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Chapter 11

Subject, Tense and Truth: Towards a
Modular Approach to Binding

Pierre Pica
C.MN RS, FParis

0, INTRODUCTION

Qne can characterize the research done in the field of generative grammar
over the last vears as an attempt on the one hand to reach a betier under-
standing of the nature of the general! constraints which apply to rules and
representations and on the other hand to investigate the nature of the
elements which are sobmitted to these constraints. [t is interesting to
recall, from this point of view, that the Tensed-5 conditicn and the
Specified Subject Conditiun applied f0 the same elements in the EST
model as Tormulated in Chomsky (1973) and (1977).

The fact that thess two conditions apply to the same type of elements
remains implicitly admitted in the framework of the government and
binding theory (Chomsky (1981}). The effects of these conditions can
be derived from the different axioms of the binding theory in this model,
despite the fact that Wh-traces are supposed not to be subject to the
S5C {nor to the tensed-§ condition) as opposed to what had been claimed
before (see Chomsky (1981) Chap. 4).

It is waorth noting that this dichotomy between empty categotries
which are subject to the §5C and empty categories which are not has
bean corroborated by an independent characterization of these two types
of elements with respect to the theta-theory. Traces which are subject to
S8C are anaphors and do not bear a thematic role (the thematic role is
in fact borne by the chain that the trace forms with its antecedent in
arguntent position) while traces which are not subject to the S55C are
variables and bear a thematic role.?

*We are particularly indebted 1o B. Kayne without whom this work would never
have been possible. His class lectures were important in creating the climate of re-
search., J.CL Milner's seminat also played an impottant tole and hag inspired many
idess developed in section 2. 1 also want t0 thank J. Guéron, 1Y, Pollock and M.
Ronat for their comments on sarlier versions of this paper and J.Cl. Anscombre,
R. Cartar, R. Cattell, ¥. Deprez, G. Fauconnier, H. Obenauer, N. Ruwet, IR, Yerg-
naud and R, Zuker with whom | have discussed some gpecifie polnts telated 10 the
Towmoulagion of the theory.

Thanks again to R, Charnock and I.¥ . Pollock who read several vemions of this
paper and tried to make it sound like English.
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This zepartition of empty categorics led to the discovery of another
constraint whose effects are close to those of SSC ar of the Tensed-5
condition: The Empty Category Principle. We would however like to
propose a reformulation of the binding theory in which the Tansed-S
condition and the S3C are kept distinct from one another. Adopting
the spirit of the general research of the last fow years, we shall claim in
section 1 that it is possible to show that the SSC and the tensed-S con-
dition apply to two different kinds of elements. We shaw further in sub-
section 1.1 that these two kinds of elements can be characterized in terms
Of the theta-theory.

Qur conception of the tensed-§ condition however differs from eatlier
propasals in that we claim in section 2 that the subjunctive mood does
not give rise to genuine tenses with respect to the Tensed-5 condition.

The proper formulation of the Tensed-S condition and the 55C -
whose effects have often been confused in the literature - will lead to the
formulation of a third constraint which we call “the truth value condi-
tion™,

We show in section 3 that the latter constraint, which we claim is part
of the binding theory, applies to all elements which can be analyzed as
veriables at the appropriate level of representation (S-structure}, We
show that it does not upply to those variables which are so interpreted
at the level of logical form only.

This will make it possible to formulate 3 theory where M-E:&:w
of an anaphor is possible but highly restricted, Dur formulation of the
binding theory will lead us to sketch a new canception of the Empty
Lategory Principle in section 4. We shall show it must be kept distinct
from the binding theory (as opposed 10 what has sometimeas been claimed
in the literature) and must be defined in such a way that it can appiy to
certain lexical items,

l. SUBJECT AND TENSE

The French sentence in (1) constitutes a clear caunter-gxample to
Chomsky’s hinding theory as formulated in Chomsky {1981} since the
anaphot sof does not need to be bound in its governing category (presum-
ably the embedded clause),

1} Onjne souhaite jamais que les gens ne regardent que soi;
i q i
(One never wishes that people look (BUBL) only at cneself)

Sentences such as (1) iMustrate the long distance reflexive phenomena
observed in languages such ay lcelandic, Latin and many others (see

Subjecs, Tense and Truth 261

for a review, Anderson (1982) and references cited there). Note that (1)
is also 2 clear violation of the Specified Subject Condition ag formulated
1 Chomsky (1973) and (1977). (1} aleo contrasts with {2)and {3} where
the anaphors se and fun Fautre must be bound in their respective govern-
ing category or, in otherwards, are subject to the 55C:

{2} *On; nc souhaite jamais que les gens §2; Tegardent
{One never wishes that peaple look (SUBJ.} at oneself (CL))

{3) s ne souhaitent jamais que les gens disent du mal Jes uns das
autres;

(They never wish that people slander (SUBJ.) each other}

Such contrasts as (1) vs. (2} and (3) led us to propose in Pica (1584b)
a theory which differs from the hinding theory of Chomsky (1981) in
that it claims that there exist two kinds of anaphors: anaphors in non-
Argument position and anaphors in argument position, We claimed further
that these two different kinds of elements are subject to the SSC and to
a condition close to the Tensed-5 condition respectivaly,

Our conception of the Tensed-S condition differs from earlier pro-
posals in that we consider that the subjunctive mood does not Bive rise
to genuine tenses as developed in section 2.2 balaw.

The last point is supported by the contrast between {1} and (5) on
the one hand and (4) on the other:

(4} *On; ne dit jamnais que lag gens disent du mal de 504

{One never says that people slander (IND.} oneself)

(3)  Une femme que l'on; dit avoir éé amoureuse de soi;?
{A woman that one 2ays to have heen in love with oneseif}

This theory leads us to consider that it is fes uns and not les wns les gusres
which is an enaphor in (3) since fun } autre behaves like an anaphor in
non-argument position; in othey words, is subject to the $5C. A paralle]
should be made between the behavior of fun in (3) and the floating quan-
tifier fous in sentences like (6} and (7) (from Kayne (1981z2)) where
fous is subject to the 58C, and must be c-commanded by its antecedent:

(6)  *Mes amis; pensent que je sujs tous; partie
(My friends think that { have all left)

{7} *La mére de mes amis; est tous; partie
(The mother of my friends is all left)
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Likewise, we do not consider that each orher or himself in English are
anaphors in the usual sense, at the level to which the binding theory
applies, but rather that each and seff are subject to the SSC because
they are in non-argument positions.*

Note that the distinction between argument and non-argument ana-
phors is supporied by the fact that, as predicted by our analysis, we find
long distance binding (across an S ot § boundery) of AOn-argument and-
phors in contexts where the SS8C cannot apply. This occors when the
non-argument anaphor & part of the subject itself {even when the em-
bedded clause i tensed), since non-argument anaphers are not subject
10 the tensed-S condition. Note that, in some of thess contexts, the
long distance binding of argument anaphors will not be possibie, sinee
such anaphors are subject to the tensed 5 coadition. This is iHustrated
by the contrast between (8}, {9} and the French sentence (10):

{8)  They; believed that pictures of each other; were on sale®
(5)  They; believed that pictures of themselves; were on male

(10)  *On; dit que des photos de s0i; sont en vente®
{Qne says that pictures of oneseif are (IND.) on sale)

Sentence (10} is not blocked by the S5C but rather by the revised Tensed-
S condition. This is supported by the fact that sentences equivalent to {10)
are grammatical if the mood of the verb of the embedded clause is a sub-
junctive asin (11):

(11} On; souhaite que des photos de s0i; soient en vente
{One wishes that pictures of oneseif are (SUBJ.) on sale)

i1 On the interaction between theta-theory and binding theory

In order to account for the fact that some empty catepories in argumett
positions do in fact fall under the 8SC (which would be surprising if we re-
stricted the SSC to elements in non-argument positions), we suggested
that part of the binding theory which is relevant to anaphors be reformu-
lated as follows {cf. Pica 1984b):’

{1

An anzphor § must be bound in its binding category &, where

o is a hinding category for 3 if:

4) a is the minimal category containing 8 and an accessible subject
to # and § lacks a thematic role or is in a non-argoment posi-
tion ”
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b}e is the minimal category containing 8 and the element
[+TENSE] when £ has a thematic role and § is in an argument
position.’

This formulation of the binding theory permits us to account for the
fact that NP traces which do not bear a thematic role are subject to the
8SC. In the case of NP-trace, the 8-role is assigned to the chain that the
trace forms with its antecedent, or, alternatively, to the head of the chain.

It predicts that any anaphor which lacks a thematic role will be subject
to the S5C. It deals with the following contrast in Danish:

(12)  J¢reen, bad Gertrude fotografere sig;
(Georges asked Gertrude to photograph himself)

(13} *Jérgen; bad Gertrude skarmme sig;
{Georges aked Gertrude to be ashamed of himself)

That is, sig lacks a thematic role in {13) as opposed to (12) since skamme
sig (to be ashamed of oneself) is a kind of jntrinsic reflexive verb in Danish
(see also on this point Hellan (1982) and Pica {1984h})).

The stronger claim that any “dependent™ element lacking a thematic
role is an anaphor (that is, s subject to the S5C) seems in fact to hold
true as dlusirated by the following contrast from Ronat (1979):

(14} *I; voudrait qu'il plevvs luj; toute l'annde
{He would like that it rains him during the whole year)

(15} Li; voudrait qu'il piewve, Tuj;, toute Mannée
{He would like that it rains, him, during the whole Vear)

Ronat notes that the relation between the “distinctive™ pronoun and its
antecedent is subject to the SSC in (14) as opposed to what prevails in
(15} where fuf is 2 “topic” pronoun {Ronat’s terminology).

Lui, we assume, is directly generated in a naon-argument position and
caninot be #-Marked in (14). This contrasts with (15) where the pronoun
Is in a “periphera]” thematic position. This is supported by the fact that
the ﬂ..o:.u:u can be replaced by a moun in (15) but cbviously not in
(14).

This suggests that the fact that each and self are anaphors does not
heed to be stipulated in the lexicon but rather that each or seif are ana-
phors when they are “dependent” and do not bear a thematic role,

This 15 again strongly supported by the contrast between {3) and (18)
in French which shows that les uns does not behave as an anaphor when
il 18 in an argument position:
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(16) ils; disent que Jean sait que les propos de 'un; sur l'autre avaient
étd rapportés
(They say that John knows that the stories of one about the other
had been reparted {INDL)}

Note that the anaphoric relation between Hun and Haufre is not subject

to the SSC when ['un is in subject pasition, as predicted in the present
framework:

(17} Lan; dit que Jean parlera & P'autre;
{One says that John will speak to the other)

2. UN THE NOTION TENSE

That anaphors in thematic argument position are not subject to the 55C
while anaphors in non-thematic or non-argument positions are, seerns
also to be illustrated by (18)...(22). They show that the relation betwesn

ne gnd famals, gudre and pas is subject to the 55C while the relation be-
tween He and persanne is not:

{18) “Pierre n';entend Jean jamais; parler
{Peter NEG hears John never speak)

(19}  *Pietre n'jentend Tean Buére; parler
(Peler NEG hears John not much speak)

{20}  “Pierre n'jentend Jean pas; parler
(Peter NEG hears John not speak)

{21}  Pierre n'jentend Jean parler 3 personne;
(Peter NEG hears John speak to nobody)

(22)  Pierre n'ja vouly que je parle 4 personng;
(Peter NEG has wanted that [ speak (SUBJ.) to nobody)

The fact that jemais, puére and pes are anaphors need not be stipulated
in the lexicon since these elements are “‘dependent” and in non-thematic
and non-argument positions."! We claim in Pica {1984b) that personne
Is an anaphor in argument position. This is supported by the fa¢t that,
while personne is not subject to the 55C as demonstrated by (21) and
(22), personne does seem to he subject to the Tensed S—condition as
llustrated by the contrast between {21) and (23). Recall that, in our
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teems, the tenses of the subjunctive mood do not count as [+ TENSE]
with respect to the Tensed-S condition:

(23)  "Pierre n'ja dit que je parle & PeTSOnNE;

(Peter NEG has said that [ speak (IND.) to ncbody)

Thiz analysis amounts to claiming that the contrast berween personne
and pas is of the same type as the contrast between sof and se since the
latter but not the fommer is subject to the S8C (see the contrast between
{1} and (1) abowve).

Such an analysis can carry over to Hen in (24) and (25) where rien is
both in an argument position and in a thematic position and behaves
like personne as predicted by the present theory.

{24) Pierre n'jest dispusé 4 s'occuper de rien;
{Peter NEG is willing to take care of nothing)

{25) Pierrs n'ju voulu que je m'occupe de rien; .
{Peter NEG has wanted that I take (SUBJ.) care of nothing)

Note again the contrast between (25) and {26) which is arguably blocked
by the Tensed-$ condition: ™

(26} *Pierre n';a dit que je m'oceupe de rien; _
(Peter NEG has said that T take (IND.) care of nothing)

This line of approach again leads us to say that ucun is in a position
which is both thematic and argumental in the partitive construction illus-
trated in (273 which contrasts with (28):

{27} Pierre n'ja vould que je peigne aucun, de ces portraits
(Peter NEG has wanted that T paint (SUBJ.) none of these por-
traits

(28}  *Pierre n°; a dit que je peins aucun; de ces portraits |
(Pierre NEG has said that 1 paint (IND ) neme of these portraits)

The samne type of contrast can be observed in the construction :Emﬁﬂwa
in (29) and (30) which differs from the partitive construction in Wways
which have been intensively studied (see Milner (1978a) and, for a dif -
ferent point of view, Haik (1982)):

{29} Pierre n'ja voull que je peigne aucun portrait .
{Peter NEG has wanted that § paint {SUBJ.) none portrait)
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(30} *Pierre n’ja dit que j peins aucur; portrait
(Peter NEG says that I paint (IND.) none porirait)

Milner (19782} gives an analysis which amounis to saying that aucun in
(29) is in the same position as besucoup in (31

(31)  Piere veut que je peigne beaucoup de portraits?
(Peter wants that 1 paint much of portraits)

We will not take a stand as to whether some lexical material has been
deleted or not in sentences like (31) or (29) but it is imteresting to note
that there is good reason to suppose that the position cccupied by begu-
coup in (31) can indeed receive a thematic role: The trace of combien
behaves like a variable (and must consequently bear a thematic role)

when combien is moved from a position similat to the one of beaucoup
in (31} as shown by (32):

{32) Combien; Pierre a-t-il dit que je peins ¢; de portraits?
{How many did Peter say that I paint (IND.) of portraits)

The same point can be made about (33) which recalls (28}.

(33)  Combien; Pierre a—t-il demandé que je peigne ¢; de ces portraits
{How many did Peter ask that 1 paint (SUBJ.) of these portraits}

Note that neither (32} nor (33) is sensitive to the mood of the embedded
clause 2s expected under the present theory if the trace of ennbien is 2
variable (see however section 3 below).

Before turning 1o the study of empty catepories, let us look at sen-
tences of the type illustrated hy (34). They contrast with (27): The rela-
tion between ne and guere is subject to the $5C in (34), but the relation
between m¢ and auctia in (27} is not, although the two lexical items guére
and aucun seemn to be in the same position:

(34)  *Pierre n’;a voulu que je peigne guére; de poriraits
{Peter NEG has wanted that T paint {SUBJ.) not much of por-
traits)

Note that (34) contrasts with (35):

(35} Pierre ne; peint guére; de portraits
(Peter NEG paints not much of portraits)
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The contrast between (34) and (27) suggests that the NP preceded by
guere in fact contains an empty QF and that guére is always in non-argu-
meni adverbial position. This hypothesis is supported by the contrast
between {36) and [37).

{36) a. Pierre n';a pensé 2 aucun; portrait
(Peter NEG has thought of no pottrait)
b. Aucun; portrait n'jz i€ détruit
{No portrait NEG has been destroyed)

(37) a. "Pierre n'a pensé i guére; e; de portraits
{Peter NEC: has thought of not much of portraits)
b. *Guére; e; de portraits n’jont ét¢ détruits
(Mot much of portraits have besn destroved)

One natunal question that arises at this stage is whether there exists a type
of empty category cortesponding to what we have identified as lexjca)
thematic A-anaphors. That is, does there exist an empty category subject
to the revised Tensed-Condition and immune to the S8CT A natural
candidate might be the trace of rout which is subject to the same con-
straints as personne or rign. This is illustrated by the following paradigm
where the embedded clause is an infinitive in (38) and a subjunctive in
{(39):

(38} U aurait tout; fally refaire ¢
{Tt would all things have been necessary to do again)

(39) M avrait tout; fallu que je refasse &

{it would all things have been necessary that [ do (SUBJ .) again}

Note crucially, that, sentences of type (26) become ungrammatical if the
indicative mood is used as illustrated by {40).

(40)  *Pierre a tout; dit que je fais g
(Peter has all things said that 1 do (IND.))

That the constraints on lefiward quantifier movement {or more precisely
that the constraints on a guantifier in non-argument position and the
empty QP that it binds) are of the same type as the constrzints on the
relation between se and an elemsnt such as ren or personne can be
illustrated by the fullowing contrast:
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(41}  a. *Pierre n';a dit que je m'occupe the rienj
(Peter NEG has said that I take (IND.) care of nothing)
b. *Pierre n’ja rien dit que je fais ¢
{Peter NEG has nothing said that { do (IND.))

{42} a. "Pierre n’ja voulu que je m’eccupe de rien;
(Peter NEG has wanted that I tuke (SUBJ) care of nothing)
b. Piemre n’;ja rien voulu que je fasse g
{Peter NEG has nothing wanted that 1 do (SURL))

Note however that sentences like (42) {a) and (b} become ungrammatical
when the embedded clause is an “induced” subjunctive, L.e. in a subjunc-
tive found under verbs of opinion like crodre {believe) or penser {think)
that nomally take an indicative subordinate but which require theijr
subordinate clause to be in the subjunctive if they are in an interrogative
or negative main clause. This state of affairs is illestrated by {43), (44):

{43) a. *Pierre ne; croit que je voie personne;
(Peter NEG believes that [ see (SUBL) nobody)
b. *Pierre n’;a rien; ¢ru que je fasse &
(Peter NEG has nothing believed that { do {SUBIL.)}

(44) a. *N’ja-t-il cru que je voie persomng;?
({NEG has he believed that I see (SUBJ Jnobady)
b. *N'ja-t-il rien; eru que je fasse ep?
{NEG has he nothing believed that 1 do {SUBJ.)}

Sentences (a) and (b) of (43) and (44) contrast with sentences (a} and
{b} of Tﬁ.v where the main clause contains a volition verb like pouioir
{(want) which always requires the subjunctive in the embedded clause:

{45} 4. N'a-t-il voulu que je vole personne;?
(NEG has he wanted that ! ses (SUBJ .} nobody}

b. N'a-t-il rien; voulu que je fasse L
_nz_mn_..mmsmuc:..w_mimimnEm:n_o ﬁmCE.w

Sentetices (a) muu {h) of (45) or (42} also contrast with examples with
embedded subjunctives under main clauses which contain factive verbs

m:nr. as regretter (regret) despite the fact that this kind of verh always
requires the subjunctive in the embedded clause:

(46}  a. *Pierre fej regictle que je voie personne;
{Peter NEG regrets that I see (SUB).) nobody)

R
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b. *Pierre a tout; regrettd que je fasse g;
{Peter has all things repretted that 1 do (SUBL))

It is significant that sentences similar to {46} remain wngrammatical when
the embedded clause is in the infinitive, as (a) and (b) of (47) show:

{47) &, "Pierre ne; regrette avoir parld 4 personne;
{Peter NEG regrets to have spoken with nobody)
b. *Pierre a tout; regretté avoir fait e;
{Peter hasall things regretted tu have done)

{46) - (47) recall the contrasts between (48b) and {49b) noted by Kayne
{1975} and Pollock (1978) and the pair {#8a) vs. (49a} noted by Milner
(197%9)

{48) a. Pietre ne, veut voir personneg;
(Peter NEG wants to see nobody)
b. Pierre a tout; voulu voir 2}
{Peter has all things wanted to see)

{49) a. *Pierre ne; dit voir personne;
{(Peter NEG says to see nobody)
b. *Pierre a tout; dit aveir vu g
{Petet has all things said to have seen)

These facts are unexpecied under the present theory if such elements as
persunne, vien and the trace of tout {which all bear a thematic role and
are in arsument position) were anaphors falling under the Tensed-5 ¢on-
dition.

e can claim however, in the present framework, that the embedded
infinitival clauses of (47) 2nd (49) and the embedded subjunctives in (43),
{44} and (46} are “tensed”, as opposed to subjunctives or infinitives ert-
bedded under a main clause containing volition verbs such as voulotr,
which are not. The element [+TENSE] would, if this were true, be respon-
sitile for the ungrammaticality of sentences such as (47}, (49%; (43), (44}
ur (46). -

This hypothesis - which is very close to the one proposed in Lujdn
{1978) (for partially similar data in Spanish) - does not hold however,
We will claimn rather that there are good reasons for accepting the view
that the embedded infinitives in {47) and {49} are tensed {as opposed to
infinitives embedded under main clauses containing a volition verb) but
that the element {+TENSE] of these infinitives can be shown not to
he refevant to the tensed-S condition: We will draw a parailel between the
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tense of certain infinitival clauses and the tense of subjunctive clauses in
general. Although all subjunctive clauses are tensed, their element
[+TENSE] does not count for the Tensed-§ condition. This smounts
to saying that the anaphuric relation which halds between elements like
Personne and ne o1 the trace of rowr and its antecedent is Hot subiject
to the tensed-§ condition (as opposed to the relation between elements

like sof and its antecedent) as opposed to what we have claimed in this
section. We will indeed suggest in section 3 below that ne — personne,
fout and its trace, are subject to a different condition which we call the
“truth value condition’.

Let us first examine the case of infinitives,

2.1, On the tense of infinitival clauses

The paradigm (56)-(51) is reminiscent of Rizzi’s wotk on [talian infinitiva}
clauses (Rizzi (1982)). [t illustrates the distinction between infinitives
embedded under verbs of saving and under opinion verbs (such as dire

“say™ or penser “think™) exemplified in (50} and infinitival clauses em-
embedded under volition verbs as in (51): 13

{50} a. *On dit [[ une fernme éire amoureuse d*un autre
{One says a woman to be in love with anothet)
b. *Une femme; est dite |[ ¢; étre amoureuse d*un autre
(A woman is said to be in love with ancother)
¢.  Une fernme; que I'on dit [ e; [ & étre amoureuse d’un avire
(A woman that one says to be in fove with anathet)

(31} a. *On veut [{ une femme 8tre amoureuss d*un autre
(One wants a woman to be in love with another)
b, *Une femme; est voulue [[ e; $tre amoureuse d’un autre
{A woman is wanted to be in lave with another)
€. *Une femme; que 'on veut [[ ¢; étre amoureuse d’un autre
(A woman that one wants to be in love with another)

Example (304} is tuled out because the NP une fermme cannot receive
Case. There is no rle for the movement of the auxiliary in Comp in
French and the only way to rescue the structure is to mave the subject
of the infinitive clause in the upper Comp by successive Wh-movement
through the intermediate Comp. This is dustrated in (50c) which is weil
attested in French (see Ruwet (1979), Huot (1981) and Kayne (1981h)
for a study of this construction and, for a djfferent approach, Pollock
(this volume)).

Note that the subject trace js governed by the intermediate trace in
Comp.
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The same analysis can obwviously be extended to (51a) and {51b)
but the contrast between (50¢} and {31c) suggests (as in the Italian cases)
that infinitival clauses embedded under volition verbs do not have a Comp
position in French. There is no intermediate trace to govern the empty
category in subject position in (51¢), which i excluded E the Ed._ﬁz.,
category principle and by the principle according to which a 4EiEm
must hear a case since wouloir cannot case-mark the trace in subject
position and since there is no intermediate trace under 5 if the embedded
clause of this example lacks COMP.1*

Let us assumne, following Stowell (1982) that an infmitival clavse which
has a Comp position i tensed while clauses which lack such a _uomE.E_
are not. This seems to be comoborated by the paradipm (52)-(33) which
recalls the so-called inflected infinitives observed in some _ﬂeiu:nm
fanguages {see among others Rouveret (1980)). The interpretation of
the tense of the infinitival clavse is less dependent on the main n_wc,mn
when it is embedded under dire than when it is embedded under En___E,w._
The scope of the adverb may be the embedded clause in (52} but not in

(53%

{52} a. Pierre dit &tre un espion {depuis hier)
{Peter says to be a spy {since yesterday))
b. Pierre dit avoir été un espion {depuis deux ans)
{Pcter says to have been a spy (since two vears))

Piette veut &tre un espion (*depuis hier}'*
{Peter wants to be a spy (since yesterday))
b. "?Picrre veut avoir été un espion (*depuis deux ans})
(Peter wants to have been a spy (since two years))

(33) a

Note however that the relation beiween sof and its antecedent is not
sensitive to the tense of the infinitive as can be seen in (5) restated in (54}

{54) Une femme que l'on; dit avoir éié amoureuse n...w 504
{A woman that one says to have been in love with onesell)

The contrast between (54) and {49) strongly suggests that the telation
hetween sof and its antecedent on the one hand, and the relation between
personine and ne (and the trace of rout and its antecedent) on the other
hand, are not sensitive to the same constraints.

Note that infinitival clauses embedded under factive verbs like regretier
behave like those embedded under Jdire;



272 Picrre Pica

(33)  a. Pierre regrette (d’) étre espionné (depuis hier)
(Peter regrets to be spied (since yesterday))
b. Pierre regrette (d7) avoir été espionné (depuis hier)
{Peter regrats to have been spied {since yesterday))

This seems to indicate that the ungrammaticality of (56) is not due to the
fact that the embedded clause lacks a Comp position in (55) but rather
to the fact that there is no movement to the Comp position of 3 factive
verb, as argued on different grounds by Zubizaretta (1982):

(36)  ?*Une femme; que l'on regrette (d”) gj étre amoureuse d'un autre
{A woman that one regrsts to be in love with another)

2.2. On the Tense of subjunctive clauses

That the relation between sof and its antecedent is not subject to the
same constraints as the relation between personne and #e or the relation

between the trace of fout and its antecedent, is suggested by the follow-
ing:

(37} a. On regrette toujours que les gens disent du mal de 50;
{One always regrets that people slander {SUBJ .} oneself)
. On; ne croit jamais que les gens disent du mal de $01;
{One NEG never believes that people slander (SURJT .J oneself}
¢. Croit-on; toujours que les gens disent du mal de soi;?

(Does one always believe that people slander (SUBJ .J onself)

Sentences (57) (a}, (b) and (c), which contrast with examples (48], {43)
and (44} respectively, show that the anaphorc relation between sof
and its antecedent is not sensitive to the nature of the embedded subjunc.
tive. This suggests that the tense of a subjunctive or an infinitive mood
never coums as [+TENSE] with respect to the tensed-S condition. It
is reasonable to assume that this is 30 because the interpretation of the
embedded infinitive is in fact always dependent on the interpretation
of the main clause. This can be shown by the fact that infinitives cannot
be independent propositions (in most cases), as noted, for example, by
Ficallp (1984,

The tense of subjunctive subordinates is not completely dependent
on the tense of the main clause, however, as shown by (58):

(38)  a. U avrait Malle qu'il vint

(It shauld {COND.) be necessary that he came (SUB). imper-
fecty)
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b. 1l aurail fallu qu'il vienne
{It should {COND.) be necessary that he come (SUBJ. present))

Examples (2) and (b} of (58) {which do not seem to be correlated to a
semantic distinction} seem to indicate that the fact that tenses of the sub-
junctive mood do not count as such with respect to the Tensed-8 con-
dition cannot be reduced to the tense agreement phenomena. This con-
tradicts what & claimed in Anderson (1983) and Pica (1984b} among
others.

Naote moreover that the tense of & subjunctive clause does not block
the relation of sig to its antecedent in sentences such as {59) in leelandic
where there is o verb to control the embedded subjunctive:

(59} Longun I6ns; til ad Maria elski sig;
{Johr's wish that Mary love (SUBJ ) himself)

That the tense of the subjunctive mood is partly independent {in the
languages that we are studying) is also suggested by the fact that one can
pccasionally find independent subjunctive clauses as in {60);

{60) Soit un axiome s'appliquant aux vatjables
(Be (SUBJ .} an axiom applying to variables)

Putting aside the case of psendo-tenses built with help of semi-auxiliaries
{of the i va vemi type, (he is going to come)),'® let us assume that the
jnfinitive and the subjunctive mouds do not possess relative temses but
only absolute tenses in the sense of Benveniste {1965); Tt seems 1o be
gencrally the case that these moods do not possess a complete set of
relative tenses such as future, conditional and definite past {passé simple,
claimed by Milner {1984) to be a relative tense}.

The subjunctive mood usually possesses absolute tenses such as pre-
sent and imperfect (imparfait), They do not create a reference point with
respect to the moment of utterance and are not, as such, sufficient to set
up a temporal frame relevant for the tensed-3 condition,

Let us therefore adopt the following hypothesis: Only those fenses
which are part of a complete temporal system {for a given mood) are
refevant for the tensed-5 condition.

3. ONTRUTH

Let us now come back to the contrasts between (4%) and (54), {46) and
{574), (43) and (57b), (44} and (57c). The data presented in the preceding
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section lead us to an apparent paradox: Why should personne or rien
and the trace of four be sensitive to the nature of the embedded infinitive
01 subjunctive while other anaphars in argument position [ike 5o are not?
The same kind of phenomenon can alse be observed in (61) with tous,
Tous 1s base-generated in a non-argument position and binds the trace

of the clitic (according to the analysis of Kayne {1981a) with whom we
sgree on this point}:

(61) a. Piemea taus; voulu les; lire ¢;
{Peter hag ali wanted to read them {CLY
b. *Pierre a tous; dit les; avoir lus ¢;
(Peter NEG has all said to have read thetm)
¢. TPierre a tous; voulu que je ies; lise ¢;
{Peter has all wanted that I read (SUBJ ) them {CL))
d. *Pierre a tous; regretté que je les lise &
{(Peter has ail regretted that I read (SUBL) them (CL))
€. *Pierre a tous; dit que je Jes lis 2
{Peter has all said that ! read {IND.} them (CL))

The 8-role of a clitic trace i absorbed by the clitic and the relation be-
tween the trace and the clitic & consequentiy subject to the SSC (see
Fica (1984b)).

Note however that the fact that the clitic trzce does not bear 2 thematic
tole does not prohibit the long distance binding of the trace by tous in
(61}, That is, the clitic trace behaves as a non-thematic anaphor (subject to
the 88C) with respect to the anaphoric reiation between the trace and
the clitic. The same clitic trace however, behaves like the trace of tour
(that is, is subject 10 a condition close to the tensed-5 condition} with
respect ta the anaphoric relation betweern the trace and fous.

This paradox suggests that the anaphoric relation between the ciitic
trace and fous is immune to the SSC because the trace 15 included in a
chain to which a thematic role is assigned (CL...t) and absorbed by the
clitic. This amounts to saying that fous in fact binds the chain (CL.. .1t}
and that a chain (a discontinuous argument) can in general be bound by
an antecedent as long as the general constraints on chain farmation are
not violated "

(62)...(64) show that the relation between a non Wi quantifier like
tous, tout, rien, begucoup, guére, pas and the empty category it binds
15, quite generally sensitive to the same properties of the embedded infini-
tive or subjunctive as the ones illustrated by paradigm {617,

(62) a. Pierre a beaucoup; voulu voir e; de films
(Peter has much wanted to see of I ilms})
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b. *Pierre a beaucoup; dit avoir vu ¢ de films
{Peter has much said to have seen of EE.&. .
c. 7Pierme a beaucoup; voulu que je voie &; de films
{Peter has much wanted that [ see (SUBI) of {ilms)
d. *Pierre a beaucoup; dit que je vois ¢; de Eﬂ.z
(Peter has much said that I see (IND ) of films}

Lo

Pierre a trop; voulu voir g; de films

(Peter has too much wanted to see of films)

b. *Pierre a trop certifié avoir vu e de films .
{Peter has too much certified to have seen of films)

(63)

(64) a. Pierre n'a rien; voulu faire g;
{Peter NEG has nothing wanted to do}
b. TPierre n'a rien; certifié avoir fait e;
{Peter NEG has nothing certified to have done}

These sentences cleatly show that the relation between an empty m_m. and
its antecedent in non-argument pesition does not obey E_m S:.ﬁ.HnEﬁ that
holds of the relation between sof and its m:Hnn..._ms.r while 30i is an m%m_.._-
ment anaphor falling under the tensed-3 n_usa_:.u.,z_ the empty _u is
a variable and falls under a constraint of another kind. It m_mn” mmﬁr.nm to
auxiliaries of negation which are both in argument and thematic ﬁm&ﬂc:m
like personne, awcun ot rien when they are bound by an n_a:.EEHE ﬂ%:w
argument position, ne. This indicates that such m_m.Eme are analyzed a
variables at the level to which this additional constraint applies.
Let us formulate it asin (I}

{1} Truth vaiue condition N .
A variable must be A-bound in its proposition o if
a) « has an independent truth value (per se)

o1 .
b) the truth of o is presuppesed (by the verb of the main clause)

Note that the clause embedded under an opinion verb, iike croire :um:.n.._&
or penser {think) has an independent truth value, as flhustrated by {65):

i i ici mais ¢'est faux
63)  Jean croit/pense que Marie est ici mais c'es N
.” {John believes/thinks that Mary is (IND.} here but it is false)

The same observation holds for verbs of report, whether they are followed
by an indigative or an infinitive clause:
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(66)  Jean dit étre le plus Fort mais ¢'est faux
{Johin 3ays to be the strongest but it is false)

(67} Jean dit quiil est le plus fort mais c'est faux
{John says that he is {IND.) the strongest but it is false)

Subpart (¥} of (11} trivially holds of factive verbs which presupposs the
truth of the proposition expressed by the complement sentence, as illos-
trated by the ungrammaticality of (68):

(68)  ?"Jean regrette que Marie soit ici mais Marie n’est pas ici
{John regrets that Mary is here but Mary is not here}

Clauses embedded under volition verbs do .
. not have a truth
gither of the senses (2} or (b) of {H): a truth value (in

(69) a. *Je veux voir Jean partir mais ¢’est faux

(I want to see John leave but it is false)

b. *Je veux que Jean vienne mais c’est Taux
(1 want that John come (SUBT ) but it is false)

c.  Je veux voir Jean partic mais Jean ne part pas
{] want to see John leave but Iohn does not leave)

d.  Je veux que Jean vienne mais Jean ne vient pas
(I want that John come (SUBL.) but John does not come)

,_,:w.‘w is however one case in which the embedded subjunctive under a
volition verb such as vowloir has a truth value, This is the case of “at-

tracted” subjunctives induced by vulition verbe but separated from the
verb by a clanse.

This phenomenon i3 illustrated in (70%:

(70} Veux-iu que Pierre croie [, que Jean peigne des pottraits?

{Do you want that Peter believe (SUBJ.) that John paint {SUBJ.}
s0me portraits)

The embedded subjunctive clause o has a truth value in this case as ilus-
d.ﬁ:nn by (7la) and consequenily a variable cannot be free in e This is
Hlustrated by the ungrammaticality of (71c) which shows that sech an

element us @CUR cannot be “long distance™ bound by its antecedent ne
as expected in the present framework:
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(71} a. Veux-tu que Pierre croie que Jean peigne des portraits alors

que ¢'est faux?
(Do you want that Peter believe (SUBI) that J ohn paint (SUBJT )
some portraits although it is false)

b. Yeox-tu que Pierre croie que Jean ne; peigne aucun; porirait?
{Do you want that Peter believe (SUBJ.) that Jahn NEG. paint
{SUBIJ.) no portrait)

. *Veux-tu que Pierre ne; croie que Jean peigne auoun; portrait?
Do you want that Peter NEG believe {SUBJ.} that Tohn paint
{5UB].) no portrait)

OQur analysis amounts te saying that there is 2 kind of identification
process which runs as follows: An A-bound element is interpreted aga
variable unless this interpretation is blocked at the appropriate level.
Such elements fall under our condition (II). This is the case of thematic
argument elements such as personne, rien, aucun, eic, bound by me, an
element in A position. The same znalysis holds of thematic argument
empty categories bound by quantifiers in A position, These elementa are
not analyzed as anaphors but as variables contrary to what was suggested
in section 1,

When an A-bound element cannot be so interpreted it is interpreted
as an anaphor and falls under the appropriate axiom of (1}.

This is the case of clitic traces which cannot be interpreted as variables
because they lack a thematic role. This is also the case of A-bound non-
argument anaphors such 85 pas, guére, etc. which cannot be interpreted
as variables because they are generated in a non-argument position. A-
bound elements are interpreted as anaphors whether they are in argument
position {as in the case of sei) or in nen-argument pasition (as in the case
of each).

This fairly simple analysis can also account for the fact that the gram-
maticality of {22), (25), (39) etc. is doubtful for some speakers, as indi-
cated by question marks. That is, some speakers (especially from the
north of France) do not accept long distance (say across an S boundary)
binding of a variable of the type illustrated in {62c) by its antecedent al-
though the embedded clause which contains the variable is in the subjunc-
tive mood. The same speakers however do not have any reluctance in
accepting the long distance binding of the reflexive soi in cases like {1).
This can be interpreted vnder the assumption that such speakers con-
sider that the realization of a tense impligs a truth value (o1 else that they
employ a more restricted version of our condition {11))."*

Mote incidentally that the same speakers accept sentences such as
(724) and (71b), however, as predicted in the present framework if the
embedded infinitives of these sentences are not tensed:
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(72)  a. [l n'javrait voulu avoir été Fennemi de personng;
(He NEG would have wanted to have becn the enemy of
nabady}
b. Il aurait tout; voulu avoir fini e; (avant que Paul (n'} arrive)

(He would have all things wanted to have finished (before
Paul arrives))

This state of affairs has led to a lot of confusion in the Literature wherea
the effects of the truth value condition, as observed in (61) for example,
have been systematically confused with the effects of the 58C or of the
Tensed-S condition.

A question arises at the stage: why should condition (II) be restricted
to variables bound by non Wh quantifiers? That ig, why should (II) not
apply to Wh traces bound by Wi words in Comp, One possibalily would
be 10 use the escape hatch in Comp.*

In effect, the Comp escape hatch permits the vanable to escape from
the effect of condition ([1). This is iilustrated in {73) where the Wh-
word qui is first moved to the intermediate Comp position before being
moved to the front position in the matrix $.

(73} Qui; dis-ta [2; que { Jean a vu g;?
{(Who do you say that John has seen (IND )

Note however that Wh-movement is still possible from an embedded
clause even when the Comp position is filled by an interrogative word,
s long as the subjacency condition is not viclated, as Rizzi [ 1950) showed
and as is dllusirated by the following sentences in French:

(74) Combien de filles; sais—tu ab inviter e;7 (Obenauer 1934)
{How many girls do you know where to invite)

{75)  C’est i mon cousin; que je sais lequel offrir ¢; (Sportiche 1981)
(It is to my cousin that I know which one to offer)

{76) Voild une liste de gens 4 qui; on n’s pas encore trouver quoi
CILVIDYED &)

(Here is a list of people to which one still did not find what to send}

These are only apparent counter-examples to constraint (I}, however,
since it is well known that no truth value can be asigned to an interro-
gative clause (see, aynong others, Hiz (197587). Note however, that not all
variables are subject to constraint {I1), as indicated by the following sen-
tences where the quantifier guelgies (some) can have a wide scope inter-

."._..." N
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{77) a. Tous les étudiants disent gue Jear a réussi quelaues examens
{All the students say that John has passed (IND.) some EXAMS)

£XaImns) _ .

b. Tous les étudiants souhaitent que Jean ait réussi guelques
eXMMens
{All the students wish that John has passed (SUBJ.} some
EXATS)

Examples (77) (2) and (b} can be associated with the _om._nﬂ_ ?EM.GE {a)
and (b) respectively, which both correspond to the wide .-wn_uﬁm :.HHGE.
tation of the quantifier (that is, to the case where there is a unique set
of examinations to which all the students refer):

{78} a. For some X; Xj 20 eXam [all the students say {that John has
assed [IND.) x; .
b. WE s0me X E_E_ exam [ all the students wish [ that John has
passed {SUBL ) x;

Note that the variable produced by the LF rule of quantifier rasing 1#
not bound in its proposition in either {78a} or {78 N:#E_pmr E..“ em-
bedded clause of (78a) has a truth value, as opposed to what 18 predicted,
> MH_W cannot invoke LF movement of the nominal nEE#HH quelgiies
in this case, since moverment of 2 non-wh ﬂ_nﬂmi. to Comp i uxn_cn.nn
on general grounds. This is indicated by the .un#m...,EE of persornne, rien
{in argument positions) or of the trace of fout since these slements are
iect 10 the truth value condition. B
m_iwﬂwwmﬁcmmﬂm show that constraint (JI} applies 1o }-.coE.mn elements
which are in thematic as well as argument positions when E:w_:m prevents
them from being interpreted as variables. This holds of rien or personne
when they are in argument position (since they are bound _uw.:m”_ “_..am.
obviously, of the trace of fouf, ete. They can consequently be En:.# _W
a5 varizbles at the level of S-structure. This is not true however of ﬂﬁpm.a. §
bound by quantifiers such as anmﬂz_wu ﬁmaanw_‘ﬂmﬁ@cam, ete. which
interpreted at S-structure but are at L.
E:MMM. Nmmmﬁuhﬁmﬂwn the situation; We have identified three W_Enm af
elements to be carefully distinguished. Anaphors in :a:-:._m.EEE non-
argwment positions are subject 1o the $5C while uﬂwﬁ_._c,_.m in Eﬂ_”:n
atgument positions are subject to the tensed-8 condition. Anap =EM.
must be kept distinct from variables which fall under E:w. we have EH e ,
the truth value condition, if they can be identified as variables at En_ eve
of S-structure. 1t is reasonable Lo argue that the truth value condition 13

in fact part of the binding theary.
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We arc now in a position to give an answer to the question raised in
the first part of section 2. That is, could there exist one type of empty
categey comesponding to what we have identified as lexical thematic
argument anaphers? In other words, could there exist an empty category
subject to the tensed-S condition but immune to the SSC? It is now clear
that the answer is nepative and that this state of affairs is predicted by
the general framework developed in this work: An argument thematic
anaphor (whether lexically realized or not) cannot be bound by an ale-
ment in non-atgument position, at S-structure - the {evel at which the
binding theory applies - since it would he interpreted as a variable at this
level. An empty argument thematic anaphor cannot be bound by an ele-
ment in argurient positicn since it would be interpreted as PRO, which
we know must be ungoverned (see Chomsky {1982)).

This amounts to saying that an empty thematic anaphor cannot exist
and that there is a clear distinction between variables and anaphors at the
level at which the binding thenry applies {recall note 2).

Note however that a Wh-trace in Comp is immune to the effects of
the $3C (as illustrated by {73)). This shows that the empty category in
Comp is not specified for features [£Pronominal] and [tAnaphor] and
cannot fall under (I).*' This state of affairs may be related to the fact
that we do not find any empty category in other A-posilions but Comp,
a situation which does not seem to be predicted by the theory. It should
also be noted that the presence of an empty category (left by the move-

ment of a Wh-word through Comp) is crucial in examples such as (73).
It is the empty category in Comp which permits such sentences to gEcape
from the effects of the truth value condition. This shows that the inde-

tetminacy of the empty category with respect to the anaphor/ variable
distinction is not relevant for the “truth value condition™. ¥+23

4. ANOQTE ON THE EMPTY CATEGORY PRINCIPLE

The theoretical implications of the theory sketched in the preceding,
sections go far beyond the scope of the present article {see for some ex-
tensions, Pica (in preparation)).

Let us however briefly examine the consequences of our theory for the
formulation of the Empty Category Principle. [t is mmteresting to note that
in the framework of Chomsky (1981), there is a redundancy between the
effects of the binding theery and those of the Empty Category Principle
in many cases.

This is illustrated by (79) which is excluded both by the ECP (since the
trace in subject position is not properly governed) and also by axiom (A)
of the hinding theory (since the trace which it an anaphor is not bound

.'..'um i
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in its governing category {the embedded clause) as defined in terms of
accessible SUBJECT {see Chomsky (1981) Chap. 3))):

(79} *Paulj semble que € est malade
(Paul seems that is sick)

One could accordingly propose that ECP in fact derives ﬂ.Ed the binding
theoty, which would then imply that all empty categories are anaphors
{since all empty categaries are subject to the ECP).
This would in tutn imply that the notion of anaphor shouid _u.u.nx-
tended to elements whose antecedents are in ﬂ%-ﬁm:ﬁm:# positions
to what is suggested in Chomsky (1951)). _
?m,_..umwmwmﬂ”ﬂn claims Enmm developed in detail in Aoun (1981) who anEm
that they are all comrect. We implicitly accepted the last of these n_u__...__m
when we said for example that jamais is an anaphor whose .ﬂ:ﬁnnnn_.nﬁ is
ne, clearly an element in A-position. We have _Eﬁmﬁﬂ restricted z._.,“.. ﬂn_uu.
sibility of A-binding to anaphors which cannot be interpreted as variables
(that is, in the usual case, to anaphors which are ,E..a in a thematic A-
position). ‘This means that we do not accept the clim that all empty cate-
i anaphorts.
moﬁ”ﬁﬂw. EM claim that those empty categories ,,..,Enw,wqw analyzed as
variables at the level to which the binding theory applies _“m-m.ﬂsﬁzm&
are subject to the truth value condition while empty categories which
ave analyzed ag anaphors at this level are subject to the 55C. o
As for the ECP, we believe that it cannot be derived from the binding
i ramewotrk we propos ia correct. .
ﬁrmm_ﬂ HMM”M“E theory ?_._w:_‘w”wn in (1) cannot nmn_c.u_m_ mmnﬁ.nunmm like
(7%): here we predict that the trace is subject to the .mm_n.mEnm it does not
bear a thematic role. There is indeed no SSC violation in (79). Further-
more, the binding theory as formulated in the present framework nwzz_&
exclude any of the following sentences where E_m empty category is
interpreted as a variable. There is indeed no violation of the truth value
condition it these sentences.

80)  *Pierre veut tout; que ¢j soit vendu
{80) i
{Peter wants all things that be (SUBI.) sodd)

81) *Pierre ne; veut Tien; que g soit vendu
(81) i i
{Peter NEG wants nothing that be (SUBJ . sold}

i i . de c_...._.mw.m soient vendus
(82) *Pierre ne; veut pas; que gj de p .
{Peter NEG wants no that of portraits be (SUBJ .} sold}
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(83)  “*Fierre veut beaucoup; que e; de portraits soient vendus
(Peter wants much that of portraits be (SUBJ ) sold)

}.HEEE example not violating any constraint of the binding theory,
{since the trace is agein a variable subject to the truth value cordition)
but ruled oot by ECP, is given in (84):

(84}  *Qui; veux-tu que ¢; vienne?
{Who do you want that comes)

That (34) does not violate any constraint of the binding theory is, in our
tetrns, confirmed by the well-known contrast between (84} and {83}
where the trace is governed by qui:

(83)  Qui; veux-u qui; &; viznne?
(Who do you want that comes)

Taraldsen {1982} claimz that the contrast between (85) and (36h) is
dusg to the 55C:

(86) a. J'sientendu Marianne; que Pierre prondait ¢
(I have heard Marianne that Pierre scolded)

b. *I'ai entendu Marianne; qui; Piemre grondait gj
(1 have heard Marianne that Pierre scolded)

We can restate Taraldsen's observation in our framework by saying that
the gue = qui rule operative in {85) allows gui to absorh the thematic
tole of the empty category. That is, g becomes a kind of pronominal
complementizer which properly governs the subject trace. The {act that
sentences (B0)-(83) are ungrammatical whether the gftée =+ qui rule appiies
ot not can then be reduced to the fact that such elements as four, rien, ete.
cannat in general be the antecedent of a pronoun as illustrated by (87}

(87) a. *Tout; est tombé parce qu'ylj €tait mal attaché (Kayne 75)
(All fell because it was badly attached)
b. *Tout; est tombé parce que je I'javais mal attaché
{Ali fell because 1 had badly sttached it {CLY

Note that the trace governed by qui in (85) and {86b) lacks a thematic
role ,.“E.uon it has been absorbed by the pronominal complementizer)
and & consequently subject to the SSC as predicied wnder the present
framework and as is illustrated by the ungrammaticality of {866).%* Qur
analysis is supported by the fact that the que = qui rule cannot apply

s
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it1 {79) since the trace does not bear a thematic role. This is dlostrated by
the ungrammaticality of (85). (88) iz also excluded by the fact that an
element in Camp cannot be bound by an antecedent in an A-position,
whatever the reason for this state of affairs turns out to be.

{(88)  *Paul; semble qui; ¢; est malade
{Paul seems that e is sick)

The theory sketched in the preceding sections leads us to claim thst
the Empty Categary Principle must in fact apply to some lexical anaphois
and is responsible for the ungrammaticality of sentences Jike (89) or
{90} where we consider that the auxiliary is not a proper governor (see
Kayne {19830)):

(89)  *On; souhaite toujours que soi; puisse gagner®™®
{One always wishes that oneself can (SUBJ.} succeed)

(30)  *Gianni; ritiene aver se stesso;j vinto il concorso (Rizzi 1982)
{John believes having himself won the competition)

We come back 1o this peint in detzil in Pica (1984d) where we mggest
that the requirement for an anaphor to be properly governed is in fact
restricted to anaphors which are defined as such in the lexicon like sof,
and does not apply to anaphors whose properties follow from general
principles of the grammar like jemais, pas, {un (gach), etc. We show there
that the distinction between such anaphors as sof and those anaphors
which do not need to be enmered ag anaphors in the lexicon, plays an im-
portant role with respect to different modules of the grammar. We also
show that this distinction is especially important with respect to the
undeestanding of the notion of proper government and supgest a slight
modification of this concept.

It is interesting to note, from the present point of view, that English
reflexives are subject to the ECP as illustrated by the following conirast
from Lebeaux (1983):

(91) a. Iohnand Mary; didn't know what each other; had done
i, *Jahn; didn't know what himself; had done

Lebeaux suggests that this contrast is due to the effect of an LF move.
ment rule. Let us suggest rather that the application of ECF in (%1b) is
due to a lexicalisation process in English.

Although it is self which is interpreted as an A anaphor with respect
to the binding theosy, kimself {themsefves, ete.) functions as an A-ana-
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m._:.ﬂ as a whole with respect to the ECP. Thus (89)-(%91) support the
main claim of this section according to which the binding theory must
be kept distinct from the ECP.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

We have shown that the theory sketched in this article vields many reveal-
ing accounts of a wide empirical domain. Our distinction hetween three
different domains defined in terms of Subject, Tense and Truth value
has moreover been corrcborated by an independent characterisation of
different types of elements with respect to the theta-theory and with
respect to the A-binding A-binding distinction. It has been shown that
the distribution of variables and anaphors with respect to the latter dis-
tinction is more complex than iz generally assumed in the literature
although the mechanism yielding the comect distribution can be re-
duced to fairly simple principles.

The leading idea of this article, according to which anaphors which
are in a thematic A-position are subject to a weaker constraint than
other anaphors is, we feel, intuitively convincing ** If the theory outlined
above is in the right direction it tends to show once more that very Gorm-
plex data can be explained by the interaction of rather sintple mechanizms
which often belong to different modules of the grammar,

Note finally that the treatment of reflexives suggested here makes
it possible to incorporate the treatment of the so-called “long distance™

teflexive phenomenz in the core of the prammar, 3 tlearly desirable
resuit *

Paris, September 1983

NOTLES

1. The wark ptesented in this paper ig vlusely related to the theoty developed in
same recent publications of ours and in work in progress all noted i the biblie-
graphy, Because of lack of space it was nof possible to summarize all the reievant
material of these papers. For (he same reason, we could not stress as much as we
would have liked the differences between our proposals and alternatives.

We come back fo this in forthcoming work. The reader can however find 2 de-
tadled criticism of Mangini (1983} in Pica (19584c).
2. Mare precisely, the variable ig the only argument of the chain, that it constitutes.
The thematic role of an WP irace is not bome by the emply category btaelf but by
the chain that the trace forms with its antecedent. This amounts to saying that am
NP t1aee ig not a thematic anaphor in the sease of the text below,
Y. Sec Pica (1984a) where it is shown that soj {oaeself] is not subject 1o any tocality
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constraint on binding in NPs as predicted under the present theory. Needless to say,
the whole sentence an serve as 8 binding ctegory when principles (1} cannot apply.

4. Dur analysis implies that seff 15 not the head of such an element as hitzedlf,
as opposed to what is clalmed in Helke (1971). We pursue this matter m detail in
Pica (in prepatation.

4. The use of P'us Poupre is more estricted in French as illustrated by the following
sentemices which will be dealt with in Fica {in preparation):

in -nu“. czoient que des photos 'un; de Tautre sont en vente
(They belicye that pictures of each other are on sale)
(i} *1ls; crotent que Maffection lun; pour Vautre est conpue

(They believe thal the affection for cach other is known)

&. For some comments om the fact that there are some speakers wha accept sen-
tences (47 and {10) but feel that {17} 13 better: see note [19).

7. The interaction between theta-theory and binding theocry was first noted by
Bellect (1581},

£, Note thal ow analysis mises some lerminological problems as noted in Plca
{19&4%). Dur notion of anaphor is indeed more EE__SH&E.ME c_.wﬂ Chomsky s
which, in our terms, paradoxically imcludes only anaphors in A or 8 positions, We
supggested there that the notion ANAPHDR could include both types.

D. On the theoretical consequences of thiz formubtion of binding theary with
respect to the notion of governing category and SUBJECT, see Pica (19644),

We claim ihere that the notion of goveming category has to be dropped in faver
of the notion of binding category along the lines of Chomsky (i981) and that the
generalization made by the notion of SUBJECT (including the grammatical subject
and the element AGR (agreement} of tenged sentences) is a spurious one.

1. For partizlly similar duta in Kannada {a Dravidian language), ses Amritavalli
{1983

}1. Mote that, crucially, adverbial auxiliarics ol negation such s famazis, pudre and
pag are not excluded from the preverbal position when the verb is non fnite as
illustrated by {i} and (i} below:

1) ierre entend Jean nc; jamais; parle
(Feter hears John NEG never speak)
(ii} Pierre laisse Jean ne; jamais; patkr

(Feter lats John NEG never apeaky

(i) contrasts with (18} in the texi. (i} contrasts with (lii} belaw, which is, in our
terms, excluded by the S5C:

{iii} *Pierre ne; lnisse Jean jamals patier
{Peter MEG lets John never spaak}

11. On the grammaticality of such gentences as (i} in French, where rign s long
distance bound by me although it i3 an A -position, see our note (17) below:

(i) e n'jai envie de rien; faire
{I MEG am willing of {to) nothing do)

13. See however, Pollack (this volume), where a different judgment of gammati-
cality is piven with reapect to seniences similar to (500}
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14, For a more detailed amalysis of infinitival clauses embedded under volition
verbs, see Piea (it preparation),

13, ﬂ.:m. embedded infinitival clause of {53} in the text can however be interpreted
&3 referting to the future ag jllustrated by {i):

(i} Pierre veul £fre un espion demain
(Peter wants (o be 2 spy tomorraw)

This state of affairs does not contradict our hy pothesis according to which infinitival
clauges embedded under volition verbs are nat tensed. This kind of interpretation
mum:.; td be available lor non tensed clauses in general as jllustrated by the gram-
malicality of {iti) in English where the perund is clearly not tensed:

(il {ioing to Paris tomorrow wonld be a good kea

1&. Only Eum.m ..E..Em .....,E_.& are marked by a specific inflexion ate relevant for the
Hﬁn@..m ”__.u:__&ﬂﬁu_. Thiz is supported by the fact that we do find long distanee
weflexives binding across femsé boundaries in languages where verbs are not In

{zee Pica (1984c)). Hected

i7. .u._m_.m E..u—.“__,zw can be carried over to example (I of note (12) where ne binds
the chain consisting of #en and its trace:

(i) Je n’jai cnvie de tien, faire £
(I NECG aml willing of (19} nething do)

This analysiz however iz not compatible with the notion of chain developed in Kayne
:w.mma_ where it is claimed that the head of a chain can be an A postion as _HE_.,
as it is not an operator. Sentences like (61} in the text and (i) above might indicate
mri Ew requirement for a vatable to be in an argument position might be relaxed
m certain circumstances if the variable is a lexically realized elememnt.

The anaphoric relation between fous and leg in (617 in the text recalls that be-

tween lous and 5 in sentences (i) (&) and (b -
pressed in the same terms, 0 (b} of note (23) below and might be ex-

_m., Obenauer (1983} shows that quantifiers such as beqweoup and fous are nat
subject ta the same constraints as illustrated by (D) vs. Gil:

(i) *11en & beanconp apprécié
B {1e hag them (UL} much apprecizted}
(i 11 les 2 Lows appreciés

(He has them {CL) all appreciated)

He guggests that this is due to the [act that the trace bound by besircoup i a kind
..&. arapher (for 2 similar claim but $or different reasons, see Milner (1978b)). This
15 not compatible with the present theory, We come back to the contrasts u..ﬁ;n_“_
by Obcnauer in Pica fin prepatution) where we claim Em..:ﬁw must be expressed
at the level of LF (along the lines of Hajk (19823). e

19, d__._n E.__u_w.umu Iz also supported by the fact that some speakers do accept sen-
.ﬂ.__.omu like (4] in the text {see nole (61) whers soi is an thdltive embedded clause
HH:E Ivpe of sentence :. however completely excluded i leslandic (see }:nﬂwﬁ.“
{ mmﬂ and reflerences cited there}, Facts about French ssem to be dug to the fact
that in this lanpuage soi & restricted to generie contexts (see among others Pia
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{1%84a) and that for those speakers semtences with generle interpretation do not
sount as being tensed with respect to the tensed-5 condition, Mote however that no
speakers accept long distance hinding of a variable by its antes=dent when the em-
bedded clanse is in the indicative moed in sentences of the type fllustrated oy (62d)
in the text.

We take up problems related to the propes formulation of the concept of ttuth

value in Pica {in preparation).

20, See howevet note {23) below,

71, See also on that poiat May (1981)

27. One interesting consequence of our analysis is that i does not presuppose 1hat
sentences ke (i} beluw involve the realization of an intermediate stage like (i),
contrary to what is sametimes assumed in the literature:

(i) Tean aurall tout; vouln avoir compris &
{1ohn would have all Lhings to have understood)
(it Jean aurait voulu avair tout; compsis &

{1shn would want to have all things undersiead)

Suceegsive movement of foid in (i) through the intermediate stage shown in (i}
will leave an empty categaty in the position of rowt in the ktler example. This
empty category would not he properly governed because auxiliaries are not proper
governors {see section (4] in the texl), )
25, Torrego (1982) and (1983) shows however that long distance movement of a
Wh-word over one Comp is not Timited to Wh-island contexts in Spanish.

Thiz indicates that a kind of resumptive pronoun strategy can be used and that
a wh-phrasc can in fact bind an empty Pro which acts aa the lexically realived re-
sumptive pronoun af (1) which is grammatical i non standard Feench:

(i} La fille; que Paul dit que Jean salt gue je lui; parle
{The it that Pauk says that John knows that | speak o her (CL.Y)

Such pronouns are not interpreted as varlables at the level of S-structure and are
consequently mot subject te the truth value condition. This strategy is in fact pro-
posed For different reasens by Cingue {1983 and Cbenauver (1984, Both claim
that the use of Pro is possihle only in place of an NP node.

This leads us to expect a situntion where unly NP3 would be extractable from pro-
positions which have a truth value without being obliged to move through the
sscape haich of Comp. It might be on the other hand that only MPs can be intes-
preied as veriables at the S-structure level One would ¢xpect that, in this case,
conditign (T1) would enly appiy to NP4,

These points require further smplrical investigation going [ar heyond the scope
of the present artlcie.

We want however to suggest that the use of an empty pronominal eegory is
restricted to sitwatigns in which an appropriate antecedent can he found.

The fact that one cannat use the “Pro-strategy™ in sentences in which quantifiers
such as rien, touf, frop, ets, are used is for example cleatly showm by the paradigm
(61)-(64) in the text. (62d), (53] and (64b) cannct he rescucd by the usc of an
empty proncminal element. This may be related to the fact thal these guantifiers
are not NFs. In other words, 2 non nominal guantifier cannot setve as antepedent for
a promoud, as is also Hlustrated by {37) in the teat,
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This analysiz & supported by the fact that we do not find parasitic gap con-

siructiong {which involve a pronominal em
: ; pty calegory {see Chomsky {]95
with this last type of guantifise in French: v sy

(i} a. "I atout lu e; sans offrir ¢; & Marie
(He has all things read without offering to Maty)
b. TQuels livres; a-t-il lus £; sans offric g & Marie
{Which books did he read without offering to Mary)

Both empty categories of {iia) are interpreted ag variables at the S-structore l=vel. a
state of affairs whith Is incompatible with the syntax of parasilic gap E_:mﬂﬁﬂwﬁnw

Note that overt pronouns bound by non-nominal quantifiers (at the level of mh
mn_.._._nnE.”n“_ da not behave as such at this level but rather behaye as “degenerate’ pro-
nouns, 1. ag vatiables, with respect to their relation to the QP,

This last point is shown by the conlrast between (i o
i ilia) and (iib .
miniscent of Ronat (1973} ) (i) which is 1e

(id} a. 71D veut tous; qu'ils; partent
(He want all that they leave (SURIY)
b. *Hdit tous; quily; partent
{He zays all that they ieave {INI1,])

That prontuns bchave as variables under the condit i
; : fions described above 1 confirmed
by the ungrammaticality of (iv) balow which is remiriscent o f (465) iy the text

(iv} *11 2 touy; regretté quils; partent
{He has all regretted that they teave (SUBJ.)}

¥e teturn to this matter which is closel i i

. y related to the notion of it Pi

(i propatation). variable in Pica

w“ zﬁ_&n _m_.mmma that our analysis amounts to saying that all "“dependent™ non-
cmmatic elements are subject to the S3C, We deal with the notlon of "

in Fios (1984c), of “dependency

25, Mote that our analysis amounts ta saying that the explanation of the Ungraty-

maticality of (89} is not entirely the same
as that of the 1 icali i
where mos 15 a pronoun: rammmaticallty of () below

(i) *1g; m.n_:__mwm Leujours que Moy plisse gagnes
{1 wish always that me could (SUBJ} win)

We take up this point in Pica {in preparation),

26, The following contrast is an apparent counter-exam i f i
I - ple to the claim that jof is

submitted to the ECF if the analysis developed in Kayne (1981 ¢ is adopted:

(i} 2. Chacun; pense & soi;
{Each thinks to oneself)

b, *(ui; as-tu pensé d g,
(Who did you think (o)

We take up this point In Pica (19844} where a siight modification of the concapt of
proper government is proposed,

3]
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27, We chaim that & constraint defined In terms of Tense iz less restrictive than one
defined in termg of Subject because Tense implies Subject while the opposile is
obyvicusly not true {s2e note (3)).
1§. The binding theory advocated in this paper gives stromg support for the analyyis
developed In Pica (1984a) according to which anaphors and pronouns are only partly
{n complementary distritution and where we claim that many effects of Chomsky™s
Actiom (B} degive in fact fram the Avaid Pronovn Principle. The parallelism between
axinms (A} and (B} of the binding theary seems lndeed difficult to mamtain.

Note finally that the fact that PRO is not subject 1o the $5C in sentenoes liks (i
from Chomsky (1981) 15 expected under the present theory since PRO bears 8
thematic rofe in this kind of sentences:

(i} They; thaught I said that FRO; to feed 2ach other would be difficult

We cannot however derive the facl that FRO must be ungoverned from the fact that
it is hoth an anaphor and 2 pronominal in the present theory. We take up this point
in Pica (in preparation).
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