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This article is part of work in preparation on possible coreference relations.
between NPs in free adjuncts and NPs in main clauses. Here we omit the dis-
cussion and analysis of a large body of examples, and instead concentrate
our attention on the attachmentof free adjuncts in phrase markers. We examine
the c-command condition on antecedent-anaphor relations, and suggest
that c-command cannot decide in favour of the attachment of the free adjunct.
toa particularnode in a phrase marker. A new proposal is put forward for the
conditions on’ which Equi-NP deletion is dependent. A comparison of &
transformational and an interpretive approach to free adjuncts reveals no
gignificant differences in descriptive power with respect to antecedent-ana-
phor relations.

1. ANAPHORIC ELEMENTS AND FREE ADJUNCTS

We will not attempt to provide an exhaustive list of possible anaphoric
relations {see Koster 1979 for an extensive survey, and Wasow 1979 for dis-
cussion). We mainly focus on one major category of what we call anaphors,
namely the definite pronominals I, me, you, he, him, she, her, it, we, us, they
and them. As far ag free adjuncts are concerned, we analyse these structures as.
surface tenseless sentence adverbigls, which may have various forms. ! An example.
of a free adjunct is (1), in which the free adjunct is italicized.

(1) Staring defiantly ot Ben, William fought back his tears.

In Beukema (1980) & proposal for the description of free adjuncts in terms of’
a transformational-generative approach is outlined. We provisionally adopt
this proposal as the framework within which the occurrence of anaphoric

* Wo aro grateful to Colin Ewen and Bob Rigter for cominents on provious versions
of this article.

i For further details of tho various surface forms of free adjuncts see Beukema (1880).
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clements will be investigated. For the purpose of this article, it is sufficient to
potnt out that there are two major sub-types of free adjuncts. There is a catego-
ry of free adjunets which docs not have an NP to the left of the verb,
and a category which has. (1) is an example of the former, while an example
of the latter category is provided in (2).

(2) Cloten no longer having a head, Imogen migtook him for Posthumus.

Obviously, in (2) the NP Cloten in the free adjunct cannot be interpreted as
corcierential with the NP Imogen, the subject of the main clause. This is not
to say that there are no examples in which there is 4 coreference relation be-
tween an NP to the left of the verb in the free adjunct and an NP in the main
clause. An example of such a coreference relation is given in (3).2

(3) William having no money, fie could not afford venison.

If, on the other hand, the free adjunct does not have an NP to the left of .

the verb, ag in (1), the subject of the main clause William in (1) is interpreted
as coreferential with a deleted NP to the left of the verb, i.e. in (1) it is William
who's staring at Ben and who is fighting back his tears.

2. C-COMMAND

In a transformational-generative approach specific structural conditions
are imposed on possible anaphoric relations. One such requirement, which has
been widely discussed in the literature, is the so-ealled ‘c-command’ condi-
tion (see Koster 1979:18, Reinhart 1976 and Culicover 1976). This condition
can be described very loosely as follows:

(4) A node X c-commands a node Y if and only if the following conditions

hoid:
1. X does not dominate Y,
2. X is not the same as Y, and
3. the first branching node dominating X also dominates Y,
We will illustrate this condition with example (5).

{5) ////1”\
Lo %
l /l\
|

3 one fine day
|

NE? Operater  Prod

/

Wil iam PAST

help himself to a deer

1 ¥or convenienco we italicize the coroferential olements in the free adjunct and
main clauso,
* There are also examples of free adjunets in which a coreference relation as in (1)
and (3} does not hold, See exarnple (36) and noto 7.
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In this example the NP William, the antecedent, and the ﬂ,naphﬂ.r himself can be
interpreted as coreferential, because William g-commands hzmsey: William
does not dominate himself, and the first branching node 8 dominates l:mth
William and himself. Note that one fine day c-commands any element m?ntamed
in S: here the first branching node is 8’. Similarly, any single element. in Comp
c-commands any element contained in 8’ here the first hranching node
is 8. .

If o-command is involved in the establishment of c{)referer}ce relations,
this would seem to have implications for the place where fI‘(?B adjuncts can be
attached in phrase markers. In Beukema (1980) the fnllmmflg deep stmilcture
configuration for free adjuncts is put forward (the free adjunct in this tree

18 circled).

Suppose that this structure is filled in ag follows:

£ /H\ e

et R :
il = af Ford venlsorn
Wil tam conld not atiora
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In such a deep structure, the antecedent William, the subject of the main
clause, does not ¢c-command the anaphor Williasm, the subject of the free ad-
junct. However, when the anaphor William is deleted, i.e. when the free ad-
junct does not have an NP to the left of the verb (or, to put it differently, when
there is an empty NP to the left of the verb in the free adjunect}, the resulting
sentence (8) cannot but be interpreted as a coreferential structure.

(8) William could not afford venison, having no money
We conclude therefore that the proposal in Benkema (1980) is at variance with
the c-command condition.

The analysis of free adjuncts presented in Beukema (1980) was motivated
by the desire to capture structural relations between different surface types of
free adjuncts. One of the questions to which this paper addresses itself is
whether a generalized deseription of the syntax of free adjunets which accounts
for their various surface forms can be reconciled with the much-vaunted ¢-com-
mand condition as a structural eondition to be imposed on all antecedent-ana-
phor relations.

In order to see whether this is at all possible, we will consider the various
nodes to which free adjuncts may potentially be attached, and examine the
implications for boih the c-command condition and the syntax of free ad-
junets. If it should turn out that c-command and a generalized description
of free adjuncts are not reconcilable, we may have to relinquish either the
one or the other,

As a first step in this investigation let us lower the free adjunct in (7) by
one node and attach it as a daughter of 8, The relevant tree-structure is
provided i {9).

(9

~
William could not afford Adv

VCnison A
i |

William had no nmoney

In the diagram ip (9), the antecedent NP William c-commands the anaphor
NP Willigm, the subject of the free adjunct. Note that the c-command condi-
tion would also hold if the free adjunct adverbial was attached as a daughter of
a lower constituent inside 8, e.g. Pred. Because (9) meets the ¢-command con-
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dition, it may seem that the analysis presented in (9) is to be preferred to that
of (7). Bowever, if it could be shown that ¢-command cannot be a condition on
all antecedent-anaphor relations. the need te attach the free adjunct as
a daughter of 8 would disappear.

3. WHY C-COMMAND FAILS

Consider the following example.
(10) Though proud of Cloter’s martial thighs, Imogen thought that ke was

no good in this race _
TLet us suppose that this sentence has the following rough underlying structure:

{11) /‘\

Lo oL

i
|

[mozen thought that be . . . roce

Thouwh proud of NP

Dot wavtial thiphs

Cloton's

In this deep structure the free adjunct Adv is attached as a daughter of the
main clause 8. For a proper antecedent -anaphor relation the antecedent Cloten
must c-command the anaphor ke in the main clause. However, this is not the
case, since the main clause 8 is not the first branching node dominating both
antecedent and anaphor; the first branching node over the antecedent Cloten
is an NP, which does not dominate the anaphor ke. Note that in an analysis of
{10) similar to the one presented in (7), the antecedent Cloten would not c-com-
mand the anaphor ke either. In fact, wherever we attach the Adv, Cloten in
{10) cannot be made to c-command ke. Examples such as (10) therefore throw
serious doubt on the viability of c-command as a general condition.



126 F. BRUEEMA, R. VERHEIIEY

Example (10) does nol stand in isolation as a counterexample to ¢-com-
mand, Koster (1979) and Fiengo and Higginbotham (1979) note further inade-
quacies of c-command, Koster (1979:19) contributes example (12), in which
John cannot ¢c-command A¢ in the main clause, because the first branching node
over the antecedent Jokhn is the NP node dominating Jokn's stories, which
does not dominate ke.

{12) According to John's stories, he 18 a hero
However, there cannot be any doubt that John and he can be interpreted as
coreferential.

It might be suggested that the apparent violation of c-command irn (12}
is the result of a prepesing process, In which according fo John's sltories has
been moved from a position following ke is ¢ hero. The source sentence for (12}
would then be (13).

(13) *He is a hero, according to Jofin's stories
However, (13} is unacceptable when he and Jokn are interpreted as coreferen-
tial elements. If we assume that movement transformations such as preposing
leave the overall meaning of a sentence unaffected, we are forced to reject a
transformational relation between (12) and (13). In order to preserve the
tenet of the meaning-preservingness of transformations we assume that the
phrases according to John's stories in (12) and (13) are generated in their res-
pective surface positions. If this assumption is valid, one implication is that
the antecedent-anaphor relation in (12) must follow from a different condition
than c-command.

Now consider examples {14} and (15).

{14) According to fis stories, Jokn is a hero (Koster 1979:18)

(15) John is ahero, according to kis stories
The coreference relation between Jokn and his in (I5) can be accounted for
straightforwardly by the c-ecommand condition if a eonstituent structure like
the one presented in (16) is postulated.

(16) /‘*\

Jokn 1s a hero PP

accarding to Ala Htovics

The first branching node dominating Jokn, i.e. 8, also dominates the anaphor
his.
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Koster (1979:20) presents {17) as the structure underlying (14} *

L

(17) /\

[P

i!'...":ﬂl'i.l.!ni:'. to Bl stories /\

Jofwe 1s a hero

ol

At first glance, there does nol seem to be any conncetion between the structures:
found in (16) and (17), Koster's validation of constituent structure (17) can be
found ip sentences such as (18), in which the according phrase is found on the
left of a filled complementizer.

{18) According to William's stories WHO || stole the deer at :
Charlecote Park? :

E PP S Comp S

Now, in structure (17) there cannot be a c-command relationship between his
and John. If it is true that the PP according to his stories is also base-generated
in its surface position in (14} and (15), which would mean that there is no
transformational relationship between (14) and (15), it—again—follows that
c-command eannot aceount for the coreference relation between A¢s and John in
an underlying structure like (17).

The discussion of examples (12}—(18) shows that, if c-command is to be-
a general well-formedness condition on antecedent-anaphor relations, it will
have to be supplemented by a further condition to cater for cases like (14). [n
thig article we present a proposal in which the antecedent-anaphor relations
found in (12) - {(15) are interpreted in a unitary fashion, without recourse to
e-command. Qur proposal—which is found in section 4—is neutral with respect
to the attachment of the PP in (12)- (15}, as long as the PP is dominated by the -
same 8’ as the antecedent. This implies that the proposal put forward in Beuke-
ma (1980} remains viable within the constrainis imposed by the theory put
forward in this article.

4. MORE ON COREFERENCE

We suggest that a simple and elegant deseription of coreference relations
between antecedents and anaphors can be given, if the following assumptions
are accepted,

I Non-anaphorie pronominals (and non-anaphoric NPs in general) have:
¢ Structure (16} is ours, structure {17) is Koster’s. Woe assume that our 87 13 equi- -
valent to Koster’s 8.
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a previously established referent which is formally marked on the NP by
a separate index for each NP. Therefore they are not subject to co-
forence agsignment.

II In order to acquire a proper semantic representation, anaphoric pro-
nominals (and anaphors in general) derive their intended reference from
their antecedent. This can be represented formally by indexing anaphors
with antecedents as i1s done in (19) for NPs.

(19) COREFERENCE ASSIGNMENT RULE
anaphoric coreference : NP;... NP - NP; ... NP,
cataphoric coreference : NP ... NP, - NP, ... NP,

‘We assume that rule (19} is a semantic interpretation rule that coindexes NPs

‘that have compatible feature specifications. Rule {19) is subject to the follow-
.Ing condition:

An anaphor cannot both precede and command its antecedent,

where command i3 defined as follows:

a node X commands @ node Y if and only if X does not dominate

Y (or ¥ X) and the first 8" dominating X also dominates Y.
(adapted from Koster 1979:14).

We assume furthermore that at the level of semantic interpretation all N Ps must
have an index. With the help of these assumptions we can handle nearly all
-examples like (12} — (18). For instance, in examples (12) and (15) the anaphors
ke and his do not precede their antecedents. This makes a coreference relation
possible. In example (13} ke both precedes and commands John, which makes
coreference assignment impossible, according to the condition on rule (19).
Hence, anaphoric 4e in (13) would not receive an index. The resulting structure
"with & non-indexed NP is prohibited by the requirement that every NP shouid
‘have an index at the level of semantic interpretation. If example (14} has the
underlying structure (17) and if (17) is correct, our coreference assignment
“mechanism allows a coreference relation between his and Jokn : his precedes but
does not command Join.®

sSummarizing, there appear to be three configurations in which coreference
between antecedent and anaphor can be expected.

' Notice that one might argue that a coreferemee relation is possible between hig
and Jokn in (14) for reasons independent of tho existence of the E-node in (17): if the
. according phrage was a reduced S, this would trnply that there would be an 8! dominating
-the anaphor kig, which does not dominate ity antecedent John. In this case the anaphor

would not cornmand its antecedent, but only precede it, which makes a corefsrential
reacing possible. However, we cannot accept this line of reasoning, because thers can be

no subject NP swhich procedes according: hence, ascording is not a verbal form in this
. example,
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A: The anaphor precedes its antecedent, but does not command it.
B: The anaphor commands its antecedent, but does not precede it.
(!: The anaphor neither commands nor precedes its antecedent.

5. COREFERENCE AND FREE ADJUNCTS

Turning our attention to free adjuncts again, we now examine the useful-
ness of assumptions I and IT in section 4 with respect to the general framework
for the derivation of free adjuncts proposed in Beukema (1980}, Consider
examples (20) and (21).

{20a) Williom having no money, ke could not go to London

(20b) *He could got go to London, William having no money

(21a) __ having no money, William could not go to London

(21b) William could not go to London, _ having no money

The asterisk before example {20b) indicates that ke and William cannot be
read ag coreferential. The horizontal line in examples (21a) and (21b) indi-
eates the place of the deleted subject of the free adjunct. The surface sen-
ences (2la) and (21b) can—for the sake of convenience—be collapsed in one
underlying structure (22), in which the free adjunct is introduced as a sister of
Q either to its left or to its right. The dotted lines in (22) and similar later
diagrams indicate optionality, with the proviso that one of the two Adv nodes
can be selected. The position on the left is called position A, and the one on
the right position B.

(22) S

Loomp
!

William ... london

Wiiliam have William honvoe

3 MOneY
no ReNeY 1O RO Y

How can we arrive at surface structures (21a) and (21b)? In transformational-
generative literature the semantico-syntactic transformation called Equi-NP
deletion is responsible for deleting embedded coreferential subject NPs (see
Wasow 1979 for further discussion). We propose to constrain this rule more
rigorously by allowing it to remove embedded subject NPs only under St?-‘i:ﬂfi
coreference with a matrix subject NP. What is the motivation of the notion
strict coreference!
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We define two NPs as strictly coreferential when they share 1, identity of
sense; 2. identity of reference; and 3. identity of morphological form.® Consider

examples {23) — (27).

(23) William; hoped that William; would meet Anne in the park
(24)* William; hoped that William; would meet Anne in the park
(25) Williem; hoped he; wonld meet Anne in the park

(26) Welliam, hoped that ke; would meet Anne in the park

{27} William hoped _ _to meet Anne in the park

The following ohservations can be made about examples (23) — (27). In
example (23) the two Williams are referentially distinct, as indicated by the
different indices, and the surface sentence is well-formed. In example (25)
William and ke are not only referentially distinct, but also morphologically.
They are, moreover, distinct in sense, in that the conceptual specification of a
definite pronominal such as ke is more abstract, and hence more general, than
that of a non-pronominal NF like 1¥illiam. In example (26) the same situation
obtains, except for the fact that William and he refer to the same person. It
appears from this discussion that semantically well-formed surface sentences
with coreferential elements only arise if the coreferential NPs are different by
at least one property. This means that example (24) cannot be semantically
well-formed, because the two Williums share all relevant properties, and are
thercfore strictly coreferential according to our definition of strict coreferen-
tiality. In the event that two subject NPs are strectly coreferential, the embed-
ded subject NP is obligatorily deleted by Kqui-NKP deletion, which yields the
correct surface structure (27). Note that this discussion presupposes that
coreference between NT's must have been established before the application of
Equi-NP deletion.

Examples (20a) and (20b) can be given the rough underlying structure
presented in (28}). The underlying subject of the free adjunct is preserved in
examples (20a) and (20b). This is because Equi-NT deletion cannot apply, as
the subject of the free adjunct is not strictly coreferential with the subject of
the main clause (see p. 131).

In both (28A) and (28B) the anaphor ie commands its antecedent William;
in (28A) ke does notf precede it santecedent, and hence can be coindexed with
William in accordance with the principles outlined in section 4. In (28B) fe
both precedes and commands its antecedent, in which case coreference as-
signment will be blocked. Surface gtructure (20b) has been excluded because it
contains a non-indexed NP. If ke already has a referential index (distinet from
the one on William), coreference assignment cannot take place, and Welliam

* For further discussion of the distinction between sense and reference see Froge
{1892) and also Katz (1972:8).

(28)

[31

The equi-non-tial quandary

Cor

g N
i N /\
He could not go to Lomion

N ;”\
/\ A
i1l ian hure no SRR

mnoney money

and %e in (28A) and (28B) will be interpreted as referring to discrete entities.
Similarly, in (20a} and in an unstarred version of (20b), ke and William are not

interpreted as coreferential.

6. THE INTERPRETIVE APPROACH

So far we have discussed derivations in which surface free adjuncts are
generated with the help of a number of transformations. This ix the ap p_m&nh
adopted in Beukema (1980). Let us now consider the generation of free adjunets
in an inferpretive approach, in which only very few—if any —transformations
play a role. .

In Chomsky (1980} an antecedent and an anaphor are coreferential if the
antecedont binds the anaphor. To be bound, an anaphor has to he in the
domain of an antecedent NP; more specifically, the anaphor must be coindexed
with a c-commanding antecedent NP. Since transformations only play a mar-
ginal role in an interpretive theory, a free adjunct which has no lexical NP to the
left of the verb contains a PRO, an anaphor, in the empty subject position. If
this PRO is to be a proper anaphor, it must be bound to a ¢-commanding ante-

cedent NP, .
Let us reconsider examples (21a) and (21b), and sketch a rough underlying

structure for these examples in (29).

In (29) the anaphor PRO (regardless of whether the free adjunct is in the A
or the B position) is not in the domain of the antecedent NY Wilham, t}{e
subject of the main clause: the first branching node dominating William 13
& and this 8 does not dominate either of the PRO’s. Consequently, the ¢-com-
mand condition does not ailow PRQ in cither A or B to be coreferential with

Williem in (29),



F. BEUREMA, R, YERLHEIJIN

(29) AR
['Glmp/\l
H‘"‘\dx@

l ®\f%f’ /\ f
A Willtiam .., Loml(y\

PRO - have no money PO have no money

In section 3, various arguments were adduced to show the inadequacy of

c-command. To the extent that Chomsky (1980) makes binding conditional
on ﬂ:-eammand, we reject his approach. Instead, let us assume that some
version of an interpretive approach can make use of the indexing procedure
a8 outlined in section 4. While in orthodox transformational generative gram-
mar :bhef literature on free adjuncts can be said to be virtually non-existent
th-m 18 even more o in interpretive theory. Williams ( 1980), which is Sﬂlidlj;
within the interpretive framework, enumerates a number of properties which
we think can be used to characterize free adjuncts. He postulates the hindin
relation Obligatory Control (OC) and its derivative Non-Obligatory Oﬂntmgl
(NOC). We shall now examine these relations to see whether free adjuncts
can be characterized as cases of either OC or NOC.
' Williams postulates that control structures are strictly subcategorized
i.e. the syntactic information in the lexicsl entry of g verb or an adjectiv;
Or a noun specifies what complement struetures may follow these major
phrasal categories. The English verb TRY, for instance, requires a comple-
mept structure in which the subject of the embedded sentence cannot be A
lexical NP, as is shown in (30) and (31).

(30) *William tried Ben to learn Latin
(31) William tried __ to learn Latin

This syntactic fact has to be mecorporated in the syntactic subcategorization
frame of the verb TRY.

.’Wil]iams (1980 : 209) enumerates five salient properties of OC structures
Whlﬂ‘-l} are also of interest for free adjuncts, because free adjuncts {1ispla.}:
certain properties whick are the converse of QC properties.

OC1. Lexical NP cannot appear in the position of PRO.

This property is displayed by an example such as (32},

{32) John promised Bill [PRO to leave]

The PRO in (32) cannot be filled by a lexical NP,
0C2. The antecedent precedes the controlled PRO.
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In example (32) the antecedent Jokn precedes PRQO. This is a case of Subject
Control. Object Control is found in an example like (33).

(83} John persuaded Bill [PRO to leave]

0(C3. The antecsdent ¢c-commands the controlled PRO.

0C4. The antecedent iz thematically or grammatically uniquely de-

termined.

OC5. There must be an antecedent.

The last three properties are also displayed by examples (31}, (32) and (33),
with the usual caveat concerning c-command.

Buppose that free adjuncts are OCs. We would then have to decide to
which of the phrasal categories V, A, N, or P, free adjuncts should be sub-
categorized, In section 1 we have defined free adjuncts as senlence adverbials,
i.e. modifiers of Ss. If free adjuncts are OCs, we would be forced to admit the
possibility that Ss can also subeategorize .This is not an @ priori impossibility,
but, considering the following facts about free adjuncts, we would like to
abandon the assumption that free adjuncts could be OCs in favour of their
being NOCs. Let us look at the following free adjunct structures.

(34) Ben having no money, William could not go to London
(35) PRO bhavin g no money, Wlliam could not go to London

These examples show that the position which is filled by PRO in (35) can
also be filled by a lexical NP, such as Ben in (34). Example (35) shows that
a controlled PRO may also precede its antecedent. Since these two properties
violate OC1 and OC2, they point to the NOC character of free adjuncts. As
further NOC properties Williams states that NOCs need not have an ante-
cedent and that, if there is an antecedent, it need not c-command. Now there
is a third category of free adjuncts which have no antecedent?. An example ig

(36).
(36) Taking all things into consideration, what follows?

The fact that antecedents in NOCs need not c-command confirms the conclu-

sions drawn in section 3 above,

Sinece free adjuncts are not OCs and since the various types of free adjuncis
show various NOC properties—only one of which suffices to decide that a
structure is  NOC—we conclude that free adjunets are NOCs.

L A Ly PR e

7 Tt should be noted that the coindexing algorithm zet up in section 4 doos nol
apply to the type of free adjunets exemplified in (36). The underlying structure of (36)
iz vory much like the one in {18). The reason why we bring up this type of free adjunct
hore is to show that almost all NOC properiies ars found in free adjuncts. Notice that
even if free adjuncts showed only ene NOC proporty, thiz would still be sufficient: reason
to clasaify thom as NOCs,
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7. A COMPARISON OF EQUI AND PRO

In the event that competing descriptions of particular linguistic phenomena
can be presented, the matter of evaluation, i.e. which of the descriptions
is to be preferred, becomes crucial. We shall therefore juxtapose a number of
properties of the Equi-approach (the transformational-generative framework)
and the more recent interpretive appreach. Tt should be remembered that
the language material presented in this article is fairly gcanty, and conse-
quently it may perhaps bhe deemed presumptuous to base a comparison of
two theories on such g restricted amount of language data. We have, however,
analysed many more examples which we hope to present in a longer article,
and we feel that we have covered enough ground to warrant a number of
preliminary coneclusions,

In the Equi-approach lexical insertion is more constrained than in the
interpretive approach. Texical insertion must apply in an Kqui-theory,
whereas in an interpretive approach lexicalization is optional, thus making
1t possible to have empty terminal categories. The dangers of possible over-
generation in the various components of the grammar in the interpretive
approach loom large, whereas in the other approach specific stipulations are
imposed for instance on transformations. Comparo the possible subeategoriza-
tion frames for an arbitrary verb, say TRY, in these two approaches.®

{(37) Interpretive: TRY | — [ PRO [ VP ]
S
- + subject control
(38) Equi approach: TRY [NP, — [ NP, [ VP ][]
S.H'
4 END

Essentially, (37) stipulates that the lexical item TRY can only be inserted
i a structure in which the embedded subject has not been lexicalized, the
feature Subject Control guaranteeing that the PRO of the embedded clause
will be inierprefed as coreferential with the subject of the matrix 8. In frame
(38} the indices on the NPs in the main clause and in the embedded clause
reflect the requirement of strict coreferentiality hetween these NPs, while
the END feature serves as a trigger for Equi-NP-DPeletion. In the Equi-
approach the rigorously specified transformation END must apply, whereas a
correct surface result in the interpretive approach is ensured by various
filters, for instance in Logical Form, This has the conserquence of enabling

* If we assume frames like (38), wo bypass Wasow’s (197%:130) objection that it is
not the case that ‘the comploments to verbs requiring Equi would allow surfiuco struc-
ture subjects, o Jong as thoso subjects were distinet from NPs in eontroller positions’,
The frame in {38) stipulates that the subjects of tho main elause and of the embedded
clause must be strictly coreferential: other NPs cannot be inserted,
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transformations to be stated in as general a format as the instruction ‘move
o, in which g is ‘some category’ (see Chomsky 1977 for further details).

A further difference between the two theories may be found in the dif-
ferent phrase structure rules necessary to introduce free adjuncts and com-
plement sentences. In an Equi-theory free adjuncts and other non-finite 38
are derived from ‘full’ 8s, whereas in the interpretive approach a fundamental
distinction is drawn between finite and non-finite complement structures,
which is reflected in the different P8 rules for these complements. This dicho-
tomy has far-reaching implications, especially for tense theory.

Note also that the organization of a grammar incorporating an Xqui-
approach differs from an interpretive grammar as far as coreference assignment
is concerned. In an Equi-theory coreference assignment is an interpretive
rule applying from deep structure. In & variant of the interpretive model such
as the one proposed in Chomsky {1980), coindexing applies in Logical Form,
i.e, from 8 structure onwards, in agreement with the type of control specified
in the lexical entry.

8. CONCLUSION

We have established that c-command cannot he a general condition on
all antecedent-anaphor relations, and that, consequently, c-command cannot
be used as a criterion to decide between alternative possibilities of attaching a
freo adjunct in a phrase marker. A generalized description of the syntax of
free adjuncts has been shown to be compatible with the maximally general
coreference assignment rule which we propose in (19}. This has allowed us to
reformulate Equi-NP deletion more strictly.

Transformational-generative grammar can give a reasonably satisfactory
description of the syntax of free adjuncts. No such description cxists in the
interpretive approach. Assuming that our generalized coreference assignment
mechanism can be used in interpretive syntax, we have juxtaposed a trans-
formational and an interpretive version of the derivation of free adjuncts.
No significant differences in descriptive power have been found. Chomsky
(1976, 1981) has put forward strong claims for the alleged superiority of
the modular character of recent interpretive approaches, At least as far as
the syntax of free adjuncts is concerned, we have found no evidence that
justifies these claims.
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