Binding Facts in Hindi and the
gcrambling Phenomenon

VENEETA SRIVASTAV DAYAL

1 Introduction

Gambhir (1981), in the first systematic analysis of word order in Hindi,
discusses paradigms like the following:

(1) a. raam-ne mohan-ko kitaab dii  [S 10 DO V]
Ram-ERG  Mohan-DAT book  gave

‘Ram gave Mohan a book.’

b. Kkitaab raam-ne mohan-ko dii [pO S IO V]
c. mohan-ko kitaab raam-ne dii [0 DO S V]
d. kitaab mohan-ko raam-ne dii [DO 10 § V]
e. mohan-ko raam-ne kitaab dii [I0 $ DO V]
f  raam-ne kitaab mohan-ko dii [ DO IO V]

She notes that though (1a)—(1f) express the same proposition, (1a)
can be considered basic since it is neutral with respect to preceding
discourse. (1b)—(1f), on the other hand, signal shifts in emphasis that
require context for full interpretation.

That the correspondence between an English sentence and its Hindi
counterparts is one-to-many can be can be described by the statement,
standard in typological literature, that English is a “fixed word order”
language while Hind} is a “free word order” language. From the point
of view of generative linguistics, however, this is not enough. Since
language is held to be a system of rules, an investigation into what
accounts for the freedom of word order is required in order to arrive at a
more explanatory account of the phenomenon. The current assumption
within the Government and Binding framework is that all languages
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have a fixed word order at bage.! “Free word order langy
a

. p . . . . .
« ) , ) ) roperties of A’-movement and involves adjunction to maximal projec-
from “fixed word order” languages in allowing an instance ;

ons. The other has properties of A-movement and involves movement
to argument positions that are empty at D-structure. This latter op-
on is made possible by the conception of phrase structure proposed
y Pollock (1989) and Chomsky (1989). Under this view, the verbal
complex is actually made up of several functional projections such as
Agreement Phrase, Negation Phrase, Tense .Phrase etc. which domi-
nate VP. The specifier positions of these functional projections count
as argument positions which may be generated empty. In languages
that allow scrambling, NP’s are generated VP internally and move into
these empty Spec positions. Thus, (1b) is analysed along the lines of
(2b), where XP and YP stand for functional projections:

(2 b. [vp kitaab; [xp raam-ne; [yp t; mohan-ko t;

5 10 DO V, with the variations in surface
resulting from leftward movement of arguments,
Such an analysis begs the question of whether scrambline i«
stance of A-movement or A’-movement, the two types O;ng -
noted in the literature. Passive or raising constructiong ar .
of A-.movement, involving movement of an NP from a theil
position into a non-theta argument position in order tq rece?’
Wh-.movement or quantifier raising are instances of A’-move‘l‘
volving movement of an NP from a Case and theta, markedn~1

into a non-argument position in order for interpr i
_ S14101 Pretation to ta - .
fI‘he claim .that scrambling involves movement, therefore, entaj] b-(?Ok Hom-BRG Mohan-DAT
it should display the properties of A-movement or the pro; diif]
gave

movement. If it does not, it raises doubts about the
standard binary classification of movement types. These issueg
generated considerable theoretical interest in recent years. '

[DOi /Sj [tj I0 ¢ V]]]

From this brief summary of the literature on scrambling, it is ob-
vious that there is a fairly complex interaction between empirical and
heoretical considerations. The primary thrust of this paper is to re-
xamine the empirical motivation behind the view that scrambling is an
instance of A-movement. In particular, it focuses on the claim made by
Mahajan (1990) that scrambled NP’s in Hindi can serve as antecedents
for reflexives. Since Binding Theory (BT) refers to antecedents in ar-
(2) a. [rp kitaab, [1p raam-ne mohan-ko b dif) ‘ gument positions only, he uses this fact to argue that the landing site
book Ram-ERG Mohan-DAT g i of scrambling ml.lst be an argument posi.tion. While I agree with Ma-
[DO; [S 10 t'gV]] ‘ hajan that BT is an effective diagnc.)stu? for distinguishing typesi of
Gurtu (1985) also analyses Hindi scrambli : K ' movement, I take issue with }.ﬂs apphczfttlon of the diagnostic. Using
eration, thereby con flating it with A’ (:n mgt&S 3{; adjunctio a'geperal strategy of articulating a version of BT that covers th.e core
1992), however. draws sttt . vement, et?elh'uth (1 binding facts in Hindi before investigating the impact of scrambling on
' ' ention to the fact that scrambling in Ger binding possibilities, I come to a different conclusion from him about

the type of movement involved in scrambling.
I begin by discussing scrambling to presubject position and estab-
lish that the resulting binding possibilities are incompatible with a view
of such scrambling as movement to an A-position. I then turn to in-
termediate scrambling and show that there is no evidence from BT to
argue for movement to A-position there either. The conclusion, clearly,
is that as far as BT goes, scrambling is an instance of A’-movement
only, not A-movement. I then consider those properties that distin-
guish scrambling from other instances of A’-movement. I follow the

of NP's at the sentential level. Under this view a

Properties gf A-movement, He thus concludes that though scram
m’volve.:s.adjunction as in (2a), the adjoined position is both an Aan
A’ position. Déprez (1989) and Mahajan (1990) add further suppo
Webelhuth’s stand that scrambling has properties associated wit
movement. Abstracting away from differences between their partic
proposals, they both claim that two types of scrambling exist. One h

1
.See Hale (1983), however, for an alternative view in which languages may di
with respect to conﬁgurationality and word order at D-structure,




NG FacTs IN HINDL AND THE SCRAMBLING PHENOMENON [/ 241

240 / VENEETA SRIVASTAV DAYAL BIND!
1

An anaphor must be bound in its

governing category.

b. Principle B: A pronoun must be free in its governing
category.

c. Principle C: An R-expression must be free
(everywhere).

rning Category is defined as the minimal domain containing

d an accessible subject/SUBJECT.

f an element with a c-commanding

lead of several other r i : inci
esearchers in drawing the conclusio 5) a. Principle A:

present typology of movement types i
ypes 1s to . :
for the observed distinctions. @ coarse-grained

2 P . .
resubject Scrambling as A’-movement

In t';h-xs se'ction, I will be concerned with scramblin 5
}G)}(l):rgf)n, Le, I j;vill be considering examples like (1%)&0(13« p
iscussion simple, I will use an ordinary transiti o
conclusmns' carry over, without any modification, t wi Ver’b
structures in (1). (3b) is an instance of presubject, S;;milfiltl‘
(3) a. raam-ne mohan-ko maaraa -
Ram-ERG Mohan-ACC beat
‘Ram beat Mohan.” [S O V]
b. mohan-ko; raam-ne ¢; maaraa
In order t o]
~ In order to see what BT can tell ‘
in (3b) let us establish first how it aplll)slizs (t)(l)] ﬁ)gl;fcr;?;‘:l;?tPf o
like (3a). Towards this end, consider the following parz:d?g/fns'tr

4 - .
(4) a. raam-ne; apne-aap-ko;/,;/us-ko,;/; maaraa

Gove
 the expression, its governor an

Bound and Free refer to coindexing o

argument.
luate the impact of scrambling on

We are now in a position to eval
binding possibilities. Consider what happens when the the DO of (4a)-

(4D) is scrambled to a presubject position:

6) a apne-aap-ko; /x; Jus-ko,;/; raam-ne; maaraa
self-ACC/him-ACC Ram-ERG beat
‘Ram beat self/him.’ [0 S V]

b. [apnei/s; Juskesi/; bhaii-ko] raam-ne; maaraa
self’s/his brother-ACC  Ram-ERG  beat
‘Ram beat self’s/his brother.” {0 S V]

bling makes absolutely no difference to the binding

‘P;?;E}))ES Selsfe/llf;ch{S,him-ACC beat We see that scram
b. raam-ne; [a nl;n 150V . ; possibilities, BT applies as if the DO were in its base position. This is
Ram—ERIG Sei)f’s/l{]*ié fuskesiy; Eha“;l'kol maara; parallel to the case of wh-movement seen below:
¢ rother- . . . .
Ram beat self’s/his brother.’ [S O (;,] er-ACC  beat (4] (Which pictore of himself]; did John; see t; ?
c. raam-ne; raam-ko,; maaraa The grammaticality of (7) suggests that Principle A of BT applies as
if the moved wh-phrase were in its base position and, under standard

this is done by reconstruction.? Transferring this to the

case of scrambling in (6a)-(6b), the implication is that the scrambled
ct to reconstruction.

DO is in an A’-position and hence subje
This finding, of course, is not incompatible with Mahajan’s account,

which allows for the presubject position to be an A’ as well as an A
position, though not simultaneously. Let us see whether there are
binding facts that would support the view that the scrambled object
is in A-position. If the scrambled position can be an A-position, the
prediction is that it will be able to bind a reflexive. Example (8a)

shows that this is not possible:

uctures, on the other hand, BT is sensitive to the con-

Ram-ERG Ram-ACC Dbeat
‘Ram beat Ram.” [S O V]

assumptions,

posgts)iwl/\i/:i;::r; fS(Ie{e', t(?ereT 11? nothing particularly exotic about the bindin
indi. The one thing to note is that wh

1 : ; en a pronoun i

gxhislge; ofﬂNP', as in (4b), it cannot be coreferential with tl?e subje

Eagtch lflh(;st 131 tlllle same position must be. This contrasts witl

, re both the pronoun and the reci i ible i

i ere both the p . procal is possible in tha

E&Sltl{){]]. Hindi is similar in this respect to Latin, Russian, and Danis

.. We may safely adopt for the basic cases considered in (4), then

a fairly standard version of BT:? ,

3In the case of raising str
figuration at S-structure, as shown by (i):
(i) [John; appeared to himself [t; to be winning the race]]

If reconstruction were to happen, Principles A and C would be violated. It follows
that there is no reconstruction in cases of A-movement.

2 .
Int i

emgedlé;sdpc:;.gz;els ,wsllle né)i rl:j z:f;lgserngi with how BT applies to elements inside

(1950) for dicuesion. ), Harbert and Srivastav (1988) and Mohanan

E
|
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aaraa
; ske; baccoN-ne] m
> ﬁogﬁ-}féc Eis children-ERG  beat
O . K
‘His children beat Mohan. d[l() S Vt]he e that presubjec
ightforwardly on : ¥

i féCtS f(i)g;)t";nstféagfg }X’-Olilovement. Once reconstruction takes
mbling is an

8) a. *mohan—koi apne-aap-ne; magaray
Mohan-ACC self-ERG beat
‘Self beat Mohan.’ [05 V]

Here we have a reflexive in subj

presubject scrambled position. The ungramaticality of the senternce 5€ra.

he relevant structures will be as follows:

provides clear evidence that the presubject position is 10t an argumen place, the mohan-ko; ° maaraal]

position, and hence the movement involved i scrambling is not, (10) a [rp us—n%([;VP mohan-ACC  beat araal]

movement, The ungrammaticality of (8a) is expected if scrambling he-E baccoN-ne] [yp mohan-ko; malG

A'-movement Once the DO ig reconstructed, Principles A and C g b. [ip [nP m?ke" , -ERG Mohan-ACC bea.

both violated his children ject in violation of Principle C,
The conclusion we have drawn from (82) directly contradi In (10a), the DO is bound by the subjec

hajan’s claim that reflexive binding is possible in such a construction

C1 i of
ronoun, which is in Spec
icality. In (10b), the pronoun, iy iolation
o the ﬁnglgaémé?)a:ll(;:: c-():,ommand each other. There is no v
NP, and the icality.® indi
maticality. of binding
of BT, hence th('echgil;;,a:slelzc'cion, we looked at the coretlf: Sj:rsion of BT
To sum up . and decided upon bled
. o tructures like (4)) the DO is scramble
in transitive s idered cases where hi
_ : . We then consi S shows this
artlcu}atg('i H: (L)5czsixzn and saw that reflexive bmtdln%(figfssion that is
to presubject . of A’-movement, a
ples marginal. Ip my own judgement, and most of the to be unambiguously an instance

. inal binding facts.
, i th the pronomina

consulted, it is unacceptable. Now, the point to note is that there also compatible wi
1o explanation for the ungrammaticalit

L. . itive Structures
X | inding in Ditransi ing, i.e, to struc-
1ty, of (8b) under the view that scrambling can be to ay A position 3 Binding the case of intermediate scrambling, 1-6;, o Hindi
Since the reflexive would have 3 ¢-commanding antecedent incipl Let us turn now to the he canonical order of arguments biect
A should be satisfied. If, however : tures like (1f). Recall :11}?%1%) e;noves to a position between t'h evjﬁetjher
as I am suggesting, the DO would be reconstructed and t is SI0 DO V. In (1f)- re interested in investigating 18 bout
violation of Principle A would accou and 10 and the queStlon-“"e y In order to see what BT tells us a ks
On the basis of (8a) and (8b), this is an A or an A’ POSlth:i'n :rticulate a version of BT that wor
ap i a . .
evidence from reflexive binding shows presubject scrambling to be g this position, I WIS (f)cr)lr(;eapgplying it to scrambled stll_lctm:es Hindi, we
instance of A’-movement only. I will now discuss cases of pronomin _for the core cases be ) ip between subject and object n tran-
i compatible with the view tha The binding relationship te ightforward in the case of simple rat'c
d - R tty straig iagnostli
presubject scrambling js unambiguously A'-movement, Let us conside saw in Section 2, was pri:l };ersion of BT that we used as a dlagWhen
the pronomina} counterparts of (8): ‘ sitive sentencei- Thu:;;blid sentences was the standard ;);?(',nship is
. H e SCr indi re
®) a " mohan-ko, g poaraa me iz?lijly:;ngittransitive structures, however, the binding
Mohan-ACC  he-ERG beat W
‘He beat Mohan.’ [0S V]

Mahajan’s clain jg based on examples like (8b)

in that the reflexive is in Spec of DO.4

(8) b. *mohan-ko; [apne; baccoN-ne] maaraa,
Mohan-ACC  gejf’g children-ERG beat
‘Self’s children beag Mohan.’ [0 § V]

It is worth emphasizing that Mahajan himgelf considers such exam

» Which differs from (8a

ide
L. 9) does not provi

. ting out that ( t. The
mous reviewer for poin r A’'-movement.
®Iam grateful tol\znh?zg?,s claim that scrambling can b;ff ?h: DO is in argument
evidence against ai’ (Ej)a) for example, is Pred’.c?ed' Principle C is violated after
“ngrammat{cal}t{ (;3 is viélated; if it is in A’ position, Princip

position, Principle

tion. The gla.nunaticallty of (gb) is also pIedlcted. The DO cannot be
reconstruc .

° oo . However, if it is
re will be a violation of Principle B n of BT,

*Mahajan’s example (40) on Page 33 also has
here does not affect the point of the discussio

5At the end of Section 3, I discuss a dialect in which anaphors may not be subj
to Principle A. That may bear on the difference between Mahahan’s Jjudgeme
(8b) and mine.

an adverbial in it, The simplifical
n.

. i : : ere will be no violatio
l r’ 't't n ::;(:ons:ruction will take place and there wi
in A position,

as shown in (10b).
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fairly complex even i
in the basic cases. It ig
. t
tant t%lat we make our assumptions about él;‘l‘efore even mo 1P
as a diagnostic. explicit befope /\
It is a well-docume
nted fact that the Hindj i Spec A
ented. Analogous to this s the fact that the H . S0 ' T
i

A% \Y

X ), fOI‘ €x € re IJP
S milaix y, the pIOIlOllIl m DO ]IluSt be diSjOilli in Iefell‘e W |
1ice 1

P
Vl
/\\

subject but may corefer with the 10: i :
11 '
(11) a. gam—}gei mohan-ko; [a.pnii,-/*j / uskii i s
am-ERG  Mohan-DAT  self's/his |
fanERG John gave, abook it to Mary
3 |

book gave
) Ram gave Mohan self’s/his book.” [$ 10 Do V]
. raam-ne; mohan-ko, apne;,,
Ram-ERG Moha,n—D;xT sé;f/l;/i;]/uSke*i/j/k
baare-meN bataayaa
about told

Le basic idea is that the VP consists of an empty V taking a VP
omplement whose Spec is the DO, whose head is the verb and whose
omplement is the I0. The surface order is a result of the verb raising
o the empty V position. Note that in this structure, the DO asym-
etrically c-commands the IO so that it is predicted that DO can bind
0, but IO cannot bind DO. In fact, it is the asymmetric binding pos-
ibilities that is the primary motivation for Larson’s analysis of such

BT we had .
adopted earlier does not work, or rather seems tqg rbs in English

ve .
Translating Larson’s proposal to Hindi, we get the following repre-

relation to the subject:
ject; they do not seem to apply to 10. The pro sentation for (11a): '
SIODOYV

is to find a way to ca i
! : pture this generalization ;
It is ob : : generalization in str 1
vious that the subject is hierarchically Superio;l Cttcl)] rtaﬁeter (13) /\
VP

IO and DO is. I will i
: L . consider two current i oo NP
leranSIFlVGIStru.Ctures that eas b oo tOnexlclie.as about b'mdmg /\
orientation in Hindi. plain the (anti) subj VP M
A . . ..
quiterilnz?lzg;s'lsl of dlt'ransmve structures in English that has /\
Ry 1al was given by Larson (1988), and can be j pro A4 NP
' ) e illustrated /\
NP \Y
raam-ne; mohan-ko;  t;  apniiyj.;/uskil/izk  dile
kitaab
Ram-ERG  Mohan-DAT self’s/his book gave

This analysis, we can see, accounts correctly for the binding possi-
bilities shown here. Since the IO does not c-command the DO, Prin-
ciples A and B ensure that the reflexive or the pronoun inside DO is
bound or free with respect to the subject only. Larson’s account, how-
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rically c-commands the other or a structure in which they are generated
in either order, as suggested for Bangla by Bayer (1990).7

ever, cannot be accepted as it stands because it makes an incorrect
prediction about binding of elements in IO by DO. Since the DO .
commands IO, it should be possible for it to bind reflexives inside 10 In this section I have outlined two ways in which binding possibil-
This fact does not hold in Hindi, as shown by the following: ities in Hindi ditransitive structures can be accounted for. One uses
(14)  raam-ne; [apnii;/,; maaN-ko] bacca; thamaayaa, the structure of ditransitives proposed by Larson in conjuction with a
Ram-ERG  self’s mother-DAT  child handed ; version of BT that refers to antecedents that precede and c-command.
‘Ram handed self’s mother the child.” [ I0 DO V] ‘ The other posits rais?ng of ax}aphors agd pronouns t9 INFL at LF where
One way of reconciling the facts of Hindi while preserving Larson’s V the onlyhc—cgmme:ndl'rtl.g I\ﬁ. is the SUbJeCt,'f gll.le choice b,%t}‘:’ een the ttwct)
insight is to incorporate linear order in addition to hierarchical stryc. a}?.proac tehs s o Ot e llfa Oﬂ.p};rﬁf 5es ? bi 1Z.papfe " ¢ i 1n:£or alf
(1556). BT would then roir 1 antovetonts ot £rommmy S Lok ot tandard, and show how BT un ol i S S et o
1986). BT would then refer to antecedents that c-command and re. ) . . ) . ,
cede, and there would be a simple explanation for the range of fg o the dlsc.ussmn here, tl}ough by no means ex'haustlve, 1I')rov1des af bams
considered here. In (13), for example, the IO neither c-commands ng for testing the type of movement involved in scrambling out of suc

precedes DO and therefore does not count as an antecedent for th structures, ) . . . . .
reflexive/pronoun in it. In (14) the DO c-commands but does not ol Before concluding this section, I would like to note a difference in

cede the 10, and therefore cannot bind the reflexive inside 10. In Hinc dialects that IlShOf relievan'c ebm tge dls}clusg{oil of sfc rimbhng tlc() follo}\iv ‘
ditransitive structures, then, the only position which precedes and The account I have given is based on the dialect of those speakers who

commands the NP’s inside the VP is the subject, giving rise to th do not find corefererllce bf,ltween a f eﬂe);llve thO an}cll I(.) accepte.tblle )
(anti) subject orientation effect,. There are some speakers, however, for whom the anaphor is not strictly

The core facts of binding in Hindi ditransitives, then, can be subject oriented (Gurtu 1985, Mahajan 1990). For them the binding

counted for with a minimal modification to the Larsonian analysis possibilities are as follows:
such structures. Let us now turn to another proposal in the literat
that can account for the facts we are considering. It has been s
gested that subject orientation of anaphors is due to LF raising of ¢
anaphor to INFL (Lebeaux 1983, Chomsky 1986, Pica 1987, amo
others). If Principle A applies after such raising, the subject is ¢
only c-commanding argument that can bind anaphors inside VP,

cently, this account has been extended to cover anti-subject orientati
of Scandinavian pronouns by Hestvik (1992). He argues that pronou
in Scandinavian also raise to INFL at LF. When Principle B app
the subject is the only c-commanding argument, and therefore it
forces disjointness only with the subject. According to this appro
the LF structure of (11a) would be as in (15), where BT applie
elements in INFL enforcing binding or disjointness with the subjex

(16) a. raam-ne; mohan-ko; [apnil;/j/ 4k fuskiiy;)j/k

Ram-ERG  Mohan-DAT  self’s/his

kitaab] dii

book gave

‘Ram gave Mohan self’s/his book.” [$ IO DO V]
Focusing exclusively on the possibility of the IO binding the reflex-
ive in the dialect under discussion, Gurtu (1985), Mahajan (1990) and
Déprez (1989) take the IO in Hindi to asymmetrically c-command the
DO, yielding representations like the following for (16a):

7LF movement is generally assumed to be unbounded, thereby accounting for
the fact that subject oriented anaphors in Italian, Chinese etc. can be bound long
distance. The Hindi anaphor, however, must be bound in the domain of the finite
clause (Gurtu 1985, Mohanan 1990) but this does not invalidate the view that
there is INFL raising of the anaphor in Hindi. Hindi does not allow unbounded
wh-movement out of tensed clauses at LF. We might assume that long distance
movement of the Hindi anaphor is blocked in the same way that wh-movement is
blocked (Srivastav 1991).

(15) [[p raam-ne; [INFL apniii/*j/uskii*i/j [Vp mohan-ko
Ram-ERG self’s/his Mohan-D

[t kitaab] dii]]]

book gave

Note that in this approach, the relationship between the DO and
D-structure is not relevant for purposes of binding and the VP
have a flat structure or a structure in which the DO or the IO asym
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(16) b. P SIODOV bias towards subject orientation and their preference for a pronoun
/\ for coreference with I0. I therefore assume that there is no dialect

NP VP difference with respect to BT in Hindi, but that there is one with
/\ respect to the acceptability of reflexives which are not bound. And

NP NG from here on I will use the symbol ‘?’ to reflect the intuition that even

/\ for speakers who accept it, coreference of the reflexive in DO with 10

NP v is neither as robust as coreference with the subject nor as robust as

coreference between a pronoun in that position and IO.
Let me go back at this point to an unsolved mystery with respect
to judgements discussed in connection with presubject scrambling, In

the dialect of most speakers (8b), repeated below, is ungrammatical,
while it is marginal in the dialect Mahajan reports on.

(8) b. *mohan-ko; [apne; baccoN-ne] maaraa
Mohan-ACC  self's  children-ERG  beat
‘Self’s children beat Mohan.’ [0 S V]

Recall that on his theory (8b) should be fully grammatical since the
presubject position can be an A-position. Mahajan (1990) notes in a
footnote (#17, p. 33) that such structures are odd because a pronoun
is possible, and therefore preferred in place of a reflexive, though he
admits that there is no clear answer to why that should be the case.
In the present approach, on the other hand, the scrambled DO
is not in argument position, and there is consequently a violation of
Principle A for all speakers. For those who accept non-bound reflexives,
however, it is possible that the scrambled DO marginally licenses the
reflexive in (8b). Note that (8a), repeated below, is still predicted to

be ungrammatical because of a violation of Principle A and C after
reconstruction:

raam-ne;  mohan-ko;  apnii;/; kitaab  dii
Ram-ERG Mohan-DAT self’s book gave

If the IO counts as an antecedent for the reflexive in DO, however, it is
predicted that Principle B will enforce disjointness between 10 and 3
pronoun in DO. This, as we know, is not the case. A pronoun is perfec;;
for that reading. Note also that even in this dialect reflexives and
pronouns are in complementary distribution with respect to coreferen
with the subject. Thus it is not clear what assumptions about Principle
B would be needed to make this analysis work. It seems to me th"k
failure to address this issue is a serious omission in any account th:
hopes to use reflexive binding as a diagnostic for movement: involvi
these positions.
I have already provided an account of binding possibilities for
majority dialect and will now attempt to reconcile it witb the b'ind
possibilities in the dialect where reflexives are not subject orient
There are a few things worth noting about this dialect. As mentio;
above, even though the reflexive can corefer with the IO, a pl.ron'u
is strongly preferred over the reflexive for this reading. That is,
dialect does not disagree with the majority dialect in the anti—su
orientation of pronouns. A second significant fact is that corefer
of the reflexive with the subject is far more robust than corefer
with I0.® It seems to me that there are two separate phenom
work which are amenable to separate explanations. I suggest tha
dialects of Hindi BT is as outlined above, which accounts for the gu
orientation of reflexives and anti-subject orientation of pronou
addition, there is a dialect in which reflexives that are not bo
the sense of BT, may still be acceptable as long as there is a;'p
antecedent preceding it.° This would explain not only the possib:
the reflexive coreferring with the IO for some speakers, but a

(8) a. *mohan-ko; apne aap-ne; 1naaraa
Mohan-ACC  self-ERG beat
‘Self beat Mohan.’ [0 § V]

In this section I have listed the core binding facts in Hindi ditran-
sitive structures, and shown how a principled account can be given for
them. I have also tried to reconcile the Judgements provided in Maha-
jan with those of the majority dialect. Let us turn now to intermediate

scrambling and see what BT tells us about the type of movement in-
volved.

4 Intermediate Scrambling as A’-movement

Mahajan argues that scrambling to intermediate positions is exclusively
to A-positions. There are two pieces of evidence he gives in support
of this. One, he claims that such scrambling creates new antecedents

81 thank Gurpreet Bains for confirming this fact, as well as for 'othfar j
that lead me to make my claims about binding possibilities in this 'dlalec
91 hesitate from calling this a logophoric reading since I do not think a
the discourse licenses reflexives.
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for reflexives. In (17a), for example, the NP’s are in their canonical
positions and the reflexive inside I0 cannot be b'ound by the pO. In
(17b), the DO is fronted and, according to Mahajan, the reflexive can
now be bound by it:

According to Mahajan, the reflexive in DO can refer to either the
subject or the IO when it is in its base position. When it is fronted to
the presubject position, via the intermediate position, it can only refer
to the subject. Mahajan gives the following derivation for (18b):

. ‘ (19) a. [apnii;;,; kitaab], raam-ne; ¢, mohan-ko;
-ne; apne;/,; baccoN-ko] sher; dikhaayaa , i i
(A7) & raamne, £e§>f,s " didren-DAT Ton showed ;self » book Ram-ERG Mohan-DAT
[S 10 Do V] koodn :
. ave
b. rtaam-ne; sher; [apne;,;; baccoN-ko|] dikhaayaa &

Ram-ERG lion  self’s children showed
‘Ram showed self’s children the lion.” S DO IO V]
(Mahajan = apne;/;)

The presubject position can be an A’-position and allows reconstruc-
tion to t;, which makes binding by the subject possible. The missing
reading, the one where the reflexive is bound by IO, is evidence that
reconstruction stops at the intermediate position t- The IO does not
c-command this position and binding of the reflexive is ruled out. Since
reconstruction to the base position where the 10 would c-command it
is not possible, he concludes that movement from the base position ¢
to the intermediate position #} is A-movement.

In the approach I am advocating, it is not crucial whether scram-
bling is directly from base position to presubject position, or proceeds
via intermediate scrambling. If scrambling is first to intermediate
position and then to presubject position, both are instances of A’-
movement and reconstruction takes place to the base position:

Mahajan’s judgements, however, are not acce'pted by mf)st spea;
ers, and I indicate in the examples a,bove_ my interpretation of t:
judgements, noting Mahajan’s judgements in par'ent}'leses where the
is a difference. In the majority dialect, the reflexive in (17b)' can o
be bound by the subject. In the dialect where.coreference' with D¢
possible, it is marginal in the sense discussed in the previous sect
That is, subject coreference is salient, and furtl'lerryore, the prefer
way to get coreference with the scramblesl DO is via a pronou
right generalization clearly is along the lines suggested for (7b)
far as BT goes, the scrambled DO doe.s not count as an antece
accounting for the possibility of pronominal coreference for all sp

(19) b. [apnii; /+j kitaabli, raam-ne; (t,) mohan-ko;
and the impossibility of reflexive binding for most. The speake self’s ) book Ram-ERG Mohan-DAT
accept reflexives coindexed with the scrambled DO are those for t,  dii
non-bound reflexives can be licensed by any preceding NP. The gave

bled DO provides such a licensor. It is clear from an exa.mi'mtiqn
full range of binding possibilities, then, that ('1"7b) shows inter
scrambling to be to A’-position, not to A-;?081t10n. : ' :

The second piece of data that Mahajan pliov1des in suj
the view that intermediate scrambling i'S exclusively A-move
opposed to presubject scrambling, which may be el‘uheir8
movement, is based on examples like (18b), derlvgd f’rom ( g
I indicate where my findings deviate from Mahajan’s:

The presubject position being an A’-position, reconstruction is ex-
pected, accounting for the binding of the reflexive by the subject, as
in Mahajan’s account. The question that remain
reading in which the reflexive corefers with the 10 is lost. Given my
basic claim that coreference with IO in (18a) is not due to BT, but is
made available for some speakers due to the presence of a preceding
NP, the answer to this is obvious. This reading is unavailable because
he licensing of a non-bound anaphor is done at S-structure, where the

O does not precede the scrambled DO and cannot license the reflexive.
We see,

then, that upon closer examination, the arguments Maha-

s is why the marginal

(18) a. raam-ne;  mohan-ko; [apnii;/yz;  kitaab]
Ram-ERG Mohan-DAT self’s book
‘Ram gave self’s book to Mohan.” [$ IO DO V
(Mahajan = apnii;;;) . k0i~

ii;/,. kitaab] raam-ne; m -ko,
> iffl’l:d” book ] Ram-ERG Mohan-DAT
‘Ram gave self’s book to Mohan.’ [DO § 10

crambling as an instance of A-movement. There is, however, an argu-
nent from reciprocal binding that needs to be discussed before I can
laim that intermediate scrambling is an instance of A’

Jones (1993, forthcoming)
onsulted agree with my judg

-movement,.
reports that Hindi speakers that he has
ements, and not Mahajan’s with respect
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to reflexive binding. However, his informants do marginally allow for
reciprocal binding in certain cases, and my own intuitions accord with
his findings. Two of the relevant cases are given in (20). (20a) is 3
basic ditransitive structure and (20b) is an ordinary transitive with
DO scrambled to presubject position:

(20) a. lz?Rkiyone laRkoN-ko; [ek duusre-kii, ; kitaabeN]
girls-ERG boys-DAT  each other’s books
diiN
gave
‘The girls gave the boys each other’s books.’ [S IO DO V]

b. % i-kos

fjaun  aur meri-ko; ek duusre-ne; dekhaa
John and Mary-ACC each other-ERG  saw

‘John and Mary saw each other.’ [0S V]

Note that in (20a) even though the reciprocal is better than a reflexive
when coreference with IO is intended, it is not perfect. The pronoun
is still the preferred option. It seems to me, therefore, that this ig
not in fact a Principle A effect, and may be amenable to a functional
explanation. Turning to (20b), Jones notes that the acceptability of
this structure is somewhat improved if the context of discourse makes
John and Mary salient. This suggests again that the phenomenon
in question is not, strictly speaking grammatical, and one is lead to
speculate that the Hindi reciprocal may not be a true anaphor. A
piece of supporting evidence for this comes from the following:
(21)  laRke aur laRkiyoN-ne; dekhaa

boys and girls-ERG saw

ki [unkii; /apnii,; /ek duusre kiio;

that their/self’s/each other’s

bik rahii thiiN

were selling

“The boys and girls saw that their pictures were on sale.’
It is clear from reflexive and pronominal binding that the finite com-.
plement in (21) constitutes a binding domain. That the reciprocal i
marginally possible in this position shows that the explanation mus
lie outside of BT, I will suggest here that since the reciprocal give
more specific information than the pronoun it is more informative, in

tasviireN]
pictures
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bling structures, since its distribution does not seem to be constrained
by Principle A.!°

To sum up so far, I have reviewed the evidence from anaphor bind-
ing that has been presented in support of the view that intermediate
scrambling must be to A-positions, and shown that BT has not been
applied correctly. Once the subtle but real differences in judgements
are taken into account, the anaphor binding facts turn out to be better
accounted for in terms of intermediate scrambling as A’-movement. I
have also emphasized that the possibility of pronominal coreference in
these structures provides an important control since there is no dialect
difference at work with regard to coreference possibilities for pronouns.
The absence of Principle B effects with intermediate scrambling are
therefore additional support that scrambled objects do not count as
antecedents. Before concluding this section, however, I would like to
bring in one final piece of data that appears, at first glance, to be
problematic for the view that intermediate scrambling is an instance
of A’-movement.

Consider the contrast in the following examples with respect to the
possibility of coreference between a pronoun in DO and IO:

(22) a. raam-ne mohan-ko; [uskii; kitaab]
Ram-ERG Mohan-DAT his book
‘Ram returned Mohan his book.” [S IO DO V]
b. raam-ne [uskii,; kitaab] mohan-ko;  lautaaii
Ram-ERG  his book Mohan-DAT  returned
‘Ram returned his book to Mohan.” [S DO IO V]

As discussed in Section 3, a pronoun in DO can corefer with IO in the
basic ditransitive structure of (22a) but when the DO is scrambled to
the left of 1O, as in (22b), this reading is lost. But if scrambling is A’-
movement, it should allow reconstruction to the base position, thereby
making the intended coreference available. That it does not, therefore,
appears problematic for this analysis. Note, however, that (22b) is also
problematic for the view that the scrambled DO is in A-position. Since
the pronoun is in Spec of NP, it does not c-command IO, and there
should be no Principle C violation and coreference should be possible.

In order to explain the data, let us step back a minute and consider a
consequence of the modified Larsonian approach that we have adopted.
Recall that in the basic (unscrambled) ditransitive structure, the IO

lautaaii
returned

10Reciprocal binding by scrambled arguments have been noted for German (We-
belhuth 1989, Frank et al (1992) and Bangla (Sengupta 1990), but I have not seen
reflexive binding mentioned except for Hindi by Mahajan. I don’t know, at this
point, whether the approach I am taking to Hindi reciprocals would appply to these
languages,
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precedes but does not c-command the DO, and th

, e DO c-commangx
but does not pref:ede the IO, Thus neither counts as an antecezgds
for the other. This suggests that the distribution of pronouns and [I;t

expressions will be unrestricted for these NP’s. (23 ~
that this is not the case: (282) and (250) shoy

(23) a. raam-ne mohan-ko, [uskii; kitaab] dii
Ram-ERG Mohan-DAT his book gave
‘Ram gave Mohan his book.” [S IO DO V)
b. raam-ne us-ko, [Mohan-kii,; kitaab] dii
Ram-ERG he-DAT Mohan’s book gave
‘Ram gave him Mohan’s book.’ [S IO DO V]

The fat;t that a pronoun in DO can corefer with an R-expression
'IO, as in (23a) is expected, as just mentioned. What is unex ect lg
is the fact that a pronoun in IO cannot corefer to an R—expresspéon?‘é
DQ, as shown in (23b). Since neither is an antecedent of the oth m:‘
P.r1nc1ples B and C should not be violated. That there is no s el}‘;i‘
violation of BT is further shown by (23c), where two R—expression: (i:n

those positions may seem somewhat repetiti
petitive, but do not give ri
ungramamticality: , TR

(23) c. raam-ne mohan-ko;  [mohan-kii; kitaab] dii
‘Ram—ERG Mohan-DAT Mohan’s book gave
Ram gave him Mohan’s book.’ [S IO DO V]

Gi.v.en the range of facts considered here, I conclude that the unaccept-
abll'lty of (23b) cannot be due to a BT violation, but due to a constralipnt ‘
against R-expressions following pronouns.!!
Turning back to the scrambling cases in (22), then, we can give
a p.ara,llel explanation for the contrast. Since the const;aint I amgal-
Iudlr}g to is based on linearity, it is not implausible to assume that it k
applies at S-structure. Scrambling of DO in (22) alters the base order.
and coreference is now possible only if the position of pronoun and, ‘
R-expression is switched, as in (24): '
(24) raam-ne [mohan-kii; kitaab] us-ko, lautaa dii
Ram-ERG Mohan’s book him-DAT  returned
‘Ram returned Mohan’s book to him.’ [S DO IO V]

1The claim that backwa inalizati ’
rd pronominalization is impossible in Hindi is di

) i is discussed

in Ka.ch.ru (.1989) a.fld S.ubt.)a.rao (1984). To take a stand on the status of backward

Fronomllna.llzatlon in Hmdg is beyond the scope of the present paper. I will settle

or making the weaker claim that for arguments inside VP at least, pronominals

must follow the R- i 3 : .
mround. expressions with which they are coindexed and not the other way
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Further proof that it is linear order at S-structure that is critical
here, comes from sentences in which the DO and IO are both scrambled

to presubject position:

(25) a. [uskiiy.; kitaab] ~mohan-ko, raam-ne;  lautaaii
his book Mohan-DAT Ram-ERG returned
[DO 10 S V]

b. mohan-ko; [uskii,;/; ~kitaab] raam-ne;  lautaaii
Mohan-DAT  his book Ram-ERG returned
‘Ram returned his book to Mohan.’ [IO DO § V]

The two presubject positions are A’-positions under the present ac-
count and require reconstruction. As expected, the pronoun must be
disjoint with the subject, regardless of the relative ordering of scram-
bled elements. But whether it can corefer with the IO is decided on
the basis of surface linear order alone. It is thus ruled out in (25a), but
acceptable in (25b).

In this section, I have examined binding possibilities with interme-
diate scrambling, and shown that intermediate scrambling cannot be
an instance of A-movement since it predicts that anaphor binding from
this position should be perfect, and pronominal coreference ruled out.
Both predictions are incorrect. Anaphor binding is, at best, weak and
pronominal coreference perfect. Putting together the conclusions for
presubject and intermediate scrambling, we can safely say that BT,
when applied carefully, shows that scrambling is not an instance of
A-movement.

5 Scrambling as Atypical A'-movement

As far as the binding facts go, it is amply clear that scrambling is not
an instance of A-movement, but rather an instance of A’-movement. In
this section, I will review evidence that shows that scrambling does not
have all the properties that are typically associated with A’-movement.
I will conclude that a binary classification of movement types is insuf-
ficient to accommodate the types of movements under discussion.
In Section 2 it was noted that sentences like (9b), repeated below,
are perfectly wellformed in Hindi:
(9) b. mohan-ko; [uske; baccoN-ne] t; maaraa
Mohan-ACC  his children-ERG beat
‘His children beat Mohan.” [0 S V]

It was pointed out that this poses no problems as far as BT is con-
cerned. Since the scrambled object is in A’-position, it will be recon-
structed. The two NP’s not being in a c-command relationship, Prin-
ciples B and C will not be violated, accounting for its grammaticality.
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Note, however, that the possibility of reconstruction implies that the
trace left behind by scrambling must be a variable. Coindexatio ;
a.variable with a pronoun to its left should result in a weak crossn .
violation. The following contrast, noted by Gurtu (1985), show g
atypical behavior of scrambling: , ¥

(26) a. *uskii; maaN  kis-ko; pasand kartii haj
his mother whom likes
' (SO V]
b. kis-ko; uskii; maaN t; pasand kartii hai
whom  his mother likes

‘Who is such that his mother like him?’ [0 § V]

In (26a) there is a wh-in-situ, which is assumed to raise at LF int
Spec position, leaving behind a variable trace. Coindexation with .
pronoun to its left is consequently bad. In (26b), however, the wz ‘k‘
has been scrambled, and coindexation of the trace and the pr,onoun i
possible. If there are only two types of movements possible, and onS
leaves variable traces, the other NP traces, the conclusion mu;t beth : '
the trace in (26b) is an NP trace. .
The absence of weak crossover effects with scrambling is a robust
phenomenon, and is attested in every language that has scramblin
As such, it constitutes the best evidence for the view that scrambling' k
has p'roperties of A-movement. This conclusion, of course, rests on thg k
prlemlse that weak crossover violations are symptomatic of all and only
A'-movements. Examples (27a)-(27b) certainly seem to suggest this:
(27)  a. *Who; did his; brother beat ¢;?
b. Everyone; appears to his; mother t; to be intelligent,.
.Honever, as pointed out to me by an anonymous reviewer topical-
ization does not give rise to such violations even though its ,standard
analysis is in terms of A’-movement (Baltin 1985):
(27) John;, his; brother beat ¢;.

Saito (1992) argues that if a particular instance of A’-movement is
semantically vacuous, it will not create operator-variable chains. Since
weak crossover violations are manifested only in operator-variable de-
pendencies, the absence of weak crossover effects in scrambling is to
be exp'ected if scrambling is semantically vacuous.!? Further argu-
m,ents in support of the view that scrambling is semantically vacuous
A’-movement is given in Frank et al. (1992). We see then that weak
crossover facts can be incorporated within a view of scrambling as

12q,: . T
Saito (1992.), howerar, takes English topicalization to be non-vacuous and tries
to show that it does display weak crossover effects.
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A’-movement if one departs from a binary classification of movement
types.

Another interesting observation that bears on the nature of scram-
bling is provided by Déprez (1989). She points to the fact that Hindi
has long-distance scrambling (LDS) in addition to sentence-internal
srambling (SIS) that we have been discussing. One property that dis-
tinguishes them is the fact that LDS displays weak crossover effects.
Compare (26b) above with (29):

(29)  *kis-ko; uskii; maaN soctii hai ki anu i;
whom  his mother thinks that Anu
pasand kartii hai
likes

‘Who is such that his mother thinks that Anu likes him?’
Déprez then notes a further property that distinguishes the two.
SIS allows floating quantifiers in any of the positions to which NP’s
can be scrambled:
(30) a. raam-ne mohan-ko [saarii kitaabeN] lautaa diiN
Ram-ERG Mohan-DAT all books returned
‘Ram returned all the books to Mohan.’ [S IO DO V]

b. raam-ne kitaabeN; mohan-ko [saarii ¢;] lautaa diiN

[S DO IO V]
¢. kitaabeN; raam-ne mohan-ko [saarii ¢;] lautaa diiN
[DO 5 10 V]
d. kitaabeN; raam-ne [saarii t;] mohan-ko ¢; lautaa diiN
[DO $ 10 V]

She follows Sportiche (1988) in analysing the quantifier as being gener-
ated inside the NP with subsequent movement of the head leaving the
quantifier stranded.!® The data in (30) shows that the quantifier may
travel with the head and be stranded at any position to which the NP

scrambles.
The point she establishes is that stranding of quantifiers is not a

property of A’-movement but of A-movement, as demonstrated by the
following English examples:'*
(31) a. *The children, who; I will have [all ¢;] met before
the end of this week, ...
b. The boys; appear [all ¢; to have left].
In (31a), the relevant movement is that of the relative wh which leaves

13G8ee Guilfoyle et al. (1992), however, for a different view of floating quantifiers.
14 A5 noted by Sportiche (1988) and Déprez (1989), however, a quantifier cannot
be stranded in its base position: *The boys; were defeated [all Z;]
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the quantifier all stranded. Since the movement i
versifilly A’-movement, it can be assumed that unv
not licensed by A’-movement. In contrast (31b)q ¥
stra]r)lding is possible with raising. ,
éprez admits, however, that th i indi ‘
the idea that quantifier stra,nding is ‘;(‘:’ fiﬁz{:ﬂggm o?zl'dl s
not very clear. But if LDS is an instance of A’-movemél?zozzrzinti
) ow

by (29), she argues that it sh
’ ould not :
(32) shows this to be true:15 not allow quantifier float. Examp]

olved is unconty
ntifier stranding
shows that quantifie

32) a. j i i
(32) g:am f)aqlaJhtaa hai ki [phal; anu  jaantii haj
m » elle\Ees that fruit  Anu  knows
ki saare t;] mohan khaa
gayaa,
that all Mohan ate veall

) Ram believes that Anu knows that Mohan ate all the fruit L
. [ph'a,li raam samajhtaa hai ki [t} ann jaantii haj E
q (ki [saare ¢;] mohan khaa gayaal]|
phal; raam samajhtaa hai ki {[saare ¢/ i
. re {:f; ii haj
(ki ¢; mohan khaa gayaal]] ! o 8 joaat ha

31 (32a)fsaare phal ‘all fruit’ moves to presubject position as an' i
lezs.ce o SIS.‘ F{om there phal “fruit’ moves as an instance of L]l)nS‘:
o ing sa(firihall stranded in the lower clause. In (32b) it moves fu
I up and the sentence is still fine. In (32c) th .
LDS fct 0 (g mene fine. c) the whole NP moves via,
Ject position in the intermedi
the head moves further u i or in the iatorno]
h P, leaving the quantifier in the in i
' term
g::ljclon,l th(;a Fesult 1s ungrammatical. This shows that position:dtll?:m‘t3
LDSmXc(): cv(;ardim iISDa,re different from positions that are involved in
. ng to Déprez, LDS necessarily invol j i
while SIS can be movement i nctianat s e I8
into Spec of functional jecti ,
conclusion she draws is that m D etonal arojes
: ovement to Spec of functi j
tions has something in common wi raising,
tething n with movements like raising. I i
ﬁfrw ;;lri(;ﬁots}il.l 1ts similar to Mahajan’s but there is an importait rl(:sg::‘;
€ two proposals differ. Mahajan all fi
of landing sites, L-related or ; &, oo b
. non L-related (A and A/, 1
ing), but Déprez argues for a tern iti o T
i ary partition of positions. Typi
5 S. ical
;r;s(;a.tnce§ olf A movement are to [—H(ead)R(elated), —Case] pos)il‘gofs
and ){)}I{ma 1}111stances of A-movement to [+HR, +Case]. Turning to
mbling, she argues that LDS is movement of .
the othor and, e ent of the first kind. SIS, on
ggests can be movement of the sec
. ond t
of a third type, namely movement to [+HR, —Case| positions );f}?o(s);
)

15 is di
(32) is diffferent from the examples in Déprez. I think that

more clearly than her examples (26) on p. 136 (32) makes her point
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properties are ambiguous. In this her position is not very different from
Webelhuth (1989). Note that once a mixed position is allowed, scram-
bling does not have to be treated as A-movement just because it does
not display all the properties of standard instances of A’-movement.
In this section we have looked at two properties that distinguish
scrambling from A’-movements like wh-movement. We also noted that
there seems to be a growing consensus that a binary classification of
movement types may be t0o coarse-grained to account for the phe-
nomenon of scrambling. The precise characterization of this third type
remains, I think, an open question but to discuss the various proposals

lies outside the scope of this paper.

6 Conclusion

In conclusion, let us take stock of the empirical data relevant in deter-
mining the type of movement involved in scrambling. It turns out on
close scrutiny that there are two phenomena differentiating sentence-
internal scrambling from standard types of A’-movement, namely the
absence of weak crossover effects and the ability to strand quantifiers. If
there are only two types of movement, A and A’, scrambling would have
to be considered A-movement. As we have seen, however, analysing
scrambling as A-movement makes the incorrect prediction that scram-
bled objects will behave like arguments with respect to BT. A third
type of movement, one which behaves like A’-movement for binding
but not for weak crossover and quantifier float, is clearly needed to

describe the phenomenon of scrambling.
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