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b. # kin # pregeQur # former’ # ‘preacher’
Vowel Mutation —_
Muain Stress Rule kin  pregéfur
(Unitial Mutation kin  bregéfur)
Orthographic cyn-bregethwr ‘ex-preacher’

Here, as in the Dakota examples, the application of the rules obfuscates the underlying
morphology of the lexical compound (24a) by comparison with the syntactic compound
(24b), which remains relatively transparent. The semantics of the two examples also
follows the familiar pattern, with the former being a more or less arbitrary realization
of its constituents and the latter being simply additive. These (and other) details of

Allen’s analysis provide some support for the hypothesis that systematic obfuscation is
a general principle of word-formation.
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Pronouns®

1. Introduction
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(D,
(1) He's up early.
said of a man passing in the street, or ),
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uite di -
:}le ar1fferer'13t. E-type pronouns also have quantifier expressions as antecedents but
y are not bound by those quantifiers. For example, the pronoun in the sentenc’e (5)

(5) Few M.P.s came to the party but they had a good time.

is an E- i
E-type and not a bound pronoun. I shall discuss these pronouns in section 2

uses, and we must wonder wh is 1
ether this is an accide i
uses, a . ond 4 nt, or whether there is so
und (ijmg sim?nnc principle which accounts for these apparently disparate uses 'rine
nifled way. In fact there is this ver iki i s
: y striking connection betw. i i
el way, . : €en pronouns in categories
ivg and (ii): whenever we substitute a singular term for a quantifier binding a prognoun
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€ (3)is, at the very least, connecred with the capacity we have to understand sent (Z/ T
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ngular and quantified sentences. The semantic problem posed by those dual occur
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sight, Lasnik’s proposal has the appeal of simplicity, but on further reflection, we can
see that its price is too high. For to assimilate pronouns in category (i) to those in
category (/) is to preclude the recognition of any connection whatever between pronouns
in the unified category (/) + (if) and those in category (iii)—that is, it forces us to regard
as a complete accident that the same expression shows up in both (3) and (4). I shall
attempt to explain this point, and the distinction between pragmatics and grammar
which it forces upon us, in section 4. In the remaining section I shall advance some

other criticisms of Lasnik’s approach to pronouns.

2. The Existence of E-Type Pronouns

I shall begin my attempt to demonstrate the existence of a fourth category of pronouns
by considering sentences containing plural quantifiers, since the distinction between a
bound and an E-type interpretation of a pronoun comes out most clearly when the
pronoun has a plural quantifier as antecedent. Consider the two sentences (6) and (7):

(6) Few congressmen admire only the people they know.

(7) Few congressmen admire Kennedy, and they are very junior.
At first sight the relationship between the quantifier phrase few congressmen and the
pronoun rhey in these two sentences appears to be the same, but on closer inspection
we can see that it is really quite different. In (6) the pronoun is bound by the quantifier
phrase, while in (7) it cannot be. If the pronoun in (7) is to be bound by the quantifier
phrase, few congressmen, then its scope must extend to the second conjunct, and the
sentence would be interpreted as meaning that few congressmen both admire Kennedy i
and are very junior. But this is not the interpretation naturally placed upon (7). First, "
(7) entails, as its supposed paraphrase does not, that few congressmen admire Kennedy,
period. Second, (7) entails, as its supposed paraphrase does not, that a// the congressmen

who admire Kennedy are very junior.
Similarly, in the sentence (8), the quantifier phrase some sheep does not bind the

pronoun them.
(8) John owns some sheep and Harry vaccinates them in the Spring.

If it did bind the pronoun, the sentence would be equivalent to (9), in which both
pronouns are bound.
(9) Some sheep are such that John owns them and Harry vaccinates them in the
Spring.
But (9) is not equivalent to (8). (8) entails, as (9) does not, that Harry vaccinates all the

sheep which John owns.
A useful test of whether or not a pronoun is bound by an antecedent quantifier is

to replace the antecedent with the quantifier expression No, and see whether the result
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m
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which it stands to that quantifier phrase. All the examples so far have involved coor-
dinate structures, but consideration of a wide range of examples containing plural
quantifiers supports the generalization that a pronoun will be interpreted as bound by
a 3_u3ntiﬁ¢( phrase only if it precedes and c-commands the pronoun.® Using this rule,
one can construct endless examples of E-type pronouns:

(16) After Harry bought some sheep, Harry vaccinated them.
(17) *After Harry bought no sheep, Harry vaccinated them.

(18) If many men come to the ball, Mary will dance with them.
(19) *If no men come to the ball, Mary will dance with them.

When we come to consider singular quantifiers, it appears that the precede and ¢-
command relationship marks a similar semantic distinction. For example, it is clear that
the scope of the quantifier in the sentence (20)

(20) Just one man drank champagne and he was ill.

can extend only to the end of the first clause; if it is interpreted as extending to the
whole sentence, to bind the pronoun ke, we get the quite different proposition: Just one
man both drank champagne and was ill. The point also shows up very clearly with
everv-sentences. When the quantifier every precedes and c-commands a singular pro-
noun, as in (4), the pronoun is interpreted as bound, but when it does not stand in this
relation to the pronoun, the result is unacceptable:

(21) *Every congressman came to the party, and he had a marvelous time.*

If it is the role of pronouns not c-commanded by their quantifier antecedents to refer to
the object(s) which verify the antecedent clause, the deviance of (21) is explained, since
in the antecedent clause there are asserted to be a plurality of such objects. (21) is
certainly improved by pluralizing the pronoun:

(22) ?Every congressman came to the party, and they had a marvelous time.

It is also possible to show that the precede and c-command configuration determines
the difference between bound and E-type pronouns in the case of the simple existential
quantifiers, some man, a boyv, there is a girl, etc. If we look back on the arguments
which we have used to show that a given pronoun is not bound by a quantifier ante-
cedent, we shall see that they are basically of two kinds. One kind of argument is a
scope argument; we show that in order to give a certain sentence the correct interpre-
tation, the scope of the quantifier cannot extend to the clause containing the pronoun—

3 A constituent A ¢-commands a constituent B if and only if B is dominated by the first branching node
which dominates A. In Evans (1977) I used Klima's term “‘in construction with’* for the converse of this

relation.
4(21) is similar to an example noticed by Chomsky in Chomsky (1976b, 336):

(i) Every soldier is armed, but will he shoot?
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we show that the quantifier must have ‘‘narrow scope’. If we use * >

repres.ent a given quantifier plus common noun, “A( ) lo. represent fh st of the !
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How i i
o teve.r, a clea}r difference between wide and narrow scope interpretations of the
istential quantifiers shows up in conditional sentences. Thus, in the sentence (23)

(23) If a man enters this room, he will trip the switch.

we mu iv i w
st give the ¢ man quantifier narro scope (leaving he unbound); we are not
5

saying that there is a man such that if se ill tri i
o if ie comes, he will trip the switch. Equally, in the
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If there is a man in the garden, John will tell him to leave.

the ¢ ] i
. here is a man quantifier must have narrow scope; we are not saying that there is
man such that, if 4e is in the garden, John will tell him to leave

5”}’*?
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The second kind of argument can apply even in cases in which the scope argument
cannot apply, but we must first ask what is the feature of the use of a singular pronoun
which corresponds to the requirement made by a plural pronoun that all the members
of a certain class satisfy the predicate. If it is the role of E-type pronouns in general to
refer to the object or objects which verify the antecedent clause, and if an E-type
pronoun is singular, then we would predict that the use of that pronoun will convey the
implication that there is just one object verifying the _antecedent clause—an implication
which is not carried by the use of the existential quantifiers themselves. It seems to me
that this is exactly what we find. When a pronoun is in a clause coordinate with the
clause containing the quantifier, as in (25),

(25)

there is a clear implication that Socrates owned just one dog. It is precisely because of
the implication carried by such pronouns that it is not acceptable to report the non-
emptiness of the class of Welsh doctors in London by saying (26):

Socrates owned a dog and it bit Socrates.

(26) There is a doctor in London and he is Welsh.

Notice that no such implication is carried by the use of a pronoun which is ¢-commanded
by its antecedent:

@7 Dt A

This point about uniqueness may be felt to be slender evidence, though the coun-
terexamples that have been suggested to me normally ignore the temporal parameter
implicit in the tense of the verb.? In a great many cases the implication is clear, and
since the presence or absence of this implication appears to depend upon the precede
and ¢-command configuration presumed to be relevant on quite independent grounds,
the hypothesis that that configuration determines the difference between bound and E-
type pronouns seems to be sustained even in the case of simple existential quantifiers.

The principle I have stated effectively restricts the scope of a quantifier to those
elements which it precedes and c-commands. However, there are quantifiers in English
which are almost always given wide scope, and the principle must be qualified to
exclude them. The two most important examples are a certain and any. Thus, in the
sentences (28) and (29), the quantifiers are given wide scope, and the pronouns are
bound and not E-type.

Lo < ‘;

o

Socrates owns a dog which bites its tail. v tesls b

s For example, the sentence (i) has been given to me by Geach as a counterexample to my claim that
such pronouns carry an implication of uniqueness.

(i) Socrates kicked a dog and it bit him and then Socrates kicked another dog and it did not bite him.

¢ However, the tense in the verb effectively introduces an initial existential quantifier There was a time such
Y that. . ., and my claim is that the truth of the sentence requires that there be a time such that Socrates kicked
only one dog at that time, not that Socrates only kicked one dog ever. However, the interpretation of
a-expressions is unclear, and we may be forced to recognize that they are sometimes used as equivalent to
any and sometimes to a certain. (See below.) This affects only the scope, and not the substance, of my claim.

prc ey S A
Lo i ’ W o }'f,' (-rawe~ 4
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(28) If a certain friend of mine comes, he will tell the police.
(29) If any man loves Mozart, he admires Bach.

I mention these exceptions not only for the sake of accuracy,
explanation of why it has taken so long for the important gra
between bound and E-type pronouns to be noticed. If these **wide-scope-seeking’’
quantifiers are not excluded, it is very difficult to see a pattern in the jumble of examples.
Finally, what is the importance of the distinction between bound and E-type pro-
nouns—of the addition of another category of pronouns to the list? Not, it must be
admitted, very great. Pronouns are often used as referring expressions, and it is not
particularly surprising that some of them should hgyﬁ mtj!gir reference fixed by a descrip-
tion recoverable from the antecedent, quantifier-containing, clause. The point only
assumes importance in the context of certairi current views. Certain logically-minded
philosophers have been so impressed by the undoubted analogies which exist between
some pronouns and the bound variables of quantification theory that they have enthu-
siastically adopted the hypothesis that ai/ natural language pronouns with quantifier
antecedents are bound by those antecedents.® Other researchers, concentrating upon
sentences containing E-type pronouns, have naturally been impressed by the idea that
such pronouns are referring expressions, and have, in a contrary excess of enthusiasm,
attempted to regard bound pronouns as referring expressions, but without any success.
There has therefore arisen the idea that there are two approaches to the unified subject
of ‘*anaphora’ —the bound variable, and the referential —between which we have to
choose.” The one merit of taking seriously the argument of this section is that this
profitless debate should end. There is not a single class of pronouns for which we must
find a unitary explanation. There are two kinds of pronouns, which are sharply distin-
guished by their grammatical position, and which function in quite different ways.?

but also as a partial
mmatical distinction

3. The Semantics of Bound Pronouns

With E-type pronouns out of the way, we can raise the question of the proper treatment
of bound pronouns. Any such treatment must take account of two fundamental points.

The first point is very well known. We cannot give the same account of the pronoun in
the sentence (4)

(4 Every man loves his mother.

¢ The most prominent example is Geach: see especially the papers collected in section 3 of Geach
(1972).

7 See, for example, Stenning (1978).

® I am by no means the first to have noticed that som
bound by them. Apart from the paper of Chomsky’s cited in fn. 4, reference should be made to Karttunen
(1969) and Jackendoff (1972, 283). However, these works contain isolated examples rather than theory, and
give no clue of the extent of the phenomenon. In reply to an example of Jackendoff's, Janet Fodor (1977)
suggests that the thesis that all pronouns with quantifier antecedents are bound might be sustained by

“‘relaxing the usual constraints on the binding of variables™ (p. 192)-—an intriguing proposal which I wish I
could understand.

€ pronouns with quantifier antecedents are not

. \lpipé
\ fr L _

—
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as we might be inclined to give to the pronoun in the sentence (3),

(3) John loves his mother.

i cedent
namely that of referring to whatever its antecedent refer's t(:, since 1heda:2;esecond
expression everv man is not an expression referring to anything.® ant:iozlhe e e

A ' : 5
int i i ion; it i lly important but it has not receive
oint in my introduction; it is equa : ton
geserves We cannot give utterly unconnected explanations of the rolei oi: the I:,r;; o
' . it is simply not credible that the speaker’s ca
in the sentences (3) and (4); it is simp ‘ v
understand the sentences John loves his mother, Harry loves lfmzse([if, Sus(;r.r ad:f e
1 is 1 connected with his understanding
» who are nice to her, etc., 18 1n no way . : .
thost::nces No man loves his mother, Every man loves himself, Just one girl ac[f;mr‘etls1
sen ) . -
those who are nice to her, etc. Putting these points toget‘hert we are confro;ltea N
the following problem: we must provide an account which is jcldequate t;) ‘ie e
pronouns in both our categories (i) and (iii), but we call'lnot direc zl)( ~,-?)pp y
obvious account of pronouns in category (if) to p;on(?ur;s Tfa}éefcirgrséon. of a proslem
i insoluble problem, but in fact 1t 1
This may seem to be an inso TS ovlem
with which the semantics of quantified sentences mal'<e us very faml_llarA 1:10; ‘::1: 2
many devices which appear in both singular and quantified sentence? u; ::c occuirencé
i r
ted, the most obvious account of thei :
though the two uses are clearly connec d, - i renee
in siigular sentences does not immediately apply to their occurr?nlce in ?u:ls e
sentences. The most familiar examples are provided by the se.ntegl(;la operators, ,
or, if, etc. When these expressions join singular sentences, as in (30),

(30) If John is in love, John is happy.

. . . irs of
they can be regarded as truth-functions—that is to say, expressions which m;a:npsxtlvhi(:h
joi i tences—express
. If they joined only singular sen .
truth values onto truth values. If t . et
have a truth value—then all we would need to say about them is that tl}eyt'ylelc(l)fatmth
sentence when the constituent sentences have such and such a combination

values. But, in the sentence (31)

(31) If any man is in love, he is happy.

. is true
the constituents which if joins are not sentences with a truth v?ue .at atltl1 (3111185 ct); ¢
) . . . a
i i ] is in love he is happy, but here if joins the p
iff'® any man satisfies if ( ) is in '
complex predicate, and since the parts do not have a truth value, we do not }letc ::f)em-
to have any account of this role. A position parallel to the one which cer(tja;n wem
t around for an
ingui i f pronouns would then be to cas
orary linguists adopt in the case o of ! be round .
iccouym to deal with the connective if in this role—a position on which if (and all the

e incorrect reading: Every man loves the mother of every man.

is sti referential
* Even if you can persuade yourself that every man refers to every man, his still cannot be core
D with its antecedent, on pain of generating th
10 ] e. 'if and only if".
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other connectives) are de i
emed to be ambiguous. But F
: : . rege, and subse ici
o quent logicia
eonot content with this approach: they searched for a way to unify the IW(g> rolrel:’
Fregeirsuaavelr.y nilgral, though not vthe only, way of doing this was adopted by Frege‘
prese ;;pthoac mvolyes no {nodxﬁcation whatever of the truth-functional account ot;
Comribcz]go eTlc]onnectllves: this is left to stand as the single account of their semantic
n. e novelty comes in the account i
tribut which Frege offered of th i
satisfaction. When a predicate is com I of am objert
plex, a Fregean explains th i j
afaction. . e notion of an object’
refxsf).'mgt it I;n tetl;ms of the rruth of a sentence which results when a singularJtern:
erring to that object is substituted in, or ¢ i
R oupled with, the predi
! st . s predicate. Thus, a Frege
es not define the conditions under which an object satisfies the predicate (32) s

(32) If( )isin love, he is happy

directly, in terms of the satisfacti iti
‘ » in ter action conditions of the two parts, b i
object v satisfies the predicate (32), iff the senrence (33) parts. but rather says this: an

(33) If () is in love, he is happy

is true i "B i
ey Uﬁ“(/)}rllecr; ;v;a;::t;aori[;r:texﬁ a's refem'ng to x. Now, relative to that interpretation of
B 7 once again .pressmns which may be assigned a truth value, and its role
can be invoked.
I don is i i
ot g;:l:);;:lsat':ll:isitls' the on.ly way to provide a unitary account of the role of the
S, Fr,e o is clertal{lly a very na.tural way. And it is completely general.
ot i £ oil t;:xp a]ngtlon of. what it is for an object to satisfy a complex
predicate, we hav Occ'l);rr exp.am the §1gmﬁcance of a device as it occurs in singular
particmar, and its oceur ence m. quantified sentences simply takes care of itself. In
Satisfactio,n ts obse onllori apphes to pronouns; if we adopt a Fregean account of
satis Occurs, N Szmo give an account of the pronoun-antecedent construction
. : ences—no further explanation need be gi f
with quantifier antecedents. Brven o pronouns
As we have seen, a natural explanation of the role of i
hay v pronouns wi i
:ft:::::j;n;sh :: ;r:: Ctzlrths \sf; ]('or({ferwu'e—the pronoun refers to whatever the tal:ltzlcnegdlialztr
orers ho: This account lh s;?cure the result that there is a reading of the sentence John
s s mother on IC. the re.ference of hiis is the same as that of John, and hence
e e semer c‘c:lels true iff John loves John's mother. If we put this obvious
Nhioh B poeTer i he g(;m(ejral Frege?.n explapation of satisfaction—an explanation
i &s independe vy eeded to proylde a unification of the roles of other devices
oth singular and quantified sentences—then we have an explanation of

the role of the bound pronoun in (4);

(4) Every man loves his mother.

Such a s i i i
Duch 2 ;nt;nc; is true iff every man satisfies the complex predicate ( ) loves his
- By the Fregean explanation, we know that an arbitrary object, x, satisfies that
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predicate iff, taking '8’ as referring to x, the sentence (g) loves his mother is true.
Now we can apply the coreference rule quite properly, and learn that such a sentence
is true iff the referent of '8 loves the mother of the referent of **g"", and hence iff x
loves the mother of x. Hence, x satisfies the complex predicate iff x loves x’s mother,
and so the whole sentence is true iff for every man x, x loves x’s mother.

This explanation of the functioning of bound pronouns presupposes the following:
that whenever we replace a quantifier which binds a pronoun with a singular term, in
order to form a relevant substitution instance, the resulting sentence will be one which
admits of a reading on which the pronoun is coreferential with that singular term. (I am
ignoring the problem of number-agreement.) But this is exactly what we find. We
remarked earlier that a quantifier can bind a pronoun only if it precedes and c-commands
that pronoun, and it is sufficient (though not necessary) for a pronoun to be interpretable
as coreferential with a singular antecedent that it be preceded and c-commanded by that
antecedent. The fact that this is so constitutes a powerful argument, not for the need to
unify the two roles, which I take to be indisputable, but for a unification along Fregean
lines. The fact that there is this correspondence between sentences containing bound
pronouns and singular sentences containing pronouns admitting of a coreferential inter-
pretation can no more be regarded as an accident than the fact that pronouns are used
in both singular and quantified sentences in the first place.

When we come to evaluate substitution instances of the form (B) is A we must use
information about the context in which the original quantified sentence (e.g. Evervthing
is A) is uttered in order to evaluate any ambiguous or context-dependent words which

occur in A. In particular, we presume that anyone who utters a token of the sentence

type (4)
(4) Every man loves his mother.

intends to use his either as a device making an independent reference to some salient
object or as a device for registering coreference. In the first case, we evaluate the truth
of instances of the form ( B) loves his mother by taking the reference of his to be constant
and determined by the appropriate contextual factors. In the second case we evaluate
it as before.

To summarize: while it is quite correct to observe that one cannot deal with bound
pronouns by directly applying a coreference rule, this point should not lead us to the
desperate conclusion that pronouns with singular and quantified antecedents are se-
mantically unrelated. If we employ a Fregean explanation of the notion of satisfaction
of a complex predicate (and some such explanation is independently needed to deal with
other devices which show up in both singular and quantified sentences), we find that a
coreferential explanation of pronouns is all the explanation we need.

With these considerations in mind, let us look at the main ideas behind a theory of
pronouns which is currently popular among linguists. think that we can show that it
is incompatible with this, or any other, attempt to see a unitary semantical phenomenon
in pronouns with singular and quantified antecedents, and hence, must be wrong.
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4. Consequences for Bound Pronouns of the Pragmatic Theory of Coreference

Lasnik begins his (1976) article by taking account of the existence of pronouns in
category (), and then goes on to question whether any additional account needs to be
given of pronouns in the supposed category (ii). Pronouns in category (i) involve a
reference to an object which is salient in some way. Since one of the ways in which an
object can be salient is by having been mentioned in a previous conversation, it would
appear to be possible to regard reference to an object mentioned elsewhere in the same
sentence or clause as a limiting case of the exploitation of this kind of salience. What
we might rather loosely call **pragmatic’ factors would seem to ensure that one of the
uses of the sentence John loves his mother is to say that John loves the mother of John.

The flavor of this, at first sight very plausible, approach can be gathered from
Lasnik’s discussion of the sentence (34):

(34)  After John talked to Mary, they left the room.

Within the system I have proposed. . .(34) is not problematic, .
is needed to explain (34) because there is nothing to explain.

refer to any group of entities; under many discourse situations
the only likely candidates.!!

.that is, no co-reference rule
They in (34) can be used to
however, John and Mary are

Lasnik’s main thesis is that **

even sentence-internal cases of coreference are not pro-
duced by any rule””

(p. 9). According to Lasnik, the only rule of the language which
concerns the interpretation of pronouns is a rule of Noncoreference which, for example,

prohibits any two noun phrases related as ke and John are related in (35) from being
coreferential, unless the second is a pronoun.

(35) He is happy when John is in love.

I will not discuss Lasnik’s Noncoreference rule until the next section; what concerns
me here is the view that all the rules of the language tell us about a sentence like 3)

(3) John loves his mother.

is that the pronoun can be referential with John; there is no special rule which secures
an interpretation on which it is.

Implicit in this statement of Lasnik’s position, and throughout his paper, is the
distinction between those facts about the interpretation of an utterance which are
explained by reference to the rules of the language, and those facts which are explained
by ‘“‘pragmatic’ factors. Although the distinction is difficult to make precise, it is
impossible to deny, since one must admit that there are facts about the interpretation
of a sentence which are in no way determined by a linguistic rule. For example, there

!t In this and subsequent quotations, I have alt

ered the numbering of examples to conform to the ordering
in this article.
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o linguist w x rather than v

is n li g2 is iC rule hich determines that ahe ora that man refers to x r

lin the ViCillity or that it refers to someone who has just left rather than someone who
b

as recently been mentioned. o ,
" Chomsky has built this distinction into his current framework.

i that associate a derivation w‘ith a
Let us say (hat the grammar contins & 530 X e present without assuming additonal
fepresefllatlon i ert ) I will understand LF to incorporate whatever features of sentgn&e
B ot CO; ¥ ptl. into the semantic interpretation of sentences and (2) are stncby
Slructufe P e )(l)f sentence grammar. The extension of this concept r'emams to fi
de‘efm{ned > pl-Ope“flersther that there is a system of rules that associates log{cal form and
?;le":ggsgt‘sAoSfS l:)Theerucognitive faculties with another system of ;epr;s?n;atlgipzi a(&zis
o jon’ i i hich may involve beliefs,
e r'eprfisde'rtl'tamt): [))'r(i)ee?':fes: gtfalt,l;n;eltr;rsnﬁr,\:;’l by graanatical rule, should suf}‘lﬁctel—t‘(l):
rioyns ine :21: inl ilr(:fI::rence, conditions of appropriate use etg. (Some wouldsarSg&e) tha
glec:re)ren;r:uld suffice, but I leave that an open empirical question.) (1976b, 305~

- . . ol issue.
For his part, Chomsky has stated elsewhere his viewpoint on this empirical iss

mar, further rules may apply. Protlouns
AN 198ical fo:mi(%::tesra;;ii }ga Stt:ll(t:: iz %3’:: to entities designated felsewhe.r? in the
contone aSSlgm:dhatrlll":cis never necessary, and is not permitted under certain f:ondmonls]. 1 n
T forthor I l f reference determination may involve discourse pr.opemes as well,
— funh:' n:\:ds (t)hu:y interact with considerations relating to situation, communicative
some manner;

intention and the like. (1976a, 104)

i i r is that
One important, and traditional, constraint upon the fiomaln of grammar prope‘:ders hat
it should deal only with matters that are *sentence-internal”’. Chomsky const

discourse (36)

(36) Some of the men left today. The others will leave later.

a“d argues, using this constraint: Ihe rule assigning an ll’lterpletatlon to the ())lh(”s
however 1s not a lule Of sentence gla“lﬂlal at a“’ as (36) "ldlcatES (1976b, 323 . He

continues:

. . . . d DR
Returning to the basic theory outlined earlier, the rule qf re.s:1proca1 mte;}ret\ztﬁﬁ:,t?lr; DR
[Chomsky’s rule of Disjoint Reference/GE] relate denvattilorl\s.d.iéfetr(;m c;’mponem 2 e
igni i i longs to an entirely )
n interpretation to the others be c the
aSS;SI;nng 20 1niti:'-z structures relating LF and other factors to a full semantic rep(rers:n;'c;t:ics)
i:lsmeight be iuite appropriate to assign this rule to a theory of performance (prag

rather than to the theory of grammar.

Chomsky then goes on to apply this point in the case of anaphoric pronouns:

In [15] I pointed out that the rules of anaphora associating he with John in such sentences
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as (37) appear to violate otherwise valid conditions, a problem for the theory presented
there:

(37)a.  John thought that he would win.
b.  John thought that Biil liked him.

Others have reiterated this point, arguing that it undermines the theory outlined. But my
observation was simply an error. The rule of anaphora involved in the (normal but not
obligatory) interpretation of (37) should in principle be exempt from the conditions of
sentence-grammar, since it is no rule of sentence grammar at all. Cf. Lasnik.!?

Chomsky's notion of rule of sentence grammar comprises both syntactic and
semantic (or interpretive) rules, and it is clear from his paper that when Lasnik maintains
that *‘even sentence internal cases of coreference are not produced by any rule’’, he is
using *‘rule” in pretty much this sense. As his criticism of Jackendoff’s interpretive rule
of coreference makes clear, Lasnik’s thesis is not simply that there is no svntactic rule
(e.g. a pronominalization transformation) underlying cases of coreference. I stress this,
because I do not wish to be taken to be committed to the existence of a pronominali-
zation transformation by opposing Lasnik’s basic thesis.

Although some line must be drawn between matters belonging to grammar (widely
understood) and matters belonging to pragmatics, it is not at all clear where the line
should be regarded as falling. For example, while it may be clear that svntactic processes
are “‘sentence-internal’’, it is not at all clear to me why semantic rules (rules mapping
surface structures onto their logical forms, in Chomsky’s current framework) can con-
cern only single sentences taken one by one, rather than sequences of such sentences.
The thesis that semantic rules are sentence-internal constitutes a substantial empirical
hypothesis for which empirical reasons should be given. In the light of these and other
similar questions, one might despair of being able to assess Lasnik’s treatment of

pronouns without a tremendous amount of preliminary, and fundamental, work. How-
ever, the argument I wish to advance against Lasnik’s position will exploit only the
most unchallengeable property of the distinction between what belongs to grammar and
what belongs to pragmatics. For it seems indisputable that if certain truth-relevant
features of the interpretation of any utterance of a sentence type are held to depend
upon the context in which that utterance is made, then it will not make any sense to
enquire into the truth value of the sentence type, considered independently of a partic-
ular context of utterance. Since Lasnik holds that the reference of all (nonbound)
pronouns is determined by pragmatic factors—'‘considerations relating to situation,
communicative intention and the like''—he must hold that it does not make any sense
to enquire into the truth value of the sentence John loves his mother considered

12 15" refers to Chomsky (1973), and **Lasnik"" to Lasnik (1976).
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independently of any particular contelxt of utterz:‘nce; (;}:;,Se rls saor :;?&;Vh;i itsh?;;::rs:jy
i the expressions **John’’, ‘‘loves’’, and “'m . . ;
t;;arl(l)c:ar:'tgfof a pr:gmatic explanation of coreference on which I need to re‘liy. Raily:lxgp(l);
it. I want to show that Lasnik’s pragmatic theory of coreference p.recl.lll esCl y -
nation of the connection between pronouns in his unified category () +(ii) .am .prssed e
in category (iii), and thus treats it as an accident that the same expression 18
i d (4). )
Seme’:l?: Sbleﬂs(te \(ja)tyartlo (se)e the difficulty for the pragmatic theor}{ of gorefe;ﬁfn}c}:el :ai(z
attempt to apply the natural, and perfectly general, me_thod of um.ﬁcatxon. f\;ﬂv ic ave
ascribed to Frege. We know that Every man loves his m.orher is Frue 1. evcryknoW
satisfies { ) loves his mother, and, using the Fre.gea'n nouon. of ‘s.atffactxon, er nov
that an arbitrary object x satisfies this predicate 1fft mte_rpretmg B as refefmn_% do.es,
the sentence (B) loves his mother is true. But e.xt this point we are stopped, for 1 o
not make sense, on Lasnik’s view, to enquirc? into th? truth value of z} sentencet:}(lt e
form (B) loves his mother independently of mform.anon about a pa.r‘n?f.ll'arfcori1 wo
utterance, and this is so even when the interpretation (?f the name B is fixe .t am;
of course, true that the original quantified sentencc? will be u}tered ina cogtex ,d iy
facts about that context can be used to determine the interpretation of contex.tli epetx;leeuS
or ambiguous expressions in the substitution il}stances. Bu.t these' facfs wi ;n; e
to settle upon a preferred interpretation of a given expression w_hlch ls.fcf:onst ot
the substitution instances; there is no way these facts can determine a di le]r<:n rztisﬁes
for the pronoun in each substitution instance. We could atte.mpt t.o sa:: thal tx‘fce oo
the predicate iff there is some possible context of utterance in which t le sent et e try‘; e
(B) loves his mother could be truly uttered, but t.hen we 'w1ll certain yfgett he truh
conditions of the quantified sentence wrong. For if there is a con'text (1).1 utte ance 1
which Harry is salient, and in which I can refer by the pronoun Ais to ar;y,h [(,;,es
John loves Harry’s mother, but not his own, I can tru‘ly utter th.e sentence }I) nh ves
his mother, so that John will satisfy the complex predicate despite the fact that he 1
counterexample to the claim made by the quan.tiﬁed sentenco?. h -
Lasnik himself makes no attempt to explain the connection between the pror;‘(())r n
in his unified category (/)+(i) and bound pronouns; he‘ ‘reserves .bounfi prt;)nounsn or an
appendix to the main article in which he states that ‘‘the rela.tlonshlp }[1 etlvlvelzin e
cedent quantifier and bound pronoun/GE] should be characterized as that ho thei .
tween a quantifier and the variable it binds"’ (.1?76, 18), and .he leaves ma.t(tierst 1 def.ect
should now be clear that this feature of Lasmk's treatment is not an acci e(;l a et
of the presentation of his ideas, but an immedlate. cor.1§equence of those ideas fzis-
setves. Strictly, I have only considered the unayallablhty of the Fregeanbwtatyho as
cerning a connection to one who holds a pragmat}c theory of co.refere.nce,h u " :ey:c»tion
holds quite generally, since the alternative (Tarskian) mod.e of discerning the cgbl o
between devices in singular and quantified sentences is even less compatible
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Lasnik’s views.13 .
common o0 ws‘. Th.e Eoml should be obvious. For it seems clear th i
mantic principle explaining the behavior of pronouns in ¢ tat Ufefe S and
ategories (i) and

(#@0), and this is obviously unaffected by the inclusion of memb
ers

category (7). of category (i) in

It is the price of being able to recognize th i
rono e pric ‘ e obvious semantic connecti
pronoun pronousl:gglixsl:‘rj ermddqu.antlﬁed antecedents that we distinguiszms]:;::tti»cvael?n
socured bronouns used as evices of cpreference, and pronouns whose referenc o
e Kind e e o y(,).et.gc.l del.cucally: But this is not a complication ofethls
e as we b balancepa:;‘:1 e t_o in Lasn'lk's treatment, and which therefore muset:
rosults Srom e Dalance weighed .agamst it. In Lasnik’s case, the complexit
fies. The mncanure 10 dis :;;n a conne'c.tlon between two obviously connected ca :; d
o underatamection can be O“}T emplrl_cally by demonstrating the speakers’ ca ai'tc-
which had mot exoticn es—d—t_ ose which contain, as bound pronouns exprezsi e
apom ther ol 3‘// ! 1fure in that.role b.efore—a capacity which prest’Jmabl re? o
ey tamiliarity w uis;egtences in which the expression has a singular t);rm e
i 1o e Dt to dist Sign 1 etw;en.the functioning of pronouns in categories (i) ads
@ promown a5 refome o agn e cl:)a_ipacny 1n.the sa:me way. Let us agree that to understi?ld
the pronous i s WhiCh(? ject ment'loned In a previous conversation is to interpret
s i an in & way which :)snnot specnf?lcally secured by any rule of the languagzp—it
(ineloting the Hheion ¢ fe speaker’s general capacity to make sense of the act
reference e Buistc S:{;) of others. Now, I am suggesting that when the previoC X
ooty in the sa le‘ sentence .as the pronoun (and subject to certain furthLlS
Cation of 1 . Coreferer ia 1.merPrf_:tat10n of the pronoun is secured, as one inte .
commected sammencs ,NO); Ztln?ﬁulstlc rule. Is t!\is to fail to see a cor’mection betvrvpert:;
of understaacie t.he o all; we are not ob.hged to postulate a different mechanism
Enslish Lanoan in the two c;lses, as 'though In one case a book labeled Rules of the
Ve Somaniuage i3 Fe/slzwe/v} while .m‘the other case, it is the book labeled AHow to
what speskers sey s b en. It is _]USF that we describe a propensity to interpret
o ers say a5 be Cogndr;ta.iccmjdance with a rule of the language only under certain
e 10 Aoentoe e of these c t.1ons is when the interpretation of other utterances obliges
e e seman upp:)n ;;er le?s[to ;entence t.ypes considered independently of contegxt
use the mtespnen " pOll:l of general interest, for it becomes clear that .
lon of quantified sentences as a general guide in drawin;1 t;ve l?an
e line

13 1
I gtve an account of the Tarskian approach to quantifi

can b . i
¢ said to take the role of a device in singular senrences ed sentences in Evans (1977, 471-475). If Frege

as primitive, Tarski does the opposite by taking

redi * .
predicate in which they occur; the same element of the seq

as is assigned to this or ition i
that other position in the predicate. I say that this is not b
compatible with Lasnik’s

) loves his mother fr i
i S d om being attached
kind not recognized by Lasnik for the

views b :

toa ref:i?i‘rllsge;:;rzssrisok‘a(r;'ltan}l 0;: prevent the complex predicate (
n (like John i

sentence John loves his mother. ): thus providing a source of a
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r to illustrate this, let me go back to E-type

pronouns. Given what I said in section 2, it might be tempting to hold that E-type

are referring expressions whose reference is fixed by pragmatic factors. On
s us about the pronoun in the sentence

between grammar and pragmatics. In orde

pronouns
this view, all that the grammar of the language tell

(38)
(38) John owns some donkeys and feeds them at night.

entities salient in the context; one very likely (but,
ics of the language, in no way privileged) group
will be the donkeys which John owns." However, an objection can be made to this
pragmatic theory which is exactly parallel to the objection I have just made to Lasnik’s
pragmatic theory of coreference. For we also have to consider E-type pronouns in

sentences like (39):

is that it can refer to any group of
from the point of view of the semant

ys and feeds them at night.

Now, it plainly does not make sense to ask which group of donkeys the pronoun in (39)
refers to. Once the proper name John has been supplanted by the quantifier Every
villager, there is no determinate answer to such a question. Hence, since it is not
referring to anything in (39), 2 pragmatic account of E-type pronouns in sentences like
(38) would leave this pronoun unaccounted for. But, once again, it is obviously wrong
to see no connection between the use of the pronouns in (38) and (39), and to cast
around for a new account of the pronoun in (39)—whatever that could be. Here is yet
another facet of the general problem presented by devices showing up in both singular
and quantified sentences. and it is susceptible of the same, Fregean, solution. Provided
we give an account of the E-type pronoun in a sentence like (38), the pronoun in (39)—
of which (38) is a substitution instance—will take care of itself. However, once again,
the Fregean treatment presupposes that there is an interpretation of the pronoun in (38)
on which its reference is determined by linguistic rule, and not by ‘‘considerations
relating to situation, communicative intention, and the like’’. As in the previous case,
the intention of the person who utters the quantified sentences is germane to the
interpretation of that utterance, for we must know whether or not he uttered the pronoun
as governed by the hypothesized rule rather than with the intention of referring to some
salient group of donkeys. But if he did so, it is the rule which determines the reference
of the pronoun in the relevant substitution instances; their reference cannot be deter-
mined by pragmatic factors, since pragmatic factors cannot determine the reference of
a pronoun in a sentence whose interpretation we are considering independently of any

particular context of utterance.

(39) Every villager owns some donke

the proposal which B. H. Partee has in mind when she suggests (Partee (1978, 3)
gmatic™ uses of pronouns. However, the reasoning in her section 2 is
usion as I try to establish in the present section.

14 | think that this is
that E-type pronouns involve ‘‘pra
another argument to the same concl
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5. Other Difficulties in the Pragmatic Theory of Coreference

t.;sv:;l;ns ttl?:s:sselss;?at the grarpmar of E.ngli§h does not oblige us to draw any distinction
10 such a thewis that there dppear fo be ute delictre symnt oo (e objection
‘ ; . ' elicate syntactic restrictions u

: girV(::]o:il; gc;r;rb; rused w1th' tl?e mtenthlon that it be understood to be coreferei(t)ir;lwv&l/]i:}r:
o eiven singular bemu;;esmct;ons Wthl'l have r.10 parallel in the case of pronouns which
are invended to be Whiex:tt(;lo as making an independent reference. The restrictions
poncern the case in nc ! € pronoun pre_cede§ the term with which it is intended to
0e Sorefereni : ie eral, such a use is felicitous only if the pronoun does not

nd the term." For example, the pronoun in the sentence (40) °

(40) He is happy when Oscar is in love.

cann .. . . .
car t:rtnfe(l;zi‘tzjs’?'h:i us;efi \fvnh. the intention Fhat it be understood as coreferential with
e et deddin.g ! Ones nc?on 1s not pragmatic; (40) confronts the hearer with the same
Oscar. Examples lil})<e th?srri:l:ee[;: ':;;t::re tkl:;:) ?l?eurz’aand ey Sallent sandidate s

C . re grammatical

xltlcglrlasr::alfco:}llty;l ;elgulale the occurrence of' pronouns in categoryn(lil;? qutihl‘:;i:?ltii
iy aomar of (f ﬁ::lguagc': obliges us to dlstmguis’h between pronouns in categories
e @0 In this fina section, I want to see whether this impression is correct, and
ey whether 3 \l/e.rly general' argument of section 4 can be reinforced by an
argument ! SymgbOl;: ’r:e: ai_sSl(:: Eﬁzil;]gr:gm?r. (Simply to have some notation, let
me us : , , » etc., to represent occurrences of pron

precedie:lrge Sl;}tgelrlll‘:dtetro be udnzerstood as being coreferential with some succ:edinogugi

n e m, and he /7, them 7, étc., to represent occurrences of pronouns

o co::tsendid tg be. understood as making references of all other kinds.)

e betweeen, (—Zin;l; (;sl av;are of the apparent distinction the grammar of language
e penween he ¢ he 7, an(? he attempts to render the facts consistent with his

e ey e ¢ gtﬁnes to Whlcl:l (—lhe and he 7 belong in the following way. It is

e, he sa is,nm ‘ :enthe E(?referefmal interpretation (40) infringes a rule of grammar,

coreference. The rule whlicch 1(54?)[))?5;'2?12?5/ f: 21‘3::: " Wi”} 1o Possibilites of pronominal

coreference. : 'gf:nera , since it prohibits coreference

o (;(;)\Tlou:z:: ;::;als;:e(ic;gsi)g:rgl titsle posm.ons which /e and John respectively

that we are inclined to take the two Oscar’s i‘:lcf:;"::n:?;l; l(];?;]oun‘ pasnik observes

(41)  Oscar is happy when Oscar is in love.

15 Actually, Lasnik u i
) ses the notion kommand defi B if the minimal cyclic
L S ti nd defined as follows: **A kommands B i ini ycli
“Odce. dominal "ErA also dommatgs B™". Whether we should formulate the relevant restsriclilor: u 'nlgl helno 'ohn
of c-command or of kommand is not a matter on which I am competent to pronounce a:d o ,
. is anyway not

relevant to the disa
Ll greement I go on t i ;
complication. 4 o express. I have retained the notion of c-command to avoid irrelevant
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as referring to different people, and his idea is to bring this observation under the same
rule which explains the infelicity of (40). The final formulation which he offers of the
relevant rule of Noncoreference is (42):

(42) If NP, precedes and c-commands NP, and NP, is not a pronoun, then NP,

and NP, are disjoint in reference.'®

Now if the infelicity of (40) is indeed explained by this rule, then no argument against
Lasnik's position can be based upon it. (42) is a rule of grammar which, insofar as it
mentions pronouns at all, can be regarded as dealing with a unitary category, to which
—he and he ” both belong.

Before proceeding, we must take note of an extraordinary feature of the rule which
Lasnik formulates and defends: the notion of disjoint reference which it uses is a purely
extensional one. Two NPs are coreferential in the sense of the rule (i.e. are not disjoint
in reference) iff, as a matter of fact, they refer to the same thing. Hence, the rule
predicts that a simple sentence of the form NP,- Verb - NP, is ungrammatical if it so
happens that NP, and NP, refer to the same thing. (When I use the term ungrammatical
in the context of Lasnik’s views, I mean simply ‘infringes a rule of sentence grammar .
The rule may of course be a semantic one.) This is not an error in formulation; Lasnik
explicitly considers the objection that his rule makes all true identity statements un-
grammatical and responds to it not by holding it to be based upon misunderstanding,
but by espousing an indefensible metalinguistic theory of identity statements (1976, fn.
7). But the absurdities to which a purely extensional rule of Noncoreference gives rise
are not limited to identity statements, and so no theory of identity statements, however
eccentric, can repair the damage. For example, Lasnik must hold that the simple

sentence (43)
(43) This man is the same height as Stalin.

(said, perhaps, as part of an investigation into the man’s identity) is not true, but rather
ungrammatical if this man does in fact refer to Stalin. But even beyond this, Lasnik’s
theory predicts a difference in our reactions to the sentences (44) and (45) when his /
and this man are both being used to refer deictically to Stalin.

(44)  Stalin signed this man’s papers.
(45) Stalin signed his /' papers.

According to Lasnik’s rule, (44) is ungrammatical while (45) is not.

It is not necessary for Lasnik to embrace these views. It is necessary that his
Noncoreference rule should not be specifically concerned with the coreference possi-
bilities of pronouns, and hence that it include Oscar - Oscar pairs in addition to Oscar -
his pairs. But it is not necessary that it embrace Cicero - Tully pairs as well. Lasnik

16 See footnote 15.
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fioes.say at one point (1976, 6, fn. 5) that *‘it is possible that the notion of coref:

in this rule and elsewhere in this discussion should be replaced with that of ie teregccel
coreference", and such a change certainly seems indicated. Actually formula?' . z

.requ1red notion is not easy, since one who sincerely utters an identity state mgdt s
intend that the two terms be coreferential. However, I shall suppose that"?tent e
dor}e—.thal there is some notion which can apply both to a pair of expressi R
which is a proper name and the other of which is a pronoun which hpas thotns e 28
antecedent, and also to two occurrences of the same proper name. Fo aI ant 1o
challque the heart of Lasnik’s position that there is a common soun.'ce tr thwam .
ceptability of (40) and (41) when this relation of **intended coreference’’ h Is between
the two NPs in both sentences. e folds between
. Consider a very simple example of a sentence which, when the two

intended to be taken as coreferential, infringes Lasnik’s ruleZ' e e

(46) Oscar loves Oscar’s mother.

ghseemks to me doubtful that this sentence is ungrammatical at all. Here, oddly enough
doms y se.ems to agree. Considering the two sentences John is here, but will he shoo;
and If John is here then he will shoot, he writes (1976b, fn. 37):

I
(: it:]e la.tte(;' case, and perhaps the former as well, substitution of John for he seems to me
pose disjoint reference. It seems that the rule applying here is not a rule of sentence

grammar, but is rather a rule assigning a hi
s gher degree of preference to disjoint i i
the closer the grammatical connexion. P © 1o disfointinterpretation

Sse reason for maintaining that the principle is not one of sentence grammar is that it
: Io appears‘ to apgly .to sequences of sentences; as Chomsky notes, substitution of
ohn for he in (47) is difficult, if coreference is intended.

(47) John is here. Will he shoot?

CEQt:er, pt?r.haps better, reason is the fact that it is easy enough to find contexts in
o le repetxt.lon of the name has some point, and in which the implication of disjointness
reference is canceled. For example, a logic teacher might say to a student:

(48)  Look, fathead. If everyone loves Oscar’s mother, then certainly Oscar must
love Oscar’s mother.

Or again, someone might reasonably say:

(49) I know what John and Bill have in i
A : common. John thinks that Bill is terri
and Bill thinks that Bill is terrific.!? s terrific

17 TO 3 :
significant I?;?‘thi(s)entenceshhke John thinks that John is ill ungrammatical is to claim the existence of a
n upon the expressive power of English. How are we to state John's possession of a *‘non-

self-conscious ™" belief that h is i
16 be By e may have about someone who is in fact himself, but whom he does not know

PRONOUNS

Or again,

(50) Who loves Oscar’s mother? 1 know Oscar loves Oscar’s mother, but does

anyone else?

When the conversational concern is with those who satisfy the predicate ( ) loves
Oscar's mother, there is some point in abandoning the familiar and less prolix way of
saying that Oscar loves his mother which pronouns make possible, and uttering (46)
instead. Whether or not we go all the way with Chomsky, and deny that the infelicity
of (46) is grammatical in origin, it cannot be denied that the appropriate conversational
setting vastly increases the acceptability of such sentences. However, we will find that
nothing can be done to increase the acceptability of sentences which infringe the
conditions upon when a pronoun can pick up its reference from an NP elsewhere in the
sentence, and this constitutes fairly strong evidence that the explanation of the unac-
ceptability of the sentences (40) and (41) is different.

It might appear that the right way to test the hypothesis that there is a single
phenomenon underlying the deviance of (40) and (41) is to compare the discourses (51)
and (52):

(51) Everyone has finally realized that Oscar is incompetent.
Even Oscar has realized that Oscar is incompetent.

(52) Everyone has finally realized that Oscar is incompetent.
Even he has finally realized that Oscar is incompetent.

However, the sentence which is supposed to provide the appropriate conversational
setting unfortunately also provides an alternative antecedent for the pronoun, and the
result is quite tolerable. (I shall return to this kind of discourse below.) To test the
hypothesis we need a suitable conversational setting which does not provide an ante-

cedent for the pronoun. For example:

(53) Everyone here admires someone on the committee. Joan admires Susan,

Mary admires Jane, and Oscar admires Oscar.
(54) Everyone here admires someone on the committee. Joan admires Susan,

Mary admires Jane, and he admires Oscar.

Although to my ear (53) is tolerable, (54) is quite impossible, yet Lasnik’s grammar
cannot distinguish between them. Again, consider:

(55) Everyone eventually realizes that someone dear to them is incompetent. For
example, Mary has realized that Fred is incompetent, Susan has realized that
her daughter is incompetent, and Oscar has realized that Oscar is incompe-
tent.

(56) Everyone eventually realizes that someone dear to them is incompetent. For
example, Mary has realized that Fred is incompetent, Susan has realized that
her daughter is incompetent, and he has realized that Oscar is incompetent.
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These examples show th
at the unacceptability of i
| ese he 1 ‘ y of a sentence like (40) is n
i it aglr:lg1 als;neral rule prohibiting *‘intended coreference’’ between)any (t)\twdu;lm
s i .
related as U :Ce sl are in (40).. We get no closer to the truth by restricting Lasn'kI:S
et rl‘;.e to pronqmmal coreference, though that would undermine L. : ’s
! comm;mdor aNplsclourse like (52) shows that a pronoun can both precegzmk y
- an . . . . a
e .w;h which it is intended to be coreferential—so long uas it does nnd
Do s refire /\Ee rom. that NP. To formulate the rule correctly, we need this id:t
‘king up its reference from another. S ’ .
of one ten ) £ ' er. So far, we have consider:
which of“:l ;‘yﬂ{"’l( trical relation between NPs, whether it is the purely ext:: 'rmes
T fh:rsr:f t?ht'he‘samle1 thing’", or the notion of **intended to be understoi::imal
e thing”’, which we supposed Lasni o
A : asnik could formulate.!® But i
refer(eng;rgznges a ;ule which states when a term, normally a pronoun, can picl:(see"ns
reference Conmfuasril‘c))rtl erltﬁrm—and this i‘s an asymmetrical relation betvyveen the t:fxétss
) " wit t}le symmetrical relations, let us use the expression ¢ s
referent Af: ependent on 1’ to mean that 1 is to be understood by being taken to h .
e referen ! i i erer
P i cei ta;sﬂ; .tl:otw, ftt%ls relation of referential dependence is quite differini
, , that of intended coreference: whil
o i » ; 1le two occurrences
gor:feremi ]e Os'(;:r or two occurrences of the pronoun vou may be intendedotf tEe
Coteren aﬂ,1 neither occurrence is referentially dependent on the other. In our dis urse
’ ! urr . cou
(32), whi Osczrpro’noun. |§ mtended' to be coreferential with the second occurrencersi
fhe name Osc to(sl;nce it 1fs referentially dependent upon the first occurrence, which ?s
e coreferential with the second), it i i ;
, 1t
the first occurrence of the name, and not the secon)d 19 ' referentially dependent upon
Using thi i .
g this notion, we can formulate the rule which (40) infringes as follows:

(5;) A term can be referenti y p ent upo NP
a“ depend p i i
' NP. n an lff it does not pl‘ecede

lhe recise forr 1ulat10|l Of the Iule dO S no al T
P (5 t matter. he lmportalll pOlllt 1S that a
prlnmpl f g P y concern .
€ O rammar must be €x hCltl erned with tll re
(] la[l()” of IefEIelltlal de
pellde]lce betwee]l pronouns and antecedents. Ihe grammar to WlllCll (57) belongs Wlll
have to pl()Vlde a llSt Of €xpressions which can be lefelelltlally dependEIlt upon Othel

18 A relati . L
i Sz::[::r::ll:al:tiyrtnmetncal lg, whenever « is R to b, b must also be R to a
S at we must be able to speak of : y g i !
athe peak of a pronoun’ ic
r than another occurrence of a term. If we compare 15e discouist;z"(]ig) ;;f;;’—l??_f)l“d“)’ dependent upon one
. it),
(E:; &V:at go you mean, Oscar loves no one? He loves Oscar
at do you mean, no one loves Oscar? He loves Oscar.

it seems clear that the second i
is less acceptable th i
the pronou is main < ptable than the first, which can only be ai i
g Ponoun 18 sve" krg“;Jv;:r::snr?:'e;:zcee ?’om the previous rather than the subigquel::txs::‘::rergniz ?)]}(:Lvmg oy
: ; 5 v s easier for a pronoun i j iti )i i A term
o sul;%e'ct bositon than from ono in objer pgsmon in subject position to pick up its reference from a term
n particular, I make ¢ f

UpOn & ris e | make anc:ez:::loxil_lcgs for (hq fact that a pronoun which is to be referentially d d
rather than an ordinary pronaun wnd Il;: stands_m a certain grammatical relation to it must b y' Tefloxive

, an ave consistently ignored the need for number and gend by

er agreement.

expressions—it will include third person pr
will exclude first and second person pronou
explain the semantic significance o
therefore have to recognize as one among ot
that it is true iff John loves John’s mother.
pronouns can be used to make indepen
must itself distinguish between «he and he”,
ambiguous—in the sense that interpretations can
ferent rules of the grammar.

pragmatic theory of the reference of all
adequate. T have not yet examined the m

PRONOUNS

onouns as well as pronominal epithets, but
ns as well as proper names. It will have to
f the relation of referential dependence, and will
her interpretations of a sentence like (3),
Since it will also have to recognize that
dent reference to salient objects, the grammar
and will treat a sentence like (3) as
be provided for it which exploit dif-

how that Lasnik’s grammar, which combines a
pronouns with a Noncoreference rule, is not
ain argument he offers for his position. The
structure of his argument is this: any grammar which incorporates such a rule as 57
must also incorporate a Noncoreference rule like (42), but the latter rule will suffice, on
its own, to reject all the ungrammatical sentences. Lasnik states his argument succinctly
in response to a suggestion of Wasow. He considers the sentence (58),

So far, I have been concerned to s

(58) I told him that John was a jerk.

which he claims is ungrammatical when him is coreferential with John, and says (1976,

13):

ule will not apply in (58). But Wasow explicitly stipulates
lated anaphorically does not entail that they have
distinct referents’’. Here again, no provision is made for disallowing ‘‘accidental’ corefer-
ence. I argued earlier that regardless of whether there is a pronominalization transformation
or an interpretive coreference rule, a noncoreference rule is required to account for the

ungrammaticality of such examples as (58). In fact, I concluded that both types of coreference
devices can be dispensed with. . .and that the noncoreference rule cannot be dispensed with.

True, his [Wasow’s] anaphora 1
that “the failure of two NP’s to be re

We have already seen considerable deficiency in Lasnik’s claim that a Noncoreference
rule suffices to account for the grammatical sentences, but we are now in a position to
see what is wrong with the argument that is supposed to establish the need for a
Noncoreference rule.

I understand Lasnik’s idea to be this. Any grammar with a coreference rule like
(57) will have to acknowledge the existence of pronouns used to make an independent
reference, and hence will have to allow that a sentence like (58) might involve such a
use of the pronoun. And such a pronoun can be used to refer to anything. Thus, unless
it is explicitly prohibited by a Noncoreference rule, one possible interpretation of (58)
will be that on which him refers to John, i.e. is coreferential with John. (This is what
Lasnik means by “‘accidental coreference’’.) But, according to Lasnik, such a use of

the pronoun will result in an ungrammatical sentence.
This argument seems to me to rest upon a confusion between the three notions
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associated with the term coreference which we have been at pains to distingui

sentence (58) is ungrammatical if, and only if, the pronoun is intended t ll)s lTlgumh. The
dependent upon the later occurrence of the name John. Since ou(: elreﬁ)rennall_v
Wasow’s p.aralle] principle, expressly prohibit such dependence, there "o (57)" and
of such an interpretation of the sentence being declared acceptal;le NowS n;)t POSSl.blllty
the pronoun in (58) may be used to make a reference to Johr; but , emat.wel},”
mc.lependem of the occurrence of John in (58). There are two cas’es t one .VVthh is
neither of them resuits in an ungrammatical sentence, which must then E consider, but
a Noncgreference rule. In the first case, suggested by the notion of “a C'Zxcluded by
ference™, the pronoun is used to make a reference, possibly deictic to‘:;l elr'na] core-
vidual who turns out to be John. In this case, him and John in (58) a’re . S? lent‘mcp_
mere.ly' fhe 'extensional sense, and the resulting utterance is in no way d \?‘re romial in
possibility is that the pronoun stands in the relation of intended-corezf:re lam'.AnOther
although not referentially dependent upon it. This would be the resulte'i‘fcfhWlth Jonn,
was ref.erennally dependent upon some prior occurrence of the name Joh f;].pmfloun
stands in the relation of intended-coreference with the occurrence of thU n which ltse.lf
the sc'entence. Here again, strict ungrammaticality does not result. a e name John in
the discourse (similar to (52)); » as can be seen from

(59) What do you mean John loves no one? He loves John.

Strict ur}grammaticality is produced when and only when the pronoun is intended
referentially dependent upon that occurrence of the name which it s o
¢-commands. And (57) blocks any such sentence. precedes and
' I have dlsf:ussed Lasnik’s argument in order to illustrate the importance of keepi
in .mmd the difference between the three notions of coreference that we h0 z‘?pl‘ng
guished. To give one final example of the necessity for clarity on this mattavel e
show how a n'laj.or problem in the literature on anaphora dissolves when on er‘t ot
to formulate it in the vocabulary I have proposed. I shall let Lasnik i e the
ubiect (1976. 111 nik introduce the

lIe;L;E ?,:w;vto a con‘:lplex phenomenon hinted at in Jackendoff and Postal and discussed at
asow. Wasow points out that there is no readi

. . . v ln i

italicized NP’s can all be understood as co-referential. ® Of (60) on which the three

(60) The woman 4e loved told him that John was a jerk

HOWCVCT, it appears that lndependemly, he can be cmelelenta
.
ial to him and he can be

(61) a. The woman ke loved told us that John was a jerk
b.  The woman ke loved told him that we were all jerks.

Lasnik goes on to say that a
‘ ' grammar needs a Noncoreference rule t
. . . 0
|mp0§§ll?le reading of (60); without it, the reading would be allowed *‘b e e
transitivity of coreference™ (1976, 12). seause of the

PRONOUNS

Let us formulate this supposed problem using the notion of referential dependence.
We start from the fact that there is no reading of (60) on which both he and him are
referentially dependent upon John—presumably because there is no reading at all on
which him is referentially dependent on John, as is predicted by (57). (61a) shows us
that the first pronoun can be referentially dependent onJohn, and (61b) shows us that the
second pronoun can be referentially dependent upon the first pronoun, or, indeed,
conversely. Construed in the first way, (61b) can be represented as (62):

(62) The woman he / loved told «him that we were all jerks.

Construed in the other way, it can be represented as (63):
(63) The woman he— loved told him 7 that we were all jerks.

Presumably what matters for the supposed conundrum is that there exists the reading
we have represented as (62), for then we have it that the first pronoun in (60) can be
referentially dependent upon John, and that the second pronoun can be referentially
dependent upon the first pronoun. Does it follow that the second pronoun can be
referentially dependent upon John? Certainly not. Examples (61a,b) did not establish
the possibility of the simultaneous dependence of the first pronoun on John, and the
second pronoun upon the first. On the contrary, when we suppose the second pronoun
to be referentially dependent upon the first, we suppose that the first pronoun is making
an independent reference, and, thus construed, it cannot be referentially dependent
upon anything. Therefore, when we formulate the problem with the notion of referential
dependence, and when we make the natural assumption that if ¢ is referentially depend-
entupon t', then ' cannot be referentially dependent upon anything, the problem simply

disappears.?!
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Maria-Luisa Rivero - On Left-Dislocation and
Topicalization in Spanish*

Introduction

In this article I will study some of the formal syntactic properties of left-dislocated
configurations in Spanish. Left-dislocated sentences have an NP set off by commas at
the beginning of a clause—TOP position—and a pronoun (or NP) which is anaphorically
related to the phrase in TOP position.

(1) Al partido carlista, dicen  que no lo legalizaron  para las elecciones.
the party carlist say (3-p) that not it legalized (3-p) for the elections

‘The Carlist party, they say that they did not legalize it for the elections.™!

In section 1, I will propose that examples such as those in (1) have the underlying
structure represented schematically in (2).

@ slrorl. - - sleowel sl - {ﬂ‘f,ONOUN} m

In section 2. I will show that the syntactic properties of left-dislocated structures -
can constitute a diagnostic test to classify configurations which have lost the surface
structure characteristics exemplified in (1), as a consequence of the application of a
transformational rule unrelated to Left-Dislocation. In particular. I will argue (section
2.1) that sentences such as (3) are not the result of Subject Raising (or NP Preposing).
even though parecer *seem’ is an item that allows such movement. (3) is a left-dislocation
with the independent deletion of the nonemphatic subject pronoun in the embedded
sentence:

(3) El nifto parece que estd protestanto siempre.
the child seems thatis complaining always
‘It seems that the child is always complaining.’

* The research for this article was completed under Leave Fellowship W760438 and Research Grant
410-77-0417-R1 from the former Canada Council in 1977. I wish to thank several anonymous readers for
their comments, and in particular the reader who provided me with the analysis discussed in fn. 9, together
with many other useful suggestions that are not reflected in the article.

' Examples are provided with a word-by-word gloss, and an English literal translation. /, 2, 3 stand for
first, second, and third person; s for singular, p for plural.




