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Sa = 1973Wdol]l wrEsl “Conditions on Transformations& 402 &t ol && | i

o] 2(Extended Standard Theory)o|z} ¥-21

¥

A5 = 197510l 2 E sl Reflections on Language. Essays on Form and interpretation(1977)
& 407 3l o] 8L FAE EF o] E(Revised Extended Standard Theory)e] 2} 3tc}, 22lT
19804 & &3] GB theory(Goyernment—Bindinding theory) 4l e 2k dh=ol 2F7H2 43, 2
st & HEFTeo] &L F YHAdstd diekd g ol F 4lvjelxz el

Barbarar. England(Glossarized charts of Noam Chomsky's Grammar: 1978, pp. 49—55)l] ¢|3ld F
Zo) &, S| EFolE, +HH EFo| 2L okt ol ksl 4HE stn e AHoleh olw

Chomskye] 7| W&& 242 s alrk
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o

Chomsky says that the real difference between the Standard and the
Extended Standard and Generative Semantic Theories is that in the
Standard Theory a semantic interpretation is made only in the deep
structure, whereas in the other two theories semantic representation appears

in the surface structure. (Class lecture at M.1.T., May 8, 1975)
STANDARD THEORY GENERATIVE SEMANTIC THEORY
BASE zewmnp D S. D.S.— SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION
T(DS. ...55) K,
Global §
Semantic  Phonetic :‘:;"y §
Represen-  Represen- .
wtion tauon to both i

2

»
L

EXTENDED STANDARD THEORY

BASE====(D.S., ..., $.5.)> |SEMANTIC

P et P,,/7 REPRESENTA
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Binding theory 3

THE SYNTACTIC COMPONENT OF
THE EXTENDED STANDARD THEORY
(as of_May 1975)

l BASE I

CATEGORIAL COMPONENT LEXICON
PHRASE STRUCTURE RULES LEXICAL INSERTION

DEEP STRUCTURE

gessshy

NON-LEXICAL SEMANTIC COMPONENT
TRANSFORMATIONS SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION

P = Phrase-Marker

THE CATEGORIAL COMPONENT:| ‘‘The branching rules of the base
PHRASE STRUCTURE RULES: (that is, its categorial compon-
ent) define grammatical func-
tions and grammatical relations"’

(1965, p. 136).
S—3>» NP, VP
NP N VP,
VP>V, {AP} o / N\ /
N 2Y Det. N

N
AP—>A A A |v J\
_' A
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THE SYNTACTIC COMPONENT OF THE
REVISED EXTENDED STANDARD THEORY
after May 15, 1975 (later called the ‘‘Trace Theory'’)

[ase]

CATEGORIAL COMPONENT LEXICON
PHRASE STRUCTURE RULES LEXICAL INSERTION
P
DEEP STRUCTURE
P.
i

NON-LEXICAL
) —> TRANSFORMATIONS

[ SURFACE FILTERS }\

P," SURFACE STRUCTURES

|| SEMANTIC INTERPRE-
& | TATION RULES

| LocicaL ForM |—>

| COGNITIVE SYSTEMS

S ——
SEMANTIC COMPONENT
SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION

(checked by Howard Lasnick, May 15, 1975)
(where P = Phrase-Marker)

The surface structure is generated with ‘‘trace’’ as a record of movement
rules. Where the Extended Standard Theory left a ‘‘trace’ of Deep
Structure through labeled-bracketing, the Revised Extended Standard
Theory leaves a *‘trace’’ from the movement rules:

O PTSTOTR SPPPIN PPN

(class lecture at M.L.T.,
May 15, 1975)
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70§ odejde gFrlel stz olw W o]&Eol JHrh

Chomsky?] o] &8 ujelo g 3tz glov) okzt wigke we|slx 9+ Katz, FodorE& $4lo8
gk &) 4 2] o] E(Interpretive Semantics), ©]+ 4] &7 4 & x|(deep structure phrase marker)3 5 %3} LH
+ EA e 74 F 29 (phrase structare rule)go] 2+ A2 S} A FZol ofF A JLE s
2t Aoz 23R

Katz(The philosophy of Languge; 1966, pp.151—75) o] ¢|%}=d

bachelor phonological matrix
feature

n I n — grammatical marker
’/(M<\(Animal) semantic marker
(M/al_gﬁ‘ [who has the (l\{iale)
[who has young first or [young fur seal

never knight lowe'st aca- when without a

married]  serving demic degree]  mate during the-= distinguisher
under the breeding time]
standard of

another knight]

& o1# 7}t b2 of#el Agdal A A F(Selection Restriction)E wbeh. o] & of #Sell HAH
3 dE 1 ¢]3 2] EA4(Lexical Feature)ol] 2|8l A=} o] &4 &4 (Phonological
featurce matrix), 54} & A](Grammatical marker), 2] v} 3 4](Semantic marker), = 4 (distinguisher)o|
o}

2472 (Projection Ruleol] 2shod 3142l ol#17h th2 o H3h A¥sA HE vheled Sol
S%é seh o] SotddE o] & EPE ZE vhejo] 8 F(Readings)EE 7HAl ASFTETHEA
(deep structure phrase marker)7} Sieh, o] H-g roujato g 4= 7|4 F4 EA(Semantically
interpreted Underlying phrase marker) & SIUPM o]z} 3iel.

FAE o] T U AN 5L vl E Agsle, S TE Al =l oi39 oo
o2 &t} T(Phrase)2l ESentence)2] 9| E whAlH o2 AEdtd HH T

4919 ol & Aol FoiH gt A2 s eleisba 84 (Readings)S ZE olHE 1
oAej7bx] #Hqe] Abale] #raAlc

o] &4 2} o] Z(Interpretive Semantics)-& E 5o} &(Standard theory)g vl 3kt 4] WAl gl o} o
EZo| Z(Extended Standard Theory)o] v} o=t4 2 & ulgko e Ass e}

o714 A7t A4 2 u] Z(Generative Semantics)oll cs] 4 AHuw, o] HFo]E(Standard
theory)2 u]3ts}s] wals]zl o] &4ldl, G. Lakoff, McCawley, Postal, Ross 5& 4420l &

{Generative Semantics)z} Solel & 4+ U},
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Chomsky?] ST—2&el| 4 E242 ojo|Pust 25 44 T2ol4 dejxle A2z 5o 9
o}, 2eiuk EST—28ol4& $49 9ojyus A7, 43 T249, BFTRoA FF
Qe Ao sx-grh

A 4 2] u] & (Generative Semantics)ol] 4 &) ST—28 % =2} oviH R E A3 T2olH decte
AAe 4y o o Foldl o] FL ST-RHL AST27} YujHYRE FE3 A
Zz %3k, o FAHAdol(abstract) Bl 2L A4S TEE AAsteol et FRSL Yot
afel4 o] Eo| Aloksls 4 TFZak uk2 oju|Fxe FAH Aol Heh F AFTIE Bl
et T2 ZaE ¥ole o 404 fejExE Fd o)

Lakoffe] 41&Fz #Za& 3t Chomsky?| A|&72 #&-% vnsdle ¥ Do you beat your

wife enthusiastically? Chomsky2] ST—%3o| w29

S
VP
Q MP
NP
Adv
Diel T
you beat the sife enthusiastically
Lakoff¢] Generative Semantics® W}y o &
S
ﬂl\
Q NP vP
/ NP
A
it S
you enthusiastic / \
NP VP_

v
N
beat

Mac Cawley?] 41472 F8§¢ 2=l We Killed dragons,
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Binding theory 7

S
/\VP
ND / \
l v NP
o !
We ause -
NP \ VP
' I
PR v
NP VP .
|
dragons Dead become

o]Ato 2 Ha A4 o] E(Generatire Semantics)oll &J{t Al FF £ B L T FAAH) 3,
Al Azt A4FE AT XYk

60W o 70l 2 AR olojde] RFvlel ¥ + AE AE 2 YL o] &0l #£okA itch

o} o)8joll = Fillmore2] Case grammar. Kunof] 7|54 (Functional gammar) o] .o}
Chomskyg FAlo 2% HFo|E, YHIFo]E, FHYNIFo|Ex #]49 u]Z(Inter Pretive
Semantics), 484 2] u] &(Generative Semantics)o| FH& o|Fud 4 T =Holelm & 5 et

80\ cfoll 2] 5= 4 Chomsky7} Lectures on Government and Biuding—% 1981ud ol 4-s3ts}
w4 Ecjo} oojdtell MEF AL A7 A

AFAR stz o] EE FH AT, MEF AER QT o T uhgFE AAjE GBo)
2L WFOmEA Aot MM WHE oA Sof dofste] TE E slEspute
2 Saw sodch EQ o GBolZE olazh o4 ol Roleb U4 AxA sdch

o] & alAlgrle AL Aol a4 ojFojxitin & 4 dvul dojd A& adele] £
A(its nature) odo]o] TR(its origins) odo] AFL(t its use)?] 4|7tx] FAE Egstd Choms-
ky(198a)e ol A& chg3b ol st et

@ When Constituents Knowledge of language?

® How is Know ledge of languge acquired?

@ How is Know ledge of languge used?

oj}zre FAM <t 80udcol HolEHdA obris 7 AlA4cet

o] A& ol 4 3}¥H(Cognitive Science)?] WFg 7l g, ol & FA Azt 4 WA 5
42 WHE £ Ut FTAUNE ¢ F AEF AFsch F Aol AT A AHReal object)d
ol AFshe Au olAE A2 AU RE Aol AAT dA% AT Aolch

dejat #2819 vp&g ¥Fe] F£ FHols] Rl odo]§ o] ATEE AL A AAE
A9 Az Wt e ¢A sebE Aol

ol 7k f4 A A (Mental Reality)E YA o2 el ew o)L QA% Aned §F F2A
£ 4 (Creatirve Aspects)2 7Fx| 1 9l t},



8 Mrodta =4 A23Y (slad)

A3e] A7t 712 (Base)7t S| 7l Ao} & BE ol Teol H& HAA FHojch
A A el (Mental state)& 219 3} Al (Rule System)2} He}2) A A (System of Principles) &
g wowd BHu4L 4dske ol GBolEal Aoln.
Chomsky(Some Concepts and Consequences of the Theory of Government and Binding ; 1982, pp.7—
gl 2|}

o] g

A)
n
45 B

In the course of this work there has been a gradual shift of focus from the study of rule
systems, which have increasingly been regarded as impoverished (as we would hope to be the
case), to the study of systems of principles. which appear to occupy a much more central

position in determining the character and variety of possible human languages.

hn Hmzs 70dd BHol2E T AA(Rule sysem & TR @Fol4o2 4ot GB
theoryoll 4= 28] Al (System of principle)d 51 AFo] 422 Atofob debe Holck,
F39 AAE
A) o3& (Lexicon)
B) & 4H-(Symtax)
7] 2] ¥-(Base Component)

)
@ 3 Y-(transformational component)

C

~—

#)) A X (Interpretive component)
@ PF Component
@ LF Component
Z 37 AyFYL ojae FHY AAE dFée AE FIH ATE AU
a2 GBol ol 4+ «el2] # A (System of Principle) &
X—bar theory
FAl o] (Q~theory)
A o) &(Case theory)
71 £ 0| E(Bindirg theory)
g+A| o} (Bounding theory)
E 3} o] E(Control theory)
G) =]ujo}E(Government theory)
oj4re] del9 AMAE F3 ATFHLdoR dto AFste el GBo|Eal Holrh
GBolZol A A1F7H A4 ZE odolel AdE WYY, A2E BT Aol
ATE A EF ol Eqlul 53 FHUF(Empty Category)®] 4H-& g% el 52| (Rationalism)y o
TF& T3 shed 433 Aelet ¥ F Adeh

A% £

mmcomg

A) It is unclear what to do
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Binding theory 9

B) It is unclear [what PRO to do t]

A’) 1 bought Bill a book to give to Marry.

B’) I hoaght Bill a book [PRO to give t to Marry]]

7= A AT A e T4 A(Constituent)ub-2- 7 F2HS Bdslo] Fujzlq Hw
ek,

o 7] of| Léﬁ LeF7t 471 ool LS A BE F 314.
2

ujo

24
NS4S AM ¢ & genz Avel 4u Tqd Audel padm T 4 g
& PRO, pro. trace, Variable2] 47}z 3 $(Empty Category)Z A 5le] olol| oh3t 48 F
FetnzM 70l olojd A Tolq HAE R 423 FAEAz Bdduie] LrlslsiA
sieh o} S|ulol & FHF] YW GBol & ol 4 alosh ATFE WAB} 5l chalsl ¢
t}.
Chomsky(Lectures on Government and Binding: 1981, p.56)% T F(Empty Category)?| 548

ehgsh ol dsela ook

(i) trace is governed
(i) the antecedent of trace is not in a @ —position
(W) the antecedent-trace relation satisfies the subjacency condition
PRO lacks all of these properties: it is ungoveened; its antecedent (if there is one) has an
independent # —role. as does PRO; the antecedent—PRO relation (where PRO has an antece-
dent) need not satisfy the subjacency condition. Furthermore. PRO need have no antecedent. as

in (3). while trace always has an antecedent:

F(Empty Category)2] 4A o2 ofo® qlojst Aol Hrlxql HEE 7z godd
ﬂl slalch, o] mak 80wl odojdte] 9 Azt & = = Aol

Ty od T o H(Lexiconel] Foizl= RE 544 3 ¥ (Syntactic infor-mation) Y ojv| A HH
(Semantic infor-mation)7} Z 8.3+ &S 3hc},

Chomsky= o #1¥FF 4 A} (Substantirve) [+ N], 4| g of(Predicative)[+V] 2] F742] i Fol
719bg Fo [+N][+Vle &84, ([+N][-V]+ F4HNoun), ([—N], [+V]E Za}(Verb),

([=N], [=V])= =) 4Preposition)e JERN T Q).

ud Ab, 54}, L2l o] 3 W F-(Lexical Category)ol] <8}=}al &l 2] 4}= o] §| ¥ F-(Lexical Categ-
oryyll 4 A &) 47| el eh

[+N][-V]9] 3 F+Hmaximal projectiny= NP [+N](+V]e] #ol F4& AP, [-N][+V]
8] HdSF4e VP, [-N][-V]e 3o F4te PPolc},

NP. VP. AP. PP 4/ ¢] £4}2 Chomskyt 2%E 3l ¢+ 7z o 3 ¥ F(Lexical category)
£ oi2](head)2} B o{(Complement) 2 o] Fo12] 3 ¢l eol] vlelw Rl widct o] ziwfo] &

(Government theory)o] t},

.L”.ol:]

%
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£ 4LE A (Verb Properties)st ™ 28] %|(Noun Position)7} F-#] o Foll 583 odgL chekatn 9

c}.
7 40| Z(Binding theory)& o] & uwlelo g NP9} NP sjolo]l HLej & 7tedl = o Eolzln
T 4+ gleh

a is bound by B if and if only

1) @ and B are coimdexed 2) a is c-—commanded by A

o & <HAnaphor—reciprocal pronoun. reflexive pronoun, NP —tace)+ =] ol ] F-(Governing Category)Qt
off 4] 7 4(bound)o] Sleiok 33, of  AH(Pronoun)& 7 4-<l(bound)o] 5= otof dhef, =z|4]A
Z 3l (R—expression John, Marry5)-& o] ol 2] z-fr(free)2 9] oF ghch= Aol 50| (Binding
theory)o] 2} 3L gtcl.

Chomsky(Lectures on Government and Binding; 1981, p.188)% ©i-& 3 22 W 8O 2 o] o] & &
EEERTE

Binding Theory

A) An Anaphor is bound in its governing category

B) A Pronominal is free in its governing category

C) An R—expression is free

(overning Category )

a is the governing category for 8 if and on.ly if a is the minimal category containing S
and a governor of . Where ¢ =NP or S,

7)ol A wiHe F28 7 4Lo] E(Binding theory)ll 2|3l B8l R:A g

@ *We thought each other gave the books to Bill.

S

NP INFL PP
Ve NP / \
P NP

|

a, as

a,

a 0] o} &2HAnaphor)ele) B A zbs Bz},

o4 of §4HAnaphor}t HEEA] A3 Ab7k Qlefok dkeh, Eq ajo] of-§4HAnaphonolwd o AHA
© 2 NIC(Nominative island Conditionk)ol] $]uf %i=},

7 £0) Z(Binding theory) Aol 2|3} Anaphor= Bound=|ojo} el Redl, bound =l e} =
A

(@ Coindex @ C—Command @ Governing Category #j7px| Z7lol a}alok e},

— 178 —



Binding theory 11

*Each other gave the books to Bill ##le]| 4 2a) Each other= Anaphoro|c}. Each other
+ @ C—-Command7} 52 ¢t=c}l. @ Coindexz} 52 otecl. @ NICd| ¢Juj=lch, 12{2 8
AL wEyg Al EAolch. & Himself. Myselfel 7+-& Al 4k Anaphoro] =2 Each
other $]alol = EL471 gl

R—expressione] 2 $]x]o] Q-Lal] & 4 zs] Hol, R—expressiond freec]2 2 of A S ¥
ot 4bate| glch, 7

Bill gave the books to Bille]z} 2 & 2af Fo]q) Bills} to Billej 4] 2] Bill& c}g 2}pghe}c},
Pronominale] L #1xjoll USa & 47| 2ol

a. He; gave the books; to Billy

b. He; gave the books; to Bill;

@A THAdd Al A
theory Bl lefs]=] 4=k @< 91
c}.

§] E£Hdl4 az7t Anaphorsl 4 47 2a|

They introduced each other to Bill.

) 2ol WAk shubshd @ Binding
. & Hetx Bill¢] Governing Categoryoj 7] afl Fo]

o rl°
o
Rl

they: a,9] each other& C—Command 32 ¢lc}. they?| Aels branching noche
9l S+ @,9i each others dominatest Ut =& a3 a,& 42 dominate 3tz U= ¢
oY), 28je2 e, C—Commad ajs0|w, =& theys} each otheri= Coindex7} 5o gn
theyt each other®] Governing Categoryo]2 2 they+ each other& boundé}e Binding
theory Ag at&x|7132 o] FYAH FAolch
*He introduced each other to Bill.
a9l Het a,9] each other& C-Commandsti ¢l o Coindex7t 5= ¢o o2 a9 He
2%) each other& bounds}z| %ai4] Bindng theory Adl| f|ujs|=g o Fihg wl-g4yH
Aol eh.
*They infroduced Elimself to Bill.

myself

Ha rr

2] Bzl a,2] theyet a9) himself myself7} coindexs] 2] 9o} theyz} himself. myselfg
bound3}x] ¥3}2.2 Binding theory Al $|uiz]=2 w)Zd]a Falo|c},

a. They, introduced themselves; to Bill;
b. *They; introduced themselves; to Bill,

@ FA-2 theys} themselves?} Coindexs|+ 71 $¢| 2.2 Binding theory Aol $iwis]=] 9=
ol @ F22 theys} themselvess} Coindexs %] ¢ ©® 2 Binding theory Ao}l $]ufj=o] v}
o FAo|c}
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12 MFsta =3 A233 (1)

@ *They; expected me; to introduce each othar; to Bill.
® They; expected me; to introduce them; to Bill

@49 AS$E v2Aojr}, Mhsta theyst each othert coindexs|zat @ C—Command
7} 52 ¢ @ Theyt each other®] Governing Category%ol)| 52 ¢ © = 2 Binding theory
Aol S5l ch,

v ® 239 ALE @ theyt them$ C-Commands}z] orn (@ Theyw themg
governing category7} obu{ 22 Theyo} themo] coindexs vje}lx Binding theory Bol] $|ujs]=|
gonz A Fgolth

@ John introduced him to Bill.

® John expected me to introduce him to Bill

@54l 49 hime Johmo] otuxint @FANAE himg Johmg @ghekn ¥ 4 Atk

shukste @ Aol 4 himzl him®] governord ¥ gétE AWM categoryt So|=2 Johng
him®] governing category 4o &c}, 22{=2 Binding theory Boll ©]3}=d pronominal free
olojol 5122 Johns} him& Coindex7} slojA£ <abslc}.

NP7 Zo| 8 23, SHolE 2% uhal shbel Ta4a 2& Bwaal 7158 s 297 3
o}, olwl Npt 549 S4verb propertiesy Zi v ZHolth

o e AN Al

Their stories about each other.

o] 7% theirts stories®] Fo] d¥E 3t et

g \PP
a ~

jav)

e

87 NP9 Foilel a7} anaphord]l 7Z#& zs) ¥,

@ Bt a& C-Commanddl g3

@ a9 Governing categorye NPolm2 B+ a &) governing categorydoll Tisivh 12
22 ay} anaphorgl 79 B¢t e+ coindexsje]o} o},

% Their stories about myself

Theirks myself& governig categoryol] X§s]=|at Coindex7} s}z ¢to o 2 Binding theory

Acl $iwis)e} ul2ymQ $abol ek
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Binding theory 13

@ *We heard his stories about each other.

® We heard some stokes about each other.

@EA2 7% hist each other& C—Commands}x, each other®] governing category-3-of]
his7} Eo}zte}, 22/ =2 Binding theory Aol 2|3l NP2] Fo]ql hise} each others coindex

=]

Holok ek 2222 @+ #lFyAolch. 2oy @Y T ALE 2wl ol ek,

\ %

NP INFL / \ .
' \ PP
N/ / T~

P \

NPql each otherg& 2 %3}z NP2 governsl: Pol about8 £ ¢3gF minimal category= Np
ql some stories about each others|ct}, Zz|u} o] Npdot ZFofs} oo 2 each other?
governing categoryx o] 7% Selm & 4 gl 22 o2 S Fof 9]l we7} each other2?|
governing categorySol] ¥ 3txlc}. =&t wet each otherq C—Commandslz, Coindexé}o 2
Binding theory Ael $I#5% oo} o] £2& Zwdal Tato| sich,

7t% @ Z3oll 4 each othercf 4l himselfg %= Ewjxol Eato] slxint HE e 7% each
other o 4ol himself-g 2ol w)Zyalel Zzle] sic},

@ John’s; painting of himself;.

® *John's; painting of him;.

© John's; painting of him;.

@ ® ©ell4 Johng sl Np2l Folo]x himself, himg paintingo) 2axojolz, of:
hinself, himol] 4 2-& F7| 9l 4 Ao]EL insertion “of’o|c}

@< Binding theory Aci] ¢]3}le] 2449l Fo]xut @+ Binding theory Bol| $luis| =2 )
YA +40)L ©t Binding theory Boll 2|3te] E¢jalql Fxbo|ch.

@ *Marry; recollection of [John's; Isainting of herselves;]

® Mary’s; recollection of [john's; Painting of her;]
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14 Aotz 74 A3y (EH)

@ell 4 herself?] governing category+ NP,o| 2 NP38) Folal John& 2 categoy®ol ¥
slch, 28l A9l Johng herselfs C—Commandatch, 22{v Johnzl herselft coindex7} 5
2| %3l2.2 Binding theory Ao $luisict,

Marys} herself= Coindex7t 5|32 Mary< herself-g¢ C—Commands}=)at herself®] governing
category&oll 35|z 92052 Binding theory AS] A4 x| ek 14 o A
2 Aolch.

®ell 4 Johne her®] governing catwgorydrol] Z§5|xal Mary+ her®] governing category
4o Tz 2ech, 2822 Binding theory B¢ A4 b} 4 H o)},

olapol 4 Bal $2l7h FHATFAH AB7A Wahl A deizkx g GBolEol AT
ALo|Eo2 1 o|F7aE wMehA AgUctn Eet

Chomsky(1982: p.78)%E 7 40] & (Binding theory)oll & ch-g3t & E&RE vepi L 2vh

a) [+anaphor, —pronominal]

b) [—anaphor, +pronominal]

¢} [+anaphor. +pronominal]

d) [—anaphor, —pronominal]

@-= overt categoris24| £ reciprocal pronoun(each other), reflexive pronouns(himself, herself,
ect), 2|2 Empty category® 4+ NP-traceo|x}.

®= overt categoriesZ A& of % Ah(he, she. I, ect)o] = Empty category® 4+ pro(‘small’ or
little’ pro)o] t}.

@+ overt categories®4& R—expression(John, Marry, ect)o]sy Empty Category2 A4+

wh-trace{or variable)o}t},

— 82 —



Binding theory 15

ofd

©a A€ A4l A Bell sl Auislzn) g7l wo] A(case)d 7hY 4+ gz FWF
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el Egol 5]7“ et
cdoj& 79 3] el (Prinaiple)o] =, 1Bs3-F (Universal gkamma)ol] o] A ol 4 Zgc}
¥+ gl 2 4o] E(Binding theoryk)& RpFofj A& chBgin], o] o] Eoll HE 4=z of
of gAe} o2& Fol BAEkR, o] o] 2L HEFo 24 $u|7t AFA PA] TP M2
el 2gt FAEAE sha, old wig Awe el
TEA o] &9 gtelAlx 2 o] B A v, 2e|2 AlA o] gt Y 2A 9 BUAY
ol 4% Z710] R}, dojd}t o] L& B Fd) (Universal Gramma)of] 8] A Zo] 5|6 glojo}
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Abstract

Binding Theory
Woo-jin Yang

Among the varied observation and proposals about the study of language within the
framework of generative grammar, three theories can be distinguishe that have been de-
veloped in some details. Katz has formulated a theory often referred to as INTERPRETIVE
SEMANTICS. More recently, Chomsky and Jackendoff have proposed a rather different but
also ‘interpretive’ theory which has been called the EXTENDED STANDARD THEORY.
This is a modificationo of the STANDARD THEORY. the theory outlined in Chomsky's
ASPECTS(1965), which represents roughly the last major work in generative linguistics befor
opinions about linguistics and they began to diverge. Katz's theory, though it has been
developed in variety of ways since ASPECTS« still accepts the fundamental premised of the
standard theory. The first significant breaks from the standard theory were made by Gruber
and Fillmore, whose proposals are related to the theory of GENERATIVE SEMANTICS
developed by Lakoff, McCawley, Postal, Ross and others.

The grammar of a language can be regarded as a particular set of values for the
parameters, while the overall system of rules, principles, and parameters is UG(universal
grammar), which we may take to be one element of human biological endowment, namely the
“language faculty”. The approaches to UG that seem to us most promising fall within the
general principles of GB theory.

Binding theory is concerned with the relations of anaphors and pronominals to their
antecedents, if any.

I have described a partial theory of the distribution of lexical NP, NP—.trace, pronous,
reflexives, and PRO-specifically, the part of the theory that concerns binking and disjoint
reference among these items. The system can be summarized as one rule and three conditions

a. Rule; “Index NPs freely”

b. Conditions:;

1) A bound anphor(or a potentially anaphoric item in environment of bound anaphora)
must be bound in the smallest domain-of-a-subject in which it occours.
2) A pronoun must be free in the smallest domain-of-a-subject in which it occurs.

3) A lexical NP must be free in all domains.
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