSERTION: man = Sam (himself)
Hence,

Sam ‘ = Sam (himself) = man = who
{on left)

¢

The leftmost Sam in (284) is corefer

g
o
o}
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ot
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by
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by
j o
gﬂ‘
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if crossover were defined in terms of coreferentiality, one
would expect (284) to be ungrammatical, since who crosses
over Sam just as who crosses over he in the derivation of
(285). Thus, we have further evidence that the crossover
principle cannot just be based on simple coreferentiality.
What distinguises (284) from the other cases we have con-
sidered is that it contains an assertion of coreferentiality,
rather than a presupposition of coreferentiality that is
involved in the notion ‘antecedent’. Thus it is no surprise
that the crossove principle should not apply in cases of
asserted coreferentiality.

One might consider a revised version of Postal’'s cross-
over principle, which would involve presupposed coreferential-
ity, rather than just any sort of corefereniality. This would
permit (284), while blocking (285), since in these cases it
would be equivalent to a version of the crossover principle
based on the notion 'antecedent®’. Of course, such a revised

version would still fail for cases like (244} and (249),
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which require the notion ‘antecedent’,

It should be noted that there is some difficulty with
the notion of ‘presupposed coreferentiality'. This notion,
as it might be used in a revision of Postal's crossover
principle or us it appears in (272), is set up to account
for cases of coreferentiality where there is no equational

gentence in surface structure. Th

&

difficulty arises because
there are cases of surfazce structurs %@&ﬁté%ﬁaé sentences
which are presupposed to be true. Although such sentences,
would, strictly speaking, involve the notion ‘presupposed
coreferentiality', the antecedent relationship does not

obtain and there is no coreferentiality. For example,

(287) Sheila regretted that the man who Sam thought

Sue would marry was Sam himself,

In (287) we have (284) émbedded as the object of the verb

(e

regret. Since the object of the verb regret is always pre-

supposed to be true, we have the case of a presupposed
equational sentence. Here it is presupposed, not asserted,

that man and Sam himself are coreferential. Since (287),

like (284), is fully grammatical, the crossover principle is
not at work in this sentence. Thus, the crossover principle
(and the notion 'antecedent® in these cases) must involve

more than simply presupposed coreferentiality. The appropriate

notion seems to be something like: ‘'presupposed
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Chapter 2 Types of Linguistic Identity
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In this chapter we will be concerned with several related
guestions concerning pronowminalization and deletion operations
in general. In the preceding chapter we assumed that pronouns

ansformation from the full noun phrases to

¢

to be the case in most

£

This was assume

guestion of where that rule

e

had to be ordered cyclically.
In chapter 1 we saw that all of the proposed arguments for the
ordering of a pronowminalization rule with respect to other

transformational rules were faulty, and that there was no
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211l for the ordering of such a rule. Horeove
we saw that the constraints that were assumed to be part of

the pronominalization rule could not be stated as part of any

m
fws
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her they had to be stated in output conditions
or they had to involve other transforwational rules. In

short, we found that there wag no syntactic evidence whatever
that pointed to the existence of a rule of pronominalization.
I'his might lead one to guestion the existence of such a rule,
especially since there are alternative wavs of handling pro-

nominalization and since there is no a priori reason to choose

v
- 8
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boy who Mary likes

refer to the same individual we will adopt Chomsky's suggestion

this case, an arbitrarily chosen integer, say 23. Two NPs

with the sawe index would be assumed to be coreferential, and
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(5) The boy who Mary likes says that the boy who Mary

In the deep structure of (5), the second occurrence of the boy

who Mary likes would have a different index than the first

occurrence., Together with ithese assumptitions about deep
structure, we need to assume that there is some rule of pro-

pominalization that
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treatment would scecount for details such as those discussed
in Postal (1966). I ignore them here since they are irrelevant

+o the issues to be discussed.

k4
£

e
e
ey
Jde
0
e}

apter we will consider sowme evidence that
supports the full-NP hypothesis and some that supports the
no-full-NP hypothesis., The full-¥P hypothesis, if true, would
reguire there to be a rule of pronominalization that in effect
would delete a noun phrase if it is identical to its antscedent.
As we shall see, the notion "identical to' is not an obvious
one, Moreover, we shall see that there is no single notion of
Tidentical to’ that is used in transformational rules; instead

there are a number of types of linguistic identity.

2.1 The Bach-Peters Paradox

2.1.1 Definite Pronouns

Bach and Peters (see Bach, 1967) showed that the full-NP

s
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is led to a paradox in the case of definite pronouns.

Consider (6).
(6) The boy who deserved (it)got the ?ri2€{§§§W3§§€§,

If the pronouns in (6) are derived transformationally from the
full NPs to which they refer, then (6) cannot have a finite deep
structure, Thus, if one tries to construct a deep structure for

by replacing the pronouns with the full NPs, one would get
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(7) The boy who deserved the pyizefggiwaﬁteﬁ got the
prize that the boy who deserved (t} wanted.
Here the same encircled pronouns appear again. f we try

once more to substitute the appropriate HPs for the pronocuns,
we get an even bigger sentence where the same Lwo pronouns
show up again. And so on, 2d infinitum. The conclusion is

that these pronouns cannot be derived by transformation from

ot

£

the NPs to which they refer. 1

=

meaning is to be determined

X

at the level of deep structure, then there must be some way
of indicating which pronouns refer to which NPs, say by the

use of reference indices. Thus, the deep structure of (6)

might be represented as in (8) or (9), which resemble (3) and
{(4).
(8) 3
s iy
NP ~S vV NP, 4
) f,/ \%\ ) /,f"“m%,%m@ % }5/// \sl‘\
the boy NP Ve got N 8
¢/’f o /s’f%%"%.» / . / \
. { s . ey, . e e,
the oy V¥ NP14 the prize NPsq VP
? | &
deserved it wanted

the

NP

prize
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the %@g %F‘ };? got §§
P : R “’\\
the %ﬁ’@fg/ “ iaggizg// \
¥ . NP N WP
. s Ty
deserved 14 23 V NP
. L
wanted te prize

The Bach-Peters example shows that for definite pronouns,
which are the most fundamental of anaphoric devices, the full-NP
hypothesis leads to a paradox, which seems to be avoidable under
the no-full-NP hypothesis. giﬁﬁéwiéé no-full-NP hypothesis does
not reguire a §fansminai§zati®ﬁ rule w%icé deletes one NP under
identity with another, then it would seem that there is no one
rule where constraints on ﬁfﬁéﬁgiaaéizatiﬁﬁ could be stated.
Thus the no-full-NP iy§éihé§i§’gi?eg further support to the
claim in Chapter 1 that §?§2G$iﬁa§izgiiéﬁ constraints must be
handled either by output @ﬁﬁdi%i@ﬁé Qr transformaticonal con-
straints such as the crégsever yriﬁcigie which are not

associated with any rule of pronominalization.

2.1.2 Propredicates

One might be tempted to conclude that since one anaphoric
X p

device, definite pronouns, cannot be derived by a deletion
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transformation, therefore no anaphoric devices can be derived
in that way. That is, one might be tempted to assume that
anaphoric éévﬁcés must be derived in some uniform manner.
However, it is not at all clear that this is true, gipnce it
can be shown that at least one type of anaphoric device must

be transformationally derived. Consider the following.

(16) If Max buys a car, Mildred will
(11) If Max does, Mildred will buy a car.
(12} Mildred will buy a car, if Max does.

(13) *Mildred will, if Max buys a car.

In the above sentences, the absence of a VP following
the auxiliaries will and does,acts as an anaphoric deivce,
referring to the VP buy a car in the other clause. The ,
missing VP acts just like an anaphoric pronoun. And in (13)
we see that it obeys basically the same constraint as anaphoric
nronouns: The anaphoric expression cannot appear in a main
clause when its antecedent appears in a following subordinate
clause. This is essentially the same constraint as: Pro-
nominalization cannot go backwards into main clauses. Compare
(3) - (6) in §1. Clearly these are related phenomena, and
(13) should be blocked by the same constraint that blocks (4)
in §1. Thus, it would seem that this censtféiﬁt should be
stated by an output condition which accounts for the operation

of anaphoric devices in general.



It does not seem very surprising that different types
of anaphoric devices are subject to the same surface constraints.
This fact, however, becomes more interesting when one realizes
that definite pronouns and omitted VPs have deep structure
sources of an entirely different nature. The Bach~Peters case
seems to show that definite pronouns cannot be derived from
the full VPs to which they refer. However, the omitted VPs
must be derived from the full VPs to which they refer., The

omitted VP cannot just be represented by a blank or a refere

index in deep structure. Though definite pronouns cannot bhe

derived by a transformational rule, the nmis be

The reason for this is fairly ocbvious. Miss

103
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can refer to VPs that are derived by transformation and are

not present in deep structure. For example, consider the

z

(14) If John is shot by Max, Harry will be.
3 ¥

(15) If John is expected by Sam to be shot by Max

Harry will be.

o,
o
oy

S

If Shakespeare translates esasily into Japanese
v s

Marlowe will,.

(17) 1If John is likely to leave, Bill will be.

underlined VPs in the above examples are transfo

s

derived; they do not occur as such in deep structure.



Since they are not even constituents in deep structure, there

is no way to refer to them on that level of analysis. Thus

there is no way of in ing

&1 ?u
M"

o
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&)

missing VP will refer to. So
parallel to the no-full-NP solution for definite pronoun {s
{(8) and (9)) is not possible.

It is interesting to note, in this respect, that no

sentences like the Bach-

*T:}

eters case (6) are possible

omitted VPs., That is, one cannot construct sentences of the

form:
(18) K]
P - MM”““N.,
o
AN
S
s ~
PN
VP
A
%
fff \'K'z
??g
/““E f”&x
”3%?% VP, lis a missing VP referring to VP, and |VP
is a missing VP referring to ??%,

For example, in (19)

(19) *The boy who mentioned that Bill will saw the

girl who announced that someone had.

The omitted VP after will cannot be announce that someone had

while the omitted VP after had cannot be mention that Bill will.

So far we have given arguments for the following:
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