
EXERCISE 1  pg 472 
 

1. Discuss the implications of the Binding Theory for  the interpretation of the italicised 
DPs in the following examples: 

(1) Mary has hurt herself in the fight. 
(2) Mary seems to have invited herself. 
(3) Mary expects some pictures of herself to be on sale. 
(4) Mary expects that she will meet Bill 
(5) She expects that Mary will meet Bill.   

 
According to the Binding Theory anaphors must be locally bound, i.e. they must be co-
indexed with a c-commanding NP in an A-position. Pronouns on the contrary must be 
locally free. The binding domain is defined by the closest c-commanding subject. 
 
-In (1) Mary is the antecedent of herself: 

 [IP Maryi has  [VP hurt herselfi]] 
 
-In sentence 2 there seems to be a contradiction with the Binding Theory, in fact herself is 
contained in the non-finite sentence to have invited herself, so its antecedent, Mary, seem to 
be outside the binding domain. However we must notice that seem is a raising verb. Raising 
verbs cause the subject of the embedded clause to raise inot the subject position of the upper 
clause. The movement of the NP Mary  leaves a trace in its original position, and this trace 
can serve as antecedent for the reflexive pronoun herself. The trace is in fact in the binding 
domain of herself. 

 [IP2Maryi seems [IP1ti to have invited herselfi ]] 
 

-In sentence 3 the reflexive pronoun herself is part of the DP some picture of herself, that is 
the subject of the non-finite embedded clause.  

 [IP2Maryi expects [IP1some pictures of herselfi [VP to be on sale]]] 
 
Normally, reflexives can not be the subject of a clause, because the clause itself represents 
the binding domain. Nevertheless here the sentence is grammatical, because the reflexive is 
not the subject of the clause, but part of it. In this case in fact the binding domain can be 
extended to the first clause up. So here the binding domain is the entire sentence.  
 
-In sentence 4 and 5 we are no more dealing with anaphors but with pronouns. Sentence 4 
has the following structure: 
   [IP2Maryi expects [CP that [IP1shei/k will meet Bill]]] 
 
The binding domain of she is IP1, so the referent is outside the binding domain and the 
sentence is grammatical. The interpretation however is not unique but she could be 
interpreted either as co-referential with Mary or can take its reference from the context. 
 
-In sentence 5 on the contrary there is only one interpretation: Mary and she can not be co-
indexed in order for the sentence to be grammatical, because she is outside the binding 
domain of Mary, i.e. the IP1, so it can not be its antecedent. The sentence is grammatical 
only if she and Mary have different references.  

   [IP2She j/I *  expects [CP that [IP1Maryi will meet Bill]]] 
 



Exercise 4, p. 473 
Discuss the binding domain  for the reflexives in the examples below: 
 

(1)   Mary does not like John’s pictures of her. 
(2) *Mary does not like John’s pictures of herself. 
(3)   Mary does not like any picture of herself.  

 
We saw that DPs are somehow parallel to sentences, and one point of this hypothesis is that just like 
sentences are extended projections of the V, the DPs are extended projections of the N. As a 
consequence, just like in sentences also in DPs there are functional projections. Moreover from the 
thematic point of view nouns seem to have an argument structure like verbs, and that means that 
they have a subject  position. 
 
- In sentence (1) we see that the binding domain of her cannot be the entire sentence, because 
having its antecedent Mary in subject position should give rise to ungrammaticality, contrary to 
fact. The binding domain of the pronoun must be the complex DP John’s picture of her. This DP in 
fact  also hosts a subject position, i.e. John, in genitive case. This means that the referent of her is 
outside the binding domain, so the perfectly grammatical sentence complies with binding theory.  
 
- The same argumentation leads us to consider sentence (2) ungrammatical, because have an 
anaphor in the same position of the pronoun in (1). Anaphors need to be locally bound, and this is 
not the case of herself in (2), which is locally free, because its antecedent, i.e. Mary, is outside its 
binding domain (the DP). 
 
- Sentence (3) apparently only contradicts what we have just argued. Contrary to (1)-(2), where the 
DP contained a subject, i.e. John, in (3) the DP does not have any subject, but just the determiner 
any. The difference here is that while the presence of John can delimit the binding domain of 
herself, any cannot, so the binding domain is the whole sentence. That means that herself is locally 
bound in (3) and the sentence is grammatical. 
 
We could also have added the sentence in (4):  

(4) Mary does not like any pictures of her. 
 
For the same reasons explained before, this sentence is grammatical only if Mary and her are not 
co-referential. 
  
Ex. 6 (p. 473) Binding 
 
Discuss the application of the Binding Theory to the italicized DPs in the following examples. 
 

1. Which pictures of himself did John prefer ? 
2. Pictures of each other Mary and Thelma did not want. 
3. For himself, John wanted a book.  
4. The girls seem to each other to be the best candidates. 
 

The previous examples show that the Binding theory applies at Deep structure, A-bar movements of 
the anaphor does not affect the computation of the binding relations: 

 
(1) [CP did) [IP Johni prefer [DP which pictures of himselfi]]]]  

The binding domain of ‘himself’ = the IP in which the antecedent John c-coomands the 
anaphor  himself 



 
(2) [CP [NegP [IP Maryi and Thelmaj did not [VP tSubjwant[DP pictures of each otherij]]]]] 

The binding domain of each other = the IP which contains the antecedent Mary and Thelma. 
Then The DP pictures of each other moves to Spec of CP (for emphasis), leaving behind a 
trace for co-reference which is what counts for the binding theory: 
[CP [DP Pictures of each otherij [NegP [IP Maryi and Thelmaj did not [VP want tDP]]]]] 

 
(3) [CP [IP Johni [VP t Subjwanted [DP a book [PP for himselfi]]]]] 

The antecedent of himself is ‘John’ and the binding domain is IP .The PP for himselfi moves 
to the Spec of CP for emphasis, leaving a trace behind. 
[CP [PP For himself [IP John [VP tSubj wanted [DP a book tPP]]]]] 

 
(4) Here we observe an A-bar movement of the antecedent from a position inside IP2 to IP1.  

[IP1 [DP The girlsi [VP seem [PP to each otheri [CP tDP[IP2 tDP to be the best candidates]]]]]] 
In this case we observe that the binding theory is computed after this movement has taken 
place, since in D-straucture the anaphor each other in higher than the antecent. 

 
The same is the case in (5) where him cannot be interpreted as anaphoric to John: 

5. John seems to him to be the best candidate. 
[IP1 [NP John [VP seems [PP to him [CP tNP [IP2 tNP to be the best candidate]]]]]] 

- ‘him’ – must be free in its binding domain ; there is no co-indexation between ‘John’ 
and ‘him’. 

In (6) we observe that an anaphor must be c-commanded by an antecedent: 
6. * Himself likes John. 

[IP [DP * Himself [VP likes [NP John]]]] 
‘Himself’ = anaphor, needs an antecedent. It cannot occur in the Subject position, because 
no antecedent is available to him in this position. 
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A reflexive element must be referentially dependent on another NP, which is referred to as the 
antecedent that matches the reflexive in terms of its grammatical features (person, number, gender). 
In (1) himself shares the same features of John (masculine, singular) and it is also bounded and c-
commanded by its antecedend, the NP John,  according to the binding theory. (1b) is ungrammatical 
because the reflexive precedes in the orrder and is higher in the structure than the antecedent: 
 

(1) a.  John has invited himself to the party. 
 b.  * Himself was invited by John. 
 
The sentences in (2-4)b below apparently contrast with the binding theory, since the anaphor 
himself can refer to the object noun phrase a politician: 
 
(2) a.  A politician always worries about descriptions of himself in the press. 
 b.  Descriptions of himself always worry a politician.  

 
(3) a.  A politician is always amused by pictures of himself. 

            b.  Pictures of himself always amuse a politician. 
 

(4) a.  A politician always fears articles about himself in the Press. 
b.  Articles about himself always frighten a politician. 



 
We must however notice that worry, amuse and fear are psychological verbs. The subject of these 
verbs is not an AGENT but an EXPERIENCER. And we know that the same psych-verbs project the 
EXPERIENCER in object position in (2-4)a. We can conclude from these examples that the heirarchy 
between the EXPERIENCER  and the THEME is not as strict as the hierarchy between an AGENT and a 
THEME. 
 


