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*Anaphors in ineue-merked peemen in: [Spec..GF] seam 10 be structurally superior, td, lhE]I’
,antecedants. To venfy this, we examined a eamp‘e of {ecus=marked réflexive. ﬂ“ﬂﬁhﬂfﬂﬂ
igho. However, using’ the, reconslruction. ‘analysfs,” '.mrei “claim *that ' despita jts* eeemmgly
eupener eiruciurel peemen the [Spee GF‘] anepher ie m- eemmended by its"anlecedent! ™
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" In this etudy, ‘an ‘anaphor 'ié" & nominal - ekpreeeien which 2lacks
mdependent reference w1t heweverﬂ‘derweeﬂ|te|1referenee “from " ‘another
nominal expression,' its® ‘antecedent?The binding? theery-. e'-ene‘"ef’*the
modules of the principles and parameters framework which is adopted here.
This module is responsible for determlnlngdhe relationship'between at:|east
two linguistic elements, (cf. ‘Chiémsky,:" 19811&"HE!EE}IDTh?el:medule is
formulated in terms of the ns-efﬂleture eenﬁguratlenel irelationship™ of
government and m-eemmend - A foclis-marked:* enepher*ie tone!that is
moved into a position- such:that its ' irférmation’\dontent is'imade | more
prominent. AU A BN Y B LS Joebs Gl o

This paper investigates meieneee where' the reflexive' anaphor'in Igbo
, occurs in a focus construction: In‘a focus-marked: peeitieﬁ such an anaphor
“Ig’ etruelureiiy higher!thidn its antecedent whichit ‘appears' to ‘m-command.
‘We'therefore examiné whether this 'seemingly superior” structural’ position

restreins the binding of the focus-marked anaphor. 2
‘"4 -« There are four sections'in this” study ‘The' first: is-tﬁe!intrﬁduelien.
‘while the second section ‘'outlines the' focus ‘construction Involving anaphots
and their antecedents. In the third, antecedent-anaphor relations in ieeue
eenetrueﬂen wi[l be deeeribed The fourth eeetlen is the conclusion. '} g
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-marked position - ;
& An_?ﬁ:;r ;T;c;ﬁ:lsﬂrﬂgs wht.fre ihe reflexive anaphor occurs in (Spec,

: asition. is said to be focus-markeq
ition. “An “anaphor in“such a ‘position 15 1 : ,
Eggug?;lgruk?ngﬁrnafz?:l:u the placement of a constituent in tﬁ"’ foreground of

e e : irm. focus ;
ion. According'to Yiman:(1988), the term, .
attanu?;n lflsad in r?ala!ion 1n"l{he gemantic (structural) representation of g

sentence.... The focus is the part which carries the information whjch
the speaker balieves to be new to'hls acldressee. TS?: ptlﬁfaupﬁasntmn
constitutes the part which he assumes 10 be shared both by him and

the addressee, and on which they agree as 10 its truth or falsity.

In probably all languages, various cnns!ituenl‘s can be selected for
allention or focus-marked by means of a number of devices. The cleft
construction is one of such mechanisms. In_clefting, the focus-marked
constiluent is moved into initial position in [Spéc; CP]. .. ... .

In Igbo, the focus-marked constituent is usually preceded by an
expletive subject, ‘Q' (it) plus 'by' (be). When the object of the, verb is
focused, the presupposed-constituent s;introduced:by the complementizer,
'k&". {that) as in .1b: ..This ,complementizer. is however, absent, when the
‘subject of the sentence, is.under-focus: 1¢ illustrates:this.... ., ., ... .
1a. Ada, Zi;lﬂ:l onwe }'ﬁi-na kﬂlééii AR PR AT TR S TR TR R L

. ‘Ada train-past self her.college ,. .- ... . .5y,
« ' “Adasponsored herself through college.” -, ... . . .. TR
*1b. O bir dnwe ya {ka Aday 2url ynd koIB&f)] (i v .y
+ . Itbe her self that Ada train-past, at college . .. .. AT

.-It was herself that Ada sponsored through college.” ...
1c. O bu Ada, [ z0rQ Onwe y&; na kol&aji.

..t be Ada t train-past self her at college T PR

"It was Ada who sponsored herself through college,” . L
In focus-marked peosition, - the ;. anaphor,, m-comands its antecedent
slr;mlurally:-‘l’ he converse is the case when the anaphor remains in situ, (cf.
1a). wooriEL g PR | PRI | )

, O S DR SRR PP e
. «. ".To determine.the relationship, between.the gp':éphnr in [Spec, C.lP]
«position and its.antecedent,in [Spec; IP); we need 1o examine the
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implications .. of .. theiry structural positions. 1n ; addit[i:uni- the
between the focus-marked anaphor and its
Examples 1b-c above and the b in 2-6 illustra
Igbo.

2a. Uni; mébdrd dnwe unlyn'dha,

{ iithe, relationship
irace will be considered.
le the cleft construction in
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You-pl disgrace-past self you-pl in public
- “You disgraced yourselves in the public,”
_b Q bi dnwe uniy[ka unty mébdrd y n'dha].
it be self you-pl that you-pl disgrace-past , in public
“It was yourselves that you disgraced in public.”
3a. Obi; hury dnwe ya, n' anya.
Obi see-hab self him in eye,
“O loves himself.”. .. R
b. Q,bl énwe ya; [ka Obi; hl,m,l un anya] ¢ G e & g
It be self him that Obi see-hab , in eye ;
“It is himself that Obi Icwes o b g
4a. |; ga-edufl onwe gi.
You-sg aux lead-loss self ynu-sg -
“You will mislead yourself." -
b. O bu onwe gj; [ka |; ga-edufi yj
It be self you-sg that you-sg aux lead Iosst .o
“It is yourself that you.will mis!ead o A sea
Sa Ana my; akpari onwe m;. .
Part-aux | insult self me R
-~ - laminsulting myself.” = . G o e i Vo w i
b, © bix onwe m, (k& my na-akparis] ., +; . e
It be self me thatlauxinsult. = ,‘,-_-'- N S e R TR U3 SRR
“It is myself that | am insulting.” : ’
.Ba. Ha; na-ata onwe ha;ahyhy: ... . | oo ey
. They aux inllict self them suﬂenng orm A 25 T T
- They are mﬂlctlng punishment on themselues R
b Q b onwe ha, [ka ha; na-atagahyhy. ., ..., .. : e o
.1t be self them that they aux mﬂmt.suffeﬁng MR TR
“It i is on ihamsa[vas that thElyr are inﬂu:llng pumshment : .
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4 s o In 1-6 eitif::-.ira the a s&ntences represﬂnt the Euurcas of the derived
Iurms inb. Fnr ihe purpose of lllu51ratmn we label- bracket axamples 2a and
b as .7a and.b respacﬂvaly Our, dlscussian on the focus- marked
constituanls will be illustrated on. the .basis of . 7b This discussinn is

, ganerallzed acmss tha rest of the clefled sentancas in16. =« e,
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. s ‘race’ of the focus-marked réftey
The object trace in 7b is the NP-lrace O Hie (0CUTTAR] axive
anaphor, "rhm-.!a unt” in [Spec, CP}: The displaced ;eflg;nﬁguhatjsinn?l Violated
the subjacency condition, since it‘has Gl:ﬂj-“fEEF’ '.3"!5’- E'-n; Sl 'lllic'aﬁsggiq‘ P,
There is also no ECP violation as tHe object frace IS prop tfcgl"" Y AL
verb, “mébord". Thus, the b sentances {-jln 1t-5 ?ﬁlgf‘;}ﬂﬁ R
Focus-marked anaphor and antecedent relations- ., =~ ~ . “°" -
It is important to consider whether the reflexive {trggeho{ n ['Spac.
CP] is constrained by principle A of the piqqmg.theqw. asin i
8. An anaphor must be bound in a local domairi, (cf: Chomsky, 1995:95);
What comes to mind is how'to éstablish-a _t:._;n_dlujg:[qfat!pn_ _be_twf:en
the displaced reflexive anaphor in [Spec, CP]-and the'antecedent in subject

position in the derived structure, This derived, structure is not peculiar to
Igbo. Analogous data occur in other Ianguages!!lifiﬁIEI'IQ."_E?!-,',",'l e ;
9a. John likes himself, . '1‘11.1‘.::]. S0 oy A,
b. Himselfi, John likes TN c . A o .'..11

L

(cf. Lasnik and Uriagereka,1988:157) u*" i+ 1+ " e - e
- It appears that the [Spec, CP] m-commands 'the subject-NP: position
in 7b. This is because the [Spec, CP] occurs in a’structurally higher position
than the subject position. This view is a misrépresentation ‘of 'thé two
structural positions. Ordinarily, the m-command re]ﬁtin'n"h’éfé'éiﬁﬁa'ﬁré not to
be clear. For this, 7b in the analysis is Efsslh"qﬁ‘e'ﬂ'fd‘ﬁﬁlﬂei'j?éd from 7a: t'is
argued that the subject position [Spec, IP},rr;;l{jlﬁ'rﬁi':‘:érﬁds'thE:t[ShEG,"CF'}"
RS T R T T Tt Py 1
position in the focus-marked construction, ?tﬂ“Eélls'lé'ﬁ -'tiun".ih'e' analysis, we
claim that the binding requirements™lo: bé' fulfilled” by 'ihe ‘constituents in
subject and [Spec, CP] positions'in 7b have ‘dlréady- been'satisfied’in 7a,
with IP as the local domain for the anaphor! Within‘this ‘domain,! there ‘is an
m-commanding antecedent, “niy’}' for thé"anaphot, 'and thé" verb! mebord'
as the governor. Principle’ A"of the binding theory is fhereforé'satisfied. !
... .. The reconstruction analysis is based on the assumption that the
.anaphoric relation'in’7a is: supérimpbsed’on 7b. It is for 'this' reason that
 , Belleti "and ' Rizz1, (1986) have Coffie 10 fegard” Pririciple’ A"of thé" bitiding
theary as an ‘anywhere" principlé' rathér than one to be satisfied only at the
‘level “of 's-structure.” According "to ‘them, the ‘'s-Structure’ is an - arbitrarily
chosen level. They claim'that Principle A should equally‘be'applicable-at tHe
level of d-structure even when the “appli¢ation of move-a' destroys a' wall-
formed binding configuration by extracting... an anaphor from the ¢-domain
of its antecedent”. ub S M T SRS Sk ol
. With regard to the trace of the reflexive anaphor in 7b, this trace is
encoded with all the syntactic properties of its antecedent, 'dnwe unil' with

:1'.'1 lrr'q. il. LI .1- LT
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which it forms a chain. The trace of the focused reflexive anaphor fransmits
all the encoded properties, viz, 8 [ols, | m- -command,.and AGR requirements
to its displaced antecedent, ‘onwe ynlt' in [Spée, CP] through the chain
transmission mechanism, (cf. Willlams, 1986; Haegeman, 1991: 1288). The
m-command relation between the [Spec, CP] and object NP-trace in 7b is :

explicitly caplured in thlieme{wﬂt‘s] as follows: R
10. X m-commands Y iff X m- eemmende Y.or the, treee ef e. phraee that

conlains Y,

Based on the formalization in 10, we assert that in 7b the eubleet
position, [Spec, IP] m-commands, the .derived [Spec, CP]. peettten In
addition, the reflexive anaphor.in [Spec, CP] does not eeuntet-exempttty.
Principle A of the binding theory. The [Spec, CP] reflexive anaphor is bound

to tte antecedent in suhject peettten ute the traee et the retlettwe enepher.
L \

3.0 Eenelueien : :
... The paper has ettemtned the t:nnttlng relettene t:-etween the focus-,
marked anaphor andiits antecedent. A focus-marked anaphor in [Spec, CP]
seems 1o be etructurelly higher then its antecedent. We have'relied on the
reconstruction’ enelt_.rete and’ the ‘chain trenemteeten meehentem fo arrive at.

the conclusion that the eubteet peettten. [Spee IF'] eetuetty m- cemrnende
the derived [Spee CP] peettten.. P CPA T ST TR I
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