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DP
DS
DUR
ECP
EMPH
Excl.

List of Abbreviations

absolutive case marker
accusative case marker

adverbial phrase

agreement

agreement phrase

adjectival phrase

articulatory-perceptual

aspectual marker

conceptual-intensional

complex functional complex
complementizer

Complementizer Phrase

dative case marker

a bound morpheme in Chinese capable of three uses:
a genitive marker, a modifier marker, a relative clause
marker

determiner phrase

D-structure

an adverbial morpheme marking duration
Empty Category Principle

emphatic marker

exclamation marker

feature
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GB
GC
GEN
IL
Inf
I(Infl)
LF
LOC
MP
NOM
NP

P&P
PF
PLD
PP
Pred

QR
Rel
SD
SPEC
SS
Subj
TOP
TP
UG
VP

government and binding
governing category
genitive case marker
interface level

infinitival clause marker
inflection

logical form

locative case marker
minimalist program
nominative case marker
noun phrase (nominal phrase)
object

principles and parameters
phonetic form

primary linguistic data
prepositional (postpositional) phrase
predicate marker

question marker

quantifier raising

relative clause marker
structural description
specifier

S-structure

subject

topic marker

Tense Phrase

universal grammar

verb phrase (verbal phrase)
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.0 Preliminary Remarks

Languages present a fascinating paradox. On the one hand, they
vary in infinite ways; on the other, they manifest an amazing set of
features suggesting there may be common properties that pertain to
them all. As a mirror image, linguists always divide into two camps:
the particularists who tend to emphasize the diversity of languages,
and the universalists who emphasize uniformity and regularity.
Representing the former group is the view that “language is a human
activity that varies without assignable limit” (Whitney 1874), and
that “languages could differ from each other without limit and in
unpredictable ways” (Joos 1957: 96). Typical of the view among the
universalist camp is that “underlying the endless and fascinating
idiosyncrasies of the world’s languages there are uniformities of
universal scope”, and that “languages are cut to the same pattern”
(Greenberg 1966: XV).

There is, in fact, no lack of agreement between the two views.
No universalist is blind to the variations in languages, both
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diachronic and typological, that are perceptible to the most casual
and superficial observation; similarly, few linguists who hold the
particularist view deny there are common properties across
languages. What sets the two camps apart is the difference in
emphasis and orientation. Generally speaking, those who are
primarily oriented to the formal properties, and whose approach is
essentially logical or philosophical, tend to stress the universal side
of language, whereas those that are semantic in orientation and
rooted in rhetoric and ethnography are more inclined to stress the
variability among languages. This was true of the Stoics in ancient
Greece around the 4th century B.C. who debated whether languages
are — to use the historians’ tag — analogic or anomalous. The
analogists saw language in terms of order and regularity, while the
anomalists saw it as far more haphazard, particularly in the domain
of meaning. It is also true of contemporary linguistics, with most
formal grammarians preoccupied with the search for linguistic
universals and most functionalists explicitly attending to the
idiosyncrasies.

In contemporary linguistics, the best-known universalist theory
is generative grammar which suggests that language is biologically
determined to be largely the same for all human beings, as a
property of the initial state of the language faculty. This initial state
is constituted of the principles of language connected to a finite set
of parameters whose values are set on the basis of the very limited
information that is available to the child. This “Principles-and-
Parameters™ approach, as it has been called, has quickly risen to
prominence and has proven highly successful, leading to many
exciting discoveries.

In more recent years, a fairly significant amount of work in
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generative grammar converges to ascertaining the range of
grammatical domains that may be affected by parametric variation,
which is a technical term for crosslinguistic differences. The central
theme may be stated as follows:

(1) Which aspects of language are open to parametric variation?

The present book relates to such a theme. In subsequent
discussions, I shall juxtapose parametric variation with issues of the
so-called “long-distance reflexives”, that is, reflexives that can be
bound by an antecedent outside the local domain that contains them,
in contradistinction to “local reflexives”, such as those in English,
which are strictly bound within its local domain. The existence of
long-distance reflexives is quite widespread crosslinguistically, with
ramifications that are rather puzzling from the perspective of the
binding theory in its standard form. One such element that has
received extensive attention is ziji in Chinese. This word has
become the database for many proposed parameters and
particularistic theories (see Chapter 3 for details). By contrast, we
will present a unified account of Chinese and other languages in this
specific area, which we believe is superior to all the alternative
accounts on both conceptual and empirical grounds. As such, no
parameter is needed, let alone the particularistic assumptions that
there is a typological difference or even unbridgeable gap between
Chinese and some other languages. Moreover, evidence from the
present research substantiates the emerging idea that parametric
variation is localized to the lexicon, shedding new light on our
understanding of the central theme in the recent research on
universal grammar, as stated in (1).
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The purpose of this chapter is to outline the background
information, basic concepts and the general framework that
presuppose discussions in the rest of the book. The more technical
notions will be postponed until we come to the analytic parts.

1.1 General Framework

1.1.1 Chomskyan theory

The present study falls into the research paradigm that is typically
worked out by linguists and researchers in adjacent fields who work
within the “Principles-and-Parameters” model of generative
grammar. However, it has always been problematic to devise an
appropriate covering term for those who sponsor the view.
“Generative grammar” is too loose a label: any grammar is
generative if it adopts the requirement that grammars have to be
perfectly explicit. As pointed out by Newmeyer (1983), Hockett
(1955), for example, incorporates a finite-state (and thus generative)
grammar into his linguistic theory without advocating any of the
basic assumptions that later characterized Chomsky’s work. Even if
it is understood in the popular sense as a tradition that was initiated
by Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures in 1957, one will find that it has
split into a number of divergent and frequently contradictory views.
Another commonly used, yet erroneous name is “GB theory”,
where the letters stand for “government” and “binding”, two of the
most important subsystems of universal grammar (UG) in
Chomsky’s (1981) conception. There are various reasons for
rejecting the term (see, for example, Chomsky (1991a) for
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discussion). The most important reason, at least to my mind, is that
GB is at most a stage in the theorization of UG, and furthermore,
that stage is being outmoded, especially with the introduction of the
Minimalist Program by Chomsky (1993, 1995, 1998, 1999, 2001) in
which the notion “government” is discarded (cf. Section 1.2.4).
Therefore, the term “GB”, with its various associated concepts, like
“GB grammarians” or “GB theory” will be disengaged from the UG
theory under discussion.

It seems that the only alternative available in the existing
literature is “Chomskyan (Chomskian)”, a term that is derived from
Noam Chomsky, founder of generative grammar and the
best-known figure among those who advocate and defend the UG
theory we are to outline. However, Chomsky (1991a: 3) himself
finds the term objectionable for two reasons: first, “to the extent that
a subject is significant enough and worth pursuing, it is not
personalized; and I think that the questions we are addressing are
significant and worth pursuing”; second, the UG theory has been “a
cooperative enterprise” in every stage of development.

In this book, I shall, despite Chomsky’s objection, keep to the
term “Chomskyan”, as no alternative designation comes to mind
that has equal simplicity and greater accuracy. More specifically, it
is used in essentially Botha’s (1989: 9) sense to refer to the
conception of language “guided by questions about the nature,
origin and use of knowledge of language, fundamental amongst
which is the problem of language acquisition”. In other words,
Chomskyan linguistics is a study of the mental representations of
linguistic knowledge. In this sense, it is a branch of (cognitive)
psychology, and, ultimately, biology.

The Chomskyan view in Botha’s sense has to be distinguished



