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Chapter‘' .1 “Some COnsttaints on,Pronominalization it
1.1 Output Conditions N ' N
1.1.0 Introduction e e e -

In the past few years, seweral pieces of evidence have come, to
light which suggest that pronominalization cannot be a surface a:ructure
phenomenon; instead, this evidence suggests that the constraints on
pronominalization must be stated before: certain transformational rulea
apply. The facts fall into two classe5° o .

\
) I

L*. (I):Cases where a transfquational rule must be ordeted af:er
s O pronominalization.. v, ‘
(II) A class of cases:where. ptonominalization, wherever ordexed"l;_
must. apply cyclically; that.is, it must .apply on an .earlier . .
cycle than some other transformation (which might be o:dered .

earlier, but would apply afterwards on a 1ater cycle.)

In the arguments that have sought to establish (I) and (II), a critical
assumption has been made, namely, that pronominalization can always
apply freely left-to-right (forwards) and -that any constraints on
the application of pronominalization must be placed on. :ight-to-left
(backwards) pronominalization. The cases mentioned in (I) and (II)
all involve sentences where forwards pronominalization is 1mpossib1e h
in surface structure. The claim made.is that in each case there-is a
more abstract level of analysis where forwards pronominalization is
alwvays possible. In what follows I shall attempt to show that Qhe
assumption that there are no constraints on forward pronominalization
is false, and that the phenomena of (I) can be handled only by imposing
such constraints:~ .In addition, I shall present .evidence to the effect
that the. constraints necessary:.to handle the cases in (I) must be
stated as output:conditions rather:than:as-: conditions on some trans-ii
formational rule: I will also present: evidence 1nd1cating ‘that the =
facts of (II) do not show that pronominalization:in cyclic, and also’
that they cannot be handled by output conditions, even aliowing "’
constraints on forward pronominalization. I conclude. that there are
at least two types of constraints on pronominalization. :

(I) Output conditions, i.e., constraints stated at the level of
.gurface structure which: indicate in what' configurations.
.+ pronouns-and their antecedents: can, appear. '
- (I1) Transformational conditions, i.e., general const:ainta whicb
. forbid' certain types of.tranaformational rules from.applying
to structuxes uhich contain pronoun-antecedent pairs. .

1.1.1 Adverb-preposing ‘
1.1.1.1 The rule-otdeting argument

There is rule of English which moves adverbials to the front of
the sentence, deriving (2) from (1). ' S ,

(1) John ate supper before 8111 lefé town.
(2) Before Bill left town, John ate supper.
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Ross (1967) argues that this.rule of Adverb preposing must -precede pro-~:
nominalization, on the basis of the following exaples:*»

(3) John ate supper before he left town.

(4) *He ate supper before John left town.

(5) Before John:'left town, he ate supper.,::
- (6) Before he left town, John ate supper.:

Ross' suggests that pronominalization may apply right-to-left. (backwards)
only if it goes down into subordinate:clauses.: :This condition holds in-
(6), which is grammatical, but not in (4), where "He ate supper” is a
main, fiot subordinate clause. In:(6): Adverb preposing has applied before
pronominalization, so that the condition on backwards pronominalization
will hold at the time pronominalization’ applies. Had pronominalization
applied first, it would have been impossible to block (4) while per-
mitting (5). Thus, we have the ordering: -

~ Adverb Preposing
‘Pronominalization

Ross, in agreement with Langacker (1966), claims that pronominalizatidﬁ
alvays works from ‘left-to-right (forwards).: In the fact .of sentences
like ‘the following: : : LT C e

(7) John saw a snake near him.'

(8) ¥Hé saw & snake near John. '

(9) Near him, John saw a snake. B

(10) *Near John, he saw a snake. - . .

it was proposed (by Postal, I believe) that (9) be .derived from -(7) by
a second preposing rule which followed pronominalization. - If the rule
precedes pronominalization, then there -is no way to stop: (10), while
maintaining the principle that pronominalization can always go forward.
Thus we have the 6rdering: e . : ,

‘Adverb 'preposing;
Pronominalization
Adverb preposing)

In what follows, I will show that adverb pteposing_z does not exist, that
(9) must be derived by adverb preposing;, and that- the. generalization
that pronominalization can always go forwards is incorrect. Moreover,
gince adverb preposing, was the only rule thought to:have to follow
pronominalization, a demonstration that it does not .exist will make it
possible for us to entertain two hypotheses: either pronominalization
is the last rule in the grammar, or the constraints on pronominaliza-
tion are stated as output conditions. Consider the -sentences: :

sHe

(11) John smokes pot in his apartment.

" (12) ¥He smokes pot in John's apartment.’ - -
(13) In his apartment, John smokes pot.
(14) *In John's apartment, he smokes pot.
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Here ve find “the same patadigm as in’ ).~ (10), 8o, presumibly, (13)

would be" derived from (11) by’ adverb adverb grgposingz +Now eoﬂbider': DR
(15) . John smokes pot in the apdrtment, which he rents. '“z L
(16) *He ‘smokes pot in the aﬁartment, which John rents., = - 7
(17) In the apartment,'which he rents, John ‘smokes pot, - e
(18) In. the apartment which John rente, he smokes pov.‘*if" “

In these cases, we' find the same’ yaradigm as in (3) - (6) Preaumably,
(17) would be derived from (15) by adverb gregosigg .« L

X

. E

Note that in ‘(13) and (17) tHe same type' of adverbial is beingf@“
moved, presumably by different rules. The ‘orily “difference is :that -the
adverbial in (17) has a clause (an embedded S) in its derived structure,
vhile -that in (13) does not. So one might be tempted to say that
_adverb preposi only mdvee -adverbials’ containtng clausex, while
‘adverb gregoaimgz moves only édverbe ‘not containiug '‘cldusés. ~ This 1s.
~ a curious complementarity, and 1¢ads one to think that the postulation
of two complementary rulea'miaaea a generaliiation.-- R LAt

Now conaider. B _"rf;;:" _‘“’ e .-lfft AR
(19) John gives gx pot to emoke in’ his apartment, where she ataya.
(20) *John givee'EE?'pot to smoke;'in hi: his -apartnent, where“ﬂizx‘

e Btayso
"(21) *He- givee gz pot to’smoke in- John 8- apertment, where ahe
DU stays. ol Y
[4 '
¢§22) :gzygivea her pot to amoke in John s apartment 'wmere Maggf
'f(éﬁ) In his abartment, where she stays, John givea Mery pot to .
smoke. s
'(Zh) In his epartment where g; ataye, John givea her pot to
' ' pmoke, e :
(255 *In John s apattmeut; where ahe ataye, he givee §Z pot to
" smoke.
(26) *In John's’ apartment, where gz ataya, he gives her pot to

smoke.. . ‘TRL O s A
The erucial aentencee here are (20) and (24) - How' can we block (20$;
whilé permitting (24J7  1s (24) derived be Adverb preposingy or : - -
Adverb gregoain321 Suppose ‘(24) 1is derived by adverb preposinm,

which precedes pronominalization. - Then "he¥*! i (24) -can be derived
by forwards pronominalization. If (24) 4s derived by-adverb .preposing?,
which follows pronominalization, then "hét" ‘in ¢(24) -cannot ‘be accounted
for, since it would have to be derived by backwards pronominalization
in a context where it cannot apply (compare (20)) S AL

Sy

. However, 1if (24) is derived by adverb gregoeing] then “his" in
(24) cannot be accounted for. Since adverb preposing) ‘precedes .
pronominalization "his" fust be derived by backwards-pronominalization.
' However, if backwards pronominalization can -only go into -suboxdinate -
clauses, this 1s impossible:. KNote that wé could account for:'hig! in
(24) were derived by adverb preposingz. But, as we mentioned above,
we could then not account for her".
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_ We seem to be caught in a aradox. Given the Ross-Langacker con-
traints on prgpominalization‘(zg) cannot be derived by either adverb
preposing, or adverb preposings. What is going on here? 1f one looks
at each o} the starred sentences in (19) - (26) and asks what goes
wrong in each one,. things become clearer.. In each of these cases, the
restrictions, are the same as those in the simple cases of (11) - .(14)
and (15) - (18).. In (20), (21), and (22), backwards ‘pronominalization
is occurring where it shouldn't (as in (12) and (16)). (25) and (26)
are out for the same reason as (14), namely, forwards pronominalization
is not permitted when the antecedent is in a preposed adverbial with no
embedded clause. Note that in both (25) and (26), it is "he" that has
gone wrong, not "“her". Moreover, "his" is permissible in (24) for the
aame reason as it is in (13) and 'her' is permissible in (24) for the
.game reason as it is in (18). L

1

Thus, the pronominalization facts that wgifind,in_(ls) - (26) are
the same as -those in (11) - (14) and (15) - (18),  and ‘should be explained
inithe seme way. The fact that (24) cannot be dccounted for by two:
complementary rules of adverb preposing, separated by pronominalization,
jndicates that such a description is inadequate for (11) - (14) and
(15) - (18) as well. Instead, there should be a single rule of adverb
preposing, the one which moves the adverbial to the front in (24),
since this single rule, however it is stated and wherever it is ordered,
must produce the.same results in both (11) - (14) anq_(ls) - (18).

Should this single, general rule of adverb preposing be ordered
before or after pronominalization? If it follows pronominalization,
then there would be no way of deriving (18) without also deriying (16).
In order to derive (18), we would first have to derive (16) and then
apply adverb preposing. But adverb preposing be made obligatory if
backwards pronominalization has applied as in (16). This would be
wrong for two reasoms. First, such a condition on a transformation
would be unique; no other such conditions are known, and so the theory
of grammar would have to be changed in order to state it for this one
case. Second, there is the much stronger objection that a clear
generalization would be missed by such a rule ordering. In order to
derive (18), we would first have to generate (16) 'imcorrectly' by
backwards pronominalization and then make adverb preposing obligatory
just in this case to prevent ungrammatical sentences. Now consider
just how we would have to constrain backwards prqnominalizqtlon in .
order to get this result. Clearly, we could 1lift all restrictions on
backwards pronominaliaation, since there are many that do.not involve
" adverbials containing clauses at all; for. these cases we would get

" incorrect results. For example,

(27) *He said that John left.
(28) *He saw the girl who likes John.

A possible restriction would be to allow'fiée backwards pronéminalization
out of adverbials containing clauses. However, this won't work, since
there:are -adverbials cqgtaining_clauses‘that cannot prepose. For example,
remain -and. stay take locative adverbs that camnot prepose. I
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.-(29) John remainediin:England. ., .- .
,,j,‘ (30) #In England, John remained.,. ' _ . ‘

[N

. . D - . E S SN R S LRGP R . T MTINY
If one allowed such backwards pronominélization, one would. derive.

(31) *He remained in the apartment which John rented.

This could not be patched up by later adverb preposihg;

»(32) *Ia: the apartment. which John rented; he remained. .. .
T ¥ N PO R U R P
Thus ;- backwards. pronominaliaation would have to be restricted, to just.
those adverbials containing.clauses that could. later be moved by . .
adverb preposing. -That,:is, the restrigction stating which. adverbs. &
could be moved by adverb preposimg would.have-to be stated twice, .
once. for pronominalization and nnce. for. adverb preposing. Clearly,
a generalization is being migsed. e

For these reasong, -28dverb preposing cannot follow pronominaliza-
tion, and must therefore precede.it.. This being the case, the facts
of (11) '~ (14) must.be handled by,a change in the conditions on
pronominalization. ..The scope :0f backwards. pronominalization must be
extended to permit (13); correspondingly, the scope of forwards
pronominalization must be.restricted to exclude (14)..

ol e ‘

1.1.1.2. The Subject-Nonsubject Division

Preposed adverbial constructions have some additional peculiarities.
cons,id.er) L REANEEEN ' Getenfe, Tt s : ; T

(33) In.Mary's apartment,‘a«thtaffgéggdltédtﬁér:‘,‘
:-(34) *In her apartment,.a thief assaulted Mary.S ..

(35) *In Mary's apartment, she was assaulted by a thiéf.

(36) In her apartment, Mary was assaulted by a thief. -

(35) and (36) are just like (13).and (14)., .In (35), pronominalization
cannot:'go . forward .from>a non-glausal preposed adverb to a subject o
(*she'). In (36), pronominalization.can go.backwards from a .subject
('Mary') into a non-clausal preposed adverb. (33) and (34) 1eveal an
asymmetry between surface structure subjects and nonsubjects. In (33)
(compare (35)) we find that pronominalization can go forward from a non-
clausal preposed adverb to a nonsubject. In (34) (compare (36)), we
see that pronominalization canmot go.backwards from a nonsubject
('Mary') intoc a non‘clausal: preppsed adverb. Considering that advexb
preposing must precede pronominalization, we see that only the. subject
cases deviate from the Ross-Langacker rules: they are the opposite of
what one would expect. The nonsubject cases are entirely in accord
with the Ross-Langacker conditions.. - . . , ~ :

. A ETEEE RN . ’i, SN LG IR . L .

This phenomenon alone shows that it is utterly impossible to save,
by the use of a:rule-ordering argument, :the claim that pronominaliza-
+- tion can always go forward.. Sentences (33) --.(34) act as though .adverb
preposing preceded pronominalization.: .. Thus, no matter where adverb

L N PR ) -



6

preposing is ordered with respect to pronominalization, forward‘pro;
nominalization must be blocked in some environment, and. the distinction
between subject and nonsubject position must be stated in the conditions
on pronominalization. S L A . '

1.1.1.3 Main Clauseé

The subject-nonsubject division has been noted previously by
Dwight Bolinger (personal communication). and' Adrian Akmajian (personal
communication) independently. We noted above in the cases of (3) - (6),
that promominalization cannot go backwards into main clauses. However,
the examples (3) - (6) only mentioned subjects. of main-clazuses.. If we
look further, we will find that though pronominalization camnot go.
backwards out of subordinate: clauses ito subjects of main clauses, it
can go backwards .out of subordinate clauses to nonsubjects of main
clauses., . C ‘ Ce

(37) Mary hit John, before' he had a chance to -get:up..

(38) Mary hit him, before John had a chance to get up..

(39) John was hit by Mary, before he had a chance to: get up.
(40) *He was hit by Mary, before John-had a chance to:-get. up.

(38) shows that pronominalization goes backwards to objects.of mainm. -
clauses; the following sentences show that the same is true of other
nonsubjects.

(41) Mary gave him a dollar bill, before Sam had a chance to .
- refuse. - - - : Co
(42) Mary placed a bowl of chicken soup before him, before Sam
had a chance to refuse.
(43) Mary sacked out in-his apartment, before Sam could kick her out.
(44) Mary butted in during his speech, before I could tell her that

John was a top CIA official.

_Examples like these could easily bé multiplied. They show that,
agide from any considerations of riile ordering, any statement of the
conditions under which pronominalization can occur must take the

subject-nonsubject distinction into account. . a

1.1.2 Topicalization

There are two rules of English.which topicalize a‘nﬁun phrase by
moving it to the front of the sentencei - One of these leaves a ..
pronoun behind, as in (45); the other :leaves no pronoun: behind, as in
(46) . B R ; -

(45) Bill's apartment, Harry always talks to Mary about ic.
(46) Bill's apartment, Harry always talks to Mary about.

Ross has shown that these are.separate rules, since they obey different
conditions (which are'not‘predictable.from ordinary constraints on move-
ment transformations). The topicalization rule that does not leave a
pronoun behind cannot vperate nn embeddad pronoun suhjects.
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(47) Him, I don't think he has a_ chance. .
‘ (48) *Him, I don't think has a chance.

Since the difference between theée,tﬁé rules is irrelevant to the
discussion that follows, we will consider them together, placing
the pronoun in parentheses. : P : e

Postal noted that Topicalization produces a pronominalizafio
paradigm like that of (7) = (10). .=+ . . :

(49) Bill always talks to Mary about his apartment.
(50) *He alvays talke to Mary about Bill's apartment.
(51) His apartment, Bill always talks to Mary about (it).
- (52) *Bill's apartment, he always- talks to Mary about (it).

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

Topicalization had to follow pronominalization. However, if one

considers. topicalized NP's containing .clauses, one finds the same
paradigm as for preposed adverbs with clauses. :

(53) Bill always talks to'Harypgboﬁi this apaitﬁen;, whiéhuggf'

- rents. - St .
"(54) *He always talks to lMary about this apartment, which Bill
rents. .

(55) This apartment, which he rents, Bill always talks to Mary
about (it).

(56) This apartment, which Bill remts, he always talks.to
Mary about (it).

As in (15) - (18), these eases would suggest that there are two
topicalization rules, one preceding and one following pronominaliza-
tion; the first would apply to NP's with clauses, the second to NP's
without clauses. But as in the case of adverb preposing, we. can
construct examples parallel to those of (19) - (26) to show that this
is fmpossible. . . : e

(57) Bill alvays talks to Mary about his apartment, where she
used to live. . TR
(58) *Bill always talks to her. about his apartment, where Mary
used to live. T : -
(59) *He always talks to Mary about Bill's apartment, where she
E used to live. - ‘ . L
(60) *He always talks to her about Bill's apartment, where
Mary used to live. T o :
(61) Eis apartment, where she used to live, Bill always talks to
. . ‘¥ary about (it). ‘ . S
- (62) Hig :apartment, where Mary used to live, Bill always talks
to her about (it). - G . S :
(63) *Bill's apartment, where ghe used to live, he always talks
- to Mary about (it). C '
- (64) %Bill's apartment, where Mary:

.upeixto 1ive, ﬁg;always talks
. to her about (it). PR -
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As in (19) -~ (26), this‘'paradigm shous that there cannbt be'two
topicalization rules; rather there must be one rule, which precedes
pronominalization. Forward pronominalization must be blocked in (52),
and backward ptonominalization petmitted in (51) . PR

Togicalization also reveals the subject-nonsubgect asymmscry, S
Consider

(65) Mary always talks to Bill about‘his apattment' AR

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

(67) *His epartment, Mary always talks to Bill about (1t).~

(68) Bill's apartment, Hary always talks to him about (1c)

'-_._. M . -t
- ' P e -

Compare' (66) and (68) to:(SO) snd (52). (52) does_not permit forward
pronominalization to subject; (68) does permit it for objects. (67)
is more 1nter€bt1ng. I find 41t 'marginally acceptable: -~ better :than
(66) ,° but worse than (68). ' ‘Others 1've questioned either agree with
my intuitions or f£ind (67) ‘completely: hcceptablc.. For the latter
dialect, there is an extra asymmetry. ' In forward pronominalization,
the subject-nonsubject asymmetry appears -- (52) and (68) differ --
whereas in backwards pronominaligzation, there .is -no. subject=-nonsubject
distinction for this dialect -- (51) and (67) work the same way. In
this ‘dialect, -a-rulé~ordering ‘explanation preserving unresfricted
forward pronominalizstion is doubly impossible. o

YLt

1.1.3 Cleft 'Senténeces - ~In=v 17 e L -"'“')A R

The first of the subject-nonsubject asymmetfies was pointed out by
Ross (pstsonal communicauioﬁ)“ Ross noticed -that cleft sentences
display the same paradigms as (59) - (52) and (65) (- (68).

(69) John bit his dog: . =~ - = . - o Co
- (70) ¥He bit John's dog. - - - 3 :toou o ' - .
(71) It was his dog that John bit. U PP
(72) *It was John's dog that he bit.

©€73) John's 'dog bit him. =< . o
(74) His dog bit John.

" (75) 1t was his dog og that-bit: ‘Johm." ¢ -
(76) It was John s dog that bit him.

As in the corresponding togicalization, I find (75) matginsl (compare
(67)) -~ better than (74) and worse than. (76). Some agree, and;others
find (75) completely acceptable. ; _

Ross realized that these facts were a sérious anomaly for the theory
of pronominalization presented in Ross ((1967a)::and. Langacker: (1966).
They seem to indicate, as do the topicalization facts, that such a
theory 18 out of the guestionm’ and: that constraints will have ‘to: be
placed on forward pronominalization. Moreover, any rulé-ordering
‘explanation for the' cleft-sentencé facts is:ruled out since cleft-
sentence show the same clausal-nonclausal asymmetry- as “adverb
prepsoing and topicalization. Compare (72) with an.
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(72) *It was John's -dog that he bit. Lty
(77) 1t was.this dog, which John owns, that he bit.

(77) shows that forward_p;onoﬁinaliz&ti&n»is permitted out of
clauses which are inside clefted elements. =

As with adverb preposing and topicalization, one might think
that there are two rules of .cleft-gentence.iformation: one for ..
clauses, preceding pronominalization; and.the other, for non-clauses,
which would follow pronominalization. But, as in the other .cases,
it is possible to construct a paradigm disproving this. - .

(78) John told Mary about his dog, which she likes. . .

(79) *He told Mary about John's dog, which she likes.

(80) #Jolin told her about his dog; which Mary likes. =

(81) *He -told her about John's ddg, which Mary likes. . :
(82) It was his dog, which ghe:likes, that John told Mary about.
(83) *It was John's dog, whichshe likes, that he-told Mary about.
(84) It:was his dog, which Mary likes,.that John told her about.
(85) *It was John's dog, which Mary likes, that he told her about.

For the same reasons mentioned in the discussions of (19).~- (26); =
and (57) - (64), sentences (78) - (85) show that no simple rule-
ordering solution is possible for the pronominalization phenomena
in cleft sentences. Pronominalization must follow, not precede,
cleft sentence formation.

1.1.4 Pronouns and Stress s :f . 'ﬂ; : - f;;

The only rules that I know of that had been thought to follow
pronominalization are adverb preposing,:topicelization and cleft
sentence formation. As I have just shown,- these rules: cannot follow
pronominalization, and it seems that no transformational rule does,
at least in English.' Is this an accidental fact? Do there just.

- happen not to be any rules that: follow. pronominalization?..Or. is.it
a necessary fact? Could there in principle be no such. rules?

I would like to. claim that it is a necessary fact, .a. fact about
the nature of anaphoric processés in :language, not a fact about one
rule in English. We have assumed, following Langacker and Ross, that
the constraints on the occurrence of pronouns were to be stated as
part of the rule of pronominalizatiom. Instead, I would like to
suggest that these constraints are not: part. of any rule, but are
instead well-formedness conditions on :possible surface structures
in English -- output conditions, like those discussed by Ross™ and
Perlmutter.” Assume that the rule of pronominalization is separate
from the statement of the constraints on pronominaliza;iqn,,,Lgt the
rule apply freely forwards and backwards, and let a set of constraints
at the end of the grammar throw-out-certain combinations of. pronoun
and antecedent as ill-formed.  Such notions can be incorporated into
the theory of grammar in the following way. - 5

- Via

. L P X
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(86) (I) Restrict the form of possible:pronominalization rules
so ‘that no structural-conditions can he .placed on them
(1.e., they must apply freely).
“‘(IT): Widen the scope of::possible: output conditions.to:. (i}
include the appropriate :constraints: on the:.occurrence -
) of pronoun-antetedent pairs.
A5 2 M B V) ¥ OSSN
1f the ‘theory of grama‘r s changed Ay this way, then 1t w:LJ:l fcllw
that 'no trihsformational tule:.could follow that point in.the grammar
vhere pronominaliZzation . .constraints are stated. . This is a much .
stronger claim'than simly. .sayiug that the constraints are part of
the pronominalization rule and that the rule just happens to be the
last one in the grammar of ~Englieh. 2

So far, I have ehown thdtl the constraints on pronominalizeﬁ.on
may be stated ‘at ‘the very ‘end .of ‘the grammar of :English. -"I have not
shown' that: they -must be. gtated:’ there. ‘However, there does: iexist very
- 'gtrong. evidence to that effect; ' The'evidence concerns stress. ‘As is
well known, ‘stress’ interacts-with: pronominal:lzation. Whenever an NP
- ‘gérves as thé antecedent -to.a pronoun, both the NP and. the ‘pronoun

must be unstressed. Cone:l.der the follow:lng eentencee, po:lnted out by
David Perlmutter. BN HoLdnoalLans ‘
ni ‘ IR NGL T b T

. (87)-Wrien he ‘entered the ‘room, Mary k:l.esed 30, -
(88) -*When hi he entered the room,:Mary kiased John. o L

Direct objects normally take stress, but as (88) ehowe, a direct object
cannot both be stressed and serve as an antecedent. This is true not
only with pronoun-antecedent pairs, but also vwhen .a noun phrase: is used
phorically to refer back to another noun phrase.
onel3 ivoeq ;
: N
(89) When g entered the :£oom; ' Mary Kisped. the bastard.
el (90) *When Bar_rz entered» the room,>Mary sed the bas’tard.
i pronsodetr nmse
In theee examples, the baetmrd’ canirefer. to Harry only if it :I.e unatreesed.
althoug!r a dirett object would ‘nbrmally be stressed in thet poeition. The
same is ‘true’ in‘the following ‘cases.i - . e

"+-(91)" When Harry entered the room, Mary kd.es d.the ree:l.dent.
¢ 2 (92) *When Harty entered.the: room;>}Mary kissed the reeident.
(93)" Vihien Harry entered the:room, Mary kieg;d'ﬂﬁ D
(94) *When Bar_rz entered ‘the room, Mary. k:lesed Har gx
B X H T I 3
This ‘18 true ‘not' only when ‘g pYonoun Or:-noun phraee :l.a used: anaphorically,
but elso”when the anaphorid express:l.on :ls null. Lt e

(95) That Mery vas going to ma’n‘ry someone! elee bothered Jgfn. :
(96) 'That Mery wag going ‘to” marry ‘someone elee bothered John.

(RSN e o

In (95) the fatt that John ie unstreseed :I.ndicatee that it :Ls be:l.ng
‘used as ‘@ dntecedent, ' THus -somebne. else in that sentence refers.:

to someone other than John... Thatig,.’someone else has within it an
understood anaphoric expression; which has no phonetic representation.
In (95) John is its antecedent. However, in (96), where John has
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stress and therefore cannot be used as an antecedent, someone else

is undg:stood as someone other- than an unspecified NP (Which cannot
be John). Thus an NP must be upstressed if it is to take, part in any
type of anaphoric ;1"e1.m:i.oua'hj.l:o.6 ’ L . '

Now gongider‘senténcgg*like (38).
(§8)'Mary'hit:§12,‘b;forégggg;had g chancé;ﬁo get up. 7

Compaté‘(ﬁs) with (é7).r : | . - y; T 'hgf“
(97) *Mary hit him, before John got up.

~ In (38) and” (97), John and him are in the game structural positions_
relative to one another. The only difference is that in,(38) the verb
phrase that follows John is long and in (97) it is short. This is true
not only in these cases, but in general. The longer the VP, the -
relatively more acceptable these sentences become: the shorter the VP,
the less acceptable they become.’ For example,

(98) *Mary hit him, before John left.

(99) *Mary hit him, before John ate supper. .
(100) *Mary hit him, before John left towm.
(101) *Mary hit him, before John could leave.

but,

(102) Mary hit him, before John left in his Rolls Royce for a i
' dinner engagement at the Ritz. . o
"(103) Mary hit him, before John ate supper with the president
' of the company that his father had bought. the previous week.
(104) Mary hit him, before John left. town to visit his aged
grandmother in a small village at the foot of Baldface
MWuntain. ,
(105) Mary hit him, before John could leave for the opening night
of the play that had been reviewed so favorably in the Times.

And, as would be’eibected,‘éuch‘sentenqes are of questionable acceptabilit
if the VP is of intermediate length. : ‘

(106) Mary hit him, before John left in his Rolls Royce.
(107) Mary hit him, before John ate supper with the queen.
(108) Mary hit him, before John left town om a visit.
(109) Mary hit him, before John could leave town.

If one pronounces these sentences, one can see that the length of the
following verb phrase has an affect. on-the stress level of the subject.
The normal English stress rule will assign John secondary stress in
sentences like the above. But a later phopetic rule (which is probably
universal) will reduce this stress further,. depending on the length of
the following VP. The lomger the VP, the lower the stress on John.

In (38), the stress on John is made low enough - for John to be con-
 sidered as possible antecedent. But 4n (97), John retains secondary

stress, which 1is too high to permit .a noun phrase to be considéted as a
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possible -&nt,ecgdeut;-« If this interpretation of the data is correct,,
it would' seem that. possible pronoun-antecedent relationships are in
part ‘determined by a phonetic stress rule. This rule would apply
after all the syntactic transformations and after all the phonological
rules as well. It applies as close to the output of the grammar as -’
any rule I know of. If the phonetic stress_reduction is really what
ig involved here, then we have a very strong argument for treating
constraints on-pfonoun-antecedent pairs as being stated. in output
conditions, since the information necessary for stating these conditions
would be available only in the output of the grammar, (after.all the .
syntactic and phonological rules have applied). oM

Though pronoun-antecedent constraints seem to involve stress, they
cannot, of:coutse; be stated only in terms of stress contours. As we
“have. sggn;"'suj:h syntactic notions as subordinate ‘clause and, main clause
are inyolved in'these constraints. . The above examples. show that

, pronomnihalization--can'go: backwards -into a main clause from a subordinate
- 'eldiise just in’ case the :antecedent NP.has low stress.  However,. pro-
nominalization cannot usually go. backwaxds,: no matter how low the
stress on the antecedent. For example, consider oy, 7 .
P T SR RERYI ERE PRE? ey
(110) *He said thdt Joim had left towm to visit his aged
grandmother -in a small:village'at the foot of Baldface
Mountain. . - ' . S T ’

But not only must such syntactic notions as gubordinate clause be
mentioned in these constraints, but as we saw earlier, the notion
subject must also‘'be mentioned.’ As we .eaw, pronomjnalization can go
backwards from subordinate to main.clauses. if the antecedent has low
stress -- but only if the pronoun is not. a,subject;: . If the pronoun
is the subject of the main clause involved, paciwards prononinaliza-
tion is ,impbsgiﬁl‘é' no’ matter: how ‘low_the, sfress or, how lengthy. the
intervening subject matter.: For example, compare (102) with (111).

7t (111) #He vas Wit by Mary, before.John lefe in his Rolls Royce
"~ for a dinner engagement at the Ritz. .. .., .
H#oreover, inéreasing-tha: length of the.VP following he does not improve
the sentence. S 1 cnee
(112) *He was ‘hit by Mary with a baseball bat found in a cellar
" {in Roxbury, before John left.in:his Rolls Royce for a
dinner engagement at the Ritz.' .-~ .~ = . P
S o .'e_.,."i-;: .
So it seems that the notion gubject must also be mentioned in the out-
put condition that’ states pronoun-antecedent .constraints,.  The examples
" mentioned inm section 1.2 aebove provide further evidence for this. '
. . oo 7::" e : ‘ 7 . e Ar.r
It ig interesting ‘that the question of phonetic stress reduction
enters ‘into’ pFonouri“antecedent constraints: in.exactly those places
where the subject-nonsubject distinction is needed to state such’
_constraints. This is.true not only of backwards pronominalization
into ‘a main‘clause, but'also:of the casea discussed earlier, of preposed
adverbs, topics, and-cleft.sentences. Akmsjian gnd Jackéndoff have
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pointed out that if the length factor is taken account of in these
constructions, then the possibilities for pronominalization will
vary with length, as in the sentences just discussed.

Adverb Preposing

(14) *In John's apartment, he smokes pot.. .

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

Topicalization

:(52) #Bill’s. apartment, he always talks .to Mary about it.

(114) Bill's apartment in that neighborhood of the Bronx where
so many important literary figures grew up,.he always talks
to Mary about it. '

Cleft Sentences

(72) *1t was John 8 dog that he bit.

(115) It was John's dog with the large fangs and the unSpeakably
ter:ifying ing. growl that he bit. .

It may. be accidental that che two cases known to me whete phonetic
stress reduction plays a role in pronominalization constraints are
exactly the cases where the subject-nonsubject distinction plays a A
role.. . If this is pot just a coincidence, then the theory of grammar.
must be changed in a way which I cannot at present imagine in order

to account for the correlation. Pending further research on the
subject, I will assume that it is sheer .coincidence.

1.1.5 Changes in the Theory of Output Conditions
1 1 5.1 Some additions

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

(1) Vatiables
(i1) A definition of main clause and subordinate clause
(1i1) A definition of subject and nonsubject
(iv) A specification of phonetic stress level
(v) A means of indicating identity of intended reference
(vi) The notion command
(vii) A limited use of quantifiers

A specification of the output condition needed to block the appropriate
sentences containing preposed adverbs and topics would have to contain
at least the following information.

(116) Structural description:
X =-NP.-X~-NP-X

1- 2-3- 4=5
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The' eenteuce 13 unacceptable ifs . T L O
(a) 2 has the same reference ag &:- .7 b oo Gl
and (b) 2 commands &
and (c) 4 is [+PRO) and [-REL] i -
and (d) 2 is above the apprbpriate stress level T AP
and (e) 4 is a'subject - e <ol
and (f) There-is at most.one S node which dominateev4 but doee not
dominate 2
Condition (f) 18 necessary,: ‘gince’ forward’pronominalizatipn is. blocked
only 1f the pronoun is the~subject of the highest sentence in question.
Thus,’ (116) will block (117), but not (118). :- -~ . ~ir .

e
PR S

(117) *John's house, he always talks about 1t.

(118) John's house, Mhry says that he always talksjabout it. R
"To my knowledge; 'the: conatraihts in (116) wil!’handle the cases

where forward pronominalization is blocked for preposed :ddvérbs,

topics, and cleft sentences. (116) states the constraints in terms of

structural conditions. However, ‘there may be a different generalizad

tion at work here.': Preopoged- adverbs, topice and clefted elements

are all elements that ‘are being:focussed upon by the speaker; or given

- gpebial promirence. ‘Thus) it is possible that the appropriate output

conditions. shiould mention elements that are being given special iy

prominence, assuming that -some notion- such as prominence ‘can be formally

specified. The theory of output conditions would then: have to be: .

broadened to include:

(viii) The notion prominence with respect to a: given S-node.

One might think that if one includes the notion grominence in the
theory of output conditions, ofié’ might be able to avoid ‘the use of
quantifiers in stating output-conditions. -Coridition' (£) could then
be done mway with and replaced by a new'condition which mentinns
prominence. Unfortunately such a new condition would also have to use
quantifiers. Thua. (116) could be replaced by (119).71 Lo

(119) Structural description' ;- {;u:% S S
GCPRPLVEF A T R

X-NP-X—NP X‘ S
1= 2=3= &<5 wof e L

The sentence is unaccéptable 1f:
(a) 2 has the same reference as 4
and (b) 2 commands 4
and (c) 4 is [+PRO] and [-REL] coeetr oLt I
and (d) 2 is above the appropriate stress level
and (e) There exists an Sy such that 4 is the-subject of Sy and
2 is dominated by a node which ie prominent with respect
to Sio



15

~:'(E19) would, like ‘(116), rule out' (137);. while péxrmitting (118).
In (117), John would be term 2 and: he would be term 4.. John's house
would be prominent with respect. tothe Sj, he always talks about it.
Since he (term 4) is the subject of Sy and since John (term 2) is
domindted by a nodéf(the'NR»dOminating»John'smhouse)rwhidh,ia -
prominent with respect to S;, condition (e) would .be met. and (117)
would be blocked. ' : T

In (118), John would again be term 2 and he would be term 4.

But in (;IQ);'John‘sihousé would be prominent with respect to the
Si,-Mg ‘gdys he-aluays'talks about it; Thus, Mafy is the_#ubject
of Sy, and he (term 4) is mot. Therefore, condition. (e) ¢annot be
met, and (11I8) is not blocked. As should be clear from thia“éiéﬁﬁie,
quantifiers are needed to guarantee that the § with respect to which
- prominence ‘is defined 15 the samg as.-the 8 that.4.1is the subject of.
Thus, the addition of the notion-gtominence;wpuld?add a new device
to the theoty: of output.zonditions without allowing us to.get.-rid

of any of the old ones. B

1.1.5.2 The Anaphora Hierarchy

As we pgq;ioned above, full nounhphrases can be used as anaphoric

expresgéions just as pronouns can. And these sometimes obey the same
output conditions as pronouns do. T T L '

(120) Mary kicked him, when Fat Max- insinuated that she had

' ‘been sleeping with Algerron for several months.. ..

(121) Mary kicked the bastard, when Fat Max insinuated that
ghe had been sleeping with Algernon for several months.

(122) *He was kicked by Mary, when Fat Max.insinuated that she
Kad been sleeping with Algernon for.several months.

(123) *The bastard was kicked by lary, when. Fat Max insinuated
that she had been sleeping with Algernon for several months.

Here the full NP, the bastard; .obeys the same constraints as those .
on backwards pronominalization from subordinate clauses ipto main
clauses. In such examples, the bastard must-act like a pronoun and
_cannot- act like an antecedent, and Fat: Max must act like an antecedent
and cannot-act like a pronoun. . e :

(124) Mary kicked Fat Max, when the bastard insinuated that she
~ had been sleeping with Algernon for sevefal months.
(125) Fat Max was kicked by Mary, when the. bastard insinuvated
that che had been sleeping with Algerndn. for several months.

(125) is grammatical since the bastard acts .like a pronoun and since
" forward pronominalization is possible in that environment. ‘

The question arises as to exacltly whem a full NP can act like a
pronoun and when:it caunot. One might think that NP's that.can act
as pronounsg are limited to epithets 1ike.bastard, bum, bitch, schmuch,
etc.; however, I believe’that any definite description can function
in that way. L B '
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7 afe)a-m&y 8lugged ‘Dirksen, when :the Illingis: Republican :I.qa:hnuatad

R -¢hat slie Had' voted .for Lyrdon Johnsom«/ ... . LTEEy -
(12’7) Mary slugged the Illinois Republicam,: when Dig g 1nsinuated

that she had ‘voted.for Lyndon:-Johnson. .; .
(123) Dirksen ‘wap fﬁlnggeﬂ .by..Mary;, when the -Illinois RepuBl:l.can
--' Ynsinuated that glie had voted for Lyndon.Johnson. - .. :
(129) *The Illinois Republican was slugged by Mary, when Dirksen
1nsinuat:ed that she had voted for Lyndon Johnson.

frreses o

= SRS AT BEVY SN % I TUR R SO 5 ST TR TR S ST

Here the- illinois ‘Republican 19 :a definite daaon:lption used as a; pronoun.
Lest “redderd’ consider  this:just:another ‘example-of ‘an. epithet, Jet us
congider-some’ more 1nnocubus examples. Aaaume that Di;‘ksen‘ Ie wearing

a blue au‘lt. - - sy e

4

i

(130)‘ Mary elugged Ditksen, when the man :ln t:he blne suit :lnainuated
" ' ‘that she®1iked Lyndon Johmson.: :x zu3 - it
{151)-Ma?y slugged- the maniin-the:blue anit.awhen g gen ins;.npated
that she liked Lyndon Johnson. N
(132) Dirksen was slugged by Mary, when the man 1n the blue suit
insinuated that she liked Lyndon Johnson.
(133) *The man in the blue suit wasisluggud by Mary, when Dirksen
1ns‘lnuated t:hat: she liked Lyndon Johnson.

S ’ = §3 ALt Yo
Here the man :ln the b‘lue suit: is: clearly .8; :deﬁnite dpaqtipt:lpn and not
an epithECO v N E - s L B N T R N s

I

The generalizatiom concerning ‘thie.conditions -under .which an: ‘NP can
serve as_an anaphori.o enpress;ion :I.nvolves ~a distinction anong four types
of noun p’hraees. s i_‘;’ SIS R R UL RTY PSR LN T B B L
(lili) 'L. proper namies . (e B Dirkaen)
o 2./ definiteé déscriptions (e:g. t.he nan :I.n the blue ouit:)
Y "3. epithéts (e.g. (the basi:ard) G e :

4, pronouns-(eig.'Mé) ~oio oo ,1

Thess' typea ‘of ‘néun” phr&aes form ‘a liderarchy .as: given in:{134), .
general, an’NP with-a’ “lowér:number in the.hierarchy may be. an.: ant:e-
. cedent”of ‘an NP with a’higher number; but not. vice versa.: :An. NP, .

“cannot be' the antacedént'ofzan: NP irith. the same-number ;- unless one is
a repetition of the other or unless both-are pronoums... .Forx.. e;amplg,

(135) Nagoleon enteréd +the: room: and Napoleon aunounced that,

Jean-Luc' would hang.' 2
('136) *Nagoleb’t eni:erea ‘the room and Bo gart:e announced that
- Jeéan-Luc' would hangi -~ - v ic .

(135) and- (136) shiov tHat ‘a: ‘pXOper ‘name can. be an antecedent. of another
proper nane, ‘only ‘4Ff -the two ‘ard identicdl.. - As further. examples, con-
sider t:he following. .

) '.‘ YA

e (137) Nagoleon entered ﬁhe room- and thene_mgeror announced that

I Jean<Luc -waidld hang. - 2& e ot Lo

(138) #*The ggetoi‘ ‘antered the room.and Nagoleon announced t:hat
Jean-Luc would hang. -

.d .
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(139) Napoleon entered the ' room and.the bastard announced
that Jean-Luc would hang. : . .
(140) *The bastard entered the room and Nagoleon announced
- that Jean-Luc would hang. -
(141) Napoleon entered the room and- he announced that
Jean-Luc would hang.
(142) *He entered the room and Nagoleon announced that
' Jean=Luc would -hang.

Although (138), (140) and (142) are all unacceptable, (138) is
better than (140), which is better than (142).  That is, there is.
a hierarchy of unacceptsbility here which mirrors the hierarchy of
(134). The greater the difference in numbers with respect to the
hierarchy of (134), the less acceptable the sentence. e

' best -- (138) ~—- .... the emperor ..;. Napoleon -

- S . 2 - el ungrammatical
‘middle -- (140). --- ...the bastard '.... Napoleon IR
3 1l sentences
worst — (142) - oi-‘he ....i);...;.b'NﬂpOleon- ) v

4 D S |

Just as there is a hierarchy of unacceptebility here, 80 there is a

hierarchy of dcceptability as well. Though (137), (139); and (141)
are all grammatical, (141) is the most acceptable, (139) less so,

and (137) somewhat less. Again, the acceptability hierarchy mixros

the hierarchy of (134). The greater the difference in numbers with-_ -

respect to-the hierarchy of (134), the more acceptable the sentence.’
best bt (141) -‘...-Napoleon QQOO'OOOhe.l.D.‘..; - - :

w1 ot 4 ‘ - grammatical

middle - (139) - ...Napoleon cees the bastard..

1 B . ;-sentences .
woret - (137) - ...Napoleon RN the emperor.. o S
, _ L2

Let us now turn to definite descriptions. According-to the
hierarchy of (134), definite descriptions can be antecedents of
epithets and pronouns, but epithets and pronouns cannot be antecedents
of definite descriptions.

(143) The emperor entered the room and the bastard announced
that Jean-Luc would hang.

(144) *The bastard entered the room and the emperor announced
that Jean-Luc would hang.

(145) The emperor entered the room and he announed that
Jean-Luc would hang.

(146) *He entered the room and the emperor announced chat
Jean-Luc would hang. :

Moreover, the hierarchy of (134) predicts that definite descriptions
cannot be antecedents of definite descriptions, unless they are
identical. ;
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(147) The man.with his hand‘in his vest entered the room and
the man with his hand in his “vest announced that.Jean-Luc
would hang. . -~ ... -
(148) *The man with his hand in hia vest entered the room and
the emperor from Corsica announced that Jean-Luc would ‘hang.
IR 3 TUUNNE S T
Epithets also follow the hierarchy. of (134). ~Ep1thets muy ‘bd
antecedents for pronouns, but pronouns may not'be-antecedents for
epithete.8

!' Lt T

- ' ' ' o el) bor
(149) -The bastard entered the room and herspat on. the floor.
(150) *He entered the- room. ‘and- the bastard apat on.the floor.
*t ~'_ T.« v“ .’
And, as the hieratchy predicts, epithete may be antecedente'of other
epithets only if they are 1dentica1.
+::¢151). The bastard entered the room and the baatard epat on the floor.
(152) *The bastard: entered the. ‘room and .the bum:spat on the floor.
However, two different epithets. referring ‘to.the same person .may occur
in the same gentence, provided that there is another noun phrase in the
eentence that serves as an antecedent to both of them.
(153) After we let Sam 1nto the house, the baetard entered the f: ‘
living ‘room and the bnm spat on the floor, S
In (153) Sam ia antecedent to both the bastard and the bum. Thiainorka
not only for epitheéts, but for-definite descriptions-as. welle -+ - - oane

(154) *The Illinois Republican entered. the.living:room and then
© :the-man with the ailver hair began to nake a speech.

P .
(154) . is unacceptable since a definite description cannot be the
antecedent of another .definite: description. .(155) 1s aceeptable .if we
understand Dirksen to be the antecedent of both the Illinois Republican
and the man with the silver hair. So, in (153) and (155) we have the
following situation.»‘i - . i . Do 7 -

Lhen L. Co

. 'olhlobosamooooothe bastard.ooooothe bm'000|o.

......Dirkaen «esothe Illinois Republican....the man with
: . silver: hait-.ba.. /! v Lo

ot A

The same is true with prorncuni.

(157) After we let li:zleim. 1nt03the house, he entered. the,living
room and the: s¢ Legan to make a- speech.‘

Here both occurrences of he refer beck tonDirkaen,,as in (158).
(158) ...Dlrksen.'..':.. he.lll....he.....‘... -{

This eituatiou asises not only within sentences, but also across
gsentence boundaries.
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(159) We let 'Dirkgen into the house.': He enteréed the liviag::)
room and then he began to make a speech.

(160) We let Dirksen into the House. The Illinois Republican
entered the living room and then the man with the silver
hair began to make a speech. - - - .5, : .: cum-rron s

(161) We let Sam into the house. The bastard entered the
1dving: Toom and the'bum spat on the £loot. dueomedT oo

‘I iy LA BRI M -_," NI

RIUNETo Y B T,
Thus senteuces like (152) and (154).  axe- unacceptable,nn;y:if"it is
assumed that one of the underlined noun phrases is.the antecedent pf ...
the other. If, instead, we assumed that both are: anaphoric expressions
referring back to an antecedent in a previous‘sentence, then,theee
gentences are acceptable. So sentences like (162) : e,

' (162) He:entered the roow: and then he spat on the floox: U‘»:!-ﬂi}
are accep:able 1f both occurrences of he are understoee as }eferfieg
back to’ sotte person in ‘a previous sentence. - The.firet.gg,cannnt be

L' ‘e
'

understood as: the antecedent of the second he. '

siberrg

1.1.5.3 The: general notion’ "antecedent of" - ~ ¢ ol 7 (70D

The examples in the previous section indicate amaphoric noun
phrases in general can be subject to the same constraints as pronouns.
This means that output conditions must be: stated mnot just .for: pronouns
but for anaphoric noun phrases of all sorts. As we saw in the previous
section, one cannot tell -just, from the :form of a single noun phraae
whether: it ‘fs anaphoric. 'Instead, one'must be :able to .pick qut . L
antecedent-anaphoric pairs by a principle based on the ‘hierarchy of

(134) and output conditions must be formulated in terms of this -~ * .rr
principle. We can define the general notion “antecedent of" as
fOIIOWB’ PR T LT L O o S .

< R R (LA : T RS S
(162) Given two- coreferential NP's, and NP » we“willa voeler
say that NPy is the antecedent oi (a) NPy
. vanks- higher than NP; in the hierare y of (134) oxr: .}
if (b) NPy and NPy are identical in form and NPy
& precedes NPj.

(162b) is necessary for cases like (163)
. . ( . "
(163) Dirksen was kickéd by Mary, when Ditksen 1nsinuated thét
she had voted for Lyndon Johnson. .~ ¢ tomo el A oio) bes

In (163) the first occurrence of Dirksen must be considered thie:
antecedent of the second occurrence of Dirksen. In the case of
repeated noun phraees, :he first 13 always considered +the entecedent
of the second. O B

With a definition of "anéeEede;Eﬂof . we can state the odtput
conditian for cases (120) - (133) and similar casés. . .

P T K . [ P A - VI Ve
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(164).8tructural descriptiont. o X e NP{:QEXW- NP. -~ X
o f -1 2. 3. & 5.

The sentence is unacceptable 1f. .
(a) There exist: Sq and Sp such that- Sy is aubordinate to S, a’
and (b) S dominates 2 and Sy dominates 4 and Sa does not dominate
4%and Sp does not dominate 2, : s
and (c).4& is.the antecedent of 2, and either P
.- (d)- 2 1s the subject of Sg, or =~ . . . L
(e) 4 is stressed, or both S PR S
(e) and (£f) hold. C T

(164) will handle all the: cases I know _about of backwards anaphora from
a subordinate clause to @ main clause.9

Similarly,<we can account for the unacceptability of. backwards
anaphora in coordinate clausea,.as in (135) = (154); with: an output
condition like (165).

(165) Structural description: .- X~ NPy =X~ NPy - X

= | 2 .:3. 4..5

[ ~

'The'sentenceﬁis‘unacceptable if:

(a) There exist S, and Sp such that S; and Sy are .coordinate,
and (b) S, dominates 2 and Sy dominates 4 and Sa does mot dominate
4 and Sp does not dominate. 2, . .
and (c) 4 is the antecedent of 2.
There are still other cases where the general notion of antecedent
is necessary. (166) is an example of an output condition that applies
only to anaphoric noun phrases that are not pronouns. | y

(166) Stnuctural description' 'o*-lo X - NPi -X - NPi - X

1 2 3 4 s
The sentence is unacceptable if:

(a) 2 is the antecedent of 4
(b). 2 commands 4 and 2 does not command &,
and (c) 4 is not a pronoun. -

(166) will account for. the following sentences:

' (161)'*Johnson thinks that Johnson is popular.
(168) *Johmson thinks that the Texan is popular.
(169) #Johnson thinks that the bastard is popular.
(170) Johnson:thinks that he is popular. L
(171) *Johnson likes people who like Johnson.

(172) *Johnson likes people who like the Texan.
(173) *Johnson likes people who like the bastard.
(174) Johnson likes people who like him.
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As (166) 1s stated, it will appii‘only vhen the antecedent
precedes the anaphoric noun phrase. However, that same constraints
hold when the anaphoric noun_phtase precedes its aptecedent. ;'fb

(175) That Johnson is unpopular bothers Johmson,

... 5(176) *That the Texan is unpopular bothers Johnson.
77y #*That the gastar 'is unpopular’ borhers‘Johnson.‘ e
(178) ‘That he is unpopular bothérs Johnson. ' o
(179) People who know Johnson hate Johnson. : Com
(180) *People who know ghe Texan hate Johnson, .
(181) *People who know the bastard hate Johmson. ~ =

.. (182) People who ¥now him hate Johnscn., ,

..
I3 SRR S N

Note that (179) 1s’ grammatical, since by ‘the_ defihitibn df antecedent i
in (162), the first occurrence of ‘Johnson is’ ‘the’ éntecedent ‘of the -
second. Because of this, condition (166) is not m&t, and thus it -
cannot rule out (179). Thus, (179) is acceptable for the same reagon

as (183) and;(l@ﬂ), whetexthe anaphoric noun pﬁraée commanda ite _
antecedent. L SRR

- . .
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(183) People who know Johnson hate the Texan. L
(184) People who know Johnson hate Ehé-bastard:” "' " ... ‘7"
S0y o [ S T
(175) 18 ‘not aubiect to conditiod (166) for the same 'réason ds (179)
is. In (175) the anaphoric noun phrase commands its antecedent.) In
my idiolect I find (175) of questionable acceéptability, which ia"-
also.true of (185) anpd.(186), which aharerfhe same condition.

(185) That Johnson is unpopular bothers the Texan. ‘ -

(186) That Johnson is unpopular bothets he basta; © e e

(164), (165), and (166) show that the notion “intecedent of" 13
necessary for, the, generel statement of output, conditions. To my
knowledge, the definition of antecedent given in (162) 1s universal,
as is the hierarchy of (134). _

R IR S SORCER: XS [ N
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1.1. p; Dialect .Variations .

PRSIt &1 & it

As I héve pointed out above. the conséraints we' are dealing witﬁ”
are subject to some. dialesfal and idiolectal variatibn. Actually,
there is a considerable amount of varthtion, more than I have mentivhed

o 8o .far. I noted that, in my speech (186) 1s unacceptable but (187)
“~{s acceptabla. - -

5? (186) *He was’ k1cked by Mary, before John had .a chance to get up.
- (187) Mary kicked him, before John had a..¢ chance to get up.

Though the majority of the speakers I've asked share this view, there
are some, whocfind (186) and (187) both ungcammatical, and thfae are "i
some, isolated individuals who find both of them grammatical._ - -

ARSI

L}I'ﬁengioned above that many people find (34), (67), and (75)
grammatical. These individuals do not have the consttaint that {;;Z

-
.3
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backwards pronominalization can go into topicalized elements only from*
subjects. Instead, they permit free backwards pronominalization into
topicalized elements.

.

Another case of such variation has been reported by Stanley Peters.
Apparently there is a Texas dialect where sentences iike (188) are
grammatical. -

'
i

(188) 1t bothered him that John was sick.

Variations like these can be described in terms of a theory of output
conditions like that proposed in 8 1.1.5., 6 If one can pick out the
structures in which the variation occurs, they can be listed as '
extra conditions in statemente like (116)

Paul Postal has pointed out an even more interesting case of
variation from speaker to speaker. Some speakers find' (189) accep- :
table, although it is unacceptable in my speech. '

LEE R . Y. !

(189) His mother hates John. '*'l?ﬁﬁ
I have found that the same speakers who accept (189) will accept (190)
(190) In John 8 apartment ‘he smokes pot.

These speakers 'will reject, as will all the speakers I have asked- (191)
and (192). .

(191) *He hates John's mother.
(192) *Near John, he saw a snake.

;

L )

And these, speakers like all others will accept (193) and (19&)

(193) Women who know him hate John. '
(194) In the apartment which John rents, he smokes pot.

If one groups speakers who accept (189) and (190) into what we will
call Group A and put those who do not accept them into Group B, and
if we pick out as the relevant NP the leftmost underlined NP in the
above sentences, one gets the following distribution'

(195) ~ "' Relevant NP Group A Group B
Head NP no good no good
.Unembedded modifier NP okay * no good
Embedded NP okay okay

The distinction between the two dialects seems to be a matter of how’
far down in the tree the relevant NP must be. Group B requirea that''
it be embedded in a' subordinate clause, while Group A will allow it to
be an unembedded modifier. Since two different conditions are involved,
this indicates that output conditions should include some notion 1ike
"sufficiently far down on the tree," vhich can vary from speaker to
speaker in its exact definition, but would not vary from condition to
condition.
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If the constraints on pronominalization: are to be:.stated as
output conditions, then it is not at all surprising that they should
vary from speaker to speaker, since other output conditions (see Ross,
1967b, :Chapter -3) are known to be ‘subject . to such vatiation.

1

FOOTNOTES
LY ST S : -
. et - . .. H PIT R : . R
1. 1In“these examples, the underlined noun phrases are.assumed to
refer td ‘the same individual. :(4) is ungrammatical if he is
understood as referring ‘to John... It is; ‘of course, grammatical
if he ig understood‘as referring to'gome other person not
mentioned in the sentence. Thus, we are not discussing
whether the sentence, -taken in isolation, is grammatical or
not. Instead, we are discussing whethér the sentence with the
integgretation 1ggosed ugon it by the underliniqg is grammatical.

2. 'Some: speakers will differ winh my judgments as to the acceptability
of these sentenc es and of ‘many ‘others that will be discussed
below. : This should not be surprising, since the constraints we
are digcussing are subject to dialectal and idiolectal variation.
This variation will- be discussed tbough not in mnch de:ail in!

*seetiOn 1 1. 6. o L

3. I find this sentence of marginal accepnability. Of'che‘people
I have' questioned, some-agrée with my judgment, some: find it
fully acceptable, and some find it unacceptable. ' The.notations
*?2' and '?7*%' will be used below to indicate such marginal
sentences.

4. See Ross, 1967b, Chapter 3.
S. See Perlmutter, 1968.

6. Essentially the same observation was made independently by
Akmajian and Jackendoff (1968).

7. This hierarchy makes a claim with respect to possible dialect
differences in the acceptability of these sentences. There are
some people for whom (137), the 'worst' case, is ungrammatical.
That is, some people will consider as ungrammatical sentences
which I consider as grammatical but perhaps somewhat awkward,
like (137). But I know of no cases where someone will reject
(139) as unacceptable, while accepting (137). People will never
reject what I call the 'middle' cases while accepting the 'worst'
cases. To this extent the hierarchy limits the range of possible
dialectal and idiolectal variation in these cases.

8. One might think that epithets can only be used anaphorically
and can never appear as antecedents. However, as Robin Lakoff
has point out, this is not so.
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(a) Some bastard broke into -my house and he drank up
all my beer.

As R. Lakoff notes, these cases are especially interesfing
since in a sentence like

(b) Some bastard drank up all my beer.

the reason that I am calling that person a bastard is
contained in the sentence, namely, because he drank up all

my beer. This is: not the case with definite epithets, -as

in (149). One might then conclude that only indefinite
epithets can appear as antecedents and that definite --
epithets must be anaphoric. But, as (c) shows, this is'falae.

(c) The cops caught the bastard who drank up all my beer
and they locked him up.

In (164), (165), and (166) the notation 'NPi in the
- structural description is used to indicate that the two NP's

are to be understood as having the same reference. . No great

..significance should be atCached to this choice ¢f notationm.

;Since I have not: done an extensive serious study of these.
variations, the facts I present in this section:can -anly be
considered anecdotal. I think it is important that this
subject ‘matter be studied seriously and I consider this
section only as indicating a direction that -such studies -
might take. , .



