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l.Introduction

Itisnear1yfbrtyyearSSince(reftrential)indiceswereintroducedintothesyntactic

representationforthe first timein Chomsky(1965),and the way they are used has

undergone various modi丘cationsin accordanCe With the development of Generative

Grammar.UndertheearlierversionoftheBindingTheoryproposedbyChomsky(1980),

fbrinstanCe,indices are merely used fbrasslgnlnginterpretations
or,mOre PreCisely,

semanticvaluestoanqphoricexpressions:eXpreSSionsbearlngthesameindexareaSSlgned

thesamesemanticvalue(i.e.coreference)bytheinterpretiveru1e;eXPreSSionsbearingthe

difftrentindexareaSSignedthediffbrentsemanticvalue(i･e･di毎Oint_reftrence)･lwhen

the speaker utters a sentence containing nominalexpressions bearlngindices,hisnler

intentionconcern1ngthereftrentialrelationcanbecapturedbyindicesamOngthem･In

otherwords,thespeaker,sintentiontoexpresstherefbrentialpossibilitiesastowhetheror

nottheydenotethesamereftrentisreflectedontheindices(Or,broadlyspeaking,Onthe

syntactic representation).This use oftheindexisfundamentally carried over toits

succeedingversionproposedbyChomsky(1981),buttheindexhascometoplayanOther

roleinthisftamework:itdeterminesthesyntacticdistributionofnominalswiththeaidof

the Binding Conditions･Thatis,the nominals are打eely asslgnedindicesand their

■

ThisnotebenenedIargelyfromthediscussionduringtheclass seminar(LinguisticTheory

andLanguageAcquisitionVI)atUniversityofTokyo.Wewouldliketothankour鉛1lowstudents

whoattendedtheseminarwithusandgaveushelpfu1commentsandsuggestions･Needlesstosay,

allremalnlnginadequaciesareourown.

1Inthisnote,WeWilltacitlyassumethedevicefbrsemanticinterpretationproposedbyLarson

&Segal(1995).Accordingtotheirterminology,thesemanticvalueassignedtothepronominal

COrreSPOndstoitsreftrentintheactuaIworld･Undertheirproposal,mOreOVer,theasslgnmentOfa

semanticvalueisimpIementedbychooslngarefbrentfromthesetthatconsistsofindividualsinthe

discourse(i.e.G-SequenCe).This asslgnmentis called"valuation･" More precisely,the

individualsinthediscourseareorderedintheo-SequenCe,andtheindexassignedtoapronominal

correspondstothepositioninthecF-SequenCe･Thus,theindividualassignedtothatpositionwillbe

therefbrentofthepronominal･Forinstance,ifthepronominalbearsanindex2･thentheindividual

assignedtothesecondpositionintheo-SequenCeWillbethereftrentofthepronominal･Adopting

thisinterpretivedevice,Wetakcfbr$rantedthatther曲rentfbranaphoricexpressionsisdetermined

byvaluation･
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distributionisrestrictedbytheBindingConditions･Sobythistime,theindexhascometo

Play two rolesinthe syntactic representation:itdetermines the distribution ofnominal

expressionsandexpressesthespeaker'sintehtionaboutth己interpretationofindices.

AstheMinimalistProgramisadvocatedbyChomsky(1993)landlaterdevelopedby

Chomsky(1995,1998,1999),thesemanticinterpretationhascometobedeterminedbythe

SyntaCticrepresentatiohwithoutthemediationofintermediatelinguisticlevelsノ(i.e.D-and

S-StruCtureS)･Thus,the Binding Conditions have come to be applied solely at LF

(Chomsky(1993:43)),andhaveultimatelycometobedefinedininterpretivetermS,With

indices dispensed with.Given theinterpretive version ofthe Binding Conditions,the

interpretationofthereftrentialpossibilityofnominals,butnottheirdistribution,hascome

tobeinlfbcus･Inotherwords,theBindingConditionsasslgnaninterpretationtonominals

Which satisfy･the c-COmmandand domain restrictions.Thus,under the minimalist

assumptlOn,-indicesplay noroleinbinding,Sincefreeindexing,Whichintroduces new

elements durihg the course of derivations,WOuld violate theinclusiveness condition

(Chomsky(1995:228)).NowifindicesareabandonedintheMinimalistProgram,One

maywonderhowtherolesindicesplayedshouldbecarriedovertootherdevices･Thena

questionarisesastowhetherornotthespeaker'sintentionrepresentedbyindicescanalso

bedispensedwith,thatis,Whetherornotthespeaker'sintentionshouldberepresentedin

thesyntacticrepresentation.Thisisoneofthequestionsthisnoteaddresses.

With respect to the case ofcoreference,Fiengo&May(1994)introduces a new

COnCePtabouttheindex,namelyindexicaltype.Theoccurrenceofanidenticalindexis

dividedinto two types:α-OCCurrenCeSandβ-OCCurrenCeS.Fiengo&May relate this

difftrenceintheindexicaltypetOthedifftrenceinthewayofvaluation(i.e.assignmentofa

Semantic value to nominals).Valuation of theanaPhoric expression bearing aβ-

OCCurrenCeOfacertainindexisdependentonthe(grammatical)su叫ectwhichbearsthe

Sameindex;Valuationofthe anaphoricexpressionbear1nganα-OCCurrenCeOfacertain

indexisindependentofthesuq.ect.2Thisdiffbrenceinthevaluationcanbefurtherrelated

tothediffbrenceinthesuqect,sawareneSS.3IfthesubjectisawareOfthereftrentofthe

anaphoricexpression,itsvaluationisdependentonthesu句ect.Conversely,ifthesu句ect
isnotawareOfthereftrentoftheanaphoricexpression,itisasslgnedasemanticvalue

independentlyofthesuqect.Thus,thediffbrenceinthesuqect'sawarenessisreflectedin

thediffbrenceintheindexicaltype･Atthispolnt,anOtherquestionarisesastowhetheror

2

AccordingtoFiengo&May(1994),Valuationisnotalwaysdependentonthegrammatical

Subject,butonthenominalsingeTTeralaslongasitmeetscertain conditions･Butsinceweare

dealingwithawareness,Whichisinherenttothegrammaticalsuqect,Welimitourattentiontothe

CaSeOf}dependencyonthegrammaticalsu叫ect.
3JThecorrelationbetweenthe'va)uationandthesubject'sawarenessseemsvagueanditisnot

explicitlystatedinFiengo&May(]994).Nevertheless,Wehavereachedaconsensusinthec)ass
discussionthattheyareindeedcorrelated,andwewilltacitlyassumethiscorrelation･
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notthe,distinctioniHthesu叫6ct?sawareneSS･CanalsobedispenSedwithinnarrOWSyntaX,

thatis三1Whetherornotthe-su叫ect､,s awareness shouldberepresentedinthe syntactic

representationi･Thisisan0therof=thequestionsthis･nOteaddresses･

TheaimofthisnoteistoreviewthechangeSintheBinding-Theoretictreatmentofthe

speaker,sintentionandthesubiect,sawareness,anddiscusstheproblemsrelatedtothe

statusofthespeaker,sintentionandthesuqect,sawareneSSintheMinimalistProgram･In

particular,thisnoteisconcemed withthecorrelatiohbetween thesedistinctions and

ConditionB,andtriestoprovideanswerstothequestionsposedabove･Specifical1y,this

notearguesthatneitherthespeaker,sintentionnorthesubject'sawareneSSisrepresentedin

narrowsyntax,andshowsthatcertainlinguisticphenomena,Whichhavebeenexplained

withtheuseofindices,CanbedealtwithintheMinimalistProgramWithoutrecourseto

indices.Sinceboththespeaker,sintentionandthesuqect'sawarenessareCloselyrelated

totheBindingTheory,thisnotealsoconsiderswhethertheyshouldbereflectedinthe

BindingTheory･

2.InterpretivePossibilities

Whenapronominalappearsinthesamesyntacticenvironmentwithitspotential

antecedent,eSpeCiallywhenapronominalfb1lowsitspotentialanteCedent,ithasvarious

interpretivepossibilitieswithrespecttoitssemanticvalue,Whichcanbedividedintotwo

mqorclasses:Whetherornotthesbeakeriscomittedtodecidingthereftrentofthe

pronominal･4IfthepronominalfollowsanothernominaloutsideofitsIocaldomain(i･e･in

thenon-localdomain),forinstance,itcanreftrtotheindividualdenotedbythisnominalor

someotherindividual.Thatis,itcanbeeithercoreftrentialwiththisnominalordi毎Oint
丘omit:5

(1)a.Picardthinksthathewillwin･

b.Klingonsthinkthathewillwin･

4

wewilltentativelyfb1lowKayne(1994)inassumingthatprecedenceisde血edintermsofthe

hierarchicalnotion"(asymmetric)c-COmmand･"nluS X precedes YiffX asymmetrically c-

commandsY(i.e.Xc-COmmandsYandYdoesnotc-COmmandsX);Xc-COmmandsYiff(i)the
nrstbranchingnodedominatingXdominatesY,(ii)XdoesnotdominateY,and(iii)Xisnotequal

toY.Note,however,thatKayne,s onglnalversion ofLCAis nottenableih the Minimalist

Pr9gram becauseit cruCially relies on non-branching prqiection(and
the distinction betwecn

teTminaland non-terminal)･Ithas tobemodi鮎dto丘ttheMinimalistProgram,aStheone

proposedbyChomsky(1995)･
5
Thenotion of･alocaldomain

fbran anaphoric expressionisequartothatofagovernlng

GategOryhere･Manyproposalshavebeenmadefbritsde伽ition,butfollowingChomsky(1986),
we tentatively assume that the governln$CategOry fbr an anaphoric expressionis

a minimal

CompleteFunctionalComplex(CFC)thatcontainsit･
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In(1a),hecanrefbrtoeitherPicard(i.e.coreftrentialwithPicat4)orsomeindividualother

thanPicard(i･e･di毎Ointinr曲rencefbmPicafd)･Conceming(1b),SinceKlingons

denotesthepluralnumberofindividuals,thestateofaffairsisalittlebitmorecomplicated

thanin(1a)･Ifitwerethecaseofcorefbrence,thesetdenotedby幻ingonswouldbe

entirelyidenticalwiththeonedenotedbyhe,Whichisimpossiblein(1b)sincethisis

incompatiblewiththeintrinsiclexicalmeanlngOfKlingons･Inthecaseofdi毎Oint

reftrence,thesetdenotedbyKlingonsistotal1ydiffbrent如mtheonedenotedbyhe･

Moreover,(1b)hasanOtherinterpntivepossibility:hecanpartial1yrefertoKlingons(i.e.

OVerlapreftrence)･Thus,thesetdenotedbyhecanrefertoapropersubsetoftheset

denotedbyKlingons･Thoselogicalinterpretivepossibilitiesin(1b)canbeschematizedas

fbllows:

(2)a･CoREFERENCE b.DISJOINTREFERBNCE C.OvERLAPREFE旺NCE

椚血g(川∫/加

Thus,Whenthespeakeruttersthesentencesin(1a),he/sheintendsthecoreftrenceordi毎Oint

rehrenceofpronominals･WhentheanteCedentnominaldenotesthepluralnumberof

individuals,aSin(lb),thespeakeronlyintendsthedi可Ointreference(Seebelowfbroverlap

re転化nCe).

IfthepronominalfbllowsanOthernominalinitslocaldomain,Ontheotherhand,it

CannOtbecoreftrentialwiththisnominal･Moreover,ithastobedi可Ointinreference:

(3)a. Picardloveshim.

b.Klingonslovehim.

In(3),tWOinstanCeSOfhimcannOtbecoreftrentialwithPicadnorKlingons,Sincebothof

the(potentialanteCedent)nominalsareinthelocaldomainofpronominals.In(3a)himhas

torefertosomeindividualotherthanPicard,andin(3b)himalsohastorefertosome

individualotherthantheonedenotedbyKlingons･Thus,Whenthespeakeruttersthe

SentenCeSin(3),he/sheintendsthedi可Ointrefbrenceofpronominals.

Itshouldbenotedherethatthetwoinstancesofhimin(3)canrefertoPicardoroneof

Ⅲingonsunderacertaincircumstance.AndthiscircumstanCeisf陀ere鎚renceunderwhich

thespeakercanbeuncommittedtodecidingthereferentofthepronominalanditisleftopen

tothehearer･Supposethespeakerisnotsureabouttherefbrentsofthetwoinstancesofhim

in(3),andhe/sheleavesthemopentothehearer･Thenthehearermayaccidenta11yconsider

himin(3a)toberefbrringtoPicardandhimin(3b)tobereferringtoKlingons.Thisiswhat
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Reinhart(1983)callsaccidentalcoreftrence.Thus,COreftrenceoroverlapreftrenceofthe

pronominalisactual1ypossiblein(3),tOO:althoughthespeaker'sintendedcorefbrenceis
impossible,theaccidentalcQreftrenceandoverlaprefbrenceunderfreerefbrenceareallowed

onthehearer,sside.FurthermOre,theaccidentalcoreftrenceandoverlapreferenceunder

free reftrenceare alsopossiblein(1a)and(1b)respectively eventhoughtheintended

corefbrenceisalsoallowedintheformercase.6 Notethatfreereferenceistheonlyway

overlap referenceinterpretation obtains(but see fbotnote8)･In other words,OVerlap

reftrenceisalways accidental,butnotintended･Notealso thatthe subclasses off陀e

refbrencearethedistinctionmadebythehearer,SincethespeakerleavestherefbrentopentO

thehearerandhe/sheistheonewhodecidesthereftrentofthepronominal･Thus,besides

intendedcoreftrenceanddi毎01ntre免rence,freereftrenceisthesoleoptionavai1abletothe

Speaker,butnotitssubclasses･

Thusfar,Wehaveseenthattherearethreeinterpretivepossibilitiesfbrpronominals:(i)

(intended)coreftrence,(ii)■di毎Ointreftrence,and(iii)ffeerefbrence(includingaccidental

coreftrence,aCcidentaldi毎Ointreftrenceandoverlapreftrence)･Theyaredependentonthe

syntacticenvironmentandthespeaker,sintention:WhetherapotentialanteCedentappearsin

thelocaldomainoroutsideofitandwhichinterpretationthesp甲kerintends･

Whenpronominalsareallowedtobecorefbrentialwiththeprecedingnominalthat

residesoutsideofitslocaldomain,theirsemanticvaluecanbedeterminedintwodistinct

ways:thevaluationisdependentorindependent(Cf.Larson&Segal(1995);alsoseefbotnote

l).Underthewayvaluationisdependent,thepronominalisvaluedbythe(grammatical)

suqectanditisglVenitssemanticvaluebythesubject:thevaluationofthepronominalis
dependentonthesuqect(Seefbotnote2).Underthewayvaluationisindependent,Onthe

other hand,the pronominalis valued by contexts anditis glVenits semantic value

pragmatical1y:thevaluationofthepronominalisindependentofthesubject･Considerthe

払1lowl喝eXample:

(4)Worfloveshismother.

Thevaluationofhisin(4)canbeeitherdependentonWbげOrindependentofit･When

Worfisawarethattheonehelovesishisownmother,thesemanticvalueofthepronominal

isgiven by Wb¢ When Worfis not aware whose mother heloves but the speaker

6
Theremaybeasubtledifftrenceinmeanlngbetweenintendedandaccidentalcoreftrenceof

pronominals･Evenifitexists,itistrivialand ourargumentdoes nothingeonthisdistinction･

Hence we wil11eaveit asidein this note･･The only diffbrence betweenintended and accidental

coreftrenceseemstobethatthefbrmerisarepresentationonthespeaker,ssidewhilethelatterisa

consequenceofthehearer,sdecisioninchooslngareftrentthatisleftopenbythespeaker･
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recognlZeS thatWorfloves his･OWn mOther,the semanticrvalue ofpronominalis･glVeh

pragmatical1y,butnotviaWbゲ Noteworthily,thespeakerh亭StObealsoawarethattheone

WorflovesishisownmotherinthefbrmerCaSe,Otherwisethedi毎OinトOr鮎ereference,Will

result･Thus,Whenthepronominaliscoreftrentialwiththesu句ect,itsvaluationcanbe

;either-(i)dependentonthesu句ector(ii)independentofit.
Tosumup,Wehaveseeninthissectionthatthreetypesofinterpretationsarepossible

fbr pronominals with respect to the speaker'sintention:(i)(intended)coreftrence,(ii)

(intended)di可Oint reftrence,and(iii)free refbrence(including accidentalcoreftrence,

accidentaldi毎Ointre鎚renceandoverlapreftrence).Avai1abilityoftheseinterpretations

hingesontheenvironmentwherethepronominalappears(i.e.initslocaldomainornon-local

domain)･Wehaveseen,mOreOVer,thattwotypesof(intended)coreftrencearepossible

With respect to the su叫ect's awareness:When the pronominalis coreftrentialwith the

(grammatical)su句ect,its valuation canbe either(i)dependent on the su句ect or(ii)

independentofit･Inthesubsequentsections,WeWillturntothewaythesedistinctionshave

beendealtwithinthedomainoftheBindingTheory.

3･TbeRepresemtationoftheSpeaker,sImtention

We have seenin the previous sectionthat variousinterpretive possibilities of

PrOnOminals which reflect speaker'sintentionand su切ect'sawareneSS.Since semantic

interpretationisimplementedonthebasisofsyntacticrepresentations(OrLFrepresentations),

OnemayWOnderwhethersuchvariousinterpretivepossibilitiesaredifftrentiatedatsyntactic

representations･Andwhentheyare,OnemayWOnderhowtheyarerepresented･Inthis

SeCtion,WeWilltakeabrieflookatthreeproposalsmadefortherepresentationofspeaker's

intention,andsummarizetheirtheoreticaldiffbrences.

j.ノ.α0椚ぶ砂(Jタβ0ノ

Utilizingindicesinhispaper"OnBinding"(hencefbrth,OB),Chomsky(1980)proposes

asetofru1esinordertoaccountfbrtheinterpretivepossibilitiesofpronominalsshowninthe

PreVioussection･UndertheOBapproach,anaphorsareCOindexedwithitsanteCedentby

rulesofconstrual,WhichisnotourprlmaryCOnCemhere.Whatweareconcernedaboutis

theindexingofnonanaPhorssuchaspronominals(apartfromtheboundidioms)andlexical

NPs･Aftertheru1esofconstrualareappliedtoanaphorsintheinterpretivecomponent,

nonanaPhorssti11remaintobeasslgnedindices.Thus,theindexingruleisappliedtothefu11

SentenCe"fromtoptobottom"toasslgnindicestotheremainlngNPs.

TheindexofeachnonanaphorisapalrOftherefbrentialindexandtheanaphoricindex
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in･this>Order;∵一The･feftrentialin垂XisanintegerandltheanaphoricindexLisa･SetOfintegers･

IfthenonanaPhorin･queStion･is･alreadyasslgDedan･indexbyamovementrule･th主sinde

willbeitsrefbrentialindex;Otherwise.itwi11beasslgnedsomenewreftrentialindex･The

anaphoricindex､itselfconsistsofthereftrentialindexofNPs･C-COⅢ皿andingthenonanaphorl

SoundertheOBapproach,thesentences,in(1)willbeassigned;indices･inthefo1lowing

way‥7

(5)a.･Picard2thinksthathe(,,(21)Willwin･

b･mingons2thinkthatbe(3,12))Willwin･

Theintegerintheanaphoricindexmeansthatthepronominalisdi毎Ointinr曲rencefromthe

NPwhichbearSitasarefbrentialindex.Forexample,hein(5a)andhein(5b)aredi再Oint

fromPicardandKlingons,reSpeCtively,andhence,therepresentationsin(5)yieldthe

di毎Ointreftrence･8Thus,-thespeaker,sintentiontoexpress(intended)di再Ointreftrenceis

successfu11yrepresentedundertheOBapproach･

Itremainstoderivethecoreftrenceandfreereftrence.Inordertoaccountforthefree

reftrenceundertheOBapproach,Chomsky(1980)proposesopacityrulesapplyingtothe

outputsoftheinitialindexingrules･Whenapronominalisftee(i)inanOpaquedomain,iis

deletedfromitsanaphoricindex,Where"fbe(i)=meanS"notc-COmmandedbyNP]"andthe

opaquedomainsarethec-COmmandingdomainofasuqectandnominativeNP･Afterthe

applicationoftheopacityrule,(5)wi11havethefbllowingrepresentations:

(6)r a.Picard2thinksthathe(3,0)Willwin･

b･-Klingons2thinkthathe(3,@)Willwin･

In(6),neitherofthetwoinstancesofhebearStheanaPhoricindex,andhencebothofthem

arefreetorefbrtoanyindividual.Thentheyarefteeto(partially)relbrtothesubiect･tOO･
Thespeaker,sintentiontoexpressfreereftrenceisalsosuccessfullyrepresentedunderthe

OBapproach,eSpeCiallyinthiscasetheintendedmeaningof(lb)(i･e･OVerlapreftrence)is

properlyrepresented･Notethatin(3)thetwoinstanCeSOfhimcannotbefree(i),Since

neitherofthemisintheopaquedomainandtheiranaphoricindicescannOtbedeleted･

7
withintheOBframework,theintegerlisreservedfbrarbitraryreftrence･Hencetheindexing

tononanaph9rSStartS什omtheinteger2･
g
The notion ofoverlap reftrenceis not subsumed underthatofdi可ointreftrencein

this

approach･Itis rathersubsumedunder the notion offree refbrence･Forthe way how the

interpretationofoverlaprefbrenceisrepresented,Seethediscussionbelow･Note･however,thatitis

subsumedunderthenotionofdi?jointreftrenceintheframeworkofChomsky(1993)･See§3･3fbr
thischangeinthenotion･
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UndertheOBapproach,thespeaker'sintentiontoexpress(intended)coreftrenceand

OVerlapreferencecanberegardedasthe叩plicationofru1esofconstrual,､buttheycanbe

appliedonlytoanaPhors,andpronominalsareeXempted伽mtheirapplication･Thus,the

COreftrenceandoverlapreferenceofpronominalsareleftforth¢nOtion"free(i),"andthe

SPeaker'sintentiontoexpressthemisnotrepreseptable･Inotherwords,Onlytheaccidental

toreferenceandoverlapreftrencearerePreSentedasfbereftrenceinthisqpproach,butnot

theintendedcoreftrence･Itshouldbenoted,mOreOVer,thataccidentaldi毎Ointreferenceis

alsopossibleunderfbereftrence,Whichamountstosaylngthataccidentaldi毎Ointreftrenc

isalsorepresentedasfreerefbrence･Thus,intendeddi勾Ointreferenceisdistinguishedfbm

accidentaldi毎Ointreferenceinthisapproach.

j･2･α0棚砂rJタβノノ

RetainlngtheuseofihdicesbutlargelysimplifyingthemechanisminhisbookLectures

OnGovernmentandB加ding(hencefbrth,LGB),Chomsky(1981)proposesthefo1lowing
BindingConditions:9

(7)BINDINGCoNDITION

A･AnanaPhorisboundinitsgovernlngCategOry･

B･AprohominalisfreeinitsgovernlngCategOry･

C･Anr-eXpreSSionisfree･ (Chomsky(198l:188))

ThechangefromtheOBapproachtotheLGBapproachistakenmerelyforthetechnical

Simplincation(alsoseeLasmik(1989))･Thus,theanaphoricindexisabandoned,andonly

thereftrentialindexisretained･UnderConditionBin(7),forinstanCe,thesentencesin(1)

and(3)wi11berepresentedinthefbllowingway:

(8)a･Picard.thinksthathe./2Willwin.

b･Klingons)thinkthathel/2Willwin･

(9)a･Picard)loveshim../2.

b･Klingons)lovehim"/2.

In(9),tWOinstanCeSOfhimareC-COmmandedbyPica7dandKlingonsrespectivelyintheir

governlng CategOries･Therefore,they must bear anindex distinct血)m PicaTd and

9

Asmentionedinfbotnote2,thedennitionofagovemingcategoryinChomsky(1981)is

SOmeWhat difftrentfrom what we are assumlnghere･Butfbrthe ease ofexposition,We StiII

COntinuetoassumethegovernlngeategOrytObeaminimalCFC.
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Klingons,reSPeCtively;OtherwisetheywouldbeboundintheirgovernlngCategOry,andthe

PrincipleBviolationwouldresult.In(8),Ontheotherhand,tWOinstanCeSOfhearec-

commandedfromtheoutsideoftheirgovern1ngCategOries;theycanbeexemptedfbm

ConditionBin(7)eveniftheyarebecoindexedwiththeNPsc-COmmandingthem･They

canalsobearanindexdistinctfromthatofPicaTdandKlingons,Sincethecontraindexing

doesnothingeonConditionBin(7)･

UndertheLGBapproach,thespeaker,sintentiontoexpresspronominalcoreftrenceis

:慧三三芸eよ慧C器芸慧;芸慧ニSt:慧≡霊芝忘ご慧三;
accidentalcoreference,aCCidentaldi勾Oint reftrenceand overlap referenceis vaguely

representedbycontraindexing,Sincethisisimplementedinaslnglesyntacticrepresentation･

Speci丘cally,ifpronominalsbearanindexdistinctfromthatofc-COmmandingNPs,they

indicatethe(intended)diqiointreftrenceorfteereftrence,thら1atterhavingapossibilityfbr

accidentalcorefer?nCe,aC6identaldi再Ointreferenceandoverlapreftrence･Thenrsttwo
interpretationsareindeedpossiblewith(1a)and(3a),andthelasttwointerpretationsare

POSSiblewith(1b)and(3b),aSrePreSentedin(8)and(9)･

UndertheLGBframeWOrk,OVerl叩refbrencestillremainssubsumedunderthe丘ee

refbrence.Thus,OVerlaprefbrenceisalwaysaccidentalinsomesenserundertheLGB(and

OB)approach,Sinceitobtainsonlyunderthe丘eerefbrence･Ifthisinterpretationwere

considered as theintended one,aSin Lasnik(1989),the theory equipped with a single

occurrenceoftheindexwouldhavetomakesomestipulationtoru1einthepossibilityof

overlapreftrencein(1b)andru1eoutitsimpossibilityin(3b)atthesametime･Thus,

overlapreferencetannotbeintended･10

j.j.Cん0椚∫桓(Jタタjノ

AsthelingulStictheorydevelops,theroleoftheBindingTheoryalsochanges･Thisis

justwhattookpl元eintheMinimalistProgram(hencefbrth,MP)･AsthesignificanCeOfthe

10
Butsee Chomsky&Lasnik(1993).They propose the notion ofsetindices tohandle the

possibilityofintendedoverlapreftrencein(lb)anditsimpossibilityin(3b)･T71eSetindicesconsist

of(more
than two)primitiveindices,and by this notation,the plurality ofthe reftrent can

be

expressedasasetofindividualsassignedtothepositionsintheo-SequenCethatcorrespondtothe

t)rimitiveindices.Thus,the possibility ofthe(intended)overlapinterpretation of(1b)andit

impossibilityin(3b)canberepresentedasfbllows:

(i)a. Klingons=.2.3....,nlthinkthathe-Willwin

b･ *KlingonstI,2.3,....n)lovehiml

Theoverlapreftrencein(ib)isproperlyruledoutsinceitviolatesConditionB･Itseemsthatthe

notionofsetindicescancapturethepossibility/impossibilityofthe(intended)overlaprefbrence,but
WeWi11notpursuethismatterfbranexpositoryreason･
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linguisticIevelcomesLtOberestrictedtoLF(andPF),theBinding(Conditions,haveco叩etO

be･appliedatthe-LFinterface,andultimatelytheyhavecometobe}definedininterpretive

terrns,′Thefbllowingis thedennition oftheBindingConditions(D,therelevantlocal

domain)proposedbyChomsky('1993):‖

(10)BINDINGCoNDmON

A･Ifαisananaphor,interpretitascoreftrentialwithac-COmmandingphrase

inD.

B･Ifαisapronominal,interpretitasdi可Ointfromeveryc-COⅢlmanding

PhraseinD.

C･Ifαisanr-eXPreSSion,′interpretitasdi勾Oint丘omeveryc-COmmanding

phrase.

(Cbomsky(1993:43))

Sinceintroducingnewelementsinthecourseofderivation(i.e.computation)violatesthe

inclusivenesscondition(Chomsky(1995:228)),theMPapproachcannotresorttoindicesto

accountfbrthethreetypesofinterpretivepossibilitiesfbrpronominalsvis-a-Visthespeaker's

intention(i･eCOreftrence,di毎Ointrefbrenceandfreereftrence).Thus,underConditionBin

(10),thesentencesin(3)willreceiveonlyadi可Ointinterpretation.Thereisnoroomfbr

(3a)toreceiveanaccidentalcoreftrenceinterpretationandfbr(3b)toreceiveanoverlap

refbrenceinterpretation.Thesentencesin(l),Ontheotherhand,CanreCeiveanykindof
interpretation,Since Condition Bin(10)says nothing aboutthe relation between the

PrOnOminalandthec-COmmandingDPoutsideoftherelevantlocaldomain.Thatis,any

interpretationisallowed.For(1a),boththeaccidentalcoreferenceandaccidentaldi毎Oint

reftrencearepOSSible.For(lb),theoverlaprefbrenceisallowedaswellasthe(accidental)

di毎Ointreftrence.Note thatin the MP frameWOrk the accidentaloverlap referenceis

incorporatedinthedomainofdi毎Ointrefbrenceinthesenseofdistinctreference(Chomsky

(1993:43)).

Thus,under the MP approach,prOnOminals c-COmmanded by a DP withinitslocal

domain bearOnly a digointinterpretation,Whereas pronominals c-COmmanded by a DP

OutSide ofitslocaldomain allowanyinterpretation aslong as the c-COmmanding DPis

COmpatib1年Withtheinterpretation.Consequently,theintendedcoreferencedoesnotobtain

‖

webe]ievethattheassumptionmadebyChomsky(1993)ismaintainedinhissubsequentwork

(i.e.Chomsky(1995))andintheIargelymodi鮎dversionoftheMinimalistProgram(i.e.Chomsky

(199i,1999)).If we adopt thelatterframework,the relevantlccaldomain may be de丘ned

derivationa11y,namelyin terms of(StrOng)phases.Butthisde伽ition mayposeaproblem tothe

ViewthatconsiderstheDPasarelevantlocaldomain.See§5aswell.
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inthisapproach,andonlytheaccidentalcoreftrenceprevails･Moreover,this▲aPPrOaCh,in

effbct,has･･reintroducedanOtherdistinctio町intended:､di再Ointreftrenceandaccidentaldi再Olnt

refetence(underfreereftrenCe).Ihthisrespeet,theMPapproachendsupretumingtothe

OBapproach,aSChomsky(1993)notes･TheMPapproach,however,difftrs丘omtheOB

approachinthatunderthefbrmerapprOaChnoneoftherefbrentialpossibilitiesnotedabove

cannOtberepresentedinnarrowsyptaxsincethispapproach･abandonstherefbrentialindex

entirely･Inotherwords,thespeaker,sintentioncannotberepresentedundertheMP

approach･

j.4.∫〟椚∽dり

WehavethusfarSeenthechangeSintheBinding-Theoretictreatmentofthewaythe

speaker,sintentiontoexpressthereftrentialpossibilitiesofpronominalsisrepresented･

UndertheOBapproach,(i-ntended)di勾Ointreftrenceisrepresentedbyusingtheanaphoric

index.Deletionofthisindexbyopacityrulesmakesitpossibletorepresentfbere鹿rence;

accidentalcoreftrence,aCCidentaldi毎Ointreferenceandoverlapreftrencecanbecapturedas

we11.Notethatopacityrulesdonotapplytothepronounc-COmmandedbytheNPinits

localdomain,hencefree refbrenceisimpossiblein this case･,Moreover,intended

coreftrencecannotberepresentedinthisapproach･Overlaprefbrenceissubsumedunder

freereftrence,hencethisinterpretationisalsotreatedbydeletionofthereferentialindexby

OpaCltyru1es･

UndertheLGBapproach,theintendedcoreftrenceisrepresentedbytheuseofthe

reftrentialindexandisconstrainedbyConditionB.The(intended)di毎Ointreftrenceand

thefreereftrence(includingaccidentalcorefbrence,di毎Ointreferenceandoverlapreference)

arecapturedinthesamesyntacticrepresentation･Thus,thedistinctionbetweentheintended

andaccidentaldi毎01ntreftrencecannotbemadeinthisapproach･Moreover,intended

overlaprefbrence(ifpossible)cannotberepresentedadequatelywithoutrecoursetothe

notionofsetindices(SeefootnotelO).

UndertheMPapproach,di毎Olntreferenceisdistinguishedfbmotherinterpretations

onlyinthecasewherethec-COmmandingDPisinthelocaldomainofpronominals･When

thec-COmmandingDPisoutsideofthelocaldomainofpronominals,Onlythefreerefbrence

is possible;thereby accidentalcoreftrence,aCCidentaldigoint reftrence,and
overlap

reftrenceareallowed.AsintheOBapproach,intendedcoreftrenceisnotrepresentablein

thisapproach･AsthefreerefbrencecomestobedeterminedbyConditionB,OVerlap

reftrencehasbecomeasubcaseofdi可Ointreftrenceinthesenseofdistinctrefbrence･Note･
however,thatnoneoftheseinterpretivepossibilitiesisexplicitlyrepresentedinnarrOW

syntaxundertheMPapproachsincethenominalisa?Slgneditssemanticvaluewithout
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recoursetotheindices.

ThistheoreticalmodificationoftheBinding-Theoretictreatmentissurrmarizedasin

(11)fbrthepronominalinthelocaldomainandasin(12):forthepronominalinthenon-local

domainbelow.12

(11)REPRESENTATJONANDINTERPRETAT10NOFPRONOMINALSINTHELocALDoMAIN

SYNTACrlCREPRESENTATION SEM^NTICINTERPRETATION

OB

*Nomin竺ち･･･Pronominal #intended云oreftrence

｣や無噴∴聖聖車鶉M虹 intendeddi毎Ointreference

*Nominal2･･･Pronominal(3,0)

(#)accidentalcoreftrence

(#)accidentaldi毎Ointreference
(#)0Verlapre良化nCe･

LGB

*Nomin竺も…Pronominal #intendedcoreftrence

Nominal)･･･Pronominal2

(intended)di毎Ointreference

accidentalcoreftrence

(accidental)di毎Ointreference
OVerlapreference

MP Nominal...Pronominal

#intendedcoreference

intendeddi毎Ointreftrence
(#)accidentalcoreference

(#)accidentaldiqiointreftrenc?

(#)overlapreftrence

12

Theasterisk(*)indicatesthatthesyntacticrepresentationinquestionisru1edoutbysome

SyntaCtic reason･The sharp(均indicates thattheinterpretationin questionis unavailable.The

Sharpin the parentheses((#))indicates that theinteq)retation cannot be represented under the
fhmeworkin question･TYle term Hintended/accidenta]Min the parenthesesindicates that the

distinctionintheinterpretationisnotrepresentable･

196



(12)REPRESENTATIONANDINTERPRETATIONOFPRONOMINALSINTHENoN-LocALDoMAIN

SYNT^CTICREPRESENT^T10N SEMANTICINTERPRETATION

0由

*Nominal...Pronominal (#)intendedcoreftrence

Nominal2･･･Pronominak intendeddi可Ointreference

Nominal2…Pronominal(3,¢)

accidentalcoreftrence

accidentaldigointreference
OVerlapreference

LGB

Nominal...Pronominal intendedcoreftrence

Nominall…Pronomina12

(intended)di毎Ointreftrence
accidentalcoreftrence

(accidental)di毎Ointreftrence

OVerlapreftrence

MP Nominal…Pronominal

(intended)coreftrence

(intended)di毎Ointrefbrence
(accidental)coreftrence

(accidental)di毎Ointrefbrence

OVerlapreftrence

UndertheOBandLGBapproaches,theimpossibilityofintendedcorefbrenceinalocal

domainisduetotheill-fbrmednessofsyntacticrepresentation,Whichisruledoutbythe

SyntaCticprlnCiple.Inotherwords,SOmerefbrentialpossibilitiesareeXCludedinsyntax･

Theimpossibility ofinterpretationis attributed to theill-fbrmedness of the syntactic

representation underthesetwo approaches.Underthe MP approach,On theotherhand,

SyntaCtic prlnCiplesareirrelevant to theimpossibility ofintended coreftrence･The

impossibilityofthisinterpretationisaresultoftheapplicationoftheinterpretiveversionof

theBindingConditionsatLF･UndertheMPapproach,theintendedcoreftrenceisru1edout

independentlyofthewell-formednessofthesyntacticrepresentation.

Concern1ng theintended di可01ntrefbrencein alocaldomain,the OB and MP

approachesdistinguishitffomotherinterpretivepossibilities.Underthefbrmerapproach,it

isrepresentedby thecombinationofreftrentialand anaphoricindices.Underthelatter

approach,itistheonlyonepermissibleinterpretationdeterminedbytheinterpretiveversion

bfConditionB.UndertheLGBapproach,theintendeddi可01ntreftrenceisrepresentedby

COntraindexing.

However,intendeddi毎Olntrefbrencecannotbedifftrentiatedffomfreereftrenceunder

the LGB approach,Sincethey are capturedin the same syntactic representation(i･e･

COntraindexing).FreereftrenceundertheOB approachisunavailablebecauseoftheill-

fbrmedness ofthe relevant syntacticrepresentation.Itis alsounavailable underthe MP
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′apprOaCh,SincetheinterpretiveversionofConditionB
fbrcesthepronomialinthelocal

domain toreceive adi可Ointrefbrenceinterpretation.Thus,under二boththe OBandMP

approaches,SOmejOfthelogical1y possibleihterPretations are unavai1ablefora syntactic

reasonorforaBinding-Theoreticr9aSOn,reSPeCtively.

Fo王the correspondence between'syntactic representationsandlogical1y possible

Semantitinterpretationsofpronominalsinthenon-localdomain,thereadershouldreftrto

table(12)and.discussionabove.
Nowonemaywonderwhetherthoseinterpretivepossibilitiesdiscussedaboveshouldbe

really representedin narrOW SyntaXOr^LFunderthe minimalistapproach.Orone may

COrtjecturethat they should be representedif the representation has canprOVide an

explanationfbrsomesyntacticphenomena.WewillgetbacktothisissueinS5.

4.TheRepresentationoftheSutか亡t,sAwareneSS

LetusturnnowtoanOtherdistinctionintroducedbyFiengo&May(1994)･Wehave

Seenin§2that when pronominalsare COreftrentialwith the preceding nominal,their

Valuationis either dependent on the nominalorindependent ofit.When valuationis

dependent,thepronominalisvaluedinaccordancewiththevalueoftheprecedingnominal･

Fromthespeaker'spolntOfview,thisvaluationindicatesthattheindividualdenotedbythe

PreCedingnominalisawareOfwhothepronominalreftrsto,thatis,thathehimselfisreftrred

tobythepronominal.Whenvaluationisindependent,Ontheotherhand,thepronominalis

Valued by contexts anditis glVenits semantic value pragmatical1y･In this case,the

individualdenotedbytheprecedingnominalisnotawarethathehimselfisreftrredtobythe

pronominal.

Fiengo&May(1994)relatesthisdifftrencetothedistinctionintheindexicaltype･

Whenthevaluationofthepronominalisindependent,itbearsanα一OCCurrenCeOfindices.

Whenitsvaluationisdependent,itbearSaβ-OCCurrenCeOfindices.Thus,thesentencein

(4)canberepresentedinthefo1lowingway,dependingonthewaythepronominalis)alued:

(13)a.Worqloveshis㌣mother.

b.Worqloveshis?mother.

In(13a),hisbearSanα-OCCurrenCeOftheindex,andhenceitsvaluationisindependentof

Wb4Worfisnotawarethathehimselfisrefbrredtobyhis.In(13b),Ontheotherhand,his

bear苧aβ-OCCurrenCeOftheindex,andhenceitsvaluationisdependentonWbがWorfis

awarethatheh血selfisreftrredtobyhis.Asis'obviousfromtherepresentationsin(13),

thedistinctioninthevaluation,namelythedistinctioninthesu切ect'sawarenessismadein
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thqsyntacticrepresentation一･

Representationofthesuqect'sawarenessyieldsvariousconsequences･Oneofthem(is

an explanation fbcinterpretive-possibilities ofthe･PrOnOminalinvoIvedin･VP′ellipsIS･

′ConsiderthefbllowlngeXample:

(14)Kirk,SaWhi畠mother,andSpock-did,tOO.･

(14)is ambiguous:it can receive a strict or sloppyinterpretation･Under the strict

interpretation,(14)meanSthatKirksawhisownmotherandSpocksawKirk'smothertoo･

Underthesloppyinterpretation,(14)meanSthatKirksawhisownmotherandSpocksawhis

ownmothertoo･Fiengo&Mayattributesthisa血bigultytOthedifftrenceinthewayof

もaluation,namelythe distinctioninthetypeOfindices･Foreaseofexposition,1etus

assumethatVPellipsISisadeletionprocedurethattakesplaceinthePFcomponent･13

FollowlngFiengo&May,WeaSSumefurtherthattheidentitybetweenanteCedentandelided

VPsinthesemanticvalueofpronominals(for▼α-OCCurrenCeS)orinthedependencyof

valuation(forβ-OCCurrenCeS)isrequiredfbrVPe11ipsis･Thus,therepresentationof(14)
befbretheapplicationofthedeletionprocedurecanbeillustratedasfbllows:

(15)a.KirkTsawhisTmother,andSpock冒SaWhisTmother,tOO･

b.KirkTsawhisPmother,andSpock冒SaWhis望mother,tOO･

Asthedependencyofvaluationfbrthepronominalbearingaβ-OCCurrenCeOfindicescannOt

beintersententialbuthastobeintrasentential(Fiengo&May(1994:54)),thevaluationfbr

hisintheelidedVPof(15b)hastobedependenton伽OCk:ittakesSpockasitsantecedent,

therebyyieldingasloppyinterpretation･AndsincethedependencyofhisintheelidedVP

isidenticaltothatofhisintheantecedentVP,VPellipsisispossiblein(15b)･Ontheother

hand,hisintheelidedVPof(15a)bearSanα-OCCurrenCeOftheindex,henceitsvaluationis

independentoftheintrasententialsuqectanditcanbecoreftrentialwitheitherR7rkorSbock･

ButfortheVPellipsistobepossiblein(15a),hisintheelidedVPmusthavethesame

semantievalueashisintheanteCedentVP,andhenceittakesKirkasitsanteCedent,thereby

yieldingastrictinterpretation･Thus,theambiguitybetweenstrictandsloppyinterpretations

13

Fiengo&May(1994)areneutralindeterminingthestatusofVPe11ipsis･Sincetheyadvance

theirargumentintheGBframework,thelevelsreIevanttointerpretationareD-andS-StruCtureSand

LF.In thisframework,therepresentationsofLFandPFdonotinteractwitheachother･The

outcomeofPFoperationdoesnothaveanyefftctonsemanticinterpretation･Similarly,theoutco叩e

ofLFopcrationdoesnotaffbctthephonologlCalmatrix･Thus,VPe11ips!SCanbeconsideredeither

asadeletionprocedureinthePFcomponentorasareconstruCtionintheLFcomponent･
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inVPellipsiscanbeexplainedintermsofthedistinctionbetweentheα-andβ-OCCurrenCeS

Ofindices.

Tosumup,undertheproposalofFiengo&May(1994),the(grammatical)suqect,s

awareneSSOfpronominals,anteCedentcanbealsocapturedinthesyntacticrepresentation

withtheindexicaltype,namelyα-andβ-OCCurrenCeS.Thedistinctionintheindexicaltype
Can aCCOunt fbrvarious syntacticphenomenasuchas the ambiguityoftheitrict/sloppy

interpretationintheVPellipsISCOnteXt･

5.Issues

We have seenin§3how the speaker'sintentioncanbecapturedinthe syntactic

representationandhowitstreatmenthasdevelopedastheftameworkofgenerativetheoryhas

Changed(Cf･OB,LGBandMP)･Wehavealsoseenin§4howthesu句ect,sawarenesscan

berepresented･Now,ifbneacceptstheMPproposedbyChomsky(1993,1995,1998,

1999),therearisesaproblemastowhetherthesedistinctionsarereallycapturedinthe

SyntaCtic representation･Asthe de丘nition of the Binding Conditions underthe MP

approachvirtuallydoesnotrepresentordistinguishtheinterpretivepossibilities(See(11)and

(12)),theanswerturnsouttobenegative.EvenifthedistinctioninintentionandawareneSS

isnotconsideredasvirtual-COnCePtualnecesslty,thedistinctionneedstoberepresented･in

narrOWSyntaXifsomesyntacticphenomenacanbeadequatelyaccountedfbrintermsofthe

representationofthedistinctions.

Asfarastheintentionisconcemed,itappearsthatitsdistinctiondoesnothavetobe

representedattheLFinterfaceundertheearlierversionoftheMPapproach(Chomsky(1993,

▲1995)):tOthe
bestofourknowledge,rePreSentationofthe distinction plays norolein

accountlngfbranysyntacticphenomenonotherthanrefbrentialpossibilities･Aswehave

Seenin§3･3,mOreOVer,thepronominalc-COmmandedbyaDPoutsideofitslocaldomainis

givenonlythefreereferencebecausetheinterpretiveversionofConditionB(Cf.(10))allows

ittoreceiveanylnterPretationwithrespeCttOthec-COmmandingDP･Insomecases,eVen

thereferentialpossibilitiesdonothavetoberepresented:theyareleftopenfbrpragmatics･

Thus,itis highly unlikely that the speaker,sintentionis capturedin the syntactic

representationattheLFinterface,andhenceitispossibletosaythattheinterpretiveversion

OftheBindingConditionsissupported.

Conceming the awareneSS,We have seenin§4that Fiengo&May(1994)makes

distinctioninthesyntacticrepresentationsoastoaccountfbrvarioussyntacticphenomena

SuChasthestrict/sloppyambiguitylntheVPe11ipsISCOnteXt.Recal1,however,､thatunder

theminimalistassumptlOnintroducingnewelementseitherinthelexicon oiduringthe

derivationleadstoaviolationoftheinclusivenesscondition(See§3.3).Therefore,'indexical
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typesaswellasindexicaloccurrencescannOtbecarriedovertothemimimalistassumptlOn･

Moreover,thedistinctioninawareneSSalwaysentails′thatthepronominaliscoreftrential

With some nominal,but as we have mentioned above,the coreftrenceinterpretation of

PrOnOminalsin non-localcontexts cannOt be explicitly represented atthe LFinterface･

Hence,eVenthenotionofthesuqect'sawarenessneednotbeavailableinnarrOWSyntaXOrat
theLFinterfaceundertheminimalistassumptlOn.r

TomaintaintheMPapproachandtoaccountfbrtheinterpretivepo$SibilitylntheVP

e11ipsISCOnteXtwithoutrecoursetotheindexicaltypeortheindexicaloccurrence･Letus

SeeFox's(2000)proposal.HeproposesthatVPellipsisobserveSthefo1lowingprinciple:

(16)NPPARALLELISM

NPsintheantecedentandelidedVPsmusteither

a. havethesamereftrentialvalue(ReftrentialParal1elism)or

b.belinkedbyidenticaldependencies(StructuralParallelism)･

(Fox(2000:117))

UnderFox'sappr?aCh･Pemissible/unavai1ableinterpretationsof(14)canbecorrectly

explainedbytheprinciplein(16).Foreaseofexposition,1etusagainassumehereaswell

thatVPellipsisisadeletion,PrOCedurethatisappliedinthePFcomponent(Seefbotnote12)･

Then,the relevant representation of(14)befbre the application of
VP e11ipsis canbe

illustratedasfbllows:14,15

(17)a. STRICrINTERPRETATION

Kir丈さd二~1主
SKIRKmOther.SpocksawhisK[RKmOther.

t

b. SLOPPYINTERPRETAT10N

Ki巴コSMKmOther.Sp巴ニ]SspocKmOther'

r4
Foreaseofexposition,蜘erepresentthesemanticvalueofpronominalswiththecapitalsubscript

initalics.Butnotethatthisrepresentationisnothingmorethananotationa]deviceanditdoesnot

bearanytheoreticalmeaning:itismerelyanotationalvariant.NotealsothatFox(2000)adoptsthe

notationusedinHigginbotham(1983)fbrtherepresentationofdependency.Wetacitlyassumethis
notationaswell.
15

AlthoughFox'sapproach(2000)canadequatelyaccountfbrtheinterpretivepossibilitiesinthe

VPe11ipsISCOnteXtunderminimalistassumpt10nS,itisnotwithoutaprob]emeither･Thus,Whenthe

deletion procedure appliesin the PFcomponent,ithas to haveaccess to theinfbrmation on the

reftrentiaIvaluebfpronominalsinordertoobserve(16),butthisisimpossiblesincePFandLFdonot
interact each other.Our wild guess suggests that the refbrentialvalue ofpronomina)s has to be

deteminedpriortoSpell-OutsothatitcanbefbdtothePFcomponent･
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C.･UNAVAILABLEINTERPRET^T10N

mother.JSpocksawhissc｡7TmOther.

ダ･‡

Thepronominalsin(17a)observetheRefbrentialParallelismin(16a),andhenceVPellipsis

islicitinthiscontext,Whichleadstoastrictinterpretation･Similarly,thepronominalsin

(17b)observe theStruCturalParal1elismin(16b),andthusVPellipsisis alsolicitinthis

COnteXt,therebyyieldingasloppyinterpretation.Conversely,thepronominalsin(17c)do

notobserveneithertheReftrentialParallelismnortheStruCturalParallelism,Whichpmakes

VPellipsisinthiscontextillicit.(17c)isruledoutby(16).Thus,Fox's approachcan

COrreCtlyderivethe ambiguityofthestrict/sloppylnterPretationintheVPe11ipsISCOnteXt

under the minimalist a占sumptlOn,eSPeCial1y without recourse to the distinctioninthe

indexicaltype(i･e･α-/P-OC?ur托nCeSOfindices)･16Ifthisapproacムisontherighttrack,the
awareness does not have any slgmificanCe atleastin accountlng fbr the stricusloppy

interpretationambiguitylntheVPellipsISCOnteXt,anditdoesnothavetobecapturedinthe

SyntaCticrepresentation.

WehavearguedthusfarthatundertheMPqpproachthedistinctionintheintentionis

Virtually abandonedin narrow syntaxand thatthe distinctionin awareneSS Canbealso

dispensedwithinnarrowsyntax･Thisshowsthatwecanmaintaintheinterpretiveversion

OftheBindingConditionsin(10)intheMPapproach.Oneremainingissuetobeaddressed

Withrespectto(10)atthispointconcernSthedefinitionoftherelevantlocaldomain,D･

UndertheearlierversionoftheMPapproach(Chomsky(1993,1995)),theBinding

Conditions apply to the(Single)LFrepresentation,and D,Which canbe regarded as a

minimalCFC containing the anaphoric expression(Seefootnote5),is
de色nedatthe LF

interface.

UnderthestrongderivationalapproachoftheMPadvocatedbyEpsteinetal･(1998),

however,DcannotbedefinedattheLFinterfacebecausesuchrepresentationisunavai1able

undertheirproposal:theapplicationofthestructure-buildingoperations(SuChasMergeand

Move)createssyntacticrelations(SuChasc-COmmandandsisterhood)derivationally,and

uponthiscreation,thoserelationsenterintotheinterpretiveprocedureswithoutmeditationof

16
TherearesubcasesoftheambigultyintheVPellipsISCOnteXtthathavetobeexp)ainedunder

the approach ofFox(2000)without recourse to theindexicaltypeOrtheindexicaloccurrence･

AmongthemarewhatFiengo&May(1994)ca11many-PrOnOunSPuZZle,many-Clausespuzzleand
Dahrspuzzle･InaccordancewiththeMPapproach,FoxissuccessfuIinaccountlngfbrthefirst

puzzle byintroducing the Rule H origina11y proposed
by Heim(1998)･(i･e･One Of the

economy/optimalityprinciplesunderFox'sapproach).Theremainingtwopuzzles shouldalso'be

explainedwithoutrecoursetotheindexicaltypeortheindexicaIoccurrence,WhichwiI)bethetopICOf

Ourfuturestudy.
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;1inguisticlevels.In:Otherwords,interpretiveproceduresare叩pliedderivational1y(atevery

pointofナthederivation),and･the_StruCture-buildingprocedure･prOVidesinfbrmationdirectlyto

-theinterfacelSyStemS､:Assumlng)SO,Epsteinetal･gOOntOarguethattheinterpretive

versionofthe Binding ConditionsRapply.withinthe derivationalprocessitself,andthey

proposethatthederivationalapplicationofthe8indingConditionsisconstrainedby(18):

(18)The叩Plicationof"di?joint"interpretiveproceduresoccuTSateVeryPOintofthe
derivation,Whereastheapplicationof``anaPhoricMinterpretiveproceduresoccurs.

atanyslnglepolntOfthederivation.
(Epsteinetal･(1998:62))

IftheBindingConditionsareappliedderivational1y,OnemayWOnderhowDisde丘nedor

computed･Itcannotbecomputedderivationally,Sinceeveryinfbrmationisprovidedtothe

interfacesystemsdirectlybefbreitisentirelycomputed･Thestrongderivationalmodel

mustguaranteethatthederivationcanstoreinfbrmationatleastfbrde血ingorcomputlngD

beforetheBindingConditionsareapplied･Butitisnotatal1clearhowthisisguaranteed

underthestrongderivationalapproach･

ThisproblemispartiallysoIvableundertheweakderivationalapproachadvocatedby

Chomsky(1998,1999),WherethenotionofmultipleSpelトOutis adopted･Underthis

approach,thederivationproceedsby(StrOng)phase(i･e･CPorv*P),andSpell-Outtakes

placeatthephaselevel･け Thatis,interpretation/evaluationisimplementedatthephase

level･Thus,WeCanregardthephaseasD,SincebothCPandv*PareCOmParabletothe

CFCinthatbothofthemrealizeallgrammaticalfunctionscompatiblewiththeirheads:both

CPandv*Prealizethesuqectandtheobject.Consequently,theBindingConditionscanbe

applicable to CP or v*P,andtheirinterpretive versionis stilltenableunderthe weak

derivationalapproach･IfDPalsocountsasphase,mOreOVer,itcanbeDaswe11･Thus,

thenotionofthephasewithrespecttoDiscomparabletothatofCFC･Thisindicatesthat

definingDinterms ofthe phasecomportswiththeinterpretiveversionoftheBinding

Conditions,andthattheyarestilltenableundertheweakderivationalapproach･

6.ConcludingRemarks

Wehaveseeninthisnotehowthedistinctionsinthespeaker'sintentiontoexpress

coreftrence/di毎Ointreference/freereftrenceandinthe(grammatical)suqect'sawarenessof

the reftrent of anaphoric expressionsis capturedin the syntactic representation･

】7

InChomsky(1999),V*isdistinguishedfrom v:V*is¢-COmPleteinaconstruCtion withfu1l

argumentstruCtureWhiIevisnot･
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Specifical1y,WehaveshownthattheintentionandawareneSSCanberepresentedintermsof

indexicaloccurrencesandindexicaltypeS,reSPeCtively:Dispens1ngWiththedistinctionsin

theintention and awareness,the MP approach(Chomsky(1993,1995,1998,1999))has

presentedaninterpretiveversionoftheBindingConditions.Thisrevisionisprlmafacie

PrOblematictoexplainingcertainsynt?Cticphenomena,butwehavedemonstratedthatthey

Canbeexplainedwithoutrecoursetotheindexicaloccurrencesandindexicaltypes･
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