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Variable binding, Reconstruction and Attitudes

We show that bound variable interpretations of pronouns in fronted clausal arguments, as in (1),
are not derived by syntactic reconstruction but are rather produced by the semantics available to
argument clauses.

(1) That he1 is too old for that, every man1’s wife believes.
We provide two arguments that co-varying interpretations for such pronouns exist even when it
can be independently shown that the clauses they are contained in are base-generated high: in
one case, we show this by the absence of reconstruction conflicts (Fox 1999) and in the second
we show that the gap position of the matrix predicate is not a trace but rather a null complement
anaphor. Our account for the variable interpretations uses the semantics of de re attitude
ascriptions (Kaplan 1968, Lewis 1979) and an implementation of de re pronouns following, in
part, Chierchia (1989) and Percus and Sauerland (2003). We also rule out an E- or D-type
strategy (Evans 1980, Elbourne 2005) as the source of the variable interpretation in (1). The talk
concludes with an extension of the account to other logophoric contexts where co-variation
exists without reconstruction.
1. Absence of Reconstruction Conflicts Reconstruction for variable binding feeds Condition C
(Lebeaux 1991, Fox 1999). For instance, in the wh-movement in (2)a, there is no position to
which the wh-phrase can reconstruct that will simultaneously allow the pronoun he to be c-
commanded by the quantifier yet still keep the r-expression Madonna in a position that obviates
Condition C (In contrast, (2b) provides such an position):

(2) a. *Which part that he1 played with Madonna2 did she2 think __ that every aspiring actor1
had failed at __?

b. Which part that he1 played with Madonna2 did every aspiring actor1 wish __ that she2
would support __? (Lebeaux 1991:223(43))

Fronted clauses fail to show such interactions. (3)a, analogous to (2)a in design, allows a bound
variable interpretation for the pronoun and yet no Condition C violation obtains. Such a conflict
would be predicted if variable binding in this case were derived by syntactic reconstruction.

(3) a. …but that he1 might be too old to work for Mrs. Brown2, I don’t think __ she2 would
want any man1 to believe __.

b. …but that he1 might be too old to work for Mrs. Brown2, I don’t think __ any man1
would want her2 to believe __.

Since clauses are distinguished from noun phrases in this respect, we conclude that a D-type
strategy (Elbourne 2005, et. Al.) is not the source for the variable interpretation of the pronoun,
as that strategy should be available in both cases.
2. Apparent Binding into non-moved clauses The second argument that co-varying
interpretations for pronouns in fronted clauses are not derived by syntactic reconstruction is
provided by cases where we can independently show that the gap is not a trace (or copy) of the
clause but instead a Null Complement Anaphor. Representative cases are in (4):

(4) a. That he1 would be accused of the crime, no boy1 had any clue.
b. But that he1 was actually in danger, no boy1 was aware.

The pronouns in the fronted CPs can co-vary as a function of a quantifier in the matrix clause in
a way that suggests reconstruction. However, we know that traces of moved clauses must be of
category DP (see Alrenga 2005 and references therein), whereas the noun and adjective in (4)
cannot license DPs (*I had no clue that). We show that the construction exhibited in (4) in fact
involves a null complement anaphor (NCA) in the argument position of clue and aware. This is a
general pattern. As shown in (5), nouns and adjectives that license fronted clauses (5)a are just
those that license NCA (5)b. Those nouns that do not license fronted CPs (6)a are just those that
also disallow NCA (6)b. (7) shows the intended interpretations of (6)b.

(5) a.   …But that John was in danger, I had no clue/was unaware/had some idea.
b.    John was in danger, but I had no clue/was unaware/had some idea.

(6) a.   *…But that John was in danger, I made no claim/had a belief/heard no report.
b. *John was not actually in danger, but I made no claim/had a belief/heard no report.
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(7) John was not actually in danger, but I made a claim/had a belief/heard no report that he
was.

Since (4) does not involve movement but rather a topic clause co-valued with a Null
Complement Anaphor in the main clause, the bound variable interpretations in (4) must not be
derived by syntactic reconstruction.
Analysis We propose an account for (1), (3) and (4) that is sensitive to the fact that the variable-
interpreted pronouns are in clauses in contrast to noun phrases (see (2)a). Following Kaplan
(1968) a clause-taking verb, such as believe, denotes a 3-place relation between the subject, a
property type 〈e〈s,t〉〉 complement clause P, and a res argument y (8). We show that it is the res
argument, saturated by pro, that is bound by the quantifier in (1), (3) and (4). The pronoun in the
topic CP merely serves to create a property (9), bound by a lambda-operator heading the topic
CP (à la Chierchia 1989).

(8) [[ believe ]]  = λP〈e〈s,t〉〉.λye.λxe.λws.believe(P)(y)(x)(w)    ≈x believes P de re of y in w
(9) [[ thatλx hex is too old for that ]]  = λx.λw.Too-old-for-that(x)(w)

The base-generated topic composes with the matrix verb via a property-type null operator (10)a.
The resulting (10)b gives the correct interpretation as indicated by the informal paraphrase (10)c.

(10) a.  [[  [[CPthatx hex is too old for that ] OPi every man believes ei] ]]
b. = λw.∀y (man(y)(w) → believe([λx.λw.Too-old-for-that(x)(w)])(proy)(y’s wife)(w))
c. ≈For all men y, y’s wife believes of y that y has the property of being too old for that.

An analogous strategy is provided for (4). Further support for tying the co-varying interpretations
to the semantics of attitude ascription is provided by fronted noun phrases which report de re
attitudes as in (11), which allow variable interpretations for pronouns within them (cf. (2)a).

(11)  …but the idea he1 might be too old to work for Mrs. Brown2, I don’t think she2 would
want any man1 to hear about.

Extensions Beyond de re attitude ascription, we will look at cases where bound variable
interpretations are available when a broader notion of logophoricity is at play. In (12), the subject
CP is syntactically never below the quantifier (cf. Larson and Cheung 2008). However, a co-
varying interpretation is available in (12)a where each boy bears an attitude to the fact described
by the subject clause. In (12)b, where a co-varying interpretation is more difficult, no such
attitude is reported.

(12) a. (The fact) that he1 was not chosen prevented every boy1 from feeling happy.
b.?(The fact) that he1 was not chosen meant every boy1 sat on the sidelines.

We speculate that such clauses may contain logophoric binders (Sells 1987, Culy 1994) which
are made available in contexts like (12)a which have co-varying logophoric centers.
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