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1 Introduction

Accordingto formulationsin thetheoreticaliterature,bindingtheorypredictsthat
anaphorgqe.g., herselj andpronouns(e.g., him) aregenerallyin complementary
distribution:

Q) a. Hannaadmirestheri/herself.
b. HannathinksthatPete§ admiresher/*herself.

This complementarityoreaksdown in certainconstructionsA casethat has
generateanuchtheoreticaldiscussions picturenounphrasegPNPs)without pos-
sessorsyhere anaphorsand pronounsare reportedas equally grammatical(see
examplg2)). Thecomplementargistributionputativelyreappearsn eitherof two
conditions:(i) thereis a possessan the pictureNP (see(3)), or (ii) thepictureNP
is theargumenof a certainclassof accomplishmenterbsthatbring the PNPinto
existencgsee(4)).!

(2) Hannafounda pictureof her/herself.

3) a. HannafoundPetey’s pictureof hef/*herself.
b. HannafoundPetey’s pictureof *him/himself;.

4) Hanna took a pictureof *her;/herself.

However,mostof the datain the binding literaturehasbeencollectedwithout
imposingstandardexperimentatontrols.Schitze (1996) hasshownthat method-
ological negligenceof this sortcancompromisehe dataobtained He arguesthat
datain linguistics should be collectedwith the experimentalrigor of standard
methodsfrom experimentalpsychology One suchmethodis magnitudeestima-
tion (Stevens1975),which hasbeenusedin eliciting linguistic judgmentsBard
etal.,1996;Cowart,1997).Thesessuesarediscussedurtherin Section3.

We assumeheidiomaticmeaningf takepicture(i.e., photographthroughout.
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Keller and Asudeh(2001) usedmagnitudeestimationto obtain experimental
dataon bindingpossibilitiesfor anaphorgreflexivesin particular)andpronounsn
PNPs.The resultssupportedsometheoreticalpredictionsandfalsified others(see
Sectiond). Thekey finding wasthatanaphorsanbe boundfrom outsidea picture
NP, evenif thereis a possessoin the picture NP (contrast(5) with (3a)).

(5) Hanna foundPetey’s pictureof herself.

This finding hasrecentlybeenindependentlyconfirmedin an eye-trackingex-
periment(Runneret al., 2000).1t falsifiesa major predictionof all binding theo-
ries by showingthat the presenceof a possessofails to influencethe binding of
anaphorsn picturenounphrases.

In this paper,we showthat theseexperimentafindings are problematicfor a
structuralaccountof bindingandarguethatthey canbe understoody tying bind-
ing to predicationln fact, theresultsallow usto removea previouslyunwarranted
assumptiorof predication-basetiinding theoriesthe assumptiorthatthe posses-
sor of a PNP and a pronominalcomplemenin the PNP are coargument®f the
PNP’ head? This assumptioreffectively meansthat the possessois the subject
of the PNPR The putativefactsin (1)—(4) aside,thereis no reasonto assumehat
the possessoof a picture NP is an argumentof the PNP head,asthe headbears
no directsemantiaelationshipto it. Furthermorejt hasbeenpreviouslyarguedoy
Williams (1985)that the genitive possessoof an NP is not a subject;and Barker
(1995, 6) arguesthat possessivhraseshavea structuresuchthat the initial DP
andthe entirepicture NP arecoargument®f a null possessob (see(20) below).
We reviewsstructuralandpredicationabindingtheoriesin Section2, andarguefor
a predication-baseHdindingtheorythat captureghe experimentalataon PNPsin
Section5.

We canalsousethenotionof predicatiorto understandhepatternin (4), with-
out positing a covertpossessofas previouslyproposedoy, e.g., Chomsky1986;
ChomskyandLasnik 1995).We proposethat collocationdlike takea picture have
becomdexicalizedasonepredicatejn which casetheanaphoior pronounin such
examplesis actually a coargumenbf the subjectand governedby binding the-
ory. Thus,Hanna took a pictureof her is ungrammaticafor the samereasorthat
Hanna admiresher is ungrammaticalthe pronounis locally bound.

2We will referto anaphorsndpronoungogetheraspronominals.



2 Binding Theory: An Overview

Binding theory (BT) regulatesthe distribution andinterpretationof nominals,of
which threekinds are distinguished:anaphorgreflexivesand reciprocals),pro-
nouns,andfull nounphrasege.g.,Jessethewoman everymarn). Typically, each
type of nominalis governedby a bindingtheoreticcondition/principle:Conditions
A, B, andC, respectively’ ConditionsA andB havegenerallybeenstatedsuchthat
the patternsn (1)—(4)arepredicted.

Herewe will reviewtwo approacheto bindingtheory;thefirstis structuraland
theseconds predication-base®nthestructuralapproach{Reinhart,1976;Chom-
sky, 1981;Reinhart,1983; Chomsky 1986; ChomskyandLasnik, 1995),X binds
Y iff X is coindexedwith andc-command¥’. A local domainis defined,in which
anaphorsnustbe boundandpronounsmustbe free. Chomskyand Lasnik (1995)
requirethatananaphor/pronoube bound/freen the minimal completefunctional
complexthat containsthe pronominalanda governorof the pronominal,in which
the pronominals binding conditionscould be met. A completefunctionalcomplex
(CFC) is “a projectioncontainingall grammaticalfunctionscompatiblewith its
head”(ChomskyandLasnik,1995,102). Grammaticafunctionsare definedcon-
figurationally:subjectsarespecifiersof VP or NP* while objectsandotherinternal
complementsre sistersto a head.This approachexplainsthe datain (1)—(4) by
allowing the local domainof ananaphoto extendoutsideof the PNR justin case
thereis no possessoiVhenthereis a possessoit is the subjectof NP (Chomsky
andLasnik,1995,103),andtheNPis theminimal CFC.Theanaphocanbebound,
andsomustbe,while thepronouncanbefree,andsomustbe.ChomskyandLasnik
explain(4) by postulatingacovertpossessdiPRO).Theexplanatiorfor thiscaseas
thenassimilatedo the explanatiorfor the ungrammaticalityof anovertpossessor
bindinga PNPcomplemenpronoun.

Predication-basedpproachedefinethedomainfor anaphoridindingin terms
of a predicateand its argumentgWilliams, 1987,1994; Pollard and Sag, 1992,
1994; Reinhartand Reuland,1993; Manning and Sag, 1999). According to the
approachof Sagand his coauthorg(formulatedin Head-drivenPhraseStructure
GrammarHPSG))andthatof ReinhartandReulandananaphomustbe boundby
adominatingcoargumentf thereis one.Otherwisetheanaphois “exempt” (from
BT) andits references determinedpragmatically A pronounmustbe freefrom a

3This is not quite how Reinhartand Reuland(1993)stateBT, but the force of their analysisis
similar.

4If the subjectmovesto the specifierof a higherfunctionalcategoryit is thetracethatis usedto
calculatethe CFC (ChomskyandLasnik,1995,102).



dominatingcoargumentTwo argumentsK andY arecoarguments#f theyareboth
argumentof somehead. X dominatesy iff X precedesY on anargumentstruc-
turelist (onthe HPSGaccount),or X c-command¥’ (on ReinhartandReulands
(1993)accountp Sentencegla)and(1b)areaccountedor becauseghe pronomi-
nalsaredominateccoargumentsf their clauses subjectandmustbebound/freeas
appropriateln (2), thereis no dominatingcoargumentof picture) for thepronom-
inal: theanaphoreferspragmaticallyandthe pronounis free. To explain(3), the
possessais crucially assumedo be a dominatingcoargumenof the pronominal.
ReinhartandReuland1993)explainexamplg(4) ontheassumptionhatthereis an
understoogossessogsin thestructuralaccount.

Bothapproache® BT explainthedatain (1)—(4)by effectivelypostulatinghat
a possessoof a PNPis the PNP’s subject.However,this is problematic sincethe
headof thePNPdoesnotsyntacticallyor semanticallyselectfor it (Williams, 1985;
Barker,1995).In sections, wewill arguethatourexperimentatesultsareexplained
straightforwardlyon a predication-basedpproachf we removethis assumption
whichis unmotivatedn thatapproachn anycase.Thestructuralapproactwill be
shownto makewrongpredictionsgvenwithoutthe problematicassumption.

3 InvestigatingBinding PreferencesExperimentally

The dataon which linguists basetheir theoriestypically consistof grammatical-
ity judgmentsj.e., intuitive judgmentsof the well-formednesf utterancesn a
givenlanguageWhena linguist obtainsa grammaticalityjjudgmenthe or sheper-
forms a small experimenton a native speaker;the resultingdataare behavioral
datain the sameway as other measurementsf linguistic performancee.g., the
reactiontime datausedin psycholinguistics)However,unlike experimentapsy-
chologists linguistsare generallynot concernedvith methodologicalssuesand
typically noneof the standarcexperimentatontrolsareimposedn collectingdata
for linguistic theory As Schitze’s (1996) recentwork on empiricalissuesin lin-
guisticsdemonstratessuchmethodologicahegligencecan seriouslycompromise
thedataobtained Schitze(1996)arguedor amorereliablemodeof dataelicitation
in linguistics,basedn standardnethodsrom experimentapsychology

This criticism alsoappliesto bindingtheory whereanalysesaretypically pro-
posedon the basisof coreferencgudgmentsa subtypeof grammaticalityjudg-

SReinhartandReulands analysisalsodepend®n separateotionsof syntacticversussemantic
predicatesndargumentsSincethedetailsarenotimportantto the pointathand we referthereader
to ReinhartandReuland(1993).



ments.A numberof researcherfiaveaddressedhis problem,including Gordon
andHendrick(1997),who useda questionnaire-basedethodologyto investigate
basicpredictionsof bindingtheory Theyfoundthatexperimentallyelicited coref-

erencegjudgmentssystematicallydiffer from the predictionsof binding theory at

leastin its standardormulations(seeGordonandHendrick1998for a theoretical
accountof their findings). Another relevantstudy is reportedby Cowart (1997),

who investigateghe interactionof coordinationand binding preferencesising a

grammaticalitjjudgmenttaskbasedn magnitudesstimation.

Magnitudeestimation(ME) is an experimentaimethodologythat hasrecently
beenproposedy Bardetal. (1996)andCowart(1997)asaway of addressinghe
issuegaisedby ScHhitze.As an experimentatechnique ME is standardlyusedin
psychophysicto measurgudgmentsof sensorystimuli (Stevens1975).1t requires
subjectdo estimatehemagnitudeof physicalstimuli by assigninghumericalvalues
proportionalto the stimulusmagnitudeheyperceive Highly stablejudgmentsan
be achievedor awholerangeof sensorymodalities,suchasbrightness|oudness,
or tactilestimulation.Bard et al. (1996)demonstratethatlinguisticjudgmentsan
beelicitedin the sameway asjudgmentf sensorystimuli, andthatME canyield
reliableandfine-grainedmeasurementsf linguistic intuitions.

Recently Keller (2000)andKeller and Asudeh(2001) havebroadenedhe ap-
plicability of magnitudeestimationto linguistic data.Keller (2000) showedthat
theparadigmcanbesuccessfullyappliedto judgmentsof contextualizeditterances
andthat speechstimuli canbe usedinsteadof textual stimuli. In addition,Keller
(2000)andKeller andAsudeh(2001)werethefirst to apply magnitudesstimation
to coreferencgudgmentsasusedin bindingtheory(asopposedo straightforward
grammaticalitjudgmentsnvestigatedy Bardetal. 1996andCowart1997).They
showthatthebindingtheoreticexperiment®f GordonandHendrick(1997)canbe
replicatedusingME, i.e., the samesignificanteffectswereobtainedasin theorigi-
nal study anda high correlationwasfoundbetweerthe meanjudgmentslicitedin
theoriginal studyandthereplications.

Basedon this validationstudy Keller and Asudeh(2001)proceededo investi-
gatebindingin picture NPs,atopic thathasgeneratedonsiderablenterestin the
theoreticalliterature (seeSectionsl and 2). The magnitudeestimationparadigm
is ideally suitedto investigatingbinding in picture NPs,asthe relevantintuitions
areoftenvery subtle(or evencontroversial)andthusrequirea maximallydelicate
experimentaglicitationprocedure.



Tablel: Exampledor the stimuli usedby Keller andAsudeh(2001),togethemwith
predictionsof standardindingtheory

NP1 NP binder possessor samplesentence prediction
name pronoun subj. no () Hannafoundapictureof her. grammatical
name anaphor subj. no (i) Hannafounda pictureof herself. grammatical
name pronoun subj. yes (i) Hanna found Peters pictureof her. grammatical
name anaphor subj. yes (iv) Hannafound Peters pictureof herself. ungrammatical
name pronoun poss. yes (v) HannafoundPeter’s pictureof him. ungrammatical
name anaphor poss. yes (vi) Hannafound Peter’s pictureof himself. grammatical

4 Experimental Data on Picture NPs

Keller andAsudehs (2001)study(their Experiment2) wasdesignedo determine
theinfluenceof structuralandlexical factorson bindingin PNPs®

The influenceof structuralfactorswas testedby comparingthe behaviorof
anaphorsandpronoundn six configurations|istedin Table 1. Two structuralfac-
torsweretested Firstly, the positionof the binder,which caneitherbe the subject
of thematrix clausgasin configurationgi)—(iv) in Tablel), or the possessauf the
PNP (asin configurationgv) and(vi)). Secondlytheabsencef a possessofasin
configurationgi) and(ii)), or its presencéasin configurationgiii)—(vi)).

The lexical factor includedin Keller and Asudehs (2001) studywasthe verb
classof the main predicatewhich hasbeenobservedo haveaninfluenceon bind-
ing in pictureNPs.Theexperimenmanipulatedhe aspectuastatusof theverb,as
illustratedin (6)—(8).Here,find andlose areexamplesf achievemenverbs,take
and destroyare accomplishmenverbs;find and take are [+existencel]|.e., they
presuppos¢he existenceof their object,while lose and destroyare[—existence],
i.e.,theydo notcarrythis presupposition.

(6) Hanna found/losta pictureof her/herself. achievement
@) Hanna destroyeda pictureof her/herself. accomplishment][—exist]
(8) Hannatook a pictureof heg/herself. accomplishment[+exist]

6The experimentalso containedtwo pragmaticfactors, viz., definitenesof the PNP and the
referentialityof the binder The resultsindicatedthat the effect of thesefactorswassmall (though
significant)comparedo the structuralandlexical factors,on which we focusin the presenpaper



Keller and Asudehs (2001) experimentwas designedo testa setof binding
theoreticabredictionswhich canbe summarizedsfollows:

Prediction 1. A reflexive in a PNP with a possessomust be boundby the
possessor

(9) * Hanna found Peters pictureof herself.

(20) HannafoundPetey’s pictureof himself;.

Prediction 2. Pronounsand reflexivesin picture NPswithout possessorare
equallygrammatical.

11 Hanna founda pictureof her/herself.

Prediction 3. A pronounin a PNPwith a possessomustnot be boundby the
possessor

(12)  *HannafoundPetey’s pictureof him;.

Prediction 4. Pronounsn PNPobjectsof accomplishmenj-+existencejerbs
cannotbe boundby the subjectof theverb.

(13) a. *Hannatooka pictureof her.
b. *Hannatold astoryabouthes.

Figuresl and2 graphthe principalresultsof Keller andAsudehs (2001)exper-
iment. They showthe meangrammaticalityscorefor a given configuration(based
on normalized)og-transformegudgments).The experimentatesultsindicatethat
two of the binding theoreticalpredictionswere falsified, one was partly falsified,
andonewasnot falsified.

Mostimportantly predictionl wasfoundto befalse:Keller andAsudeh(2001)
found no significantdifferencebetweenconfigurationgiii) and(iv) (comparethe
scoredor pronounsandanaphorsn the“subjectbinds,possessortonditionin Fig-
urel). Also, therewasno significantdifferencebetweerconfigurationgiv) and(vi)
(comparethe scoresfor anaphorsn the “subjectbinds,possessorand“possessor
binds” conditionsin Figurel). This demonstratethatananaphordoesnot haveto
beboundby thepossessan a PNR contraryto theclaimsin theliterature.ln other
words,ananaphoin apictureNP canbeboundby the matrix subjectevenif there
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Figure 1: Structuraleffectson coreferencgudgmentsfor bindingin PNPs(from
KellerandAsudeh2001)

is an overtpossessofThisfinding hasbeenverifiedindependentlyy Runneretal.
(2000)usinganeye-trackingnethodology

Prediction2 wasalsofalsified: evenin a PNPwith no possessognaphorsre
highly preferredoverpronounsTherewasa significantdifferencebetweerconfig-
urations(i) and(ii) (comparethe scoredor pronounsandanaphorsn the “subject
binds,no possessortonditionin Figurel).

Prediction3 was partly falsified: pronounsboundto the possessoof a PNP
(configuration(v)) areonly somewhatingrammaticalthey arenotasungrammat-
ical asdirect objectpronounsboundby subjects.The meangrammaticalityscore
for directobjectpronounsboundby subjectgnot graphedn Figurel) is reported
to be —0.1794by Keller andAsudeh(2001,Experimentl).

Predictiond wasnot falsified: pronounsareungrammaticain pictureNP com-
plementsof accomplishmenterbsthat bring the PNPinto existencegseethe “ac-
complishmen{+existence]’conditionin Figure2). Note that Keller and Asudeh
(2001) found that the ungrammaticalityof pronounsis reducedfor achievement
verbsthatbring the PNPinto existenceandfor accomplishmenterbsthatdo not
bringthePNPinto existencéseethe“achievemenf+existence]’and“accomplish-
ment[—existence]’conditionsin Figure?2).

The falsification of predictionl is the key finding, sincethis predictionis a
resultof complicatingthe basicbindingtheoryin variousways.We summarizeéhe
mainresultsof Keller andAsudeh(2001):
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Figure2: Effect of verb classon coreferencgudgmentgsubjectbinds,no posses-
sor) (from Keller andAsudeh2001)

(24) Whenthe picturenounphrasecontainsanovertpossessor:
a. An anaphorcan be boundfrom outsidethe picture noun phrase
(i.e.,it doesnot haveto beboundby the possessor).

b. Anaphorsandpronounsareequallygrammaticalwhenboundfrom
outsidethepicturenounphrase.

c. A pronounboundby thepossessas notfully grammatical.

(15) Whenthe picturenounphrasedoesnot containanovertpossessor:
A pronounis notfully grammatical.

(16) A pronounis ungrammaticain a picturenounphrasehatis theobjectof
a[+existencepccomplishmenterb.

5 A Predication-BasedBinding Theory

A directobjectreflexivemustbe boundto the subjectof the clauseasin (17). Let
us assumehe following premise:if a PNP possessois a subject,thena reflexive
complementn the PNPhasto be boundby the possessoil he consequenis false,



asshownby (18).” Thus,we take (14a) as evidencethat the possessoof a noun
phrasedoesnot havethe samestatusas the subjectof a clause.In otherwords,
nounphraseslo not havesubjectson a parwith sentencegWilliams, 1985).

(17)  *Hannarespecthimself;.

(18) Hanna foundPeters pictureof herself.

It is not the casethat an anaphorin a picture NP mustbe boundby the overt
possessoil hepossessacanbind theanaphor:

(29) Hanna found Petey’s pictureof himself;.

Finding (14a) and the datain (17)—(19)are straightforwardlyexplainedby a
predication-basebindingtheory In (17), thereflexiveis dominatedoy the coargu-
mentsubjectbutit is notbound.Thesentences correctlypredictedto beungram-
matical.lf thepossessas notanargumenof theheadof the PNR therestfollows
naturally It hasbeenpreviouslyarguedby Williams (1985)that the genitivepos-
sessoof anNP is nota subjector anyothersortof externalargumentAnd Barker
(1995,6) argueghatpossessivphrasedavethe structureshownin (20), whereby
theinitial DP andtheentirePNParecoargumentsf anull possessadb.

(20) DP
/\
DPjposg D’
/\
DP Poss D NP
% 'S Opposs pictureof herself

Giventhatthe possessaandanaphotarenot argumentf the samepredicate,
the predication-basetdindingtheorycorrectlyaccountdor thefull grammaticality
of anaphorsn picturenounphraseswith or without possessorgndthe necessity
for local bindingwhenanaphorsarein matrixargumenpositions(asin (17)).

The structuralbindingtheorycannoteasilyaccommodatéhesefacts,evenif it
is grantedthe assumptiorthat [Spec,NP]is not a subject.The problemis dueto
thedefinitionof bindingdomain whichis definedrelativeto a completefunctional

’All coreferencgudgmentsnvolving PNPsin this sectionareasfoundin thedataof Keller and
Asudeh(2001),exceptwherenoted.
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complex.Recall that a CFC is a headplus its grammaticalfunctions,which are
configurationallydefined.Although the headof the picture NP now hasonly one
requiredgrammaticalfunction, the of-complementthe minimal CFC containing
thepronominalcomplemenaindabinderis theentirePNR includingthepossessor
Theonly way for thereflexiveto be boundpastthe possessowhetheror notit is a
subject,is if the PNPdoesnot constitutea CFC at all. And the only way for it not
to constitutea CFCis if we makethefurtherassumptiorthatthe of-complements
notagrammaticafunctionof theheadof thePNPeither Thisassumptions clearly
problematicandunmotivated.

Note alsothatthe structurein (20) is not a possibleway out for the structural
BT. Accordingto this structure the possessadoesnot c-commandhe pronominal
in the PNR The possessaois thereforenot a binderandthe minimal CFC for the
pronominalis the clausecontainingthe possessiv®P. This makesseveralfalse
predictions First, it predictsthatthe possessocannotbind the pronominalat all,
sinceit doesnotc-commandhepronominal Secondthebinderfor calculatingthe
bindingdomainwould be outsidethe possessiv®P. This wrongly predictsthata
pronounin the PNP mustbe free from the matrix subjectin sentencesike (25)
below

Thepredication-baselindingtheorypredictsthatpronounsascomplementin
PNPsarefully grammaticalwhetherthereis a possessoor not, asthe possessor
is nota coargumenof the pronoun While it is true thatpronounsn thetwo kinds
of sentenceareequallygrammaticaltheyarenotasgrammaticahsanaphorsvith
the samebindings(seefindings(14b), (14c),and(15)). Ideally, we would like this
patternof grammaticalityto stemfrom a singleprinciple.We offer thefollowing:

(21) Pronoun Distribution Principle (PDP):
A pronounis fully grammaticalff areflexivein thesamepositionwould
not be boundby the closestpotentialbinder(underthe sameassignment
of indices).

The notion of “closestpotentialbinder” will not be spelledout in detail here,
butinterventioneffectsin resolvingbothsyntacticanddiscourseanaphorarewell-
establishedn the literature(Grinder,1970; Jacobsorand Neubauer,1976; Kuno,
1987;PollardandSag,1992,1994;Groszetal., 1995;Asudeh,1998,2000).Let us
simply statethata is the closestpotentialbinderfor (3 if thereis noy thatbindsf3
andis dominatecby a.8

8Although (21) hasa transderivationallavor, thereis a correspondingnodel-theoretiinterpre-
tation: startingat the top of the tree and maintainingtheir order, pick out all the indicesthat are
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Thefour kinds of sentencethatarerelevantarethefollowing:®
(22) * Hanna criticized her,.
(23) ?*Hannafounda pictureof her.
(24) ?*HannafoundPetey’s pictureof him;.

(25) Hanna found Peters pictureof heg.

Sentencg22)is ruledoutby thepredication-baseldindingtheory:thepronoun
is coindexedwith a dominatingcoargumenandthe sentences a ConditionB vi-
olator. Sentence$23) and(24) are handledstraightforwardlyby the PDP On the
indicatedassignmenof indices,a reflexivewould be boundby the closestpoten-
tial binder,andthe PDP correctlypredictsthatthe pronounis degradedCrucially,
the PDPalsocapturegq25), because reflexivewould not be boundby the closest
potentialbinderandthe pronounis predictedto be grammatical®

As for the possibletheoreticalstatusof (21), it could be cashedut in various
ways,andit neednot be construedasa principle of syntax.Oneway to construe
it is asan instanceof a Griceanmaxim (plausibly quantity: “Say no more than
necessary”)Sincea pronouncanalwaysrefer deictically, usinga reflexivealways
resultsin a more specificstatemenReinhart(1983). This would effectively cash
out (21) asa partof pragmaticsA secondway to construeit is asan instanceof
blocking, wherebyunderidentity of interpretatiora morecomplexmorphological
form blocksalesscomplexone.A reflexivecouldbeconsidereé@smorphologically
morecomplexthana pronoun.This would mean(21) is a principle of morphosyn-
tax.

Lastly, we needto considemresult(16): pronounsareungrammaticaasinternal
argument®f PNPsembeddedinder[+existencehccomplishmenterbs:

in a bindingrelation;a structureis degradedn grammaticalityif the operationyieldsa list of in-
dicessuchthatthereis a sequencef the sameindexwith the secondnemberbeingthe indexof a
pronoun.
9We usethe notation‘?* merelyfor convenienceThe experimentsiseda continuousopen-

endedscalefor grammaticalityandthe underlyingassumptions thatgrammaticalityis a gradient
conceptasadvocatedy Bardetal. (1996),Cowart(1997),Keller (2000),andothers.

10we offer no explanatiorfor why boththe pronounandanaphomresomewhatlegradedn this
case(comparedo anaphorsn the othertwo casesseeFigure1). We speculateghatit may be an
interventioneffect,asneitherthe pronounnortheanaphobindsto theclosestpotentialbinder
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(26) a. Hannatookapictureof *heri/herself.
b. Hannatold astoryabout*heri/herself.
c. Hannadrewa caricatureof *heri/herself.

Theseareall casesf picturenounphrasesvherethereis complementarylis-
tribution betweerpronounsandanaphorsasin clausalargumenpositions.

Onestructuralproposalfor handlingthesecasesstatesthat suchpicture noun
phrase®bligatorilycontainaPrRowhichis controlledby the matrix subject{Chom-
sky, 1986;ChomskyandLasnik,1995):

27) Hannatold [PRG storiesabouther].

The pronounis supposedlyut becauset would haveto be free from binding
by PRo. If thiswerethecasewe would expect(26a—c)o patternlike sentencewith
overtpossessorsn fact, (27) is judgedasmuchworsethan(24), which is judged
to be only asungrammaticahs (23). Williams also arguesthat the PRO analysis
is untenablebecausehe relevantcontrol construaland binding restrictionsoccur
evenwherepro cannotoccurdueto thepresencef overtmaterial(Williams, 1985,
1987).

Onthe assumptiorthatthereis no covertsubject,the PDPwould partially ac-
countfor (26a—c).In eachcase thereflexiveis boundby its closestpotentialan-
tecedentandthepronounis ungrammaticalHowevertheremustbesomethinglse
at play here,sincethesesentencesrejudgedto be worsethantypical PDP cases
andvery nearlyasbadascorebindingtheoryviolators,suchas(17) and(22) (see
Sectiond4 andKeller andAsudeh2001for details).

We proposeansteadthatexpressionsike takea picture, tell a story, drawa pic-
ture, etc.,areakind of complexpredicatet! with atwo membemrgumenstructure:

(28) takepicture (NP, of-NPy)

In other words, in (26a—c) Hannais the first argument(a subject)and the
pronominalis the secondargumenian oblique).Whenthe two NPsarecoindexed
(i.e.,1 = 2), thefact thatthe pronounis ungrammaticandthe reflexiveis gram-
maticalsimply follows from ConditionsA andB of the predication-basetinding
theory

Preliminary evidencefor the argumentstructurein (28) comesfrom topical-
ization. InternalNP complementgannotnormally be topicalized,andneithercan

1INotethatwe arenotclaimingthattheyareconstituents.
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PNPcomplementgenerally But, it is possibleto topicalizethe of-complemenbf
[+existencefpccomplishmenterbs,like it is possibleto topicalizeobliqueverbal
complements?

(29) a. *Of thebook,Johnrippedup severabages.
b. * Of Mary, Johndestroyedseverabpictures.
c. Of Mary, Johntook severabictures.
d. OnMary, Johnknowshecanrely.

Runner(2001) also proposeq28), for independenteasonsHe considershe
following contrastsliscussedy Chomsky(1995b,200-211):

(30) John wonderedwhich picturesof himself ;] Bill j; saw

(31) John wonderedwhich picturesof himselt,; j] Bill j took.

Basedon theseexamplesChomsky(1995b)arguesthat take picture forms a
unit for interpretatiorand pronominalbinding at LF. Runner(2001)argueghatif
takepictureformsa unit at LF, thenthe DP objectof take shouldoccuronly VP-
internally. He presentstandarcevidencethatthe DP canbe VP-externalat LF: it
can be definite, be headedby a strongquantifier,receivea proportionalreading,
licenseantecedentontaineddeletion,and undergoquantifierraisingin general.
Runnerconcludeghatthe DP doesnot haveto be VP-internalat LF, andthatthe
locusof idiom interpretations not LF, butrathera level of argumenstructure He
proposeshattakepicturehasanargumenstructurdike (28). Thisaccountdgor the
contrastin (30) and(31), andexplainsvariousotherdataaswell (Runner,2001).

6 Conclusion

Contraryto what hasbeenreportedin the theoreticalliterature,our experimental
resultsdemonstratehat anaphorsn picture noun phrasesio not haveto bind to
possessor§18) and(19) areequallygrammatical) Thisfinding canbe understood
theoreticallyif reflexivebindingis predication-basedndif the genitivepossessor
in aPNPis notasubjector otherwiseanargumenbf thepictureNP’s head We can
alsousethe notionof predicationto understandhe patternfor certainaccomplish-
mentverbs(asin (26)), without positinga covertpossessoiVe arguedthat takea

12Thesgudgmentsverenot partof our experimentsandhavenot beenexperimentallyerified.
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picture, tell a story, etc.,aresinglecomplexpredicatesin which casethe anaphor
or pronounis actuallyacoargumenbf thesubjectandgovernedy the predication-
basedindingtheory Lastly, we proposedhe PronourDistributionPrincipleto ac-

countfor our otherresultsconcerningoronounswhich did notbehaveaspredicted
by bindingtheory exceptin thecasgust mentioned.
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