Index Theory*
(Binding Theory)

19703l = odof3t od7e FgZrleln g & elt}. Chomsky, Jackendoff¢] Standard Theory,
Katz9] Interpretive Semantics, Lakoff, McCawley, Postal, Ross 5-¢] Generative Semantics
T A2 T2 odes o]&Fc] o @ £ol4 }gir} Interpretive Semantics, Generative
Semantics 5-& 19603}l Chomsky¢] Standard Theory 7} 1} 2} olol] th3] uIE-L A}7jslw
Al vepyd o]Zaeldl 1 % Chomsky? Extended Standard Theory @ Revised Extended
Standard Theory7} Yt2=34 9]¢ Katze] Interpretive Semantics®} Lakoff, Ross %9
Generative Semanticsi= At Chomsky®] o] &oj #9]s/A 5 ¢ch o] odold E3 EALE
tokll X FHE o]Fx Adv AL o2 7kA7} gl et Chomskye) o]&o] = FFL AAsn
et Aol ojo)F 7% Agte itk 53 80dul2 Soj2rlH PPo|&o] SHshed njefe)
ol Ha FFAAE e ®ab obiel §elF(rationalism)oll AZAE BE #Te FAE
3 71E) 7ol o] 23]t}

3|3 e, ¥ - 442 o] E(Transformational-Generative Grammar)o] S48 A oo 304
dolah Alde] Feigheel, 2 Fak B AEZ$ o]ESo) Yo =8 B AL wHAL
AZE Q77 Adslz At i) Fo) Aol o] 29 322 o] Fojgkch Chomskys) oj st
olEe WAAYE Asingd ol QA rol dAs ¥ 4 AUk AAZ 1965d0] wWE S
Aspects of the Theory of Syntar & FAlo 2 3% o]&L 3 Fo] & (Standard Theory)e] &}
3o, A2 197310 W ¥ 5 Conditions on Trans formations & FA4 02 3L o]&g

o] e 1986WE Fat Helds A7ulol gste ATssL.
" AR B
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‘ﬁflﬂﬁ_%O]%(Extended Standard Theory)e] 2k 3oy, AAZ 1975130l 2t¥ 3 Refleetions on
Langrage 9t 1977138} Essays on Form and Interpretationg Z Ao 2 dlv o]l 2L 3%
st § F o] E(Revised Extended Standared Theory)ol2t et opzjate 2 19801 & £3
_PP(principles-parameters theory) A1 e 2}t e A2 AR wolse e WEEYol &L F3
gashel ARAS olE Azlekn Ak

Barbarar England(Glossarizcd Churls of  Nowm Chomsky's Grammayr: 1978, 49-55)<
Chomsky¢] Zell&g AL sted 2L A Ezo|E 7 £ SHEFEL e 7ol

ZheketAl dmdsta e

Chomsky says that the real difference between the Standard and the Extended Standard

and Generative Semantic Theorees is that in the Standard Theory a semantic interpreation

is made only in the deep structure, whereas in the other two theories semantic

representation appears in the suface structure. (Class lecture at M.I.T.,May 8, 1975)

STANDARD THEORY GENERATIVE SEMANTIC THEORY
BASE memsmPpD.S. D.S.—>» SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION
T(DS.. ...55) I.(l
Glebal §
Semantic Phonetic :‘:;y §
Represen-  Represen- H
wtion auon 1o both i

2

v
W

EXTENDED STANDARD THEORY

BASE===m==(D.S.. ..., 5.5.)>[SEMANTIC

P ... rn/7 REPRESENTATION

The Syntactic Component of
The Extended standard Theory

‘ BASE I

CATEGORIAL COMPONENT LEXICON
PHRASE STRUCTURE RULES LEXICAL INSERTION
P
H
H DEEP STRUCTURE
P
)

NON-LEXICAL SEMANTIC COMPONENT
TRANSFORMATIONS SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION

[ surFACE FILTERS
P, SURFACE STRUCTURE

P = Phrase-Marker




Index Theory 3

THE CATEGORIAL COMPONENT:
PHRASE STRUCTURE RULES:

‘“The branching rules of the base
(that is, its categorial compon-

ent) define grammatical func-
tions and grammatical relations’’
(1965, p. 136).

S—3> NP, VP
NP=—> (Det), N, (S) / \vp
NP N
VP—>V
' AP

Va3 Det/ \N V/ \AP

i A A L]
v A

A

THE SYNTACTIC COMPONENT OF THE
REVISED EXTENDED STANDARD THEORY
after May 15, 1975 (later called the **Trace Theory"")

[3ase]

CATEGORIJAL COMPONENT
PHRASE STRUCTURE RULES

LEXICON
LEXICAL INSERTION

DEEP STRUCTURE

Veeseds

1 NON-LEXICAL
}—> TRANSFORMATIONS

| SURFACE FILTERS N\
P, SURFACE STRUCTURES

: SEMANTIC INTERPRE-
TATION RULES
S

[ LosicaL rorm —> T semaNTIC comPoNENT
SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION

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

The surface structure is generated with “trace” as of movement rules. Where the
Extended Standard Theory left a "trace” of Deep Structure through labeled-bracketing, the

Revised Extened Standard Theory leaves a "trace” from the movement rules:

(class lecture at M.L.T.,
May 15, 1975)

705 clojetel g7et dx of = o]Ha Be ojEEel THIHAT Chomsky &} d°jel
29 welez sx Yot ok #FE L2 9l Katz, Fodorg 402 st HA49
o] Z(Interpretive Semantics) 4% 74 & Z(deep structure phrase marken)® £28 & A4
-4 27t 2 (phrase structure rulesySo] 7+ 39 A Fx o135 H &g g Fe Ao
F3ka ek

Katz( The philosophy of Lunguage: 1966, 151-75)8 ©he A& 7 Asdrn 19 A&
C Ak WA}

bachelor phonological matrix
feature
/K( —» grammatical marker
/(Hun\an)\ Animal) semantic marker
(M/alg)\[; {who has the (h:lalc)
{who has oung first or [young fur seal
never knight ‘owe_ﬂ aca- when without a
married] serving demic degree] mate during the— distinguisher
under the breeding time]
standard of

another knight]

g ol 37} ohE o3l AYE W+ A & ) FH(selection restriction)& ¥t o] A& o F &l
WAzt g 2 A#H SHAdexical feature)ol] o34 AARG. oHd EAL +4
3 *|(phonological matrix feature)®} 24 ¥ A|(grammatical feature), o] u] ¥ A|(semantic marker) ¥
W 4(distinguishen 2 A 2% + 3l g4 shte) o 37t ohE ¥ AgsE A HFoied
Soff £ oAl ¥l & A& FAHT A (projection rule)ol] ej##olch. o] SeltE o] & LT 2L vl
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ol 8| % S(readings)E 7} A A&7 ZFH 3 A](deep structure phrase marker)7} S cf. o] A& efu] 4}
o2 #A45 7)% 74 ¥ A(semantically interpreted underlying phrase marker): SIUPM J&}at i,

248 o]F 3 gt o3 v & AEded, FAH T2 JHol wtet o3F 9 ol E ui
2.2 la] Fphrase)9} FH(sentence)d] &Jv]E A H o2 AEdled ghaEoth oiH o vl AHA
of 2013 ol Aoz Asy e]7hA] ) Areadings)S Z+ o HE 2 del7lA] 4] Al
A 9 2

o]2{ gt & 4 ¢ v] E(Interpretive Semantics)-2 ¥ Fo]-B(Standard Theory)S »]33}= 4] Ao
1} Zc) F F o] E(Extended Standard Theory)o] v} 2w+ Ao 7o wikog AU

4 4 2] ] &(Generative Semantics)oll T34 4ol wwl, o} 2.2 ¥ Fo]-E(Standard Theory)Z vl
il 47] ez G. Lakoff, McCawley, Postal, Ross 58 ¥ = A A 2]o)E 2 Generative
Semanticists)5o]gl & 4 elc}. Chomsky 9] ST-2 oA &= T39] ou|ARr} 25 AZ2 724
AR Y oz Aoz so] Aok 22y EST-Z ol £ oejFrrt AFT2, dYT
289, FE2TF2 2504 FF Aol Aoz 5o o). WA 2] E(Generative Semanticsl)oll
AE ST-28-¢ o} oo|ALE AFTF 24 s IS Aeleit 3ol o] Fo] A&
o] 58 ST-2.8 & AZx3=y ofu|AR S 283 AT £z, | 343 l(abstract) B}
AL AE 725 AAsook o F 4 ok gl o] Fo] Al AF TR utE o)
FZ9 §old o] Mt F AFTF2I} 50 Vel FAHQ 2H8E vohe v F4AQ
Yr|g Az FHH

Lakoff9o] A&7z 83 Chomsky® 22-< Do you beat your wife enthusiastically?
oAlEE §3ted vlmsled Bl 53 Fo] et

(Chomsky®] ST-z2go| w& AFT2 3¥)

S
VP
Q NP
NP
v Adv
D‘et T
you beat the sife enthusiastically
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Lakoffe] 34 &ful &4 4572 39

S

Q/Jp\
/ NP

you enthusiastic
‘IP

/ AN

v
you | / \
N
beat

your wife

njo
b
rd
S
alo
X
m
2

t}-2 We killed drogrons. & o] =& %3lo] McCawley?] 4272 Z3d

S
/\vp
> / \
' v NP
W ca L
e ause
-—
P:P VP
N v
NP IVP I
|
dragons Dead become

Yoil 4] Lo 2, A4 2)v]E(Generative Semantics)ol] 218 Al S FZ2FHL
3t #ctak 43& AFA Z3}Actk

19603t ol A 1970030l 2ol AH A2 clojdte FFretn & 4+ UL A2 Y olEF
o] 4o}z gkl Fillmores] Case Grammar, Kuno® 7|5 -Z#(Functional Grammar) 5 ¢
o5 5 F83 A4 2 FF+ Chomsky§ T4o2 3 FF]E, BfEF]E, £ HNE
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Fol&, oA 2]v] Z(Interpretive Semantics), 44 2} v]-E(Generative Semantics) 5 A7l 4 o} F
oA gz F 4 Qch 803tz So] 2.4 Chomsky?l Lectures on Government and
Dindirng (1981)F 38l 2} o} 4] oloj gtol] A 2§ Fo] del7] A &gl Chomsky 7} 2 a7} 2]
o Ae)7ta] ojEE s T AdA, HEE Az dojd o7 WEE A4 PPelE L
HEFomz gojdtel] &rjHql HEE b4 A 5lo] lojdte] B dhpe] V|2Fstog TF
sHAl =gl m3d o] PPol&L vlast LS o]foleliz IS 7hA A E Ak

Aol 3 AAgee AL Aol a4 o] Fojact & F dedl, dold A7 o

LS I €4

o

2 2(its nature), ol Z(its origins), o] AFL(its use)] A7} FAE o] F o]z,

Chomsky(1984)= ©] & ch&3t Zeo] 7]gdta o

1) What constitutes knowlege of language?
2) How is knowledge of language acquired?

3) How is knowledge of language used?

olelg £AE 1980dchol HolFRA k757 Aaslt wh o] AL U4} tcognitive
1S AAgE, dolE M AFAY AAH $4¢ #HZ 4 e FoAANE

%} 215% sholch % alofel

A+ ol AHreal object)E Zol A3k Al o] A& Uz
AA gelol 4 B Aol APE Adeld dal Helrh el $29 vlgg u|FoiFE Hol7
wZoll delF Zo] ATt AL Qo] adoiF ofHA HF=EH ErtE YA Hobe Aol
7} FA A Adl(mental reality)s B Ao 2 elu J=d o] 8719 Alnsy = =2A
£ A(creative aspects)S 7FA 3 ok Atz $A M7 7] A (base)?t Ho ZAeptE E A9
THol sl FA4A) Aolch ol# Al Ael(mental state)S T2 ] A Al(rule system)e} Wz]e]

A Al(system of principles)® A& #-g Fowd FHAA4E Adysle o] PPo]Eq) Ho|th
Chomsky(Some Concepls and Conseguences of the Theory of Government and Dinding: 1982,

7-8)+.

In the course of this work, there has been a gradual shift of focus from the study of
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 language.

gt3 walo 24 70d el BHolEe FA AAE FH AFHALE PPo| o= Hele
A A ( system principles) & 23 o172 dlAe 2 4ofol gl Holo,
Ao AT %3 2L A3 AAE o T8 dFddez Aot
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T AA:
A) o] 3 ¥-(lexicon)
B) % A}(syntax)
@ 7]#¥(base component)
@ 3 Ytransformational component)
C) 3} 4 X(interpretive component)
(@® PF component
® LF component
oy PP °]é°ﬂ‘1% o3} 2e Q2o A A(system of principles)d FH ATHAZ
Aboket.
Ao #HA:
A) X-bar theory
B) F A o] £(0-theory)
C) 7 o] E{(case theory)
D) 7 <-o]-&(binding theroy)
E) 37 o] &(bounding theory)
F) % o] &(control theory)
G) A vl o] (government theory)
PP o] Zo A& A 27A) ALY BE dojtte] Adg AAYFsn, M2 Fo2 dojdTE
A58 o]l 35 W F(empty category)®] 4L ¥F el F(rationalism)¥ ATE T

g sheel 43 el ¥ 4 ek oF B,

2

A) 1t is unclear what to do

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

A’") 1 bought Bill a book to give to Mary

B’) I bought Bill a book [PRO to give t to Mary}

BAG Ty 49 sock drldl Be i AT Al EREAE AA W F
gigdich 22 B, Bol4 2%0] PP ool R EAE shedl #4347 shd of H7hso
JHEHL A8 ¢ 4 domz FAnc Fd Ao Y4 Factn AA F& 5 Ut
= PRO, pro, trace, variabeleo]gt i & Ul 712 ¥ F(empty category)F A A 3ted ololl g
E4g Feastmzd 70309 dojd dFeld e A%E A FUd A2E TR A
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Fol Bt A st ofd Yoo 3T 4P o PP o]E2 2ol AT Hcjat
HYg 7}xghct

Chomsky(Lectures on Government and Binding: 1981, 56)+= ¥ F(empty category)e] E4F
oh37 ol Addn e

(i) trace is governed

(ii) the antecedent of trace is not in a 8-position

(iii) the antecedent-trace relation satisfies the subjacency condition.

PRO lacks all of these properties: it is ungoverened; its antecedent(if there is one) has
an indepenednt O-role, as dees PRO; the antecedet-PRO relation (where PRO has an antecedent)
need not satisfy the subjacency condition. Fur@hermore. PRO ned not have an antecedent,

as in (3), while trace always has an antecedent.

Z4 F(empty category)?] 4AFo 2 Yoz o3t AFol s\ HHRE FHL2A o
Qbs) A slel. o] Hojopatz 80d) doj3 At Alrteln ¥ 4 e Heloh

PP o|Zoj|4] PROS} A #A}ele] A5 A+ 2lo] control theoryols, traces} A& A7t
HAE A7 -2 bounding theoryo]th

Swlod Foll A& o] FH(lexicon)o] FojR & RE $AA AN (syntactic information)9} £|v]H
A ¥ (semantic information)7’t $ 8% 4 8L Ycf. o|AE A73lE He] F o] &(6-theory)ol o}
Chomsky(Barriers: 1986, p.2)= o] 3 Y F5 A fAKsubstantive) [+N]2} A& oj(predicative)
(+V]e] 5ol 7]uke Sof NP, AP, VP, PPY ul 7} F45 F¥&z, vlold] HF
(non-lexical categories):= complementizers} INFLZ F+23le) X-bar theory& A3tz AU

Assume a disticvtion between lexical and nonlexical categories, where the lexical
categories are based on the features [t N,+ V], yielding the categories Noun ([+N, -V]),
Verb, ([-N, +V}), Abjective ([+N, +V])) and Preposition ([-N, -v]). The nonlexical
categories include complementizer and INFL, the latter including Tense and Agreement

elements and Modals.

g3l o] ¥ 3 (lexical category)t ™ 2l(head)®} X oj(complementizer)2 o] F-oj A2 gl+dl, ol
= ¥olZ Au)gtct: Ao} =|vfo]E(government theory)o]c}.

Chomsky(Leclures on Government and Binding: 1981, 36, 49, 175,)% NP5 c}-&3} 3lo] utgh
o244 NP9 A4AL w3z U

4) Each argument bears one and only one 6-role, and each 9-role is assigned to one and

only one argument.
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5) *[Na ], where ¢ includes a phonetic matrix, if N has no Case.
6) *NP if NP has phonetic content and has no Case

7) *[NPa] if a has no Case and a contains a phonetic matrix or is a variable

BE NP: O-role @ciutolo} 3hvi, overt element]l 7 $oll &= b= 4] Z(casey& Ztar ook
ghch chul zero elementdl 7% variablegh- case®} 6-roled Zrh 22 x NP7} 7 (case)-Z
Bofuto 2w, 2 3of AHcase assigner)Q] B}E5AL A AAL +INFLo el b, ofw 2|vi<l2)
ol o]z ZZ(subjacency condition}& welol @z A HolE(case theory)}s A 3la ol c}.

ol = 5418 E4i(verb properties)?} Ate] HAE sttt 2 FH FUAHE Foiok
gobn e FHado] opvch Aol cfd dFE A HAe semanticsoll A& referencest
coreferenced] B¥ AL wo] AFdg=dl, #Fo] 44+ indexst coindexE FA|3to 2.4
syntaxdol #W]g w8l A xl¢ich w2k control theoryol 4l & PROS A A7k AL,
bounding theoryol] & trace9} A &+te] FAE A-F3lx2 binding theoryo] 4l & coindex® &
NPE 9 A& A3+, 7le} Kuno® Functoinal Syntax 5o 2%o], NPol| g d++
NPs} NP9 coindex #AE F AFdaeg An o+ Aok ol2id L& AFE Fd o}
inde theoryatz 8o A+3+= ZAE wiFA 3

2 =P A+ binding theoryol] 9l ztate] %52 F(coindex)E Z+ NPol| g nAE 3tuzx
gt} =1, Radford (Trurs formuational syrlar: 1982, p. 366)% Indes Ruleg o} 3} 3ol A
e 9l

INDEXING RULE

Assign every NP in a sentente an index (where the index is a random integer)

MATCHING CONDITION
If two NPs are assigned the same index, they must ‘match’ in features (e.g. number,

gender, person, etc)
% Chomsky: binding theory & #3194 bindingsith+ 72 coindexs} o] FolA+=
Aoletn walzm ik A 4 o] (binding theory) o] ulg}o 2 NP9} NPAlo] o] A Lo ¥-5 712
W

£ o]&olztn ¥ 4 9ok Chomsky® %& =#2jsd, bindinge =533 Aydct
|

a is bound by 8 if and only if

1) @ and B are coindexed 2) a is C-commanded by 8
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Index Theory 11

%, o & AKanaphor-reciprocal pronoun, reflexive pronoun, NP-trace)t: Al % F(governing
category)2toll 4 2 %(bound)e] s ook stx, o™ AHpronoun)E ZA%o| =l A wolol e, 24|
¥ #(R-expresseion: John, Mary 5)& o] oAy} =§ 2 2}oKfree)dtr} = Ho] 2 £ o] E(binding
theory)2] & & o]cl. Chomsky(Lecture on Government und Binding: 1981, p.188)= o}-&3} 7o)

A%ol2e AFez ok

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

Governing Category

@ is the governing category for 8 if and only if @ is the minimal category containing

A and a governor of 8, where a=NP or S
ol B el £3-& A4 o] Ebinding theory)oll 23] FA# HuA Ficof

a. Mary had never been willing to listen to John's criticism of himself
b. *Mary had never been willing to listen to John's criticism of herself
c. Mary had never been willing to listen to criticism from/by John of herself

d. ?Mary had never been willing to listen criticism from/by John of himself

%4 a)il4 John’s criticism of himself3 As¥ =l criticism& %S4} criticizeol 4]
nominalized¥ 7 ©. 2 w o}o} ghc}. o] 2|3} 7 Lol 2712] T =<l 715 (grammatical function)
2+ A AgE A FAHH SA(verb properties)E Z i 9128 2 cirticism& Fo], 4ol &
e 5HEAEAY 75T FHste e Aotk o2& WA transitive nounoletn ¥
A

=3 Y429 A fole FHAE H3lw 471 Al o) L Y& AL transitive abjective
gtz @ 4 kol AE A AEE B3l Asurz iAo

42
X

1) the barbarians’ destruction of Rome
2) Rome's destruction ( by barbarians)
3) The destrucion of Rome ( by the barbarians)

4) *the barbarians’ destruction
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12 MF3didn =73 A263 (LE-Ap2H)

9] £3 1), 2), 3), 4)ollA desctruction 52} destroy >} nominalizedsl A eldl|, = A9} €} 5
Atote] 715¢ 25 233 9o v 2 transitive nouno] =3 9le}. wal4 the barbarians: 23
8 Foi7} 512 Rome HAoj7} 5= Jlolch 99 2)9} 3)& move-227} HELH o, 4)¢]
7ol O-roleg g Al % destrutiond] ZHolrs} gl7] wjio)] Sal Zabe] slm Qrh

@ eager—35
that you win

eager< for you to win

to win
® proud-|{ NP
8
(of) John
proud

that he won

foll 4 Ko], LA eager, proud W& BHo]E 22 transitive adjectiver} Hx
qlch. gk John's criticism of himselfol] 4{anaphori himself2} coindex =l & A A& 37] 914
4] Binding Theory A(An anaphor is bound in its governing category: Chomsky: 1981, 188)7}
A g5} Gch. =, governing category7t NPA} Sol =z, 2w subject7} glojo} sl Hold
himself¢] governing category+ John's criticism of himselfolct John€ himself &
C-command3}3, John#} himself+= coindexs 22 binding theory Ao sz 9kx weh4
o] 24 £wdql Lo Heh a2 %9 £ b4 herselfs} governing category &
John's cirticism of herselfeld] John-g& herself & C-command#}z ¢lo1} John# herself+
coindex7} 517 93222 £33 b) binding theory Aol Sluislo] vl gAl E3o] Ak £3
c)oll 4, herself9] governing category<= Mary had never been willing to listen to criticism
from / by John of herselfo]t}. Mary < herself & C-command3} 3 & 59| coindexs =2 Mary
9} herself+= binding %l o], binding theory Aol Sjuls)A] gpgoz FwHal FHo] Hrth &2
d)2] 7%, himself2] governing category+ Mary had never been willing to listen to
criticism from / by John of himselfe]c}. Mary+ himselfZ C-command3}i Qlovt HZ
coindex7} ¥z %25 Mary2} hemself& binding=] x| 9k} binding theory Ao gluislez
vl EuAql $Folebn & 4 ek 221} o 7)ol A himself7} Johnoil £}3}o] controlsl& 7 %7}
gleh. o] 7 9ol binding theoryol BAlel A THE AFEHE Hot
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1) John spoke to Mary about himself
2) Mary was spoken to by John about himself

A 1), 2% 498 binding theory Aol &)+ dedslr]st 2abgh Ho] Ach L3 Deil 4
himself ¢} governing category= John spoke to Mary about himselfe]=2 2 John-& himself &
C-command?}5 John#} himself+ coindexs) = 2 binding theory Aol $ 5] ] % Ty Hq
T8eleh 22y o] 3¢ A5HE nA H 2, speak tot 31} VPE 7125E complex
verbeln 2 Mary7} Fo}9] $% 2 move-a 5ltiz}m case filterell A2z e} 2z 23
2)7} Bl 43}l o] o} himself2] governing category = Mary was spoken to by John about
himseii -} 3¢} o|a] Mary+ himself 3 C-command 3}=)ul 2 coindex7} %]z] Qo vz
binding theory Aol $juls]o] w]E Al FHo] 5l& Aoz AA4Y 4 ek 221} 7ol 4
himself& Johne] controldl+ Aoz d=g 4 gltdl o] 39 Johne strong controllersbi
9 3¢ A 2o B

olsh 2& Aoz ul$o] wo} binding 'theoryﬂzi% A4Y 4 ge EASo Yone
ol2i¥ A& AN F o]& & coindex§ Z& NPE 493+ o] £l index theory”} U343
Aol

a) Their admiration for each other’s work

b) *Their departure after each other's parties

A4 ¥% a)llA admiration-2 nominalized 51912 o2 2ol theire|c}. 21222 each
other®] governing category = their admiration for each other’s workse]c}. theirv each
other% C—command?‘s}_?_, theirg} each other+ coindex® = 2 binding theory Aol $Juls|=z]
ol Tl £4e] "ok zevt £4 b)9] 7 $oll &, theirs} each other® C-command3}x]
Xitoz iy Hql T3] "l binding theory A9} M4z o2& governing category,
C-command, Coindex®] 4 7}zlgtx ¥ 4 9l&d)], C-command?} 5] =) @o}% coindexst =l
THAHA %] s 471 Qo

Those pictures of himsrlf pleased Johnoll4] himself2) A& Ael Johne& himself&
C-command3}=| ¢f=|=k o] 4-& Fy Al £4olc}. 5 PROS AAs} 5|2 2+ 399} e
AAE Za Ao

PRO finishing his work on time is important to Johnel] 41 PRO2] controller: Johno]«}.
anaphort 7} PROA 2] control 5|0}, control theoryoll 2]3led g sfof & 797} Qb
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22 wek:ol, binding theorye] 23 Chomsky(1982, 78)2] $3 L nol op-3 3 ot

a) [+anaphor, -pronominal]
b) [-anaphor, +pronominal]
¢) [+anaphor, +pronominal]

d) [-anaphor, -pronominal]}

a)= overt categories® A reciprocal pronoun(e.g. each other), reflexive pronoun(e.g. himself,

herself) -2} 1 empty category 241+ NP-traceo]c}. b): overt categoriesZ 4} ©17 *He.g. he,

she), empty category &= pro(small or little pro)e] t}. ¢)+= PROe¢}=, d)= overt categories 2 4|
R-expression(e.g. John, Mary), empty category &4+ wh-trace(variable)ojc}. o] 4ol A 2 o
PROY- anaphor®} pronominal®) 571z A4S zZa gleod, ds PROS} Addrlele} AAE
ub 3] = o] control theoryo] =& anaphort 7} binding theory Aol &5 945 control
theory o &< - ws} olE Aolch webd AL o2 g RE¢ ¢ul 2ot index theory2t

2 wdedstnA Alses Aoleh

1) John would prefer for him to win

2) John believed him to be incompetent

91¢] 1), 2)ol 4 him< John} coindexs 2l ¢¥£c}. o] 72 binding theory B (A pronominal
is free in its governing category: Chomsky (1981), p. 188)oll =& 7 #elc}. 4] 1), 2)oll 4 to win,
to be7} +INFLQl 7$ COMF+ that7} 5l o| @l hime] hes} Hckx 7332 =i, Johnz}
hei= ojwl AQ)7}2 A7s] v, binding theory Boll 2J3)4 John®} coindex Hrci M ojof
gk Z 1), 2)o) T4l 4} him¢] governing category£ John7tzlelel, o] & embedded clause
7} -INFLQl 7 $o}x, +INFL]l 7} $-oll& heo governing category~} that ©]3}9| F3o|22
binding theory Boll $1951%] &3 John} coindex 5% Holeh. o} 714l preferst believes] ¥
542 445 believet o914 4EA $AHexceptional case-marking verb)Z 4] [pCOMP [1p
NP INFL VP]]¥dle] »54¢ 331 +INFLal 7% COMPE: that, -INFL<Q] 7 $-ojl& forg
#3}&ul, o] w) S-deletiono] A 7ich. EE overt element NP+ 2§ Hojytolo} 3jn A H A4
31 xjol] 9lojo} ghch. o)ul Ao b= NPS | ujsbe]o} 3tz =g )8 = (adjacency condition)E
wpebof k. & AwbshaKS, NP, PP, AP, VP)7} glojol ek 2t ol d A FA) 54 nEA
Fo]7} overt elementql 7§ 2 Folo] AL FoaA soz Aufo]Eel faE JH=
Slubats A st A7A sleu, oWl o] 95 "ol 2] A "(exceptional)o] 2t 5}od S-deletiono] A
#Autef 27} deletion = gicha ghch

o
3

#

oz
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22Jv} preferv o] 9] % 2 3 2|5 AKexceptinal case-marking verb)7} ojy =2 8B "o Z 4z}
-INFLo] i Fo]7} overt element?l 7 ¢ S-deletione] A7) ¢to o g COMPE forE A}-&3}7
it 2 FH(complement clause)o] [cp COMP [, NP INFL VP]] &lefjc] 25} o] 22 Sojuni
L R e

a. We try PRO win
b. *We try John to win
c. *We try for John to win

a. We would prefer PRO to win
b. * We would prefer John to win

c. We would prefer for John to win

a. * We believe PRO to have won
b. We believe John to have won

c. *We believe for John to have won

a. We want PRO to win
b. We want John to win

c. We want very much for John to win

a. We expect PRO to win
b. We expect John to win

c. *We expect for John to win

o] 4 A4l 7hAl ¥ o B ALM-FA(infinitival complement) S 3L $ALS 9 o] £-2 A w9t

ol oz FoloAl AFE @olAsl e HAzn A4

1) Mary heard Bill's stories about her

2} John heard some stories about him

Aol £ Dol 4 her?] governing category+ Bill7}x]o[t}. 22l = 2 binding theory Boj
9|3}l heri= freed =2 herd} Marryt Coindex ¥ ct}3 & 4 9}, 28} Mary heard some
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stories about her®] 7 $-oll¥= her?] governing coategory 7} Mary74x o2& here} Mary=
coindexdtctx 3 4 glch T4

himo] Coindex3lt}z & 4 ¢, hime] Johnz} coindex3}2i= him tjAlel] himself& g2
e},

% 2)¢] 73 % him 2] governing category+ John7t#] o] =22 John3}

a) John found a snake near him

b) John put a blanket under him

$)e] =4 a), b): binding theory B7} A &5l 9kt o 7]o 4% Johno| him2} coindex &
tba & = 9lch o]a 7% found?) target} himol Al v} =) ¢fw 232 himo| Johnz 35
22 hime [+reflexive]2 ¥.& 7o) e}}3 =z o}l binding theory B Rt} 232 binding
theory A% Hgsle ol o Fohx 47

1) John is too stubborn to talk to Bill
2) John is too stubborn to talk to

A9 1. DE sA2R e Po] Wek

1’} John is so stubborn that he ( John) will not talk to Bill
2’) John is so stubborn that no one will talk to him( John)

AL 9o} e 2ASe A9, E-languaged] 712§ Fol d7H o, PPolEAA=
l-languageol] 712§ 5o UGS olubflel(general principles)oll zt@ A3 s Aok
ghe}.

B2z 1), 2)¢) S-structured Arsw= ofg A "ot

1) John is too stubborn [COMP[PRO to talk to Bill]]
2) John is too stubborn [cpCOMP{(pPRO to talk to el]

94 2% 9] el HHA LA, et too] SFHA Ao B Yoz tracestn § 4
ol:u], variableq]l Zlo|th. el variableo] =% A-position# 0-positiond] COMP $jzlel 9l
wh-phrases} 22 42¢ 7%= oj®l 8 4oj ¢|3te] A-boundsioo} gch o] 74 COMP= PRO
o 72 4Ae 947} 1 Aeel ik Hojok dtar, 1 PROC 93k et bind Xk Hofek
st} PROE Al dlAbol] 2)31ed control 5] 22 Johnoj 2]3}e] control Ao & 4+ 9. 28z
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et Johno] sl& Ao|ch. ze} T3 2)o4 Fo]& PRO+ binding theoryel] 2j3led John¢)
control & B £33 ez AgArt glis PROY futol gich £3 1)9] 2%, Fo{3 PRO+= John
ol 2)3led control 5}=2 273 Johno|th aejmz B3 1) 2)= 22 £ 1), 298 2H F
Ae Heojrt

2 27t 2] NP9 coindexoll H3le] =ojatdct A2 AFEHA woly semanticsoll 4 o+
o owbo 2 As} ofn §e|F oo <l7tét ruled} principled AF8-3|4 Asidch olo] PP
o2 wlYo} Bl Y- AT HAANY F 230 +4, L= AL e,
=3 A odojzte] F{7} 5z 9lon] ojagz} k45 dojdt o] &2l PP o] ol i3] 43l
o, o}g2 ¥ =Fe 40| 5]+« binding theoryol] %3 4 9 A=jzpz] 7| LU E&EF =3
Ak 22§ Aol A ofe)7tAl o5& AAIS £43 A3} binding theory A, B, C7} &
2 e 47 el o] oHd wsiel W84S w2l velA iete] Index Theoryetx
e Actat 45 E AAsn 2 SojA FRATE AR B R e A ot e A%
o] &t
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ABSTRACT

Index Theory
Woo-Jin Yang

The study of generative grammar. initiated about 25 years ago, represented a significant
shift of focus in the approach to problems of language. The rapid spread of
thransformational ideas among linguists not only in the united states but throughout the
world, and th readiness to throw aside traditional views have brought in the open a
\:!;idely-felt dissatisfaction with the narrowness of purpose and method imposed on itself
by linguistics.

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 to the syudy of
systems of principles, which appear to occupy a much more central position in deternining
the character and variety of possible humau language.

The study of properties of verb and position of NP is the main subject of universal
grammar. The theory of binding is concerned with the relations of anaphors and pronominal
to their antecedent. The theory of bounding specifies locally conditions, in particular, the
subjacency condition on movement rules. The theory of control is concerned with the
choice of antecedents for PRO.

If we decided to represent coreferenced relations by using indices. then the question of
determing whether any given pair of NPs in a sentence can or can not be interpreted as
coreferential can be reformulated as that of determining whether a given pair of NPs can

or can not be assigned the samc referetial index.
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