Chapter 1

Anaphors and pronouns at the
syntax-semantics interface
This chapter concerns the Binding Theory, more precisely, the derivational timing of Condition A and Condition B of Chomsky (1981; 1986). Chomsky’s original version of the Binding Theory suggests that anaphors and pronouns are in a
complementary distribution. This chapter argues that both anaphoric and coreferential pronominal binding requires licensing at the semantics module. However,
the structural underpinning of anaphoric binding is established in narrow syntax,
namely, within a phase (cf. Kratzer 2009; Charnavel & Sportiche 2016). Thus, what
appears to be a competition between Condition A and Condition B of Chomsky
(1986) and following work is a side-effect of derivational timing.
Specifically, I argue that even though a binding relation must be licensed at the semantic module (CI/LF), its structural underpinning is established in narrow syntax.
In contrast, a co-referential relation is established only after a phase is labeled by
CI (Chomsky 2013; 2015). Following Kučerová (2018), I argue that when CI licenses
a phase label, narrow-syntax features projected to the label in narrow syntax get
rebundled to become legible to the semantic module (in a parallel to a formation of
new feature bundles for the phonology/morphology module, as in the Distributed
morphology framework of Halle & Marantz 1993). Whenever the mapping between
narrow-syntax bundles and CI-licensed bundles is isomorphic, the narrow syntax
representation have a derivational preference. If, however, the interface formation
diverts (in a way to be made precise), both anaphors and co-referential pronouns
become a plausible morphological output.

1 Introduction
This chapter concerns the Binding Theory, more precisely, the derivational timing of Condition A and Condition B of Chomsky (1981; 1986). Chomsky’s original version of the Binding Theory suggests that anaphors and pronouns are in a
complementary distribution. Seeming cases of non-complementary distribution
result from distinct underlying structures the anaphor and pronoun appear at.
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For instance, the fact that pronouns and anaphors are not in a complementary
distribution in nominal complements, as in (1), can be attributed to an optional
presence of a specified subject (PRO).
(1)

a. the children heard [stories about each other]
b. the children heard [PRO stories about them]
(adapted from Chomsky 1986: 170, (228))

In predicate-based theories, complementarity is associated only with co-arguments.
Non-arguments are not subject to the complementarity requirement. Thus, data
parallel to Chomsky’s (1), as in (2), are attributed to the domain of the application
of the Condition A itself, instead to a structural ambiguity of the non-argument
itself.
(2)

a. Lucie’s joke about herself/*her
(Reinhart & Reuland 1993: 661, (6c))
b. Max likes jokes about himself/him
(Reinhart & Reuland 1993: 661, (8b))

However, as pointed out, for example, by Runner & Kaiser (1995), even coarguments can display a non-complementary behavior, as in (3). Such cases arise
if the anaphoric pronoun is not a proper anaphor but a logophor.
(3) Ebenezer𝑖 saw Jacob’s picture of him𝑖 /himself𝑖 .
(adapted from Runner & Kaiser 1995: 597, (7)-(8)
Charnavel & Sportiche (2016) provide additional arguments that when anaphors
and pronouns are not in a complementary distribution, the anaphoric element is
a logophor (an exempt anaphor in their terminology).
This chapter focuses on the lack of complementarity in canonical Condition
A environments, i.e., environments where the anaphor is not exempt, yet it can
alternate with a co-referential pronoun. Following Charnavel & Sportiche (2016),
I argue that Chomsky (1986)’s formulation of Condition A is ultimately correct,1
and that binding domains for Condition A coincide with phases. However, as
we will see, even in phase-bound Condition A environments anaphors and coreferential pronouns do not have to be in a complementary distribution, contrary
to what Charnavel & Sportiche (2016) predict. I argue that their formulation of
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For other formulations of Condition A see, for example, Pollard & Sag (1992); Reinhart &
Reuland (1993); Safir (2004; 2014); Reuland (2001; 2011).
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Condition A is in the right direction but it requires a more precise formulation
of when in the derivation binding operations take place.
Specifically, I argue that even though a binding relation must be licensed at
the semantic module (CI/LF), its structural underpinning is established in narrow syntax. In contrast, a co-referential relation is established only after a phase
is labeled by CI (Chomsky 2013; 2015). Following Kučerová (2018), I argue that
when CI licenses a phase label, narrow-syntax features projected to the label
in narrow syntax get rebundled to become legible to the semantic module (in a
parallel to a formation of new feature bundles for the phonology/morphology
module, as in the Distributed morphology framework of Halle & Marantz 1993).
Whenever the mapping between narrow-syntax bundles and CI-licensed bundles
is isomorphic, the narrow syntax representation have a derivational preference.
If, however, the interface formation diverts (in a way to be made precise), both
anaphors and co-referential pronouns become a plausible morphological output.
Interestingly, the formulation put forward here shares some insights with Chomsky (1986)’s idea that an optional formation of covert pronominal elements in the
edge of a binding domain is what underlies the lack of complementarity. However, unlike in Chomsky’s original formulation, the pronominal-like element is
not part of narrow syntax. It only emerges at the syntax-semantics interface.
Since this chapter concentrates on the question of derivational timing of binding relationships, it puts aside a number of important questions. Most of existing
literature assumes that anaphors are in some sense deficient where the deficiency
ranges from being 𝜙-feature deficient (Reuland 2001; 2011; Rooryck & vanden
Wyngaerd 2011) to being referentially deficient (Adger & Ramchand 2005), or
both (Kratzer 2009). The proposed formalization sides with the combined position, best represented by Kratzer (2009) (although with some important modifications), although it remains agnostic as to what features might be deficient
and the extent of cross-linguistic variation in the type of deficiency. In addition,
some authors argue that the binding relationship is established at LF (the reason
being that it holds of some predication relation, e.g., Sells 1987; Kuno 1987; Giorgi
2010). Others argue that the binding relation is established in syntax (because of
the nature of feature deficiency, e.g., Sundaresan 2012; Hazel 2013). For me, only
Condition A has a narrow-syntax counterpart (combined with LF/CI licensing).
Pronominal binding gets established later in the derivation.2
The consequence of the proposal is that by definition the relationship between
Condition A and Condition B cannot be competition-based as the competition
2

I do not address Condition C but following the logic of the proposal, it must take place later
than in narrow syntax as well.
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would have to refer to different points of derivation (see also Chomsky 1995 for an
argument that derivations cannot be directly compared). Yet, as we will see, some
form of economy of derivations must be in place. Finally, the proposal provides
an argument that in order to develop an empirically adequate account of binding
relations one must pay a closer attention to the division of labor between narrow
syntax and the syntax-semantics interface, and its consequences for timing and
locality.

2 Puzzle: Binding in associative constructions
Czech possessive pronouns, unlike their English counterparts, morphologically
distinguish between anaphors and coreferential pronominal forms. The anaphoric
forms, unlike other pronominal forms in Czech, do not morphologically realize
person, gender and number. Instead, they are based on a 𝜙-feature-invariant (reflexive) root (sv-). In contrast, the coreferential pronominal forms overtly agree
in person, number and gender with their antecedent.3 Some examples are given
in (4).4
(4)

Czech pronominal series
a. m-ůj,
tv-ůj,
j-eho…
1sg-m.sg.nom 2sg-m.sg.nom 3sg.m-m.sg.nom
‘my, your, his…’
b. sv-ůj
refl-m.sg.nom

(pronominal series)

‘my, your, his…’

(anaphoric series)

As can be seen in (5), only anaphors are allowed in a canonical Condition A
environment. Here, a possessive of a direct object is bound by the subject.5
3

The anaphoric and coreferential forms were previously analyzed as subject-oriented anaphors
and pronouns (e.g., Toman 1991 and following work).
4
Both pronominal and anaphoric possessives also agree in gender and number with the nominal
they modify. I do not gloss this dimension in this chapter.
5
Some Czech dialects lack the morphological distinction between anaphors and co-referential
pronouns and possessives. These dialects also differ in the distribution of null subjects and 𝜙agreement in inflectional morphology, indicating a rather different pronominal system. This
chapter only uses data from speakers who find the pronominal form in examples, such as that in
(5), ungrammatical, i.e., speakers whose morphological realization of pronouns systematically
distinguishes between anaphors and co-referential pronouns.
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(5)

Petr viděl svého/ *jeho bratra.
Petr saw refl/ his brother
‘Petr𝑖 saw his𝑖 brother.’

Since the core empirical data in this chapter comes from binding within complex nominals, we must establish what kind of binding we see in base-line nominals. As we see in (6), if a possessive pronoun in the complement of a nominal is
co-indexed with the nominal, then it must be realized as an anaphor. The example
in (7) demonstrates that if a possessive in an adjunct of a nominal is co-indexed
with the nominal, then it must be anaphoric as well. We can conclude that both
nominal complement and NP-adjuncts count as Condition-A environments in
Czech.
(6)

Horlivý student svého/ *jeho oboru se hned
pozná.
keen student of-self of-his subject refl immediately recognized
‘One immediately recognizes a keen student𝑖 of his𝑖 subject.’

(7) Žena ve svém/ *v jejím kabátě se cítí lépe než žena v
woman in self in
her
coat refl feels better than woman
cizím kabátě.
in
stranger coat
‘A woman𝑖 in her𝑖 coat feels better than a woman in someone else’s coat.’
There is a striking exception, however. If the antecedent is first plural or
second plural pronoun, then the bound possessive can be both anaphoric and
pronominal. Thus, (8) minimally contrasts with (5), (6) contrasts with (9), and (7)
contrasts with (10).
(8)

Viděli jsme
svého/ našeho bratra.
saw.pl aux.1pl self/ our
brother
‘We𝑖 saw our𝑖 brother.’

(9)

Vy
studenti svého/ vašeho oboru se hned
poznáte.
you.pl students of-self of-your subject refl immediately recognized
‘One immediately recognizes you the students𝑖 of your𝑖 subject.’

(10) My se ve svém/ našem kabátě cítíme lépe než ženy v
cizím
we refl in self in
our
coat feel better than women in
kabátě.
stranger coat
‘We𝑖 in our𝑖 coat feel better than women in someone else’s coat.’
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One could hypothesize that the binding exception is an idiosyncratic property of first and second plural pronouns. However, there is one more structural
environment in which anaphors and pronouns can alternate, namely, comitative constructions. Comitative constructions are complex nominal constructions
that get interpreted as conjunctions, however, syntactically, they are a nominal
modified by a prepositional phrase headed by ‘with.’ As we can see in (11), in
this construction, if a possessive pronoun in the PP is coindexed with the focal
nominal, the possessive can be anaphoric or pronominal.
(11) Marie se svým/ jejím mužem …
Marie with self/ her husband
‘Marie𝑖 and her𝑖 husband …’
Note that in a corresponding coordination, the possessive must be pronominal,
as in (12).
(12)

Marie a *svůj/ její muž
…
Marie and self/ her husband
‘Marie𝑖 and her𝑖 husband …’

The pattern raises the question what it is about comitative constructions and
1st and 2nd plural pronouns that they allow coreferential pronouns to appear in
otherwise strictly Condition A environments.
I argue that the relevant property is that these structures semantically form an
associative number (e.g., Benveniste 1966; Zwicky 1977; Noyer 1992; Corbett &
Mithun 1996; Corbett 2000; Cysouw 2003; Moravcsik 2003; Nakanishi & Tomioka
2004; Siewierska 2004; Kratzer 2009). That is to say, instead of forming a semantic plurality as a sum of individuals (e.g., Link 1983), they form a group centered
around an individual pivot. Thus, the interpretation of the 1st person plural is
not a plurality of speakers. Instead, it is a group formation around the speaker,
i.e., the speaker and their associate(s). Similarly, 2nd person plural pronoun does
not denote a plurality of hearers (although that is harder to see without a careful
consideration of a variety of data), but instead it denotes the hearer and their associate(s). Comitative constructions, unlike coordinations, do not form semantic
plurality but instead they denote a group with the head noun as its pivot and the
lexical content of the PP as the associate.
The interpretive parallel suggests that associative plurality itself plays a crucial
role in the optionality of binding in comitative constructions. The question is
what aspect of associative plurality interacts with pronominal binding.
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1st and 2nd plural pronouns provide one more suggestive cue. Theres is a subtle
meaning difference in the variation in binding by these pronouns, as indicated
in the English translations in (13).
(13)

a. Viděli jsme
našeho bratra.
saw.pl aux.1pl our
brother
‘We𝑖 saw our𝑖 brother.’ [i.e., all of us are siblings]
svého bratra.
b. Viděli jsme
saw.pl aux.1pl refl brother
‘Each of us saw his/her brother.’ [i.e., we are not siblings]
‘We𝑖 saw our𝑖 brother.’ [i.e., all of us are siblings]

Pre-theoretically, the coreferential form, (13a), refers to the associative plurality, i.e., the group of the speaker/hearer and the associate(s) as a unit. The natural
interpretation of (13a) is that the brother of the speaker and the brother of the associate(s) denoted by the pronoun are the same person (i.e., the individuals in the
associative group are siblings). In contrast, the anaphoric form, (13b), intuitively
refers to the individual members of the plurality. Under this interpretation, the
brother of the speaker and the brother of the associate(s) may but do not have
to be the same person. Thus, the coreferential pronoun treats its antecedent as
a unit (a group) but the anaphoric pronoun reflects the individuals the group is
formed by. In other words, it is as if the bound pronoun was based on the special
semantic number (associativity), while the anaphor was based on the interpretation we expect under the regular plural formation.
I take the dissociation in the meaning seriously and I argue that associative
number in and of itself is not sufficient to give rise to the non-complementary
behavior of anaphors and pronouns. For the non-complementary behavior to
arise there must be a mismatch between the intended meaning and the corresponding morpho-syntactic representation. The critical factor in the associative
structures is that the number formation does not have a morpho-syntactic equivalent in the representation of the nominal. Morpho-syntactically, 1st and 2nd
pronouns in Czech are regular plurals. The number of a comitative construction
depends on the morpho-syntax of its head noun, not on combined features of the
noun and the adjunct PP. I argue that a mismatch between the intended interpretation and the morpho-syntactic realization extends to other structures in which
anaphors and pronouns are not in a complimentary distribution and the anaphor
cannot be characterized as a logophor, such as so-called Lakoff’s sentences and
binding in the domain of indexical shifters (monsters) and imposters.
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In (14) we see an example of a so-called Lakoff’s sentence.6 Here, the nonreflexive (coreferential) form obtains a split-reference reading, i.e., it is based
on the intended semantic denotation, but the anaphoric form requires the nonsplit reference, i.e., it is based on the morpho-syntactic realization of the relevant
person feature.
(14) If I were you, I wouldn’t trust myself/ me as an informant.
(David Pesetsky, p.c.)
Similarly, split-antecedent pronouns referring to imposters (Collins & Postal
2012 and literature cited there) show a similar duality. As shown by Podobryaev
(2017), if a split-antecedent pronoun refers to a grammatically 3rd person imposter, the form of the pronoun can either respect the 3rd person grammatical
form of the overt antecedent or it can go with the intended speaker index, as in
(15) (Podobryaev 2017: 340, (24)).
(15)

a. Yours truly𝑖 told Mary𝑗 that his𝑖 mother doesn’t approve of their𝑖+𝑗
marriage.
b. Yours truly𝑖 told Mary𝑗 that his𝑖 mother doesn’t approve of our𝑖+𝑗
marriage.

These structures have been characterized as having a distinct grammatical and
semantic representation of the person feature.7 Thus, monsters/imposters and
associative structures seem to share a dissociation of the value of the morphosyntactic representation and its corresponding semantic counterpart.
These similarities strongly suggest that some form of a complex structure that
can simultaneously refer to the morpho-syntactic representation and its semantic counterpart lies in the very core of the comitative binding puzzle. It is thus
tempting to extend the analyses proposed for monsters and imposters, most
prominently the analysis in Collins & Postal (2012) and its formal semantic modification in Podobryaev (2017), to associative constructions in Czech, and seek
whether the proposed structure can account for the lack of complementarity in
binding.
6

I replaced the original McClawskey’s example, first cited in Lakoff (1968: (13)) “I dreamed that
I was Brigitte Bardot and that I kissed me.” because younger speakers do not know who Bardot
is and in turn have difficulties with identifying the two distinct readings.
7
In the theoretically-neutral representation of Collins & Postal (2012), there is a pronoun-like
element within the imposter DP which is bound by a contextually-determined operator. In the
more formal account of Podobryaev (2017), the duality is implemented as a complex-indexical
structure in the sense of Minor (2011) and Sudo (2012).
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In fact, there are proposals that analyze associative pronouns analogically to
the structure proposed in Collins & Postal (2012), i.e., as DPs containing a null
pronoun. den Dikken et al. (2001) argue that in Hungarian the 1st person pronoun
behaves as if it had a comitative structure (based on evidence from agreement
and inclusive reference anaphora). According to their proposal, the structure of
such a pronoun contains a hidden pro.
(16)

[𝑁𝑃 ‘we’/‘us’ [𝑆𝐶 pro 1SG [𝑃 𝑃 COMIT [x (& y (& z …))]]]]
(den Dikken et al. 2001: 145, (18))

The idea that there is a hidden anaphoric pro in the structure of associative
pronouns is generalized and further developed in Rooryck’s (2006) account of
binding by associative pronouns. Similarly, Feldman (2001) proposes a semantic implementation for comitative structures which includes a pro,8 and so does
Skrabalova (2004) in her syntactic analysis of Czech comitative constructions (in
contrast to other coordinate structures discussed in her thesis).
Even though extending the imposter-like analysis to comitative structures
seems motivated by the similarities in their binding properties, the pro implementation runs into non-trivial complications when more syntactic facts are considered. The structural duality of imposters in English is visible only in binding,
i.e., the duality does not interact with narrow-syntax operations. Comitative
constructions in Czech are rather different in this respect. We can demonstrate
the difference on predicate agreement. Predicate agreement with an imposter
is strictly based on the grammatical form of such an imposter. A switch to an
agreement based on the intended semantic interpretation is impossible, both in
Czech and English, (18)–(17).
(17)

Váš služebník je/*jsem tu.
yours truly
is/am here
‘Your truly has arrived.’

(18)

Yours truly is/*am unhappy.
(Collins & Postal 2012: 3, (5c))

In contrast, predicate agreement with comitative constructions is variable. While
some speakers have a preference for the plural agreement, all speakers find both
8

Feldman’s implementation is very close to the semantic analysis of associative DPs in
Afrikaans proposed by den Besten (1996). In both proposals the antecedent-like relationship
which underlies the idea of having a hidden pronoun in the representation is based on a subsetsuperset denotation of the focal DP and the associate.
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singular and plural agreement acceptable, as in (19).9 Thus, the predicate agreement can reflect the morpho-syntactic features of the head noun (singular) or it
can match the intended interpretation (plural).
(19) Maminka s
dítetem čekala/
čekaly v čekárně.
mother with child waited.f.sg/ waited.pl in waiting_room
‘A mother and a/her child waited in the waiting room.’

cc

The agreement variability is puzzling. In Czech, predicate agreement is exclusively based on 𝜙-features of nominative nominals. Thus, Czech does not allow
any agreement variability based on the intended meaning, of the sort found, for
instance, with committee-type nouns in some English dialects or in languages
like Russian where numeral constructions such as ‘five famous actors,’ as in (20a),
may agree in singular (i.e., grammatical agreement with the numeral head) or in
plural (i.e., semantic agreement based on the meaning of the numeral phrase). In
Czech, the respective agreement must be singular, (21). A switch to the semantic value arises only a non-local environment, for example, across a sentential
boundary, as in the continuation of (21) in (22).
(20)

a. V ètom fil’me igrali
[pjat’
izvestnyx aktërov].
in this film played.pl five.nom famous actors.gen
b. V ètom fil’me igralo
[pjat’
izvestnyx aktërov].
in this film played.sg five.nom famous actors.gen
‘Five famous actors played in this film.’
(Pereltsvaig 2006: 438–439, (3))

(21)

a.

V tomto filmu hrálo
[pět
známých herců].
in this film played.sg five.nom famous actors.gen

b. * V tomto filmu hráli
[pět
známých herců].
in this film played.pl five.nom famous actors.gen
‘Five famous actors played in this film.’
(22) …a ?dostalo/ dostali pak odměnu.
and got.sg/ got.pl then bonus
‘…and they received a bonus afterward.’
The only exception is agreement with DP conjunctions because Czech allows
first-conjunct agreement. However, even with conjunctions, the agreement optionality is restricted to the base-generated position of the coordination. In a
9
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If the focal noun is plural, the only possible agreement is plural. Because the plural case do
not reveal any interesting agreement interactions, I leave them aside.
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derived subject position, the agreement must be plural, as seen in (23). In comitative constructions the agreement remains variable even if the construction is
in a derived subject position.
(23)

a. Petr a Marie *čekal/
čekali
v čekárně.
Petr and Marie waited.m.sg/ waited.pl in waiting_room
čekal/
čekali
Petr a Marie.
b. V čekárně
in waiting_room waited.m.sg/ waited.pl Petr and Marie
‘Peter and Mary waited in the waiting room.’

Surprisingly, the agreement optionality disappears if there is a possessive pronoun embedded in the associative PP. As shown in (24), when the possessive
within the associative PP is in the coreferential form, i.e., inflected for 𝜙-features,
predicate agreement is plural and the comitative subject binds as a plural. In contrast, if the possessive is anaphoric, i.e., with no 𝜙-feature morphology, predicate
agreement is singular and the comitative subject binds as a singular, as shown in
(25). Positing a pro as the source of the dual behavior in binding fails to extend
to agreement properties of comitative constructions and the correlation between
agreement and binding.
(24)

% Marie s
jejím mužem navštívili/ ⁇navštívila kamarádku.
Marie with her husband visited.pl/ visited.sg friend
‘Marie𝑖 and her𝑖 husband visited a friend.’ co-referential possessive

(25) % Marie se svým mužem ⁇navštívili/ navštívila kamarádku.
Marie with self’s husband visited.pl/ visited.sg friend
‘Marie𝑖 visited a friend with her𝑖 husband.’

anaphoric possessive

The reported correlation between predicate agreement and the type of possessive pronoun holds for ten out of 20 speakers the data were collected from (indicated by the symbol %).10 The other speakers accept all combinations of pronouns
and agreement. If speakers have any contrast, it is in the reported direction.11
10

Two speakers volunteered the judgements without being given minimal pairs; the other judgements are based on grammaticality judgement task. The data were collected over Skype, in
person and during a doctoral seminar at [left out for anonymity].
11
The correlation between binding and agreement has not been previously reported for Czech
but a similar split in speaker’s judgements might be attested in Russian. According to Feldman
(2001), plural agreement with a comitative structure requires coreferential forms. In contrast,
McNally (1993) reports both anaphoric and coreferential forms as acceptable. Neither of the
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Thus, as with Lakoff’s sentences and imposters, there is a correlation between
the lack of complimentary distribution of anaphors and pronouns, and a dissociation of morpho-syntax and interpretation. When the predicate agreement takes
its morpho-syntactically expected form, i.e., singular agreement based on the 𝜙features of the focal noun in nominative, then the possessive pronoun appears
in its expected form, i.e., an anaphor. In contrast, when the agreement is based
on the intended interpretation (plurality), the possessive pronoun appears in its
unexpected form, i.e., it is pronominal.
The proposal to be developed in section 3 builds on the insights of the work
on the structure of associative pronouns and indexical shifters and imposters but
rejects the idea that the conflicting grammatical and semantic representation is
part of the same level of representation. Instead, I argue that the two representations arise at two distinct points in the derivation: one in narrow syntax, the
other at the syntax-semantics interface. The distinction in derivational timing is
thus closely tied to phases and their spell-out, and in turn underlies the unexpected grouping of semantic and narrow-syntax operations.

3 Proposal
We have seen in the previous section that for many speakers predicate agreement
correlates with binding: if a possessive pronoun within a comitative structure is
coreferential, the corresponding predicate agreement is plural; if the pronoun
is anaphoric, the predicate agreement is singular. The relevant data is repeated
below.
(26) % Marie s
jejím mužem navštívili/ ⁇navštívila kamarádku.
Marie with her husband visited.pl/ visited.sg friend
‘Marie𝑖 and her𝑖 husband visited a friend.’ co-referential possessive
(27) % Marie se svým mužem ⁇navštívili/ navštívila kamarádku.
Marie with self’s husband visited.pl/ visited.sg friend
‘Marie𝑖 visited a friend with her𝑖 husband.’

anaphoric possessive

I suggest that the common denominator of the correlation is whether or not
binding and agreement are based on semantic indices.
papers comments on the size of their speaker sample and their data collection. In Polish, at
least according to the data reported in Dyła (1988), there is no morphological difference tied
to agreement but it is possible that a larger data collection would reveal a similar split.

12

Anaphors and pronouns at the syntax-semantics interface
To see the rationale, let us start with agreement. Since no morpho-syntactic
element comes to the derivation with plural number feature, the plural feature
must be formed during the derivation. Instead of plurality being derived syntactically,12 I argue that the formation of plurality involves a set of semantic indices,
namely, an index representing the focal DP and an index of the associate.13 In
contrast, singular agreement is based on the morpho-syntactic representation of
the focal noun.
As for pronouns, I follow Heim (1998) and Roelofsen (2008; 2011) in that coreferential binding requires semantic indices as part of the antecedent representation. That is, only an antecedent that contains a semantic index as part of its
representation may participate in coreferential binding. As for anaphoric binding, I follow Charnavel & Sportiche (2016) who argue that anaphoric binding is
established within a phase, which I understand to mean that it must be based on
a narrow-syntax representation. The indexical information becomes critical for
LF licensing of the binding relation but does not underlie the actual formation of
the anaphoric relation. The question that arises is how this indexical information
is represented in the structure.
I argue that narrow-syntax features are computed by the syntax-semantics
interface in a manner parallel to the computations of overt syntax features at
the syntax-morphology interface. Specifically, I argue that the syntax-semantics
interface forms new feature bundles during spell-out. These interface bundles
become part of the label of the spelled-out phase; their primary purpose is to
make narrow-syntax features legible for the external interpretive module.
The proposal is firmly rooted in the Y-model. The guiding idea is that only
features present in narrow syntax can contribute to the formation of these interface bundles. Thus only syntax builds structures. The role of interfaces is to
interpret the structures and make them legible for the purposes of externalization. Importantly, at no point of the interface bundle formation, the grammar
can use compositional-semantics input. I call this model Distributed Semantics.
The first core insight comes from Kratzer (2009) who argues that 𝜙-feature
valuation of a pronoun is always established via a phase head. That is to say, even
in the presence of a structurally accessible antecedent, the structural relationship
12

Even though one probe can in principle have more than goal (e.g., Multiple Agree of Hiraiwa
2005), the values of the probes must be the same or undefined. Agree as matching and valuation
cannot resolve conflicting values of features (e.g., Chomsky 2000; Pesetsky & Torrego 2007).
13
The basic idea is rooted in accounts that analyze the plurality of coordinated DPs as being
based on the sum of semantic indices (Munn 1993; Bošković 2009; Bhatt & Walkow 2013). We
will see, however, that although both conjunctions and comitatives manipulate indices, they
do so in two rather distinct manners.
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of antecedence is always modulated via a phase head. Following Kučerová (to
appear), I argue for a model of grammar architecture in which a person feature
is mapped onto a semantic index as part of phase transfer where the association
with semantic indices provides the relevant semantic representation for the rise
of associative plural in the phase label, and in turn for coreferential pronominal
binding.
Under this model, the optionality of agreement and binding reflects two stages
in the derivation: the indexical representation is not part of the narrow-syntax
representation of a DP. Instead, it arises only when such a DP is sent to the
syntax-semantics interface (phase transfer). In other words, an index representation is available to syntactic computation in a broad sense only after a phase
is transferred to the syntax-semantics interface.14 Further, I follow Kučerová (to
appear) in that phase transfer does not have to take place immediately after the
phase is completed. Since only the complement of the phase head is spelled-out,
the transfer of the maximal projection of the phase head and its corresponding
label may be postponed until the spell-out of the next phase.
In turn, the correlation we see in (24)–(25) results from two different derivational routes. If the comitative DP is immediately labeled for the syntax-semantics
interface, the person representation within the label of the comitative DP is
mapped onto a semantic index. A complex indexical structure is formed and
becomes part of the label. When a predicate probes for the DP, its number value
reflects the indexical representation of the label. Similarly, the features of the
bound possessive pronoun will reflect the complex indexical structure (enriched
by gender and number features, associated with the indexical representation) and
will surface as a coreferential pronoun. In contrast, if the comitative DP is not
immediately labeled for the syntax-semantics interface, the complex-index is not
part of the DP label yet. In turn, agreement and binding can only be based on
narrow-syntax features.
Optionality thus arises because there is a temporal window in the derivation
when the phase can be labeled but does not have to be labeled for the syntaxsemantics interface: the phase has been completed but only the complement of
the phase head is being spelled-out. The phase edge remains accessible to narrowsyntax computations. Thus, all operations that take place before the complement
of C is spelled-out, namely, agreement and binding, come in two flavors: the
14

14

There is a long tradition of associating D with a referential index, be it in terms of D changing
a predicate-denoting NP into an individual-denoting structure, or being the source of a referential index itself (e.g,. Williams 1981; Higginbotham 1985; Grimshaw 1990; Wiltschko 1998;
Winter 2000; Borer 2005; Longobardi 2008; Landau 2010).
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narrow syntax and the interface representation.
The next subsections give a technical formalization of the account and stepby-step derivations of binding in comitative constructions.

3.1 Deriving comitatives: singular agreement + anaphoric binding
Let us start with the derivation in which a comitative construction triggers singular agreement and the possessive pronoun within the associative PP is anaphoric.
(28)

% Marie se svým mužem ⁇navštívili/ navštívila kamarádku.
Marie with self’s husband visited.pl/ visited.sg friend
‘Marie𝑖 visited a friend with her𝑖 husband.’

anaphoric possessive

I argue that in this case the predicate probes the comitative construction and
the binding relation within the comitative construction is created before the phase
is transferred to the syntax-semantics interface. I.e., the DP label is only based
on features independently present in narrow syntax.
For concreteness, I assume that a DP consists of a root and a nominalizing
functional head (n) that comes to the derivation with valued gender, person and
number. D itself is merged as a bundle of unvalued 𝜙-features which gets valued
by agree with n, as in (29).15
(29) Derivation of the focal noun (to be revised)
Derivation of the focal noun (to be revised)
a. Base generation & agree:

(1)

a.

Base generation & agree:

D
[PER: , GEN: , NUM: ]

D
[PER: , GEN: , NUM: ]

n
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]
n
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]

b.
15

√

Marie

Valuation:

For the current purposes we can dispense with
D other functional projections, such as Num(ber)
(e.g., Ritter 1993; 1995; Borer 2005).
alsoGEN
ignore
arguments,
[PERI:3,
:f, NUM
:sg] such as that of Ritter (1995), that
person is introduced on D.

D
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]

n
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]
√

15

D
[PER: , GEN: , NUM: ]

n
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]
n
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]

b.

√

Marie

b. Valuation:
Valuation:
D
[PER:3,

D
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]

GEN :f, NUM:sg]

n
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]
n
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]

√

Marie

(2)

Derivation of the focal noun (revised)
D
ID :5,to
PER
GEN :f, NUM
Let us [turn
the:3,derivation
of:sg]
the bound possessive pronoun. Kratzer (2009)
argues that bound pronouns do not value their features directly from their antecedent. Instead, a bound pronoun starts its life as a variable that inherits its
features from their local phase head. I argue that in the comitative construction,
ID :5
D
the relevant phase head is D.16 In turn, D must have a variable-like representa[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]
tion. The question is how to implement a variable-like representation in narrowsyntax terms as there should be no semantic variable prior to spell-out.
A cue comes from the morphological realization of anaphoric and coreferential
pronouns in Czech. AsDonly the latter realize valued 𝜙-features,
it is reasonably to
n
assume that[PER
there
another
feature
theGEN
binding
relation
:3, isGEN
:f, NUM
:sg] that mediates
[PER:3,
:f, NUM
:sg] in narrow
syntax.
For concreteness, I propose that there is an numerical identifier
merged as
√
n
Marie
an external argument of D. I thus follow a long tradition of associating D with
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]
a ‘referential’ index (e.g., Williams 1981; Higginbotham 1985; Grimshaw 1990;
(3) Wiltschko
Anaphoric
binding
within
comitative
1998;
Winter
2000;a Borer
2005;construction:
Longobardi 2008; Landau 2010), specifically the idea that the identifier is not part of D itself but instead is merged in
the extended DP domain (Williams 1981; 1Higginbotham 1985; Grimshaw 1990;
Winter 2000; Borer 2005).17
16

For Kratzer the relevant phase head is v as she investigates binding of internal arguments by
external arguments, The domain of binding within a comitative structure must be smaller because comitative structures preserve the binding duality even if they are merged as an internal
argument. If the bound pronoun associated with the v head, its features would be determined
by the external argument, not the focal nominal.
17
Note also that even though the empirical focus of this paper is on referential DPs, the formalization is more general and may be applied to non-referential DPs as well. The prediction is
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b.

Valuation:
D

Anaphors
and
at:sg]
the syntax-semantics interface
[PER
:3, pronouns
GEN :f, NUM
Although the numerical identifier will eventually become part of a complex
semantics index, i.e., anDinterpretable object, its narrow-syntax
version does not
n
carry any interpretation
being a unique
Technically,
it is a
[PER:3, GEN:f,beyond
NUM:sg]
[PERidentifier.
:3, GEN:f,18NUM
:sg]
privative feature in the representation of DP which projects into the DP label, as
√
in (30).
n
Marie

[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]

(30) Derivation of the focal noun (revised)
(2)

Derivation of the focal noun (revised)
D
[ID:5, PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]

ID :5

D
[PER:3,

D
[PER:3,

GEN :f, NUM:sg]

GEN :f, NUM:sg]

n
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]
n
[PER:3, GEN:f, NUM:sg]

(3)

√

Marie

Anaphoric binding within a comitative construction:

Since the associative DP does not yield an intersective interpretation, I assume
1
that it is base-generated as a DP adjunct. I generate the possessive pronoun as
an unvalued identifier.19 The pronoun gets its value from merge with the D label
that contains the identifier introduced by the focal noun, as in (31). Since the
identifier itself is not associated with any 𝜙-feature, the possessive pronoun gets
spelled-out as morphologically anaphoric, i.e., devoid of 𝜙-features. As for predicate agreement, the only number feature in the label is singular. If the predicate
probes for the comitative structure in (31), its number feature will get valued as
singular.

that DPs do not have to be referential, which seems to be correct; see, for example, Rothstein
(2012).
18
The numerical identifier is essentially a ‘tracking device,’ loosely based on Heim (1982)’s filecard semantics.
19
Essentially, Kratzer’s minimal pronoun.
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(31)

Anaphoric binding within a comitative construction:
D
[ID:5, φ1 ]

D
[ID:5, φ1 ]
ID :5

P
P
with

D
[φ1 ]
D
[φ1 ]
n
[φ1 ]

n
[φ1 ]
√

D
[ID:7, φ2 ]
ID :5

self

D
[ID:7, φ2 ]
D
[ID:7, φ2 ]

Marie

n
φ2
husband

(4)

Derivation of the focal noun: semantic index added
D
3
[<5,
⃝>,
φ1 ]we now turn to the more
this baseline in place

With
derivation.

ID :5

complex version of the

D

3.2 Deriving comitatives:
plural
+ coreferential binding
[PER:3,
GEN :f, agreement
NUM:sg]
We have identified the presence of a semantic index as the common denominaD
...
tor of plural agreement
coreferential binding, (24). The idea is that when
[PER:3, and
GEN :f, NUM:sg]
the comitative
DP comitative
is transferred
to the(tosyntax-semantics
interface a new set of
(5)
Labeled
construction
be revised):
features is created, andDthe semantic index is part of the adjusted label.
3
[<5, ⃝>,
φ1 ]

(32) % Marie s
jejím mužem navštívili/ ⁇navštívila kamarádku.
Marie with
visited.pl/ visited.sg friend
D her husband
P
:5, φ1 ]
[per:3]
‘Marie[ID
𝑖 and her𝑖 husband visited a friend.’ co-referential possessive
ID :5

D

P
D
The question is [φhow
this
new feature
bundle is formed. The basic intuition
1]
with
[ID:7, φ2 ]
follows the treatment of narrow-syntax features in the Distributed Morphology
...
ID :5
D Embick & Noyer 2007; Embick 2015).
framework (e.g., Halle & Marantz
1993;
her
[
ID
:7,
φ2 ]
The role of the interfaces is to make a narrow-syntax
representation into an input readable to the external modules.. . .On the syntax-morphology side, the interface
mergecomitative
features,construction
impoverish
features, reset unvalued features to a
(6)mayLabeled
(final):
default etc. but ultimately the morphologized feature bundles are directly based
2
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on the features already present in narrow syntax. It is within this process when
language-specific feature properties fully manifest themselves.
I argue that features at the syntax-semantics interface undergo operations parallel to the features at the syntax-morphology interface. In turn, feature bundles
readable by LF result from direct mapping of narrow-syntax features. Furthermore, a feature or feature bundle present in syntax can give rise to semantic
interpretation, be it of the feature itself (as iconic features in Schlenker 2014), or
via its syntactic context.20
In order to develop such a mapping algorithm, we take as a starting point insights from formal semantic literature on semantic indices in the domain of pronouns. Pronouns have been extensively studied with respect to which 𝜙-features
are morphologically realized and which are semantically interpreted, and what
role do semantic indices play in the process.
According to Minor (2011) and Sudo (2012), following Heim (2008) and others,
a semantic index is a complex structure which includes reference to 𝜙-features.
In its simplest version, a semantic index is an ordered pair of a numeral and a
3 is a complex indexical structure that maps
person feature. For instance, <5,⃝>
numerical index 5 to 3rd person feature. The interpretation of the complex index
in the given situation is determined by an assignment function (Heim & Kratzer
3 onto an indi1998). For example, such an assignment function may map <5,⃝>
vidual named Peter. Such a semantic index can be further associated with other
𝜙-features, namely, number and gender, but only if such a feature is semantically interpreted. In this line of reasoning, gender and number – unlike person –
come with presuppositional semantics (e.g., Cooper 1979; 1983; Heim 2008; Sudo
2012) and are added to the complex semantic index only if their presupposition
is satisfied.
The question then is how such a complex representation arises if person features are present in narrow syntax, while semantic indices are prima facia LF
objects. To formalize this connection, I propose that since the DP label already
contains a numerical identifier and a person feature, the syntax-semantics interface creates a new feature bundle from these two features, namely, their ordered
pair.21 As a result, the label of a DP with no associative PP, such as the focal noun
20

The latter option has been extensively explored in recent work on theta roles that argues that
theta roles are a result of interpretive rules applied onto the output of a syntactic computation,
instead of being assigned in narrow syntax (Schäfer 2008; Wood 2015; Myler 2016; Wood &
Marantz 2017).
21
That person feature provides a connection between the narrow-syntax representation and
associating a DP with a semantic index has been proposed in the syntax literature as well,
based on data outside of the pronoun domain (e.g., Longobardi 2008; Landau 2010; Kučerová
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ID :5

P
with

D
[φ1 ]

D
[ID:7, φ2 ]

D
ID :5
D
n [ID:5, φ1 ]
self
[ID:7, φ2 ]
[φ1 ]
√
n
in (30), contains a new object – then semantic
index – formed fromDthe numeral
Marie
D
P
[
ID
:7,
φ
]
φ
2
2
[φ1 ]from the 𝜙-bundle (⃝),
3 as in (33).
identifier (5) and the person feature
[ID:5, φ1 ]
husband
P
D
(33) Derivation of the focal noun: semantic index added
ID :5
(4)
Derivation
of theDfocal noun: semantic
with index added
[ID:7, φ2 ]
D[φ1 ]
3
[<5, ⃝>,
φ1 ]
ID :5
D
D
n
self
[ID:7, φ2 ]
[φ1 ]
[φ1 ]
√ D
ID :5
D
n
n
Marie
[[φ
PER:3, GEN :f, NUM:sg]
[ID:7, φ2 ]
φ2
]

D
[φ1 ]

1

husband
D
...
(4)
Derivation
of the
noun:
[PER:3,
GENfocal
:f, NUM
:sg]semantic index added
D
(5)
Labeled comitative
(to be revised):
3 construction
[<5, ⃝>,
φ1 ]
D
We can now extend the [<5,
reasoning
3
⃝>,
φ1to
] the complete comitative structure. Let

us assume that the associative
DP is a phase asD well, and that P inherits person
ID :5
22
As in
the
the singular version of
feature from its complement.
[PER
GEN :f, NUMof
:sg]
D
P:3,derivation
(31), the maximal projection
is
based
on
features
of
the
head.
The labeled version
[ID:5, φ1 ]
[per:3]
of the comitative structure in (31) is given
in (34). . . .
D
ID :5

D
P GEN:f, NUM
D :sg]
[PER:3,
Labeled comitative construction (to be revised):
D
...
ID :5
D
3
[<5, ⃝>,
φ1 ]
her [ID:7, φ2 ]

[φ1 ] with (to[ID
(34) Labeled comitative construction
be:7,
revised):
φ2 ]
(5)

(6)

...
D
P
[ID:5,
φ1 ]
[per:3]
Labeled
comitative
construction
(final):
ID :5

D
[φ1 ]
...

P
with

D
[ID:7, φ2 ]
ID :5

her

2

D
[ID:7, φ2 ]
...

(6)
22

20

Labeled comitative construction (final):

to appear).
That P inherits a person feature from its nominal complement has independently been argued
for in work on Dative intervention. See, for instance, Béjar & Rezac 2003;
2 Rezac 2008; Richards
2008.
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The structure in (34), however, cannot be right as it fails to account for the
plural agreement of the predicate. A relevant insight comes from two recent papers by Pancheva and Zubizarreta (Zubizarreta & Pancheva 2017; Pancheva &
Zubizarreta 2017). Pancheva & Zubizarreta investigate a body of syntactic phenomena that according to their analysis points to fundamental cross-linguistic
differences in the domain of person features. They argue that in some languages
a person feature has a privileged position in the representation of phase heads.
According to them, such a privileged person feature (interpretable person feature
in their terminology) semantically anchors an event with respect to its speech
participants.23 In order to anchor all relevant DPs, such an anchoring person feature checks all syntactic person features within its local domain (defined as the
edge of the phase). The derivation converges only if multiple values of person
features in the local domain may be reconciled on the phase head. If they are
not, the derivation yields, for instance, a Person-Case Constraint violation or an
inverse agreement.
As Czech is a strong-PCC language (Pancheva & Zubizarreta 2017), I propose
that in addition to having an anchoring person feature on v, Czech has an anchoring person feature on D as well. Consequently, this anchoring feature checks (i)
the person feature of the focal noun and (ii) person feature of the associative
PP.24 This checking process accounts for plural agreement.
Informally, once the label contains a reference to two distinct person features
associated with their numeral identifier, the newly formed feature bundle gives
rise to a plural-like representation. Technically, in order to create a semantic
index we need a unique person and a unique numerical identifier. There are,
however, two identifiers and two person features in the minimally searchable
domain. One could consider forming a set of two semantic indices within the
label, i.e., each numeral identifier would first form a semantic index with its
corresponding person and then these two semantic indices would create a set,
3
3
namely, {<5,⃝>,
<7,⃝>}.
While such a representation would be justified for
a formation of semantic plurality in the label of a coordinated DP, it cannot be
right for comitative constructions; we would lose the clear headedness property
of the focal noun. I argue the label only contains one instantiation of a semantic
index.
23

In other languages, such a privileged feature is a tense feature that provides temporal anchoring of an event. Cross-linguistically there might be other anchoring options as well, as
suggested in Ritter & Wiltschko (2014).
24
Note that in the current proposal the formation of the interface label may take place only
after the complement of the head has been spelled-out. It then follows that the local searchable
domain coincides with what has independently been identified as the phase edge.
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Since the semantic index is formed as an ordered pair with the numeral identifier as its first member, the formation of the unified semantic index begins with
the numeral identifier. Since the numeral identifier of the focal noun is closer
to the label than the numeral identifier embedded within the PP, the numeral
identifier of the focal noun is selected by the search algorithm of the label. Thus
preserving the headedness properties of the focal DP. The person feature corresponding to this identifier is added to the bundle. In the next step, the search
algorithm checks for the presence of any other person feature in the minimally
searchable domain. Once the search algorithm identifies the person in the associative PP, the label has to indicate that there is more than one person feature
associated with the privileged person feature in the label. Such an addition is
3 i.e.,
not trivial because a feature may be represented only by its value (here, ⃝,
[−participant]). I follow the insight of Vassilieva & Larson (2005) and argue that
the problem with the addition of the second person feature is ameliorated by
the lexical semantics of the associative proposition ‘with.’ In their account, the
preposition contributes the so called associate (Δ, in their notation). I.e., instead
of another person feature value being added directly to the first person feature,
the primary person feature is modified by Δ, indicating that there is an additional
person feature in the structure. I formalize Δ as a joiner, which can be translated
3
into a meet or an intersection (Szabolcsi 2015). In turn, we obtain ⃝+Δ
for the
person part of the semantic index. The corresponding structure is given in (35).
(35) Labeled comitative construction (final):
D
3
[<5, ⃝>+∆,
φ1 ]

D
[ID:5, φ1 ]
ID :5

D
[φ1 ]
...

P
[∆, per:3]
P
with

D
[ID:7, φ2 ]
ID :5

her

D
[ID:7, φ2 ]
...

Before we turn to predicate agreement, let us briefly consider consequences
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of this implementation. First, the advantage of using Szabolcsi’s implementation
instead of the original semantics in Vassilieva & Larson (2005) is that we do not
need a separate lexical semantics for non-comitative ‘with’. These two meanings
of the same preposition fall under the underspecified denotation of a joiner, i.e.,
meet for the comitative structure and join for the accompaniment structure.25
Second, the joiner representation is formed only because the associative PP is in
the local domain of the phase label. If the PP was adjoined lower in the structure, its person feature would have not been visible to the anchoring feature in
the label. I suggest the reason the PP is merged at the very edge is because of
the pre-existent relationship between the focal noun and the associative PP, a requirement on semantic wellformedness of comitative constructions. Without the
presupposition, the PP could be new information and used to restrict the denotation of the focal noun which would correspond to a lower attachment. Finally,
since the joiner does not include the actual person feature of the associative PP
but only points to it, we effectively obtain an anaphoric-like interpretation and
indirectly capture the prevalent intuition that there is a pro-like element in the
associative structure (e.g., den Dikken et al. 2001; Feldman 2001; Skrabalova 2003;
2004; Rooryck 2006).
We can now turn to the predicate agreement facts. The label now contains
3
the semantic index with the associative person feature (⃝+Δ).
I argue that for
the purposes of number feature valuation and its morphological realization, this
representation corresponds to plural.26 An agree operation that targets the label
of the comitative DP after transfer will then realize its number value as plural.
Finally, we can account for the binding facts. When the realization of the possessive pronoun is established after the phase has been labeled by the syntaxsemantics interface, the pronoun inherits the numeral identifier of the corresponding phase head, and through some form of feature transmission (Heim
2008; Kratzer 2009) it also inherits presuppositional 𝜙-features associated with
the numeral identifier within the index. Comitative constructions are well formed
only if there is a pre-existent relationship between the focal noun and the associate.27 With respect to this relation, only the 𝜙-features of the focal noun count
25

We thus indirectly derived the desideratum of Ionin & Matushansky (2002) who argue for the
PP in the comitative and accompaniment structure being of the same type.
26
In Czech morphological marking of plurality never reflects the type of plurality. The plural
valuation in the agree chain may result from a default realization or the number system may
be represented as [±singular]. I am not aware of any data that would distinguish between
these two possibilities.
27
We did not elaborate on this point but the pre-existent relationship is reflected also in the
associative PP being a DP adjunct, instead of being an NP adjunct, i.e. a restrictor on the

23

as as presupposed, and in turn, only the 𝜙-features of the focal noun are transmitted onto the possessive pronoun within the associative PP.
So far, the proposed implementation crucially relies on the speakers who correlate agreement and binding. There are, however, speakers whose grammar
allows any combination of agreement and binding. Within-speaker variation is
notoriously difficult to account for in a deterministic model, however, we have
a cue in the derivations as to where such a variation might come from. An attentive reader might have noticed that even after the interface processes the features
within the label and the semantic index is added, the original 𝜙-feature bundle
is still part of the label. I suggest that it is this inherent duality of the features
within the label which makes it possible for speakers to access the syntactic 𝜙feature bundle even when the semantic index is already present. Thus when
agreement and binding are established before the comitative label is processed
by the syntax-semantics interface, singular agreement and anaphoric binding
are the only option. When agreement and binding are established after the transfer of the comitative construction, all combinations are possible. This being said,
the fact that about 50% of the speakers correlate binding and agreement suggests
some preference for a uniformity of representations across derivations within a
phase. To fully explore the nature of such uniformity principle goes beyond the
scope of this chapter.

4 Conclusions
This chapter argues that both anaphoric and coreferential pronominal binding require licensing at the semantics module. However, the structural underpinning
of anaphoric binding is established in narrow syntax, namely, within a phase (cf.
Kratzer 2009; Charnavel & Sportiche 2016). Thus, what appears to be a competition between Condition A and Condition B of Chomsky (1986) and following
work is a side-effect of derivational timing and some form of faithfulness condition on mapping of morphological structures onto narrow-syntax representations.
The proposal is rooted in the idea that the syntax-morphology interface plays
a critical role in the mapping of narrow-syntax features onto the semantics module. Specifically, I have argued for a model of grammar architecture where the
syntax-semantics interface rebundles narrow-syntax features to make them legible to the semantics module, in a manner parallel to the syntax-morphology
denotation of the focal noun.
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rebundling of the Distributed Morphology framework. Consequently, a phase
head’s label carries both narrow-syntax features (projected from narrow syntax)
and rebundled feature bundles formed as part of CI licensing. A complex semantic index, a central feature to binding relations, is such a new rebundled feature.
While the morphological realization of anaphors is based on feature transmission of narrow-syntax features, the morphological realization of coreferential
pronouns is based on feature transmission of CI-interface feature bundles.
In most derivations, the rebundled CI features are based on features already
projected into the phase label projected from narrow syntax. If that’s the case
then the morphological realization of the bound pronoun is based on the features
present in the set of narrow syntax features. If however, the rebundled features
result from a larger set of features – accessed by a minimal search of the phase
head for the purposes of CI labeling, then the morphology component may realize the CI-rebundled features instead. The question that arises is when the two
sets of features, i.e., the narrow-syntax projected set of features in the label and
the set established by a minimal search, can be distinct. In this chapter we have
seen that if there is a person feature present at the phase-level adjunct, then such
a feature can be considered for the CI labeling. Consequently, there is no structural competition between Condition A and Condition B. Instead, the appearance
of binding over coreference (Reinhart 1983) results from feature transmission taking place in the derivation as soon as possible (greediness).
Presumably, the lack of complementary distribution of anaphors and pronouns
in vP adjuncts, previously identified as logophors, belongs to the same class of a
labeling configuration. The question that arises is what the difference between
logophors and the class of anaphors discussed in this paper is. Under the view argued for here, so called logophors contain a syntactic person feature that requires
a phase-head licensing, for instance, in order to resolve a potential perspectival
conflicts. For a concrete implementation of such a proposal, see, for example,
Pancheva & Zubizarreta (2017). The animacy angle investigated in Charnavel &
Sportiche (2016) is a direct consequence of the more general mechanism for a
perspectival conflict resolution where only potential event participants are considered.

Abbreviations
1 = first person
2 = second person
3 = third person
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AUX = auxilary
CI = conceptual-intentional module
COMIT = comitative
D = determiner head
F = feminine
GEN = gender
ID = identifier
LF = logical form
M = masculine
NOM = nominative
NP = noun phrase
P = prepositional head
PF = phonological form
PL = plural
PER = person
REFL = reflexive
SC = small clause
SG = singular
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