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1. 

Chomsky (1981)  (Binding Theory) 
himself; 

bare reflexives

compound reflexives

 

 (Universal Grammar) 

 (positive evidence) 
 (negative evidence) 

                                                                                                                                               
1  (C) 

17K02968  

 

- 123 -



 124  

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 

2. 

“ ”
“ himself ” “ Johni said 

that [Tomj criticized himself*i/j] 2. ” “ himself ”  (antecedent) 
“ Tom ” Chomsky (1981) “ himself ”  
(anaphor)  [Tom criticized himself]  (governing category) 

“ himself ” “ Tom ” “ John ” “ Tom ”
“ John ” Chomsky (1981) 

 
Chomsky (1981) 

himself / herself “ ”
“ ” (1) - (10) 

 
 

1  i  [ j   i/j ]   
2  i [ j i/j ]  

                                                                                                                                               
2 *  
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3  Zhangsani thinks [ Lisij trusts himself*i/j ]. 
4  i  [ j   *i/j ]. 
5  i [ j *i/j ]  
6  i  j  i/*j   
7  i j i/*j  
8  Zhangsani gave Lisij a photograph of himselfi/j . 
9  i  j  i/j   
10 i j i/j  

 
 

 (1) - (5)  (embedded finite clause) (6) - (10) 
(uniclause)  (1)  (2) “ ”

 (3) Chomsky (1981) 
“ ” “ ”  (long 

distance binding) (6)  (7) “ ”
 (8) “ ”
 (subject orientation)  (8) 

 (4) (5) (9) (10) 

3 1
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                               
3  

- 125 -



 126  

1  

   

    

 
 

 “ ” 

 

 
 

 
“ ” 

 
 

 
“himself / herself” 

 

3. 

Chomsky
Chomsky

 (Wang 
and Stillings, 1984; Mohanan, 1982)

 (Battistella, 1989; Cole, et al., 1990; Cole and Sung, 1994; Huang and Tang, 1991)
 (Yang,1983; Manzini and Wexler, 1987)

 (Progovac, 1992, 1993; Tang, 1994; 
Nishigauchi, 2014; , 2012, 2014)  
    

Manzini and Wexler (1987) 
 (Governing Category Parameter)

 (root clause)
Chomsky

 (Finer and 
Broselow, 1986; Finer, 1991; Hirakawa, 1990; Matsumura, 1994; Wakabayashi, 1996;  
Akiyama, 2002) Finer and 
Broselow (1986) 6
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Finer (1991) Hirakawa 
(1990) 

 
Manzini and Wexler

Battistella (1989) 
Cole, et al. (1990) Cole and Sung (1994) Progovac 

(1992, 1993)  
N0 NP

 (head, N0 ) INFL INFL
 (LF) INFL INFL INFL

INFL
N0 INFL

NP VP C  
X0 (

AGR) XP
X0 AGR Spec

XP AGR AGR
AGR Spec

XP  
    a. 

b. 

 (Thomas, 1991
1993 1995; White et al., 1996; Yuan, 1998; ,  2005; 2012)  
    Thomas (1991) 

Thomas (1995) 
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40%
7

Thomas (1991)  
    Yuan (1998) 
“ ”

“ ”  (2005) 
Thomas Yuan (1998) 

Yuan Thomas
“ ”  

     (2012) “ ”
“ ”

“ ” “ ”  
 

4.   

4.1  
    

 
     (11) “ ” (12) “ ” (13) “ ” 

(14) “ ” 4 16
8 24  (11) 24
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    (11) 1 “ ”  

         
zhāngsān

 
jué d e

 
l ǐ s ì

 
duì z ì j ǐ

 
méixìnxīn

 

“ ”  
                      
“ ”      [A]        [B]         [C]          [D] 
“ ”      [A]        [B]         [C]          [D] 
    (12) 2 “ ”  
              
    (13) 3 “ ”  
                
    (14) 4 “ ”  
                
 
    71

1 - 2 35 3 - 4
19 5

17 58
1 - 2 27

3 - 4 15 5
16 31

 
 
4.2  
    “ ” 3 “ ” 2 “ ” 1 “

” 0 3
0 Tukey

 
 
4.3  
4.3.1  
    “ ”

“ ”
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himself “ ”

“ ”
 

     
2  “ ”  

 
 

    
 

(
) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
1.77 
(0.27) 

1.79 
(0.18) 

1.45 
(0.28) 

1.57 
(0.25) 

1.64 
(0.21) 

1.94 
(0.34) 

2.82 
(0.19) 

 
1.93 
(0.15) 

1.95 
(0.29) 

2.18 
(0.08) 

2.11 
(0.20) 

2.09 
(0.19) 

2.13 
(0.24) 

1.84 
(0.61) 

 
2 “ ”

 (p < .05)
 (p > .05)

“ ”  
 
4.3.2  
    “ ”

“ ” himself
 

3 “ ”

 (p < .05)

 (p < .05)
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3  “ ”  
 
 

    
 

(
) 

(
) 

(
) 

(
) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
 

1.41 
(0.13) 

1.62 
(0.22) 

1.25 
(0.18) 

1.51 
(0.18) 

1.09 
(0.17) 

1.54 
(0.20) 

1.58 
(0.12) 

 
 

2.09 
(0.11) 

2.15 
(0.16) 

2.02 
(0.15) 

1.97 
(0.33) 

2.13 
(0.22) 

2.25 
(0.18) 

2.52 
(0.19) 

 
4.3.3 
    “ ”

“ ” himself

“ ”  
4 “ ”

 (p 
< .05)

 (p < .05)  (p <. 05)
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4  “ ”  

 
 

    
 

( ) (
) 

(
) 

(
) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 2.80 
(0.09) 

2.42 
(0.08) 

2.60 
(0.21) 

2.41 
(0.30) 

2.73 
(0.14) 

2.65 
(0.17) 

2.93 
(0.06) 

 0.49 
(0.19) 

1.49 
(0.05) 

0.78 
(0.21) 

1.30 
(0.13) 

0.77 
(0.22) 

1.19 
(0.14) 

1.41 
(0.18) 

 
4.3.4  
    “ ”

himself
“ ”  

5 “ ”
 (p > .05)

 (p < .05)

“ ”
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5  “ ”  

 
 

    

(
) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 

 
(

) 
 2.52 

(0.12) 
2.21 
(0.33) 

2.28 
(0.42) 

2.51 
(0.28) 

2.58 
(0.19) 

2.19 
(0.42) 

2.73 
(0.11) 

 0.94 
(0.21) 

1.89 
(0.28) 

1.25 
(0.49) 

1.30 
(0.12) 

0.89 
(0.27) 

1.66 
(0.15) 

1.93 
(0.22) 

 
4.3.5  
    “ ” “ ”

“ ” “ ”  
1 “ ” “ ” “

” “ ”

“ ” “ ”
“ ” “ ”

 
 

 
1 “ ” “ ”  

 
 

0

1

2

3
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2 “ ” “ ” “ ” “ ”
“ ”

 
 

 
2 “ ” “ ”  

 
4.3.6  
    “ ” “ ”

“ ” “ ”  
    3 “ ” “ ”

“ ”
“ ”

 
     

0

1

2

3
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3 “ ” “ ”  

 
4 “ ” “ ”

“ ” “ ”  
 

 
4 “ ” “ ”  

 

5.   

5.1  
“ ”

0

1

2

3

0

1

2

3
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“ ” “ ”

2 1
“ ”

“ ” 4 4

“ ”
 

 (Yuan, 1998; , 2005  
, 2012)  (Thomas, 1991, 1995)

 

“ ”

“ ”

4, 4

 
“ ”

“ ”
 

 
5.2  

“ ”

“ ” 3 2
“ ”

“ ” 5
3 4 “ ”
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“ ”
“ ”

 
 
5.3  

“ ”
“ ” “ ”

“ ”  
“ ” “ ” “ ”

“ ” 2 4
“ ” “ ” “ ”

“ ”  (parser) 
 (the most recent filler)

 (thematic hierarchy)  (agent) 
 (experiencer)  (patient) 

“ ” “ ”

 
 
5.4  
    “ ”

himself “ ”
himself “ ”  
    2 1 “ ”

4 3 4 “ ”
“ ”

“ ” “ ”
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5.5  
    “ ” himself

“ ” himself
“

”  
   3 1 2 “ ”

5 3 4 “ ”

“ ”  
 
5.6  
    “ ”

“ ”
“ ”  

    “ ”
“ ”  

 
5.7  
    a. “ ”

b. “ ” c. 
“ ” d. “ ”

 
    a “ ”

b, c d
“ ”  

“ ”
“ ”

 
Yuan (1998)  (2005) 

“ ”

Chien et al. (1993) 

- 138 -



 139  

“ ”
“ ”

 
“ ”

“ ”
“ ”  

 (2012) 
“ ”

“ ”  

 

“ ”  

“ ”
 

 
    

 

“ ” “ ”
“ ” “ ” 
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