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Background Key ideas

o In LFG, the standard way of expressing constraints on
possible anaphor-antecedent relationships is via state-
ments about the c-/f-/s-structure correspondences.

« I propose to use the idea from [3] of accounting for some cases of locality
by adding a unary connective to the fragment of linear logic used.

o In Glue, interpretations of constituents are paired with formulae of a frag-
ment of linear logic, constraining their combinatory potential according to
linear logic proof theory.

 Asin [5], this connective can be given a semantic motivation in terms of
intensionality.

 For example, the requirement for the English reflexive
pronoun -self to find its antecedent within the same
clause can be stated by means of the correspondences
shown below, where the final line of the lexical entry
gives the lexical semantics in Glue ([1, 2]).

 This makes the linear logic fragment a type logic in the style of (type-
logical) categorial grammar.

 Therefore, we can make use of ideas from categorial grammar. « This poster focuses on positive binding constraints.
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The extra connective
Ax(x,x) : (To ANTECEDENT) — ((T; ANTECEDENT) ® T,)

O introduction  These rules give O the behaviour it has in S4 modal logic.

fiX Provided that every path back to an open premise includes
A oX UI' an independent sub-proof of a O-formula.

0 elimination
Idea

The locality condition on -self can be accounted for in
Glue, without the need for an oft-path constraint.

f.oX « Given f : Aand g : OA, if f is of type 7 then g is of type s—T.

O
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. / is intensionalization, and ¥ is extensionalization, as in [4].

Proofs

Patricia thinks that Martha trusts herself The attested reading is derivable

(1)

Successful derivation of Ythink(p, *(Ytrust(m, m))) (with k := i,):

preD  ‘think’
/\ . . .
. “Patricin” (Ax(x,x)) : O(iy —o (iy R js)) Am - Oi
SUBJ g+ Fathicia _ trust : O((is ® jo) = ho) 4 Ax(x,x) iy — (iy ® js) “E iy ®DE
PRED trust’ Jo :|ANTECEDENT K ”] Vtrust : (ig ® jo) = hy (Mm,m) iz ® jo __ !
:|suBy i: Martha” % “p :0Og ‘trust(m, m) : h, O; i
OB]  Jj: herself”. think : O((gs ® Ohs) — f5) o, P9 HE A(Ytrust(m, m)) : Oh, R
: - Vthink : (9, ® Oh,) — f5 (p, *(Vtrust(m, m))) : g ® Oh, oy
Vthink(p, *(Vtrust(m, m))) : f,
= Patricia thinks that Martha trusts Martha (requires k := i)
1 .. , The unattested reading is not derivable
= Patricia thinks that Martha trusts Patricia (requires k := g,)
Unsuccessful attempted derivations of Vthink(p, *(Vtrust(m, p))) (with k := g,):
Attempt 1
. . "m : Oi, 0
Lexical entries trust : O((iy ® j,) —o hy) m:i, L [x:j,]
vV . . I:IE . . ®]
trust : (i, ® j;) — hs (M, x) : i, ®js, —op
Vtrust(m, x) : hy .
. A * % % I
Patricia ~ "p:0 T,
— Ap O Attempt 2
. P.- 9o ~ trust : A . [y : Oj,]!
thinks ~» think : O(((T suBj), ® O(T comp),) — T4) 0((is ® jo) —© hg) Op nn11 : 'l,:”U Op & . OE
— think : 0((g, ® Oh,) —o f,) ~ Vtrust : o Xleg,
Ao A , : (ic ® j5) —© hg (m, X) s ® jo
Martha ~ "m:0 T, (Ax(x,x)) : think Ve A —op
= "m:Oi, 0095 — (96 ® Jo)) 0((gs ® Ohy) — fo) 2 _trust(m, "x) i ho o
Ax(x, x) : Eong . Vthink : E o |y:go] (Ytrust(m, " y)) : Oh,
trusts ~» trust : O(((T sUBy)s ® (T 0BJ)y) — T4) » X) - P:09s o think : o v R
= trust : O((iy ® j;) —© hy) Jo =° (ga ® Jo) P Jo —OEE (ga ® Ohg) ~ ]\C/Cy : AV (y, : t\sust(m, X))) 90 © Bho —OFE
herself ~> "(Ax(x,x)) : O((T, ANTECEDENT) —o (T, ANTECEDENT) ® 1)) (P-P) : 9o @ Jo . thinkly, "Ctrust(m, ")) : fo g, |
= "(Ax(x,x)) : Ok — (k ® ji))

- Attempt 1 fails because O introduction is not valid: the path back to the open premise j, does not contain an independent

Semantically, thinks requires its complement to be of type s—t, which therefore sub-proof of a O-formula.

means that in Glue it must be paired with a O-formula. This makes the complement
of thinks a proof-theoretic ‘island’ that the reflexive pronoun can’t ‘escape from’.
We therefore have a semantically-motivated account of the locality condition on
the reflexive pronoun.

« Attempt 2 fails because ® elimination is not valid: j, was not hypothesized (Oj, was).

o A reflexive prounoun that can take a clause-external antecedent is easy to define:
" Ax(x, x)) : O((Ts ANTECEDENT) —o ((T, ANTECEDENT) ® OT,)).

Another potential application Ideas

In Ostfold Norwegian, the reflexive pronoun seg can take a non-local an-
tecedent under certain conditions that are independent of finiteness ([7]).

(2)

« We continue to use O to handle int/extensionalization with re- O, but not that induced by m.

spect to possible words, " and V. . . . .
« Meaning constructors introducing tense operators require argu-

ments of type i—¢, which means that in Glue they require B-
formulae.

a. "Reven; frykta at noen  jakta pa seg;
the fox feared that someone hunted on REFL

b. Reven; horte at noen  jakta pa seg;
the fox heard that someone hunted on REFL

bak

« We add a new connective with the same rules, m, to handle
int/extensionalization with respect to times, * and 7, as in [6].

Gi :Aand g : WA, if fisof t th is of type i—T. . . .
iven f : Aand g it f is of type 7 then g is of type i~7 o Theretfore, if a tense operator is present in the same clause as seg,

o The reflexive pronoun seg can escape the embedding induced by then it will not be able to take an antecedent outside that clause.

(3) a. "Leereren; ba elevene sta

S€g;

the teacher told the students stand.INF behind REFL leereren ~o A (1z."Vteacher(z)) : OB T, = Omg,
b. Lzreren; lotelevene  sta bak  seg; ba/lot ~» tell/let : Om((( sUB))s ® (T 0B])s ® O(] XCOMP),)) —T4) = OB((gs ® (hy ® Diy)) — f5)
the teacher let the students stand.INF behind REFL A(Ap.P("p)) : Om(m Ty—oT,) = om(mf, — f,)

« Analysis from [7]: the verbs that allow seg in their complement clause to studentene ~> "7 student(x)) : Om T, = Dmh, Following (8], the
be bo}lfmd from E)jtside it are exactly those gerbs that seleci a semantically sta ~ “(AP.Ay.Wstand(%\/)‘/\ P(y)v)  Om((T 0BLioc)s — (T sUBJ)o —To)) = D.OG, _O (h.(, = o)) }elmbfe dded inﬁnit]ive
tenseless complement. (Ap-F("p)) : Dm(m To—oT,) = Om(mi; —o i) Oisl u;l;ee;ezizi)egf

bak ~ behind : Om(( 0B)); — 1) = Ol(ks — ji) o ader ba ot
 Evidence: (i) sequence of tenses, (ii) double access readings, and (iii) tem- seg ~ "“4(Ay(y,y)) : Om((T, ANTECEDENT) —o ((T, ANTECEDENT) ® O T,)) = OB(g, —o (g, ® Ok,)) ’

when embedded un-

poral adverb disagreement. der lot.

Without embedded tense, as in (3-b), the long-distance binding reading is derivable:
« Proposal from [7]: seg can be bound out of a complement clause only if that

clause is semantically tenseless. Omg,, OB((gs ® (he ® Oig)) — f5), OM(Mf; — f;), OBh;, OB(jo — (hs —© i5)), OM(ks —© j;), OB(gs — (9o ® Oks)) F fo

With embedded tense, as in (3-a), the long-distance binding reading is not derivable:

Omg,, O8((gs ® (he ® Oig)) — fo), OM(Mf; — f;), OMhs, OB(jo — (he — i5)), OR(Mi; — i;), OB(k; — j;), OB(gs — (o ® Ok;)) ¥ fo

Example (3)

‘tell’/“let’ References

g : “the teacher”
“the students”
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