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1. Introduction

Chomsky (1981 19B6) propesed & koding theory  which wses  the
structural notions such as “c-comrnand” and Cgovernment,” Pointing out
gotre empirical problems with Chomsky's kbinding theory, Beinhart and
Beoland (1993, henceforth BE:E) propesed their own koding theory o
which the noticn of the argoment stroctare of 8 predicative head is a
cetbral ote, [n this article, [ wdill point oot some  empdcicel  and
conceptual problems with the BER's koding theory and propose a
binding theory which uses nob only the ootion of c-comrmand bub also
the notion of the argommeat structure of 8 predicative hesd, For ease of
reference, [ will call Chomsky's kinding theory & “stroctural kinding
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theory,” BEH s binding theory 8 “thematic binding theory,” and mine a
“sbructural and thematic binding theery”

2 Thematic Binding Theory

To capture both the stroctural condition and the locality condition on
anaphors, Chomsky (1981, @ 1BB) propeses  the follewing  kinding
principles:

(1) Principle & An snaphor is bound in its geverning category,
Principle B & pronominal is free in its governing category,
Frinciple Ct &n B-egpression s free,

Peointing out some empirical problems -with the structural
binding theory, B&B propose the thematic binding theory, The
binding conditions BE-R propose are glven in (2), while the necessary
definitions are given in (3],

(2) Conditionsl (RE:R p B7E)
&0 A reflexive-tmarked syatactic predicate is reflexive,
B & reflegive semantic predicate is reflezive-marked,
(3] Definitions (BE:R p, 676)
8, The swpacte predioee formed of (8 head) P ois P, all its
gytbactic arguments, and an extecnal argument of P,
The spnpectic argueenes of P oare the projections assighed
B-role of Case bw F,
b, The sermartic predicore Formmed of P ois P oand all its
BrEuments ab the semantic level,
¢, & predicate is rglecios UE bwo of its arguments are colndexed,

1) HEH ergoe thet Conditicon & epplies sk LE, while Conditicn B spglies sk the
toere Blebreck lewel of the semenkic interpeetahion,
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d, A predicate (formed of P) is reffevive-moriced iff pither one
of P's arguments s SELF anapher of P is lezically reflexive,

BEH argoe that, among the anephoric expeessions (pronouns, SE
anaptiors, and SELF anaphors), ooly SELE anaphors can faocktion as
reflezive-rmarkers, 21

Let us now see how Condition & works, considering the following
EZaIES

(4 8, #bvbrvy loves myselts,
b, BEry, lowes herself,

[n (da), the SELF amaphor sgeseff functions as a symbactic argument
of the predicative head fowe, since this werk assighs both 8-role and
Case to the SELF anaptior, and there 5 an extecnsl srgoment of the
werky that is, the subject More Thus s reflexive-marked swotactic
predicate is formed of jowe bub this syntactic predicate is nob reflexive,
since the bwo srgumnents of the syatactlc predicate formed of fowpe are
net coindexed with each other, Thos Condition & correctly predicts that
(da) i ill-formed,

[n (dkd, & reflezive-tnerked syrcactic pedicate is formmed of fowe and
thic reflexive-merked syotactic predicate s ceflexive, since the bwo
argutrents of the syuotactic predicate formed of fove (Mary and mopesef)
are coitdesed with each other, Thos, Condibion & correctly predicts that
(dk) & well-formed

Let us censider how Condition & works in the follewing Exzcepticnal
Cage-IvBrking (ECHTD construckions:

£) Rt dstngush the SELF enephor frotn the 5B (sitopler  expression)
srbgphicr, The forrner cefecs bo the merpholegicelly comples snephors like English
Firseff pid Dutch zicheelf while the [etter refers te the merphelegicells sivples
anaphers like zick in Dukchy



¢b  Fsung-sikz Shin

(53 a. =John, saw meselfs cun,
b, Tohn, saw himself, con,

[n (5a) although see does mob assigt & 8-role to the anaphor egesel
it @ssigns  an accusakive  Cese to ib through  the  excepticnsl
Case-tracking, Thos, according to the definition of the syotactic
argutrent in (3a), the anaphor eepseff s 8 syatactic argument of see
This  werk  alse has ks externsl  argurment Foke and fhos a8
reflezive-tmnarked syatactic predicate 15 formed of see Bot the extecnal
argument and syntackic argoment of gee are oot coindezed and thus the
gvrbactic predicate formed of the werh see 5 oot reflesive. As such,
Condition & correctly predicts that (5a) is ill-Eormed,

But, in 5k, the reflexive-marked syatactic predicate formed of see is
reflexive, since the two arguments of the syrtactic predicakte fobe and
mimgelll are colndexed, Thos Condition & corceckly predicts thab (6b) is
well-formed, Mote that, o (Gk), the snaphor is alse & external
arguament of the embedded werh rum and thus a reflexzive-marked
gyntactic predicate iz formed of this werk, Thos Cotdition & incorrectly
predicts that Thk) is ill-formed, since, in the embedded clavse of 5k,
there is oo other argoment of the syotactic predicate formed of e
with which the snapher can be coindexed, To solve this pooblemn, BE:R
argue that Ceonditicn & applies oot b 55 kot at LF and that e is
raised to the matriz werk st LF, Then at LF, oo reflexzive-macked
gvnbactic predicate is formed of s Thus Condition & applies only fo
the reflexzive-marked svyntactic predicate formed of see Conseguettly,
Condition & correctly predicts that (k) is swell-formed,

Let uvs now see how Condition B works, The fellewing conkrast
between (Ga) and (Bk) forces BER to introduoce the notion of the
semnantic predicate as defined in (3b) and Conditicn B as formulated in (2):

(6) & The gueen, invited both b, and hecself, to our packy,
b, *The gueen, inwited both BB, and hery tooour packy, (RERETE)
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Bote that, while both Moy ged hersef i (Ba) and both Moy cod her
in (Bk) occocups the argoment pesition of the syobactic predicate formed
of #pite hersed o (6a) and ker o (Bb) do oot As such o Gad and
(Bl no reflexive syotactic predicate 5 formed of the predicative head
fmadre bot the SELF anaphor is recuired, To account Eor the contrast in
(63, BER propose that we should look at 8 more akstract lesel of the
setrmnbic intecpretation of these sentences, According to BE:E, these
cenfences have the Eollewing repcesentation ab the abetract level of the
setrAntic (nterpretakion, ab which 8 sementic predicate is determined:

(7) the gqueen [z (% invited e & % inwvited = )

Mote that & reflexive sementic predicate i formed in the second
cotjunct, x #Fnfged x Now Conditien B in (8) correctly predicts that
only the SELF anaphor herseff 5 allewed in (Ba)-(Bb) From onow on, [
will call the abstract level of the semantic representation associated
with Cotdition B an LE* for ease of reference,

Condition B alse accounts Bor the following ezamples:

(B) &, BBz, rolled the carpets ower him,,
b, *Masx, olled the carpets ower ity
¢, VB, rolled the carpets over himself,,
d, bvba, rolled the carpets over itself, (REFEBD)

Following Baker (19BE), Hestwik (1090917, and bBrantz (10B4), He:B
assume that, ameng prepositions, lecatlye or directicnsel prepesitions are
predicative heads and thus they hesve their own argoment stooctores,
The preposition over in (Ba)-(Bd) is & locative preposition and so it is &
predicabive head, The first argument of oper 5 an pliclt argument,
which is controlled by the mrper and thos {5 assigned the referential
indesz of fhe corperd? Then only in (BR) and (Bd), a reflexive setantic
predicate is Eormed of the predicative head over b LE* and Condition B
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apelies, &5 such, Condition B correctly predicks that (Bk) is idll-formed
and (Bd) iz well-formned, since the reflesive semantic predicate formed
of the predicative head ower 15 reflexzive—merked in (Bd) but it is ook o
(Bk), [n (Ba) snd (Bc), Condition B dees not apply, since oo reflexive
gemantic predicate is formed of ouer Dlote that Condition & does oof
apely i (Bc) and (Bd), since there 5 oo subject position within PPs and
thos ne syokactic predicate is formed of ogoen

RBEH's Condition & and Condition B, howewver, cannct role ocub the
following examples:

(8 a, *Himself, criticized John,
b, *Hitnself, criticized hitmn,
¢, *Himself, criticized himmself,
(10} a *John, assigned Joho, to himself,
b, *John, assigned himy to himself,
(11} a *John, saw Joho, oo,
b, *John, saw him, rue

[n (Ba) Condibion & is satisfied, since bwio arguments of crftécize Bre
coindexzed, Condition B is alsoe satisfied, since the reflexzive semantic
predicate formed of oritécdze 5 reflesive-toarked by Réemsel

BMote that both Condition & and Condition B apply o (8 and (8c)
atd they are satisfied,

[n (10a) and (10b), mssgn is & three-place predicative bead and all
the NP5 occupy  argument  pesitions, Thos both Condition & and
Conditicn B apply in (10a) and {10k and they are satisfied,

[n f1la) and (1k), Coodition A doees oot apply, since oo
reflesive-tnarked svntactic predicate iz formed of the embedded serk

33 By “implicit srgurnent” [ meen, folleswing Willierns (1087, sn ergurnett
which is present sk Hte erearnent structore of B predicetive heed bob s oot
pEsigned or reslized in swnbteH,
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rue of Ehe matriz verh see Mo reflezive semantic predicate is foremed
of the rmbriz werk see either, since the rmatriz sukiect and the ECHI
subdect are oot coargutnents of the semantic predicate formed of see

[h short, neither Condition & noor Condition B ocen rule oot the
exzarmples it (91-(11), Thos BEE propese that these examples should ke
accounted Bor neither by Condition & oo by Condition B bat by the
follossitg Chain Cotdition:

{12} Chain Condition (RER, p. BIE)
& maximal &-chain [ay,..9,0 conkains ezactly one link — o, —
that iz both +B and Case-marked,

RER define +H NP ag follows:

{13} Detinition of a +B NF (RE:R, p BI7)
&n NP is +B iff it carries & full specification for d-features and
structural Case,

According to Chain Condition, ooly the head of an A-chain can be
Case-trarked +B MNP

Let us exzamine how Chain Condition can account for the data in
(93-(11) [e t8a)-f9c), the subject WPs and the object NPs form
&-chains, since the A-moevement is pessible from the okject positions
b the subject positions, [n (Ha)-(8k], the A-chains, Chimself, Jobn,) and
(hirmself,him,), wiclate Chain Condition, since the heads of the chains
are oot +B NPs and the tails of the chains are Case-mmerked +B NPs,

[n (10a)-{10k), the sokject NFs and the direct okiect WPs Eorm
&-chains, since the A-moverment s possible from the dicect object
positions to the sobject positions, Bub these A-chains wiclete Chaln
Condition, since oot only the heads of the chains bub alse the tails of
the chains are Case-marked +B NPs, (o (Oc), the &-chain
(himselfy himself,) wiclates Chain Conditicn, sioce the head of the chain
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is not a +R NP,

[ f11a)-(11k], the metriz sukiect MPs and the embedded subject NPs
form &A-cheins, since the &-moverneot is possible from the embedded
cubject pogitions to the matciz sobject positiohs, But these A-cheins
viclate Chain Conditicn, since nob only the heads of the chains kot alse

the tails of the chains are Case-tnerked +B NP,

3. Problems with Thematic Binding Theory

&lthongh BE:R argue that the themstic binding theory can solve some
prapirical probdems with the stooctural binding theory, it alse has some
prrpirical and conceptusl problems, The empiricel problems come from
Condition B and Chain Condition, and the concegtual problemn comes

frotn the redondancy bebween Conditicn B and Chain Conditicn,
31, Empirical Problem
3.1.1, Problem with Condition B

Let ug first consider the empirical problems associabed with Conditicn
B Lasnik (19B9) shows that the follewing senfence in Thai (s
well-formed:

(14} coon, choop  coomn,
Jobn  likes  Johno
“Tohn likes John  (Lasnik 1989, @ 1653)

Mote that Condition B incorcectly  predicts  that this  sentence is
ill-formed, since the eflexzive sementic predicate formed of the werk
choog likes” 15 oot reflesive-tmarked,

We can find some counterezamples to Condition B also in Korean,
EBefore presenting the actual coonterezemples from Hoerean, [eb ous
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exammine the systemn of anaphors sand poonotminels in Korean, Korean bas
the folloswing swstem of proneminals:

(151 Pronominals in Korea

PELEON gingular plural

lsk te [ arif-dewl) “we’

erd neo ol necti-deal “vow

ard geu “he geu-deul “they
geURYED Ehe geunsye-deul Tthey”
gRUgEDS Cib geugeos-deul “they”

The ansphors corresponding to the proaetinals above are as ol ows:

(16} Anaphors in Korean
let  mae-jasin “msself”  orif-deul)-jesin “oorselves’
end neo-jasin “woorself” nechi-deol-jesin “wourselses”
ard geo-jasin hitnself
geu-deul-jasin ‘themselves | [+human])
geanyec—jasin herself
geanyo-deul-jasin’ themselves([+human])
genzeos-jache itself
[*zpuzpos—jasin ibself”)
geugens—denl-jache “themselves {[-human])
[*zpuzeos—deul-jasin themselves’)

Mote that the anaphors akewe are formed by oattacking the soffiz
- fasie O —feche toothe corresponding pronctminals, The suffiz - fzsé can
be attached ooly to the [+homen] pronemingl, whereas the suffiz - jeche
can ke attached cnly to the [-human] pronemninal, There are other
anaphors koo in Forean, fagf 5 8 3rd perset, singular anaphor bub i is
unspecified for the gender feature, fesée is 8 singular anaphor but it is
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unepecified for the person and gender feature, fupd and josin together
can form a comples anaphol fegéfestn, which is 3rd person, singular, but
urspecified for the gender feature,

Let ug new turn o the countecezamples to Conditicn B from Korean,
The tollewing sentences in (17 are all well-formed:

(177 8, Checlsuy-ga  jegi-reul jeungoha-n-da,
Checlsn -Mom SE -Ace hate -Fre-Dec
"Checlsu hates himself,”

b, Checlsu-ga jagireol bipenha-veoss-da,
Cheolsn -Bom SE-&cc  criticize-Fet -Dec
"Cheolsu criticieed himself,”

Mete that, in the sentences (17a)-(17kd, the reflexive sementic
predicates are formed of the werks and thus these sentences are subject
to Condition B, Coodition B will incocrectly predict that the sentences
(17a)-(17k) are all ill-Eormed, if fugé 5 not a ceflexive-marker, [n fact,
there (5 an evidence that indicates that fogd is not & reflexive-marking
anaphor, o the following sentence,

(18] Checlsu-neun Yeongsugrga jaglyz-redl jeungeha-n-da -go
Cheolsu-Top Yeongsu-Mom SE -&cc hate -Pre-Dec-Cotrig
saenggagha-n-da,
think-Fre-Cec
‘Cheolsu thinks that Yeotgso hates himself,” of  "Checlso thinks
that Yeotgsu hates him”

fogé can be coreferential oot only with the embedded subject Yeongsa
but  also  with  the mabriz  subject  Cheolsw [E jzgi were a
reflexive-tnarking SELF anaphor, it would be coreferentinl only with the
ernbedded subject Yeorgsa bub oot swith the mabriz subject Sheolsu due
to Condition &, [f we replace the simplex anaphor fzg? i (1B) with the
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comples anaphol jfogéfzsds we have the following senfence:

(18] Checlsu-neun Yeongsusrga jagijasin.greul jeungoha-n-da-go
Checlzn -Top  Yeongsu-Nom himself-&cc hate-Pre-Dec-Cotng
saenggagha-n-da,
think-Fre-Cec
‘Checlsu thinks that Yecotgso kates himself,”

[ (18] the cotples anapher fegéiesin cannot be coreferential with the
matrig  subject  Sheofsw but iF can be coreferential only  with the
ernbedded subject Yeorgse Thus (1B) and (15) show that fzgf is oot &
reflexive-tnarker kb jagifess is, [ suggest that this is because jagd and
fapitesin have the following morphosyotactic structures (20a) and (20k),
respectively:

(200 8. [wp jBgl e 11
b, [ jogl e jesin 1]

fogé cccupies the determiver pesition of an NF and jesie occuples the
head I positicn of an MNP, As such, [ suggest that in (E0) -fasé in
jopifzsin requires that the two arguments of the predicative head
feungohe hate” [Veongse snd the determiner jagdé in jogifesia be
identical and 50 jagdfosé cat be coreferential only with the embedded
subject ¥eongsg [n short, jogé 5 8 SE anaphor and thus canoot be a
reflexive-tnarker, while jegifesée 5 8 SELF anaphor and thos can ke &
reflexive-rmarker,

Becall that, a5 menticned in (3d), & predicate can ke reflezive-marked,
pither when one of the arguments of & predicetive head 5 &
reflezive-mearking SELF anaphor of when the predicative head itself is
lezically reflezive, &5 pointed oub ke Faltz (19B5, g 6, in the fellowing
EENLENCES,
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(217 &, John shaved,
b, John kathed,

the predicative heads shove and borhe are lezically reflesive, Thus, for
example, (2la) means that John shaved himself kot it cannct mmean that
John shawved Bill According to BR:E ab LE+ (Ela) and (Elk) sould

hawe the following representations (E2a) and (EER), respectively:

(EEY &, Johno © oz C z shaved x 00
b, John = (% bathed = 1)

Thus reflezive sementic predicates are formed of shove and bofhe (o
(Ala) and (21k) and so Condition B regoires that these semaokic
predicates ke reflexmive-marked, This requiretent cannct be met by a
reflezive-marking SELF anaphor, since there is oo soch anaphor in
(21a) and (ElE), To account for the edarmples such as (Ela) and (F1b,
B#:F argue that Condition B can alse be satisfied when the predicatisze
head iteelf = lexically (=intrinsically, semantically) reflezive,

Let us check whether, in the sentences (17a)-(17k), Condition B can
be satisfied by the predicative hesds  themselves  being  lexicalls
reflezive, The following sentences frotn FKorean are all well-formed:

(23) & Cheolsuy-ga  Yeohgsugreul jeungobs -t -da,
Cheolsu Mot Yeohgsu-&ce hate -Pre-Dec
"Checlsy hates Yeongsu,”

b, Checlsur-za YVeongsuoreul bipanhs-yeoss-da,
Cheolsa -Mom Yeongsu-dce criticize-Pst-De
‘Checlsu criticized Yeongsu,”

(£ the werbe jeungoha and Biponhe o (E3a)-(23R) were lexically
reflexive, they swould not allew the object NP Yeongso which & disjeint
in reference from the subject NP Sheofsw Then, the reflezive peedicates
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formed of the wecbs in (17a)-(17k) are reflezive-merked neither by the
SELF anaphors nor by the predicative hesds thernselves being lexically
reflexive, Consequently Conditien B incorrectly  predicts  that  the
gettences [17a)-C17k) are all ill-formed,

31,2, Problem with Chain Condition

Let us now consider the empiricel peoblemn with Chein Condition,
Moke that (14) from Thai constitubes & counterexample to Chain
Condition, [n (14), both the ficst goon “Joho' and the second coom are
fully specified with respect to both d-Ffeatures and Case Features, and
thev are assigned the stroctural Cases (norminative Case and accusative
Case). Then, since both the head and the tail of the A-chain
(coongcoon,) are Case—merked +H NP, this A-chein wiclates Chain
Condition, Conseguently, Chain Condition incorrectly predicks that (14) is
ill-fortred,

&dditional counterezamples to Chain Condition cotne frotm Korearn:

(24} Cheolsuy-neun [egiyga jasing-eul jeil  saranghe-n-da -gol
Checlsn -Top  SE-MNom self-Ace most  love-Pre-Dec-Cotmg
saenggagha-n-da
think-Fre-Cec
Cheolsy thinks that be loves himself ooost,”

fogi and josie form an A-chain (jaglyjasing). The tail of the chain is
-B NP, since josie (5 onspecified for the features of person and gender,
although it is fully specified for the Case feature, Thos, the use of fese
i the tail of the chain cavses oo problemn with Chain Coodition, Bot et
us consider the head of the chain, jegd This is uospecitied For the
gender feature, although i is Eolly specified for the Case Peature, Thuos
it is 8 -B MNP, Consequently, the hesd of the chain (jsgi,jasing) is also
a -B MF and thus Chain Condition incotcectly predicts that (24) is
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ill-formed in Korean,
Let us now consider the A-chain (Jagl.geuiasing o the following
exarmple:

(25 Cheolsuy-neun [egiyga geujasing-eol jell sarangha-n-da-gol
Cheolsu-Top  SE-MNom himself-4ce most leve-Pre-0ec-Cotmg
saenggagha-n-da,
think-Fre-Cec
‘Cheolsu thinks that he loves himself most,”

The tail of the chain, gewfesés is fully specitied for d-features and
Case feature and thus it i a Case-marked +R NP, Thus Chain
Conditicn s doobly wiclated, in the sense that the head of the chein
fogd is 8 -B NP but the tail of the chain gegfest: is 8 Case-tnarked +R
MF, Thus Chain Condition incorrectly predicks that (25) is ill-forimed,

3.1.3, Probletn with Beinhart and Beoland s (1993) Systetn
Let us consider the follewing English daka:

[2BY 8, *John, accidentally essigned himself, too himo,

b, John, accidentally assigned himself, to himself,

Mote  that  Ceonditicn & caanet rule oot (8Ba),  since  the
reflesgive-marked syntactic predicate formed of the wverth ocesdgn (s
reflexive and thus Condition & is sabisfied, Condition B canoct rule out
(2Ga) either, since the reflexive semantic predicate forrmed of the serb
assign 15 [eflezive-marked by the SELF anaphor Admsed o the
argument positicn and thus Conditicn B is sabisfied, MNow et s see
whether Chain Conditicn can account for the ill-formedness of (26a) [n
(26a), the A-tnoverent is possible from the position of Aémsed to the
position of fohe aod thus  Joke and Aéesef form an A-chain This
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& -chain satisfies Chain Condition, sioce only the head of this chain is a
Cage-tracrked +R NP But the A-movement is itnpessible frotn the
positicn of Réwm to either the posibion of kéemself or the position of fohe
as the following examples shows

(E7) 8, John sccidentally assigned Bl to By,
b, *John accidentally assigned by, to b,
¢, *Mary, wee accidentally assigned Eill to &

Thus, in (2Ba), Jokw, el and ke do oot form an A-chain and
thus even Chain Cooditicn cannct account for the ill-formedness of this
sentence, Then, oot ooly (E6EY bub also (8Ee) satisfies Condition 4,
Conditicn B, and Chain Cendition, Conseguoently, none of the conditions
of BB:H's svstem can account for the ill-foomedness of (26a),

3.8, Conceptual Problem

[n this secticn, [ will show that BE-R's swstermn alse has the
cotceptual problern of redundancy  between Condition B and Chaln
Condition, For example, note that not only Condition B kot also Chain
Conditich can role cut the fellewing English and Kerean exzamples:

CERY a, #Johb, hates him,
b, *John, hates Joho,

(20) @, *Cheolsu-za zeog-real jeungoha-n-da,
Cheolsn -bom he -Ace  hate-Pre-Cec
‘Cheolsu hates hitmn”

b, #Cheolsu-ga Cheolso-reul jeungobia-n-da,
Checlsu-MNotn Checlsu-Ace  hate-Pre-Dec
‘Cheolsy hates Checlsa,”
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First of all, in each of the sentences in (EB)-(29), & reflexive sementic
predicate is formmed of each werk and thus Coodition B applies, But
neither the names fohe and Cheolsu nor the protwoons kée and geo are
reflezive-tmarkers, Therefore Condition B can rule oot all the exzamples
in [2B3-020),

The subject MF and the obiect MNP in esch of the examples in
(ZB)-CED) Eorm an &-chain &l the &-cheins in these exzamples wiclate
Chain Condition, since oob ooly the names Joke and Cheolse but also
the pronouns ki and geq are Case-merked +5B BNF, Conseguently, both
Condition B and Chein Cooditieon can cale oot all the examples in
(EB)-(20) redundantly,

4 Structural and Thematic Binding T heory

i1, Principle B

[ pointed cut akove scme empicicel snd conceptusl pooblems  weith
Condition B and Chain Coadition, [ostead of these conditions, [ soggest
the folloswing condition shich [ call Princige B

(307 Principle B
& pronotinel most ke free from its cosrgoments of a swnkactic
of setnantic predicate formed of 8 predicative head of which the
pronotmingl is an argurnent,

Mote that [ am ihcorperating into the foroulation of Principle B the
netion of c-comrmand from the stroctural binding theory and the notion
of the argoment stroctore of s predicative head from the  thermatic
binding thecry, [ suggest that Principle BY cperates ab the intecface
between LE and LEF* [o other words, to determine whether an NP at
LF iz the one frotn which & protctminel st ke free,  the
representations of both LF and LF#* muost be considered,
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We will keep Condition & for the time being, Let us say that oor
gvetem includes coly Ceondition & and Principle B, and see whether our
gystetn can sccount for all the dete which could ke accounted Eor in
RfH's systerr, We have to ensure that the data accounted for by either
Conditicn B or Chain Conditicn in B&R's svstetn can alse be explained
be cur Principle B in (300, Ficst of all, b s consider the English data
accounted for only by Conditicn B in BER's system, [n (Bk), the
pronotningl ke~ & oot free from its cosrgument of the semantic
predicate formed of fendre thabt i5 the gueen Thus Principle B
correctly predicks that (k) is il-Formed,

Becall that only Conditich B in BE:HR's system can account for the
contrast between (Bb) and (Bd), & swotactic predicate cannct be Eormed
of the predicative head over since there is ne sukiect position in PPs,
But & semantic predicate, swhose first argoment hapeens to be oan
implicit arguoment, can be formed of ogpen DNote that this  implicit
argument of aver is controlled by the carper Thos, in (Ba) and (BB,
althzogh #he corper 15 ot 8 coargument of the proncminals ab LF, it is
otie gk LF+ &g such, the prototinals mwst be free from the erper So
Fritciple B cocrectly predicts the contrast betsween (Ba) and (BEd,

Bow et us  consider the English deta in (9)-(11)  swhose
ill-formedness can be accounted for only by Chaln Condition in B&Rs
eyEL BT,

Remember that we gave up Chein Condition, Then, how can we role
cub the sentences (o (90-01127 First of all, [ suggest that we have o
trmitkain Principle C of the stooctoral kinding thecry, There bave been
sotre atbernpts o eliminete Principle C from the stouctural  bindiog
theory (Chetnsks, 19BE: Huoang, 10BZ: Reinhact, 1983a, 1983k, 10BE:
Higginkotham, 1983 MMonkalbetti 19840 kot Lasnik (19B9) convincingly
argues that Principle C canoet be eliminated, Chotosky (198, p 16R) in
fact rceintooduces it inte his svstem of binding conditions, Folloswring
Lasnik [ suggest that Principle T dees exist, [o fack, i st ke
perametrized, since the sentence (14) Erom Thai is well-formed bob the
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gertences (310 and [37) from English and Eorean corresponding to (14)
are il-formed:

[31) +John, likes Johno,

(32 *Checlsuy-ga Cheolsu,-reul joheha-n-da,
Cheolsu-MNotn Cheolsu-&ce like-pre-Dec
"Cheolsu likes Cheolsu,”

Thus English and Eorean have to obey Principle C, wheress Thai
does not have toe ockey it 5o let og saw theb our systern consists of
Conditicn &, Principle B, and Principle C,

Blew Frinciple C can rule oot (9a), (108), and (1la), since the
accusative B-egpoessions in these sentences are nob free,

[n (O], the sukject MNP and the ckject NP are coargoments of the
syntactic predicate and the semantic predicate formned of oridcize Thus
Principle B correctly peedicts that (k) is il-formed,

[ (10k), the subiect NF and the direct chiect MNP are coarguments of
the swntactic predicate and the sementic predicate formed of ossige,
Thus Frinciple B can rule ook (10k),

[n (11k), although the matriz sokject and the embedded sokiect are
hot the coarguments of the semantic poedicate formed of see they are
the coarguments of the symtactlc  predicate formed of  see Thus
Fritciple B is wiclated in (11b],

Mewr let us consider (3c), Principle B and Princple C do oot apply in
(Bc) Both the sukject reflexive and the obiect reflexive occups the
arzument  positions  of  the predicative  head  seddeodze Thus a
reflexive-tnarked syntactic predicate (s formed of crftdcdee and it is
reflezive, since the sokiect NP and the object NP are colndexzed,
Theretore Condition & iz satisfied in (9c¢). Then, none of the Condition
& Principle B, and Princigle C in our swstem can rule ook (8], This
problem will be dealt with later in section 4.2,

[n short, [ hawe showmn akowe theb the dakte in (30-0110 ezcept (9c),
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which are sccounted for only by Chain Condition in BS:H's swstem can
aleo be accounted for i moy swstetn

Bow let us consider the daka o (26), Recall that oone of the
cotditions in B&Es systern could account for the ill-formedoess of
(?Ba), Mow note that the ill-formedness of (262) can ke explained b
our Principle B, [n [2Ba), Jfohe, Réemsell and hém are coarguments of
both the syntactic predicate and the sementic predicate formed of the
verh ogsfgr, Thus kém most be free Erom Jokw and Adngef bub if is
not, Therefor Principle B cocrectly predicts that (B6a) is ill-focmed,

12 Principle &
Mowr let us consider the following exarmples:

(337 & *John, said that himself, can,
b, *Hitnself ran,
¢, *Himself, criticized himmself,

(33c) is repeated from (Oc), Bemember that the ill-formedness of (33c)
coald ot be accounted for by osny of Conditicn &, Principle B, and
Frincipgle C in tmy system

Recall that BEE account for the ill-formedness of (33a)-033k0 be
Conditicn &, Bemember alse that B8:R role oot (33c) with Chain
Cotditic,

Fote that (33a)-033k) pose no problem Bor my svstern, since Condition
& i5 included in my system and can correctly rule oot these sentences,
[, howewver, gawe up Chain Condition, Then, hew can (33c) be ruled out
in oy system? Here [ propese thab all the sentences in (33) be ruled
cub ke the following Principle 47, swhich will replace Condition 4
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(34} Principle &
& SELF anaphor muost ke bound by oits coarguments of the

gvntactic predicate formed of 8 predicative head of swhich the
GELF anaphor 5 an srgument,

Mow et us see how Principle & can account for the idl-formedness
of (33a)-(33c), [n (33a)-033b), ménsef is & subject and thus & syatactic
predicate 15 formed of the predicative head #ue Then Principle &7
appelies o the SELF anephors in (33a)-033k), Bob the SELF anaphor
mirmsedl cannot be bound kv its coargument, sioce ree 5 A ooe-place
predicative head and thus b has oo obther argument than Ademeedl
Therefore Principle &7 is wiclated in (338)-(33k), [n (33c), the first
Wimgelf 15 8 sobject and thus & syotactic predicate is formed of the
predicative head orfticize Therefore Principle A apelies to the SELF
anaphers in (33c), The okiect SELF anapher satisfies Principle &7, since
it 15 bound by ks coargument, the sukject SELF anaphor, The subject
SELF anaphor, howewer, cannob satisfy Principle &7, since it s oot
bound by its coargoment, the object SELFE anaphor, Cotsequentls
Principle & correctly predicks that (33a)-033c) are all il-Eormed,

Gince we eliminated Conditicn & Ffromn oor svstemn and  introduced
Principgle &° inte our systemn, we hewe to rmeke sure that all the data
accounked for Condition & can alse be accounted for by Principle &7
Let v consider the folleswing data which constibote counterezaples to
Frinciple & kat are sccounted for by Condition & in RBER:

(35) &, [There were five toworists in the room apart from meself],
(Heinhart and Beuland, 1993, g BEY)
by [This paper was sritten by &on and ooeself], (Boss, 1070, o 22R6)
¢, MBiy boasted that [the queens invited Lucle and himself, for a
drink], (Reinkart and Beoland, 1993, g, B70)
d, [t angered Johr, that BABcys shoold heve the egobism to oy [FERO;
to attract & toan like himself,), (Zriki-Hertz, 1969, @ 7163
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(o i36a)-(30k), @oart from and By are oot poedicative heads which
heve their own argoment stooctoces and thus oo syotactc predicate is
formed of & predicative head of swhich the SELF  anephors  are
arguments, Therefore Principle &7, unlike Principle &, does oot rule oot
(3hal-(3bb),

[n (35c), the cotjunctive NF Facfe mod Weself 5 an argument of the
gvrbactic predicate Eormed of the serb faofre bt the SELF amsphor
himeefl is oot since it is embedded within the argument feocfe oad
Mimgelf Thus oo syntactic predicate is formed of a predicative head of
which the SELF anaphor Réemsed 5 an argurent, Therefore, Principle
4" does nob rle oot (36c),

[n (36d), fé#e is not & predicative head, The weth ooy 5 a8
predicative head of which 8 swntectic predicate & formed, The NP o
mga (e Mimeeff & an argament of the werth artrecr but the SELF
anephol Aémsell 5 ook, since b is embedded inside the NP o man (#e
mémmgell Therefore Principle & dees not role out (35d),

Let us see whether Principle 4" can account for the ECK ezarples
in (5], [n (Ra), a syotactic predicate is formed of e and thos Principle
A" applies, spsefl 15 oot bound by ifs coargument of the svntactic
predicate formed of wuwe since ~ue 5 8 one-ploce predicakive head,
Therefore Principle & correctly predicts that (5a) is ill-formed, Principle
&7 hewmewer, ncorrectly predicts that that (k) is also ill-formed, since
Mimgelf 15 oot bound by b5 coargument of the syobactic predicate
formed of re To overcome this problem, [ Bollowing RE:R, soggest
that, at LF, the embedded werke in ECHA constructions underge a head
tevetment to the matriz werks, Then (Ra) and (Bk) hawve the following
LFE-representations (362) and 36k, respectivels:

(36) a. *[m John, mngsaw [@myself; tz],
b, [ Johty rungsew [ himself, t3],



i Fsung-sikk Shin

Mowr, st LF, no syatactic predicate s formed of e while &
gvntactic poedicate (5 formmed of the complex verk sue-gee Thus
Frinciple &° does oot apply in the embedded [Fs in (36a) and (3E6k),
frpsef] and  Admsef are the syntactic arguments of the complex werh
rr-see, Gihce the B-role of »~pe oand the accosative Case of gee are
pssigned too themn, Therefore Principle &5 applies te the ansphers o
(36a) and (36k) and cocrectly predicts that (36a) is ill-formed kot (36k)
is well-formed

5 Apparent Counterexamples to Principle A’
Let ug congider the follewing sentetce from Korean!

(37 Cheolsu,-neun geuajasing-i veongrihada-go saenggazha-n-da,
Cheolsu -Top ?  -Mom s stoeck-Comp think-Pre-Dec
‘Cheolsu thinks that be himself is seoarct”

[t is commonly assumed that gerizein in (37) corresponds to English
Wemgelf Lot us Eollow this assumption for a motent, Then, the SELF
anaphol gewizsie in (37) cccuples subject position and thus & ssmtactic
predicate is Formed of the embedded predicate wpeomgribe “smart’, Then,
Principle & applies to gewfesn in (37), Bub ypeongrihz (8 8 one-place
predicative head and thus does oot have any other argument by shich
the SELF anaphor geofestn in (37) can ke hound, Note that the mmatriz
subject Cheolsw cannot be an appoopriate binder of the SELF anaphor
gefosin o (37) with regard to Principle &7, since Cheolsu and the
SELF anaphor gewizsd are nob cosrguments of the same predicative
head Then, Principle & incecrectly predicts that (37 s ill-formed in
Korean,

[n the following ezample, the SELF anaphol gerfesé occupies the
chject positicn of the embedded clavse:
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(36) Checlsu,-neun Yecngsurga geujasingzeul johaba-n-da-go
Cheolsu-Top Yeongsu-Mom T -Ac like-pre-Dec-Cotog
saenggagha-n-da,
think-pre-Dec
‘Checlsu thinks that ¥ecotngso likes himself,” or "Checlsu thinks
that Yeongsu likes him,”

Veorgsu 15 the external argurnent of the embedded predicative head
Fobete Clike” and thus a syntactic predicate (s formed of fokche Then,
Priociple &7 applies to the SELF anaphor gedfoste and iocorrectly
predicts that geofzsin can be coreferential coly with the embedded
subject ¥eomgeu bub not with the mabriz subject  Cheofsr  since
Yeorgge bob not Cheolsw i it the coargument relation with the SELF
anaphol  grefzsin

[ argue that the problems with Principle &7 noticed in (37) and (38)
are ohly apeperent cnes and the selobictn to these pooblems can ke foond
in the close exatnination of the property of the morpheme gesée “self
&g noticed in (16), we can make the SELEF anaphors by atteching jesin
to protorminals, Let us call this use of fesée 8 “reflezive” use, [n
addition to this use, jesée also hes an “etnphatic” ose, 85 showm o the
following examples )

(387 a. Checlsu-jesin -1 geu chaeg-eul sa-ss-da,
Checlsu-hirselt-MNotm the book-4cc boy-Pst-Dec
"Checlsu hirnself bought the book,”
b, Checlsu-ga  Yeongsu-jesin -ege geu chaeg-eul ju-eoss-da,
Checlsu-MNom Yecngsu-hirself-to the book-éce glve-Psi-Dec
"Cheolsu gave the book to Yeongso hirmself,”

1) Bickertotn (10B7:345) shows thet English hirmself slse hes this emphedc ose
g5 below
g, Johitn hitnself did it
br [ geve it to Bill hitnself,
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Thos [ suggest that the morpheme fesfe o (37) coresponds oot to
seff bub bo emphatic Meself in English, As such, gegfeste in (37)
correspotids to oot Rdmsef bub he Reself in Eoglish and thuos is oob
subject to Principle &7

Let us consider [3B), Becall that the mocpheme fesé is ambiguous in
the sense that it can haswe either the reflesive use or the emphatic ose
[t (3B), when fosén has the emphatic vse, gedfsén should be translated
inte oot Admsef but R Rdemsefl Then gedfesée 5 oot subjeck bo
Principle &7, Whet -fzsée it (36) has the reflesive use, geofosin in [36)
should ke translated into not kéw Rimsed bob héwsef and thos it is
subject to Princigle A7, Then Principle A7 requires that Yeosgsu and
gerfesin be colndezed,

6 Conclusion

To solve some empirical prokdems with the stroctural binding theors,
BEF propese & thematic kinding theory in which lexical heads are
distinguished depending on whether they have their own argument
gfructures of ok,

[, howewer, pointed oot thet BRE:R's thematic kinding theery hes its
cwn eopicical and conceptual pooblems, The empicical problems comes
from Conditionn B and Chain Condition, The conceptoal pooblem 5 the
reduondancy kebween Condition B and Chain Conditicn,

To overcotne these problemns, [ propesed s stroctural and theroatkic
binding theory inte which the notion of c-comimand from the stooctural
binding thecry and the netion of argoment strocture of 8 predicatise
head from the thematic knding theeory are incorperated, First, [ gave op
Conditicn B and Chain Conditicn and instead Eorrolated Principle B
Gecotd, [ suggested that Principle C sheold net ke eliminsted  and
included it inke my system of conditions, Third, o oaccount for sote
ezamples which cannot be explained by Coodition &, Principle BT, oo
Principgle C, [ gave up Condition & and instead formmuolated Principle &7
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[ also consideced some potential couonterezamples to Priociple &7 and
argued that these were nob real coes bob only apperent ohes,
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