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o. Introduction. 

The distribution of reflexive and reciprocal pronouns--hereafter, R-pronouns, following Rein­
hart (1983a)--has been a major concern in the theoretical literature over the past some fifteen years. 
A basic assumption in the vast majority of cases has been that the distribution of such R-pronouns 
is syntactic in nature--from the clausemate condition (Postal, 1971) to the binding conditions (cf. 
Chomsky, 1981 and Reinhart, 1983a,b).1 The present paper--focussing specifically on reflexive 
pronouns--follows this line of inquiry, operating under the assumption that the distribution of re­
flexive pronouns is statable strictly in terms of syntactic domains where the domain of reflexiviz­
ation is defined in the context of the feature instantiation system found in Gazdar, Klein, Pullum 
and Sag (1985)--hereafter, GKPS.2 

The analysis presented here follows GKPS (who do not actually provide a treatment of re­
flexives) in assuming reflexivization is encoded in a categorial-valued syntactic feature, a feature 
whose migration in trees is regulated by the Foot Feature Principle, where the upper bound of the 
domain of reflexivization is set by a feature cooccurrence restriction. Simply put, a reflexive feature 
percolates up to, but not into, the first predicative category containing a specification for the catego­
rial-valued feature SUBJ(ect). This paper departs from GKPS and earlier work in GPSG on re­
flexives (cf, Gazdar and Sag (1981), Pollard and Sag (1983)) however in the analysis of reflexive 
agreement, which is treated here as a condition on binding in the semantics (specifically, in the 
translation to intensional logic) rather than as a principle of syntactic agreement. 

The organization of this paper is as follows. Section 1 provides a syntactic account of the do­
main of reflexivization, where predicative categories form the upper bound on instantiation (per­
colation) of reflexive feature specifications. Section 2 discusses the range of categories which fonn 
barriers for reflexivization. Section 3 provides an account of reflexives in unbounded dependency 
constructions (i.e., reconstruction contexts). Section 4 discusses conditions on binding (including 
morphological agreement) in translation to intensional logic. A number of technical points are per­
sued in appendices. Appendix A offers a reformulation of the Foot Feature Principle (FFP), which 
regulates the instantiation of the reflexive feature RE. This is because, in its present fonn....the FFP 
makes false predictions not only in the treatment of reflexives discussed here but in an account of 
interrogative pronouns. Appendix B treats binding in unbounded dependency constructions. 

1. Domains. 

Reflexivization is represented by the categorial-valued foot feature RE, whose upward migra­
tion in trees is limited by the following Feature Cooccurrence Restrictions, which are absolute 
restrictions on the feature composition of categories in trees. 

(1) FCR 1: [VP v [+PRD]] ::::> SUBJ 
(2) FCR 2: -[SUBJ & RE] 

FCR 1 says that verb phrases and elements containing the feature specification [+PRD] 
(predicative) must also contain a specification for SUBJ. I use SUBJ(ect) in place of AGR(eement) 
in GKPS to emphasize the role of this feature both here and in a semantic analysis of control (cf, 
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Hukari and Levine, 1987 and 1988) in encoding salient information about subjects. It is FCR 2 
which sets the bound on the percolation of the reflexive feature, saying that no category may be 
specified both for SUBJ and RE. The reflexive feature, as a foot feature, then percolates from a re­
flexive pronoun up to--but not into--a category containing a SUBJ feature specification as in the 
following diagram.3 

(3) 

W[AGRNPa] 
Top: the upward instantiation of the 
reflexive feature specification is } blocked by a predicative category. X[~ENP'Y] 

6 
C[RE NPY] 

6 Middle: the reflexive feature specifi­
cation is instantiated along a path via 
the Foot Feature Principle. 

C[RE NPY] 

6 
NP[RE NPy] 

Bottom: the reflexive feature speci­I fication is realized in an appropriate y-self 
reflexive pronoun. 

The analysis owes much to Pollard and Sag (1983), though differing in several respects. First, 
the present analysis is cast in tenns of the feature instantiation system of GKPS, as opposed to the 
propagation of features by metarules in earlier versions of GPSG. Second, the upper bound on the 
migration of the reflexive feature here is described strictly within the context of a theory of feature 
coocurrence restrictions (FCRs), where all statements involve syntactic feature names or values, or 
logical connectives. See GKPS for further discussion of Feature Cooccurrence Restrictions and 
Gazdar, Pullum, Klein, Carpenter, Hukari and Levine (forthcoming) for further elaboration on the 
fonnal constraint language. 

Pollard and Sag, on the other hand, formulate a cooccurrence restriction which falls outside 
that theory of FCRs: 

(4) *X[R] where Type(X) = <NP, NP> and R is an R-feature [P&S 27, p. 198], ' 

where expressions of the type <NP, NP> are, in their terminology, generalized predicatives, and 
include N1 and S. As given by them, this is not simply a statement concerning the cooccurrence of 
syntactic features in a category. Rather, it is a constraint involving a category, a feature specification 
and the intensional logic (IL) type of the category. In the present analysis, the restriction will be 
fonnulated in terms of the syntactic feature SUBJ--in keeping with the definition of FCRs. In­
tuitively, we can think of categories containing SUBJ as predicative, since they generally will 
translate as predicate categories. 

1.1. Semantics. 

Notice that the discussion above focusses exclusively on feature migration with no mention of 
morphological agreement or binding between a reflexive pronoun and its antecedent. A syntactic 
agreement principle is certainly not antithetical to GPSG but it is by no means obvious that agree- ­
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ment for person, number and gender in reflexive pronouns differs substantially from general pro­
nominal agreement in English, which strikes me as being more plausibly described in the seman­
tics. For the purpose of exposition, I follow a middle course in section 4, where agreement for in­
flectional features is a condition on semantic binding. A very brief outline of the approach to bind­
ing taken in Section 4 may be a useful digression at this point in showing where the analysis is go­
ing. 

The categorial valued feature SUBJ can be thought of intuitively as encoding infonnation about 
subjects, following Hukari and Levine (1987, 1988). The analysis of binding in section 4 follows 
the type-driven approach to semantic translation in GKPS and in Pollard and Sag (1985), where 
local (two-generation) syntactic trees are provided with intensional logic translations. 

When a specification for RE appears in the daughter of a predicative category (i.e., a category 
containing SUB]), this must be bound either to the subject or to a sister in the translation of the 
mother, either being a possibility in the following as both match the reflexive in inflectional fea­
tures. 

(5) Alicei told JUdithj about herselfiJ. 

Under the interpretation where the subject is the antecedent, the binding condition requires a match 
in inflectional features between the values ofRE and SUBJ, so subject binding is possible in a local 
tree such as the following (in equivalent phrase structure rule format), where a abbreviates appro­
priate inflectional features. 

- (6) VP[SUBJ: NPa] ~ V + NPa + PP[RE: NPa] 

The verb phrase in (x) will translate approximately as follows when the reflexive is bound to the 
subject (where x* marks the relevant positions). 

(7) 'A~~ ('Ax[told'(about'(x*»G*)(x*)] 

This combines with the actual subject at the level of S to translate as 

(8) told'(about(a*»G*)(a*). 

But since the object in (6) and the categorial value of RE in PP match in inflectional features, the 
reflexive can be bound instead by the object, roughly as in 

(9) 'A~[told'(about'G*»G*)(~)] 

This, in turn, combines with the syntactic subject to yield (xv). 

(10) told'(about'G*»G*)(a*) 

This brief discussion glosses over much of the semantics and perhaps it should be emphasized 
that the reflexive binding translation schema is driven by the syntactic information available in a lo­
cal tree such as (6). For eXaIJ1ple, while the constraint on identity of inflectional features can access 
the object in (6) for object binding, it does not have access to the syntactic subject directly, rather it 
has available to it the information encoded in the categorial value of SUBJ in the mother (which 
agrees with the syntactic subject via the feature instantiation system of GKPS, specifically the Con­
trol Agreement Principle). By the same token, the condition for subject binding will be met in itali­
cised VP of the following. 
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(11) I persuaded Alice to tell Judithj about herse/fiJ. 

Following a standard phrase structure approach, the infmitive VP to tell Judith about herselfhas no 
syntactic subject but Alice controls it and the feature instantiation system of GKPS says that the 
categorial value of SUBJ in this VP agrees with the controller. The relevant domain for binding will 
be the minimal VP tell Judith about herself, whose value for SUBJ will be exactly as in (6) above.4 

Thus the analysis presented here makes crucial use of the feature instantiation system of GKPS in 
defining the domain of reflexivization, although morphological agreement between the reflexive 
pronoun and its antecedent is a condition on binding in II.., rather being a feature instantiation princi­
ple in the syntax. 

1.2. Monoclausal Structures. 

In the simplest cases, the antecedent of a reflexive pronoun is the closest subject as in the fol­
lowing examples, where the antecedent is a subject and a clausemate (though not necessarily a 
clausemate in other syntactic frameworks).5 

_ (12) Felix baked himself a cake. 
(13) Freda wanted to bake herself a cake. 
(14) Every senator likes to see photographs of himself. 
(15) (= 14) 

S 1 
~ 

NPx VP[AGR NPx] 2 

~~ 
V VP[AGR NPx] 3Every senator 
I ~ 

likes V VP[AGR NPx] 
I ~ 4 
to V NP[RE NPx] 

I I 5 
see N'[RE NPx] 
~ 6 

N PP[RE NPx] 
I I 7 

photographs P'[RE NPx] 
~ 8 

P NP[RE NPx] 

I I 
of himselfx 

Example (12) is relatively straightforward. A reflexive feature (RE) specification is associated with 
the reflexive pronoun. I assume reflexive pronouns are assigned to category NP, contra Verheijen 
and Beukema (1987), who treat reflexive pronouns as, in effect, verbal suffixes in their GPSG 
analysis, where the verb and the reflexive form are immediately dominated by lexical V.6 The 
FOOT feature RE is identified here with reflexives, though possibly both reflexives and reciprocals 
involve different values for a single feature (cf. GKPS).The reflexive specification does not perco­
late upward into the VP category, given the Feature Cooccurrence Restrictions in (1) and (2) above. 
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Intuitively, we can say that the reflexive pronoun must find its antecedent within the domain (cf, 
section 1.1 above). 

But the syntactic link between the antecedent and the reflexive need not be local, as in (13) and 
(14) where nonlocallinkage is established through the feature-instantiation principles of GKPS 
even though these principles are well-formedness conditions on local trees. SUBJ passes down the 
tree (via the CAP) from the main VP to see photographs ofhimselfwhile the reflexive specification 
passes up from the reflexive pronoun via the Foot Feature Principle, as in (15).7 The Foot Feature 
Principle (FFP) in Gazdar, Klein, Pullum and Sag (1985) says roughly that if a mother contains an 
instantiated Foot feature specification (one not mentioned in the licensing ID rule) then so must at 
least one daughter (and vice versa). Thus the reflexive specification in NP in local tree 8 must pass 
upward or, looking at it from the other direction, the reflexive specification in the mother NP in lo­
cal tree 5 must pass downward. 

The antecedent of a reflexive pronoun may be something other than a subject, as in (5) above 
and in the following examples. 

(16) Felix told the girls about themselves/himself. 
(17) Felix talked to the girls about themselves/himself. 
(18) Henry wrapped the pythons around themselves/himself. 
(19) Henry leaned the ladders against themselves/himself. 
(20) The professor showed his colleagues pictures of himself/themselves. 

This changes nothing as far as the basic analysis of feature instantiation is concerned. Again, the 
reflexive feature percolates from a reflexive pronoun up to, but not into, a predicative category.8 

(21) (= 18) 
s 
~ 

NPx	 VP[AGR NPx] 

Hdnry /~
 
V NPy PP[RE NPx]
 

wra~ped~	 ~E NPx]
 

P NP[RE NPx]
 
I I 

around himself 

1.3. Biclausal Structures. 

While early transformationalist work on the distribution of reflexives in English assumed the 
reflexive and its antecedent are within the same minimal clause (cf. Lees and Klima, 1963), it seems 
generally conceded that certain constituents of subordinate clauses may take on superordinate ante­
cedents. It has long been known, for example, that picture noun phrases may contain reflexives 
whose antecedents are in a;superordinate clause (cf. Ross, 1970), as in (23). I will assume all of 
the following are grammatical and that they contain bonafide reflexive pronouns (as opposed, say, 
to emphatics).9 

(22) Fred would have preferred for himself to have done better. 

.....
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(23) The professor thought that pictures of himself were on sale at the Louvre. 
(24) Felix knew how many pictures of himself Alice showed the press. 
(25) The senator knew which stories about himself his campaign manager had managed to sup­

press. 

One might well question some of these--(22) being much better than (26), for example, though 
perhaps some principle of parsimony is involved.10 

(26) Fred would have preferred to have done better. 

Note too that a nonreflexive form is possible in place of the reflexive in (23).11 

(27) The professorlthought that pictures of himl were on sale at the Louvre. 

And there doubtlessly is variation among speakers as to whether him or himself is preferred in the 
following examples. 

(28) Felix claims that photographs of him/himself have been released by a recording studio. 
(29) Fred claims that rumors about him/himself have exacerbated the problem. 
(30) Alice frequently points out that stories about her/herself are generally false. 
(31) Phibbs tells me that descriptions of him/himself can be found in several ancient documents. 

But I assume here that the reflexives are grammatical, where RE percolates through S. In (23) the 
instantiation path of RE passes down from local tree 2 into the subordinate clause subject in local 
tree 4, as in (32) below. The Foot Feature Principle (FFP), as noted above, says that if a mother 
contains an instantiated foot feature specification (Le., one not mentioned in the ID rule) then so 
must at least one daughter, thus driving RE down into the subordinate clause subject in this case. 

(32)	 (= 23) 
S 
~ 1 

NPx	 VP[AGR NPx] 

~~2 
The professor V	 S[RE NPx] 

I ~3 
thought that	 S[RE NPx] 

/~ 
NP[RE NPx] VP 

L~L~
 
pictures of himself were on sale at the Louvre 

Following Brame (1977), I assume a reflexive pronoun must not be nominative, though this does 
not prevent it from being the subject of an infmitive clause or a nonhead constituent of a nominative 
subject. ~. 

Picture NP reflexives within a clause-initial interrogative constituent as in (32) are analogous. 12 
Note that the context for reflexive antecedence is superficial in these. examples. Sentences corres­
ponding to (24) and (25) without wh-movement are ungrammatical. 

..
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(34) Felix knew that Alice showed the press pictures of him/*himself. 
(35) The senator knew that his campaign manager had managed to suppress stories about him! 

*himself. 

This contruction will be compared in Section 3 to cases which operate quite differently (i.e. recon­
struction). 

(33) (= 24)
 

S 1
 

~ 
".. NPx VP[AGR NPx] 

FeAx /~ 2 
V S[RE NPx] 

I ~3 
knew NP[RE NPx] S/NP 4 

~~ NP~VP/NP 
owmany pIctures of I /~ 5 

himself Alice /' I '" 
V NP NP/NP 
I ~ I 

showed the press e 

In summary, the domain of reflexivization can be characterized in GPSG by the free instan­
tiation of a foot feature RE(flexive), where FeR 2 prevents any category from containing specifica­
tions for both reflexives and SUBJ. Thus the upper bound on percolation of a reflexive feature 
specification is the fIrSt category containing a specification for SUBJ. 

2. Predicative Categories. 

This section considers which categories constitute barriers to the instantiation of RE, the re­
flexive feature. It seems clear that RE should not appear in the feature composition of VP as this 
would give rise to examples such as 

(36)*Felix persuaded me to help himself. 
(37) (= 36) 

".. S 1 

NP~VP[AGR NPx]
 

Fek /~
 2 
V NPy VP[[AGR NPy], RE[NPx]] 

persJaded ~ ~
 
to help himself
 



78 

If RE appears in the feature composition of infinitive VP, the reflexive feature will percolate up 
from the reflexive pronoun to the main VP in local tree 2 of (37) below, yielding the incorrect pre­
diction that the domain ofreflexivization is, in effect, the entire sentence. Similarly, while RE can 
pass down into subordinate subjects as in (38), (39) is quite impossible. 

(38) The professor thought that pictures of himself were on sale at the Louvre. 
(39)*The professor thought that you would give himself the choice classes. 

Let us assume that predicative adjective phrases also contain a SUBJ specification and hence 
form domains for reflexivization. This seems to be the correct generalization, as in the following 
examples. 

(40) They make me ashamed of myself. 
(41) They believe her totally unconcerned about herself/*themselves. 
(42) a. b. 

S * S 

~~ 
NPx VP[AGRNPx] NPx VP[AGRNPx] 

I 
They /~ Th~Y /~ 

V NPy AP[AGR NPy] V NPy AP[AGR NPy] 

I I~ I I~
 
make me ashamed of themselvesmake me ashamed of myself 

If predicate A1 did not form the domain of reflexivization--the upper bound on feature migration, 
then presumably the upper VP would do so and the matrix subject would be a potential antecedent 
as in the ungrammatical (42b). 

An independent--though theory-internal--argument that adjectival categories contain SUBJ 
specifications involves extraposition: GKPS's analysis relates (43) and (44) but it cannot be ex­
tended to adjectives as in (45) and (46) unless the latter contain SUBJ. 

(43) That Sandy dislikes chard bothers Kim. 
(44) It bothers Kim that Sandy dislikes chard. 
(45) That Sandy dislikes chard is apparent to us. 
(46) It is apparent to us that Sandy dislikes chard.. 

The fonner are related by a metarule which, if stated as follows, will account for both sets of cons­
tructions 

(47) EX1RAPOSmONMETARULE. 

X[SUBJ S] ~ W 

.u 
X[SUBJ NP[it]] ~ W, S 

where the feature SUBJ corresponds to AGR in GKPS.13 It seems obvious that GKPS intended 
the extraposition metarule to apply in the case of adjectives. In fact, they give the ID rule in (48), 
mutatis mutandis, from which (49) can be derived by the revised metarule above. 

(48) Al[SUBJ S] ~ H[25], PP[to] 

-
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(49) Al[SUBJ NP[it]] ~ H[25], PP[to], S 

An independent matter, of course, is whether SUBJ (or AGR) manifests itself in morphological 
agreement on the part of the lexical head. While predicate adjectives do not agree with subjects in 
English, they do, for example, in Icelandic (cf, Andrews, 1982). 

Perhaps noun phrases form a more controversial case as far as the presence of SUBJ goes. l4 
But possessed and unpossessed NPs behave differently with respect to reflexives, an amply 
documented point in the literature (cf. Kuno, 1987). 

(50) Kim likes pictures of herself. 
(51)*Kim likes John's pictures of herself. 
(52)	 (53) 

S * S 
~	 ~ 

NPx VP[AGRNPx] NPx VP[AGR NPx] 
I ~ I ~
 

Kim V NP[RE NPx] Kim V NP
 

I I	 I~ 
likes N'[RE NPx] likes NPy N'[+PRD,AGR[NPy]] 

I~N~[RENPx] John's N PP[RE NPx] 

I~	 I~ 
pictures of herself	 pictures of herself 

The antecedent of the reflexive may appear outside an NP as in (50) but not when the NP is pos­
sessed, as in (51). If possessed Nl is [+PRD], as in the following ill, 

(54) NP ~ NP[+POSS], Hl[+PRD] 

then FeR 1 (cf, 1) causes Nl to contain a SUBJ specification. This of course means that the do­
main for reflexivization will be Nt in possessed NPs.t5 

Note that this of course corresponds quite closely to Chomsky (1981), where binding condi­
tion A says that an anaphor must be bound in its governing category and a governing catelory may 
be defmed as the frrst category dominating the anaphor's governor and an accessible subject, where 
possessive NP counts as a subject. However it might be objected that the feature SUBJ is rather 
different here, as it corresponds to AGR in GKPS, which is employed in subject-verb agreement 
and it may seem unlikely that head nouns agree with possessive NPs. However this simply means 
that a language may show agreement, not that it must. Finnish, for example, shows such agree­
ment. 

(55) (meidan) kirja-mme	 our book 
our-GEN. book-(NOM)-IP.PL.POSS. 

Some complement locative PPs also seem to be predicative, as in the following examples. 

(56) Kim placed the book beside hernherself. 
(57) Fred keeps his valuables near him/?himself. 
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(58) Professor Zed always has many students around him/*himself. 

Apparently the verbs subcategorize for predicative PPs (subject to speaker variation). If, for exam­
ple, the PP category dominatingbeside her in (56) contains a SUBJ specification by virtue of being 
[+PRD], then the domain for reflexivization will be the PP (or pl), which presumably is controlled 
by the book, as in the following tree. 

(59) 

S 

~
 
NPx VP[AGR NPx] 

Ki~ /~
 
V NPy PP[AGR NPy] 
I ~ I 

placed the book PJ[AGR NPy] 

~ 
P NP([RE NPx]) 

be~ide he~self)
 
While reflexive antecedence has not been dealt with yet, clearly we could think of this as involving 
some relationship between the SUBJ specification in pl (ultimately controlled by the book) and the 
reflexive feature. In other words, the subject is quite outside the reflexive domain, so herselfis not 
appropriate and itself is (though nonsensical). But the prepositional phrase is nonpredicative for 
speakers who accept herselfin this context, in which case the reflexive feature specification perco­
lates up into PP where VP fonns the reflexive domain.16 

Notice that even when a nonreflexive pronoun is used for subject antecedence, a reflexive pro­
noun is obligatory if the object is the antecedent. It is difficult to demonstrate this, since most rele­
vant examples are pragmatically bizarre. But if one stretches one's imagination a little, I believe the 
following judgments hold. 

(60) Henry tried to hide the python behind him/himself. 
(61) Henry tried to hide the python behind itself/*it. 
(62) Henry wrapped the python around him/himself. 
(63) Henry wrapped the python around itself/*it. 

This follows from the analysis as the object of the verb (the python) will be the controller of predi­
cative PP and hence is accessible to the reflexive via the SUBJ specification in pl. This is an 
important point, since (61) and (63) clearly illustrate that reflexives are possible in this construction­
-even for speakers who reject reflexives when the subject is the antecedent--so the PPs in question 
are not simply barriers to reflexivization. These facts fall out if the licensing immediate dominance 
rule is either (64) or (65), depending on dialect. 

(64) VP ---+ H, NP, PP([+PRP]) 

(65) VP ---+ H, NP, PP[+PRD] 

The first allows for reflexives referring to the subject when optional [+PRD] is not present and the 
second excludes this case. 
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