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Binding of Reflexives in Polish as Agree, Move, and Late Spell-Out

Jacek Witkoś

Abstract: This paper considers components necessary for a successful account of 
A-binding relations in Polish, a language with subject-oriented reflexives and a bind-
ing domain delimited by the Tensed Sentence Condition. Following the presentation 
of major relevant data points in Polish, two comprehensive theories of binding—the 
Agree-based theory, presented in Reuland 2011, and the Move-based theory, pre-
sented in Boeckx et.al. 2008—are briefly outlined and applied to said data. It turns out 
that the two theories, in their most orthodox forms, fall short of achieving empirical 
adequacy. Subsequently, a positive theory of A-binding is proposed which combines 
upward Agree, movement (and copy pronunciation) of the bound element, similar to 
movement of clitic/weak pronoun in Polish, and a lexicalization algorithm modeled 
upon the proposals in Safir 2014 and Nikolaeva 2014. It is shown in a number of deriva-
tions with possessives how both the subject and the object engage in binding relations 
as antecedents and how their dependents become lexicalized as either reflexive or 
pronominal. 

1. Introduction and Key Data Points

This paper considers components necessary for a successful account of 
Argument-binding relations in Polish, a language with subject-oriented bind-
ing respecting the Tensed Sentence Condition (TSC). It is of particular interest 
how A-binding data are captured by two major reductionist approaches to 
binding: binding as Agree (Reuland 2011) and binding as Move (Hornstein 
2001; Boeckx et. al. 2008). These two theories grow out of and rely on empirical 
findings and theoretical achievements of the data-rich research in compara-
tive linguistics since the 1980s and 1990s (Chomsky 1981, 1986; Manzini and 
Wexler 1987; Belletti and Rizzi 1988; Rappaport 1986; Burzio 1996; Hellan 1988; 
Progovac 1992, 1993; Avrutin 1994, etc.). It is shown below how the two theo-
ries, in their most orthodox forms, fall short of achieving empirical adequacy 
with respect to Polish data. A positive theory of A-binding is proposed which 
combines elements of both approaches plus a competition-based component 
(Nikolaeva 2014; Safir 2004, 2014). 
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In Polish, binding is subject-oriented, and objects, either dative- or accu-
sative-marked, cannot bind anaphors in other object or adjunct positions, as 
presented in (1–3):1 

 (1) Jan1 opowiedział Marii2 o sobie1,*2 / ?niej2 (samej)/*nim1. 
JanNOM told MariaDAT about self   her   alone    him

  ‘Jan told Maria about himself/her.’2

 (2) Jan1 pokazał Marii2  [swoje1,*2/ jej2  / *jego1 zdjęcie]. 
JanNOM showed MariaDAT    self her  his pictureACC

  ‘Jan showed Maria his/her picture.’

 (3) Piotr1 pokazał Marii2 węża [obok 
PiotrNOM showed MariaDAT snake  next.to 

  siebie1,*2/niej2/swojej1,*2/jej2 torby]. 
self her self’s her bag

  ‘Piotr showed to Maria a snake next to him/her/his bag/her bag.’

Both the reflexive pronoun and the reflexive possessive are oriented towards 
the nominative subject, while dative and accusative objects look like infelic-
itous binders in (1–3). Whatever the reason, it cannot be lack of (asymmetric) 
c-command between the objects. As shown in Witkoś et al. 2020 and Witkoś 
and Łęska 2020, variable binding shows that there is c-command between 
both objects, in line with their surface order and irrespective of their case 
marking.3 This c-command relation can be illustrated with relations involving 

1 See Willim 1989, Reinders-Machowska 1991, or Rappaport 1986 for almost identical 
data in Russian.
2 The following abbreviations are used: n = neuter; f = feminine; m = masculine; 
sg = singular; pl = plural; nom = nominative; acc = accusative; gen = genitive; 
dat = dative; loc = locative; inf = infinitive; fin = finite; past = past tense; perf = perfec-
tive; prt = preterite; prtc = participle; cond = conditional; vir = virile; refl = reflexive; 
cl = clitic; clf = classifier.
3 The order of objects with Polish ditransitive verbs seems relatively free, although 
its core variant is mostly assumed to be DAT – ACC (Tajsner 2008; Wiland 2016; Citko 
2011; but see Dornisch 1998 for an opposite view). I assume that whenever the accu-
sative object precedes the dative one, it has been moved overtly to the edge of the vP 
phase. In her recent study of ditransitive verb phrases in Polish, Łęska (2020) identifies 
two major classes of such verbs, with the majority class (the dawać ‘give’-type) show-
ing the DAT – ACC underlying word order and the minority class (the podporządkować 
‘subject’-type) showing the ACC – DAT underlying word order. Both classes allow 
for the scrambling of objects and show the effects seen in (4–5), where the preceding 
object c-commands the following one.
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pronominal variables (see (4–5)), commonly believed to require c-command 
by their QP antecedents:4

 (4) Jan pokazał każdemu zawodnikowi1 jego1 nowego trenera. 
JanNOM showed every playerDAT his new coachACC

  ‘Jan showed every player his new coach.’

 (5) Jan  pokazał każdego trenera1 jego1 nowym zawodnikom. 
JanNOM  showed every coachACC  his new playersDAT

  ‘Jan showed every coach to his new players.’

Another confirmation of the relation of c-command holding between both ob-
jects comes from the binding of reciprocal pronouns; unlike reflexives, recip-
rocals allow for antecedents placed in the object position (Willim 1989; Rein-
ders-Machowska 1991; Rappaport 1986 for Russian):5

4 Obligatory c-command in this context is questioned by Barker (2012: 623–24), who 
lists a number of examples where the QP does not seem to c-command the pronominal 
variable, but the bound variable reading is available nevertheless:
 (i) She [copied eachi book] without hurting iti.
 (ii) The grade [that eachi student receives] is recorded in hisi file.
Although lack of c-command in variable binding reflects a minority view, the argu-
ment from reciprocal binding provided in this section confirms that one object c-com-
mands the other in Polish ditransitive constructions.
5 Upon closer inspection, it turns out that reciprocals substantially differ from re-
flexives in Polish; not only do they allow for object binders, but they cannot be bound 
across a closer potential antecedent, such as a nominal possessor in [Spec, NP] or the 
PRO subject of the infinitive. A non-local reciprocal interpretation is not available, 
though a non-local reflexive interpretation is:
 (i) Pisarze1 

 czytali  wspomnienia  o sobie1. 
writersNOM  read  reminiscencesACC  about selfLOC

  ‘Writers read reminiscences about each other.’
 (ii) *Pisarze1  czytali  [wspomnienia  Tołstoja  o sobie1]. 

 writersNOM  read   reminiscencesACC TolstojGEN  about selfLOC

  (Intended: ‘Writers read the reminiscences of Tolstoj about each other.’)
 (iii) My1  kazaliśmy im2    [PRO2  nalać  sobie*1/2/jeden drugiemu*1/2 herbaty]. 

weNOM  asked  themDAT  pourINF  selfDAT  each   otherDAT  teaACC

  ‘We asked them to pour each other tea.’
Certainly, the issue of the difference between the reflexive and the reciprocal interpre-
tation of siebie ’self’ and swoje ‘self’s’ deserves further attention and analysis.
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 (6) Policjanci1 wypytywali ich2 o 
policemenNOM questioned themACC about

  siebie1,2/jednego o drugiego2. 
selfACC  eachACC about otherACC

  ‘The policemeni questioned themj about each otheri/j.’

 (7) Chłopcy1 czytali  dziewcząt2 wspomnienia  o  sobie*?1/2 
boys  read  girlsGEN  memories  about  self

  ‘The boys read the girls’ memories about themselves/them.’

Example (8) shows that Polish allows for the binding of the reflexive pronoun 
by a remote antecedent, as long as they are in the same tensed sentence. Here 
both the root and the embedded clause subjects (Maria and PRO controlled by 
Piotr) are felicitous antecedents for the reflexive possessive. Interestingly, they 
can also both function as antecedents for pronominal possessives:

 (8) Maria1 kazała Piotrowi2 [PRO2 pozdrowić swoich1,2 /jego2 /jej1  
MariaNOM  told  PiotrDAT  greetINF self’s  his  her 

  przyjaciół]. 
friends

  ‘Maria told Piotr to greet his/her friends.’
 

Next, Polish has dative experiencers (DAT OEs) with certain psych predicates, 
and these function as antecedents for anaphoric pronouns, (9a), unlike object 
datives. Rather surprisingly, they serve as antecedents to either pronominal 
or reflexive possessives, (9b):

 (9) a. Marii1 było  żal siebie1 /*?jej1 (samej). 
 MariaDAT was3SG.N sorrow3SG.M selfGEN  *?herGEN  alone

   ‘Maria felt sorry for herself.’
  b. Marii1 było  żal  swojej1 /jej1  koleżanki. 

 MariaDAT  was3SG.N  sorrow self’sGEN  herGEN  friendGEN

   ‘Maria felt sorry for her female friend.’

There is a split between psychological predicates with DAT OEs licensing 
the other argument in genitive (usually these are non-verbal predicates) and 
those licensing an argument in nominative (typically verbal predicates); see 
(9–10). The latter, such as the predicate podobać się ‘appeal to’, show a varied 
pattern: the possessive pronoun in the nominative argument is strongly pre-
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ferred to the possessive reflexive, when bound, as in (10).6 However, Witkoś 
(2008) shows that a preverbal DAT OE can be involved in anaphoric binding 
of an element bearing a case different from nominative but embedded in the 
nominative-marked constituent; see (11):

 (10) Marii1  spodobała  się  ?*swoja1/ jej1 nowa  książka. 
MariaDAT  liked  refl ?*self’s her new  bookNOM

  ‘Maria liked her new book.’

 (11) [Nowakom2]  spodobała  się  nowa książka  (Kowalskich1) 

  NowaksDAT liked  refl  new bookNOM  KowalskisGEN

  o sobie1,2. 
about self

  ‘The Nowaks liked the new book (by the Kowalskis) about 
themselves/them.’

In (9b) the DAT OE functions as antecedent for both reflexive and pronominal 
possessives which are indexically dependent on it. In terms of the classical 
Binding Theory of Chomsky (1981, 1986; Manzini and Wexler 1987), it “binds” 
both reflexive and pronominal possessives in the same syntactic domain. This 
is an obvious problem for the view that pronouns and reflexives remain in 
complementary distribution (Chomsky 1981, 1986).7 The empirical picture 
emerging so far is as follows:

6 Witkoś et al. (2020) credit this fact to an extended application of the Anaphor Agree-
ment Effect (AAE) of Rizzi 1990:
 (i) Anaphors do not occur in syntactic positions construed with agreement.
 (ii) Practically, the AAE prevents anaphors from appearing in the subject 

position. The possessive reflexive in (10) shows the φ-features of the subject 
and constitutes its subpart.

7 Moreover, Witkoś et al. (2020) show that the dependency between the pronominal 
possessor and the DAT OE is not accidental co-reference, as this option is also avail-
able in equivalent examples with QPs as antecedents:
 (i)  Każdemu studentowi1  było  żal  siebie1 /*?jego1 (samego). 

every studentDAT  was3SG.N  sorrow  self  *?him  alone
  ‘Every student felt sorry for himself.’
 (ii) Każdemu studentowi1  było  żal  swojej1 /jej1  koleżanki. 

every studentDAT  was3SG.N  sorrow  self’s  her  friendGEN

  ‘Every student felt sorry for his female friend.’
The sloppy identity reading is available with both the reflexive and pronominal pos-
sessives.
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 (12) Anaphoric binding in Polish:
  a. The nominative subject acts as antecedent for reflexive pronouns 

and reflexive possessives.
  b. The object (dative or accusative) does not act as antecedent for 

a reflexive pronoun/reflexive possessive in the other object or 
adjunct.

  c. The object (dative or accusative) acts as antecedent for a 
pronominal possessive in the other object NP.

  d. The DAT OE acts as antecedent for (i) reflexive pronouns, (ii) 
reflexive possessives, and (iii) pronominal possessives.

  e. The DAT OE marginally acts as an antecedent for reflexive 
possessives embedded in nominative constituents.

The biggest difference between the characteristics in (12) and binding data in 
English, apart from the lack of a dedicated morphological form for the reflex-
ive possessive, comes in the binding capacity of the object, which functions as 
antecedent to reflexives in ditransitive constructions:

 (13) John1 showed Mary2 herself2/himself1 in the mirror.

 (14) John1 showed Mary2 to herself2/himself1 in the mirror.

 (15) John1 showed Mary2 to her2 friend/his1 friend in the mirror.

A comparison of (1–4) and (8–11) on the one hand and (13–14) on the other, in 
terms of both the morphological composition and interpretation of “bound” 
elements, confirms an observation made in Safir 2004, 2014. Safir claims that 
the classical Binding Theory collapsed two related but not isomorphic phe-
nomena: the dependent identity relations relevant for the LF interpretation 
and the lexicalization of the dependent identity relation on the dependent ele-
ment, relevant at the PF interface. For instance, in (1) above, the c-commanding 
object functions as an antecedent for a possessive element in a local domain 
(it binds it in the LF-relevant sense), but the possessive is lexicalized as pro-
nominal, despite being both indexically dependent on the superior object and 
c-commanded by it. In (9–10) above, the DAT OE functions as antecedent for 
possessives. These possessives are lexicalized either as reflexive or pronom-
inal. However, the nominative antecedent in (2) is associated only with the 
reflexive possessive. It appears that the domain of the Polish clause is divided 
into three sections with respect to the placement of antecedents for posses-
sives: the antecedent placed in the high domain ([Spec, TP]) binds only reflex-
ive possessives, the nominal placed in the low VP-internal position functions 
as antecedent for pronominal possessives only, and the nominal placed in the 
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medial position ([Spec, vP]) can function as antecedent for both reflexive and 
pronominal possessives.8

A successful account of binding in Polish needs to capture the subject ori-
entation of reflexives and the intriguing status of the DAT OE as antecedent. 
These examples are treated as a litmus test for the two major approaches to 
binding, one based on Agree and the other on Move.9

8 A reviewer for JSL observes that experiencers could also be placed in the specifier po-
sition of the Applicative Phrase, as proposed in Cuervo 2003, rather than in [Spec, vP]. 
I subscribe to this point in the general sense, but I decided against introducing 
ApplPs into the paper for reasons of space and clarity. Furthermore, this would also 
add further complexity to the analysis. The general point my analysis is meant to cap-
ture is that in Polish, DAT experiencers occupy a higher structural position than other 
DAT-marked arguments (goals and benefactives), which remain VP-internal. I there-
fore follow Woolford (2006) and Nikolaeva (2014), who propose that DAT experiencers 
are licensed in [Spec, vP]. Cuervo’s approach to dative constructions based on ApplP 
achieves a similar result and is more detailed, but Cuervo also introduces another 
Appl head licensing lower DAT arguments. In this way, the structure of ditransitive 
and monotransitive clauses would be quite distinct, while I aim at providing a more 
general picture here.
9 Two caveats must be made before I proceed further. (a) The construction involving 
the expression swoje miejsce ‘its/their place’ may produce the illusion that the object 
can serve as an antecedent in reflexive binding in Polish:
 (i) Jan1  odłożył  książki2  na swoje1/2  miejsce. 

JanNOM  put.back  booksACC  on self’s  place
  ‘Jan put the books back in their place.’ 
However, this construction is to be treated as a fixed/idiomatic expression that shows 
very little productivity, if any:
 (ii) Jan1  odłożył  książkę2  do swojej1/*?2  szuflady. 

JanNOM  put.back  bookACC  in  self’s  drawer
  ‘Jan put the book back in his drawer.’
 (iii) Jan1  odwiózł  Marię2  do swojego1/*2  mieszkania. 

JanNOM  brought.back  MariaACC  to self’s  flat
  ‘Jan brought Maria back to his flat.’
(b) I also abstract away from the adjectival non-reflexive use of swój ‘self’s’ meaning 
‘well-known, familiar’, which does not require any lexical antecedent, see (v) below:
 (iv) Jan  to swój  człowiek. 

JanNOM  is familiar  person
  ‘Jan is one of our own.’
 (v) Swój  człowiek  przewiózł  pieniądze  przez granicę. 

self’s  man  brought  moneyACC  across border
  ‘One of our own brought the money across the border.’
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2. Binding as Agree

The most prominent proposal that anaphoric binding relies on Agree is pre-
sented in Reuland 2011, building on Reinhart 1983 and Reinhart and Reuland 
1993. The driving force of this analysis is the postulate that index-based bind-
ing should be dispensed with as non-minimalist in nature. In its place, a more 
parsimonious procedure is proposed that observes the Inclusiveness Condi-
tion and exploits three basic operations of minimalist grammar: Merge (both 
external and internal), Match (conceived of as feature checking or Agree), and 
Delete (confined by the recoverability condition). So the gist of the analysis 
presented in Reinhart and Reuland 1993 is preserved but re-modeled to ac-
commodate minimalist assumptions. The first one is that indices can be re-
placed with copies, not only in the obvious case of movement but also in the 
case of A-chains. 

Reuland (2011) conducts a meticulous analysis of feature composition and 
feature deletion and proposes that feature checking and deletion (valuation) 
is instrumental in the binding of reflexive pronouns, seen as the sharing of 
the same φ-features between the antecedent DP and the reflexive pronoun. He 
postulates that feature checking and deletion (valuation) under Agree implies 
that the features deleted on the goal are recoverable from the antecedent via 
a combined chain dependency whose general outline is represented below 
(Reuland 2011: 146):

 (16) DP….T….V….SE

    R1  R2  R3

Anaphoric binding follows from a conspiracy of independent syntactic pro-
cesses: R1 stands for subject-verb agreement, R2 stands for the verb-tense de-
pendency, and R3 for a structural case dependency. Once these dependencies 
are combined, binding (envisaged as sharing of the same φ-features) holds 
between DP and SE. General principles of derivational and representational 
economy favor reflexives over pronouns:

 (17) Bound Variable (BV) Rule (Reuland 2011: 156)
  NP A cannot be A-bound by NP B if replacing A with C, C an NP 

such that B heads an A-chain tailed by C, yields an indistinguishable 
logical syntax representation.

Reuland discusses in detail the process of binding the Dutch SE reflexive (zich 
‘self’) where anaphoric binding piggy-backs on Agree for φ-features. He pro-
poses two technical applications of this idea, one based on Chomsky 1995 
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and feature movement and the other on Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2007) fea-
ture-sharing approach (Reuland 2011: 149–51):

 (18) a. Oscar  voelde zich  wegglijden. 
OscarNOM  felt  selfACC  slide.awayINF

   ‘Oscar felt himself slide away.’
  b. *Oscar  voelde hem  wegglijden. 

 OscarNOM  felt  himACC  slide.awayINF

Let me present an outline of the latter execution of the core proposal. Reuland 
follows the postulate of feature sharing between constituents. In a nutshell: 
SE in the object position gets the value for its φ-features from the subject be-
cause it becomes involved in an interlocking chain of Agree relations, where 
the subject DP values the φ-features of T, which is involved in Agree with v, 
which, in turn, is involved in Agree with the SE object. The derivation starts 
with the following structure:

 (19) [T’ T[uT][uφ] [vP DPS [uT][vφ] [v’ v[vT][uφ] [VP V SE[uφ]]]]]

Tense, the subject, and v are involved in an Agree relation for (nominative) 
case ([uT] in Pesetsky and Torrego’s terminology), with the interpretable in-
stance of the [T] feature introduced by T and the valued instance provided by 
V. The sharing of φ-features between the three elements is a consequence of 
the sharing of the [T] feature. So far, the SE object remains out of the frame, as 
T does not become involved with it in any direct manner. The crucial deriva-
tional step, which, according to Reuland, brings the SE object into the picture, 
is its raising to [Spec, vP], driven by the EPP property of v, which places it 
above the subject in the position of the outer specifier:

 (20) [T’ T[uT][uφ] [vP SE[uφ] [v’ DPS [uT][vφ] [v’ v[vT][uφ] [VP V <SE[uφ]>]]]]]   

But clearly, for this movement to be feasible, the object must necessarily bear 
a structural case. When T probes for the φ-features of the subject, it first en-
counters [uφ] features of SE and looks past them to [vφ] features of DPS. But 
as a result, the [vφ] features on DPS provide a value to all the members of 
the φ-feature-sharing chain, including v. Thus, the φ-features of the DPS and 
the SE objects are shared, which is sufficient to establish the binding relation. 
Reuland’s Agree-based theory of anaphoric binding feeds on movement; the 
movement of the object is an indispensable component of the Agree-based 
theory. Yet, this is also a limitation of this account: the procedure presented 
above makes a clear prediction that the SE anaphor must bear structural case 
licensed by v. If the object were marked for a different case, it would not move 
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to [Spec, v]. But if it did not move, it would not become a member of the ex-
tended chain within which φ-features are shared.10 

Reuland’s index-free proposal for binding is based chiefly on Agree and 
feature sharing, and it is attractive on conceptual grounds.11 Yet it is quite 
programmatic, as the author admits himself.12 This index-free program for 
binding theory requires further meticulous application to the range of con-
structions we are concerned with. Specifically, (a) it straightforwardly covers 
only constructions in which both the binder and the bindee bear structural 
cases, (b) it does not easily extend to applications where either the binder or 
the bindee bear inherent/quirky cases, and (c) it typically places the binder in 
the subject position of [Spec, TP], with little discussion of cases where it occurs 
elsewhere.

Furthermore, Safir (2014: 111–12) provides an empirical argument against 
the correlation between A-binding and subject-verb agreement. This is ev-
ident in cases where the verb (T) agrees with a nominative object, while its 
subconstituent is bound by a dative antecedent:

10 In fact, Reuland (2011) indicates that it is case that distinguishes between Dutch 
SE and Frisian. Instead of the expected SE, Frisian uses a plain dative pronoun here:
 (i) Willem1  skammet  him(??sels)1. 

WilliamNOM  shames  himDAT

  ‘William is ashamed of himself.’
Reuland sees (i) as confirmation of the idea that φ-feature sharing, involved in struc-
tural case marking via Agree, is a key vehicle for reflexivization. There is neither struc-
tural case, nor φ-feature sharing, nor a reflexive pronoun in Frisian (i). This account of 
Frisian is critically reviewed in Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd 2011. A critical review 
of Reuland 2011 is presented in Antonenko 2012.
11 Reuland also touches upon the question of reflexive possessives. Relying on the 
articulated structure of the nominal phrase in Longobardi 2001, he observes that there 
is a correlation between the licensing of reflexive possessives and phase-edge phe-
nomena caused by the DP phase. He assumes that the DP phase boundary disallows 
the placement of reflexive possessives in the complement position to D. Yet reflexive 
possessives can appear at the edge of DP as a result of movement. Despić (2015) ob-
serves that not only NP-languages have reflexive possessives, but also DP-languages 
in which the determiner postmodifies the lexical noun (e.g., Norwegian and Danish). 
He proposes that, in these languages, the head D bears an Edge Feature (EF), forcing 
the possessor to move to the phase-edge position, in line with the analysis in Delsing 
1993. 
12 Reuland (2011: 146): “Recall that my main goal is to show that syntactic encoding of 
interpretive dependencies obeying the inclusiveness condition is in principle possible. 
I will therefore limit discussion as much as possible to environments and subcases 
needed for this goal.”
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 (21) a. Henni  þykir  bróðr  sinn / *hennar  leiðinlegar. 
 sheDAT  thinks  brotherNOM self’s    her  boring

   ‘She finds her brother boring.’
  b. Konunginum  voru gefnar  ambáttir  í höoll  sinni / ?hans. 

king.theDAT were given  slavesNOM  in palace self’s   his
   ‘The king was given slaves in his palace.’

In this Icelandic example, the possessive reflexive sinn ‘self’s’ is bound by the 
dative subject, which does not agree with the verb. If subject-verb agreement 
is a morphological reflection of Agree between T (and V) and the nomina-
tive DP, then this cannot be the same relation as A-binding, as this would ex-
clude A-binders non-agreeing with the verb. Dative antecedents for reflexives 
would be fairly unexpected, contrary to fact with respect to the Icelandic data 
in (21) and Polish DAT OEs in (9–11). 

These reservations notwithstanding, developing applications of Reu-
land’s index-free minimalist theory of binding to the constructions mentioned 
in §1 is an intriguing and challenging research task, worth pursuing inde-
pendently of the current study. In this context, Zubkov (2018) proposes an 
application of Reuland’s (2011) proposal to anaphoric binding in Russian. His 
study develops the general idea that anaphoric binding stems from Agree for 
φ-features and acknowledges the feature-valuation mechanism from Pesetsky 
and Torrego 2007. Right at the outset, Zubkov rejects the idea that structural 
case, or any other case for that matter, is implicated in φ-feature agreement (so 
the role of the condition on A-chains is minimized). Agree for φ-features is 
triggered by a functional head (one or more) placed above the domain of the 
clause where argument structure is articulated, so probably above vP. This 
functional head drives Agree and valuation of φ-features for number and/or 
person, although both features can be probed for separately by separate 
probes. Sharing [+number] features only is typical of non-nominative anteced-
ents. The probe that carries both [+number] and [+person] features overpowers 
the one that carries only the [+number] feature. The [+person] feature is val-
ued on the relevant probe (Zubkov’s equivalent to T) by the goal that carries 
nominative case. The placement of the φ-probe above the argument domain 
of the clause, plus the idea that Agree is in principle multiple (Landau 2000; 
Hiraiwa 2001; Pesetsky and Torrego 2007; Reuland 2011), straightforwardly 
predicts subject orientation. The probe shares its values with the closest DP 
in its c-command domain. The φ-features of this DP are then shared via a 
feature-sharing mechanism, with reflexives embedded further down in the 
c-command domain of the probe:

 (22) a. T[−val person, −val number]…>…DP1[+val person, +val number] …, …DP2[−val person, −val number]

  b. Pr[−val number]…>…DP1[+val person, +val number] …, …DP2[−val person, −val number]
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The probes T and Pr(obe) have their features valued by DP1 (the privileged 
argument) and spread them down their c-domain to DP2. DP1 need not 
c-command DP2. Intervention effects in Agree for φ-features are caused by 
intervening probes, not potential goals, as probing is in principle multiple. 
Non-privileged arguments (i.e., either object of a ditransitive predicate) never 
get to bind the NPs they c-command. This effect results from the assumption 
that there is only one φ-feature probe per argument domain and this probe 
is placed immediately above this domain, earmarking the highest argument 
(the subject) as the only privileged argument.

Zubkov’s proposal solves the problem that Reinhart and Reuland 1993 
and Reuland 2011 faced in the form of the correlation between structural case 
and binding or φ-feature sharing.13 Once the two procedures get separated, 
the antecedent need not be nominative and the reflexive need not appear in 
the position where accusative is licensed. Either can be dative, genitive, or any 
other case. At the same time, it raises the question of how this mechanism ap-
plies to languages in which subject orientation does not hold and the superior 
object becomes privileged (the English case of examples (13–15)).14 

Another approach where Agree (combined with Move) figures promi-
nently and is divorced from case valuation is presented in Rooryck and Van-
den Wyngaerd 2011. These authors analyze reflexive constructions in Dutch 
in great detail and against the backdrop of reflexives in other languages. Key 
components of their analysis involve a direct relation of Agree holding be-
tween the reflexive and its antecedent (without any mediating role of T), syn-
tactic movement, and Late Spell-Out regulated by principles of Distributed 
Morphology (Halle 1997). They propose distinct derivations for the simple re-
flexive zich ‘self’ and the complex one zichzelf ‘himself’, but in both derivations, 
the reflexive element functions as probe, with unvalued φ-features (person, 
number, and gender), and at a certain derivational step, it c-commands its 
antecedent as goal and has its φ-features valued. Rooryck and Vanden Wyn-
gaerd take the reflexive zich ‘self’ to be merged as a component of a larger 

13 Another interesting account of binding in Russian based on Agree in the context 
of feature sharing (Pesetsky and Torrego 2007) is presented in Antonenko 2012, where 
the reflexive interpretation is obtained via a combination of Agree for φ-features and 
a ρ (rho) feature, present on selected heads (T, v, V) and responsible for establishing 
coreference between the anaphor and its antecedent within the domain of a particular 
head. The limits of this contribution do not allow me to discuss Antonenko's account 
in detail.
14 The virtue of Reuland’s original proposal lies in the minimalist and fundamental-
ist parsimony of the system: no features tailor-made to address A-binding are put to 
work. Yet, paradoxically, without being called the “binding” feature, Zubkov’s multi-
ple Agree for non-case-related φ-feature seems to be doing exclusively and only that. 
So it shares more with Hicks 2009, Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd 2011, and An-
tonenko 2012 than an avid adherent to Reuland’s (2011) approach would have desired.
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constituent, corresponding to den Dikken’s (2006) analysis of possessive con-
structions involving the Relator Phrase (RP):

 (23) a. Milo heeft zich  bezeerd. 
Milo has  refl  hurt

   ‘Milo has hurt himself.’
  b. [bezeren [RP [DP1 zichPOSSESSUM] [R [DP2 MiloPOSSESSOR]]]]

The VP has unaccusative syntax. The reflexive c-commands its antecedent at 
an early stage of the derivation and has its φ-features valued by the relevant 
features of the antecedent:

 (24) a. [VP V [RP [DP1 {P:_, N:_, G:_}] R [DP2 {P:3, N:sg, G:m}]]] 
bezeer zich Milo

  b. [VP V [RP [DP1 {P:3*, N:sg*, G:m*}] R [DP2 {P:3, N:sg, G:m}]]] 
bezeer zich Milo

The valued feature is marked (here, with an asterisk), and this marking is 
relevant for Spell-Out. Thanks to the asterisk, lexical insertion rules distin-
guish between features valued during the derivation and features assigned 
in the Lexicon. The former lead to the spell-out (lexical insertion) of the form 
zich ‘self’, while the latter lead to the spell-out of an equivalent pronoun. At a 
later stage of the derivation of (23–24), the antecedent DP moves out of the RP 
phrase to its case position and functions as the subject. Rooryck and Vanden 
Wyngaerd extend this account to constructions with reflexive possessives in 
other languages, assuming that the possessive (and the specifier in general) 
should be treated as an adjunct, in line with Kayne 1994. Thus, a reflexive in 
this position c-commands outside the DP it is a specifier of and values its fea-
tures against those of the antecedent.

 (25) a. Jan bezeert  zich / zijn  voet. 
Jan hurts  refl  his  foot

   ‘Jan hurts himself/his foot.’
  b. … T [VP bezeer [RP [DP zich/zijn voet] R [DP Jan]]]] 

These derivations beg at least two questions in the context of the Polish data. 
First, it is not clear how to account for subject orientation of Polish reflexives, as 
the movement of the antecedent out of RP should obey regular locality condi-
tions, and in constructions with ditransitive verbs, it is predicted to target the 
position of the object (leading to the object orientation of the reflexive) rather 
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than the more remote position of the subject.15 Second, the movement of the 
antecedent becomes even more challenging in constructions with long-dis-
tance binding, as in (8), where the issue of the locality conditions comes to 
the fore (for instance, in order to become the subject of the main clause, the 
antecedent should move across both the object-controlled PRO and the object 
itself). 

As for the complex reflexive zichzelf ‘himself’, Rooryck and Vanden Wyn-
gaerd propose to treat it like an intensifier or floating quantifier, having es-
tablished their common distribution pattern. Crucially, these elements are 
adjoined to vP. The complex reflexive is first merged in the object position 
(complement to V in (26b)) and then moved to a vP-adjoined position in (26c), 
from which it c-commands the subject (its typical antecedent). Next, the φ-fea-
tures of the reflexive are valued against the subject under Agree in (26d):

 (26) a. Pete invited himself.
  b. [vP [DP1 {P:3, N:sg, G:m}] [VP V [DP2 {P:_, N:_, G:_}]]] 

 Pete invited himself

  c. [vP [DP2 {P:_, N:_, G:_}] [vP [DP1 {P:3, N:sg, G:m}] [VP V [DP2 {P:_, N:_, G:_}]]] 
 himself invited Pete

  d. [vP [DP2 {P:3*, N:sg*, G:m*}] [vP [DP1 {P:3, N:sg, G:m}] [VP V [DP2 {P:_, N:_, G:_}]]] 
 himself invited Pete

Subsequently, the subject is raised to [Spec, TP]. Although the raising of the 
complex reflexive to the vP-adjoined position is an all-important element of 
their analysis, Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd do not define its nature and 
causes precisely (see Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd 2011: ch. 3, note 14).16 An 
application of the derivation of constructions with the complex reflexive to 
Polish data above also raises the question of subject orientation; if the binding 
of the complex reflexive is similar to the properties and distribution of floated 
quantifiers or intensifiers, then Polish has intensifiers and floated quantifiers 
modifying the subject in (27a), the accusative object in (27b), and the dative 
object in (27c), as evidenced by case concord:17

15 Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd’s approach shares this property with Kayne 2002 
and Zwart 2002, approaches in which the antecedent and the reflexive initially form a 
constituent from which the antecedent moves.
16 They also admit that, depending on the nature of one’s views on object shift in 
English, the movement of the complex reflexive to the vP-adjoined position could be 
either overt or covert, with no consequences for their account. 
17 These examples are modeled on the examples in Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd 
2011 (esp. ch. 3).
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 (27) a. Chłopcy  by  wszyscy  poszli na mecz. 
boysNOM  would  allNOM  goPRT to match

   ‘The boys would all go to the match.’
  b. Jan zaprosił  nas  wtedy  wszystkich. 

JanNOM  invited  usACC then  allACC

   ‘Jan invited all of us then.’
  c. Maria pomogła nam wtedy wszystkim. 

MariaNOM helped usDAT then allDAT

   ‘Maria helped all of us then.’

Yet, certainly, the latter two do not bind reflexives in Polish, so probably these 
phenomena need to be kept distinct.18 Still, it must be duly noted that the 
approach developed in Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd 2011 has an unques-
tionable advantage in comparison to Reuland’s (2011) analysis: in no way is 
the relation of φ-feature sharing between the antecedent and the reflexive 
conditioned by the licensing of structural case. The relations of binding and 
case valuation are kept distinct. 

3. Binding as Move

The idea that syntactic movement is implicated in the A-binding relation 
has been developed by a number of authors, most notably Chomsky (1986), 
Chomsky and Lasnik (1993), Pica (1991), Huang (1983), Hestvik (1992), Avrutin 
(1994), Kayne (2002), Zwart (2002), Safir (2004), Hornstein (2001), and Boeckx 
et. al. (2008).19 The Movement Theory of Reflexivization (MTR) is formulated 
in Boeckx et al. 2008 and is akin to Hornstein’s (2001, 2003) and Hornstein and 

18 Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd (2011: ch. 4) note that while the two strategies of 
reflexivization they have outlined are universal (one based on the RP containing the 
simple reflexive zich ‘self’ and the other based on independent movement of the com-
plex reflexive zichzelf ‘himself’ to the edge of vP), particular grammars can use them in 
distinct ways. So, for instance, the clitic reflexive se ‘self’ in French can also participate 
in a derivation suitable for the Dutch zichself ‘himself’.
19 I focus on the latest and most detailed analysis in Boeckx et. al. 2008, but earlier 
clues implicating movement in binding appear in Chomsky 1986 (esp. pp. 174–75), 
where the following two examples are considered:
 (i) they told us that [[pictures of each other] would be on sale]
 (ii) they told us about each other (themselves)
Chomsky proposes to capture the configuration in which the subject is the binder via 
movement:
 (iii) they αi-INFL [VP tell us about ei]
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Polinsky’s (2010) Movement Theory of Control (MTC). On the basis of data 
from San Lucas Quiavini Zapotec and Hmong, the authors show that certain 
languages may spell out copies of the binders (antecedents) in the position of 
the bindees (anaphors):20

 (28) B-gwa  Gye’eihlly  Gye’eihlly (Zapotec) 
shavePERF  Mike  Mike

  ‘Mike shaved himself.’

 (29) Pov yeej  qhuas Pov. (Hmong) 
Pao always  praise Pao

  ‘Pao always praises himself.’

MTR accounts for the facts of Zapotec, Hmong, and English in the following 
manner: the antecedent is first merged in the position of the reflexive, and 
then it (or its sub-constituent) moves to another thematic position and onward 
to another case position. Ultimately, a chain of copies is formed:

 (30) a. John likes himself.
  b. [TP John [T´ T [vP John v [VP likes John-self]]]]
  c. John λx [x likes x]

Languages differ as to how the copies spell out. In English the lexical el-
ement –self fulfills an important function: it is able to absorb case, licensed in 
the position of the object. It is also a clitic, so it requires lexical support, which 
is provided through the insertion of him- . Zapotec and Hmong allow for a 
derivation of reflexive constructions in which their equivalent to –self, able to 
receive and bear case, is a null morpheme. A superficial scrutiny of example 

20 The examples in (28–29) involve bound dependent forms, functioning like reflex-
ives in English, which is evident from sloppy identity readings in the context of ellip-
sis:
 (i) Pov yeej  qhuas Pov;  Maiv  los  kuj  ua le hab. (Hmong) 

Pao always  praise Pao  May  top  also  do as too
  ‘Pao always praises himself and so does May.’  
This example can only mean that May also praises himself, rather than him (that is, 
Pao).
 At the same time, these languages also have a more “regular” version of the re-
flexive construction, in which a pronoun appears with a reflexive marker:
 (ii) Pov yeej  qhuas nwg  tug kheej. (Hmong) 

Pao always  praise 3sg  clf self
  ‘Pao always praises himself.’
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(30b) reveals three copies of John, but only one of these is pronounced. This 
is because elements are typically pronounced in positions where they show 
case; the top copy is pronounced where nominative is licensed, and (him)self is 
pronounced at the bottom, where objective is licensed. No case is licensed in 
the middle position. Pronunciation of copies is ruled by Kayne’s (1994) Linear 
Correspondence Axiom (LCA), with further refinements proposed in Nunes 
1995. In principle, only one copy per chain should be pronounced and linear-
ized. However, when copies in the chain are rendered invisible to the LCA, 
more than one copy can appear. Nunes shows that copies become invisible to 
the LCA if they are incorporated (morphologically fused) with word-like cate-
gories, on the assumption that the LCA cannot access word-internal material. 
Boeckx et al. (2008) assume that in Zapotec and Hmong, multiple copies are 
visible precisely because they are morphologically fused with a silent X0-level 
category. The silent X0-level category in (28–29) plays a dual role: it absorbs 
objective case and screens the copy from the LCA, thus allowing for its pro-
nunciation.21

Yet Hornstein’s MTR appears to face a number of challenges in Polish. 
One concerns subject orientation, shared with subject control in (32), i.e., in-
difference to the presence of the superior and c-commanding object, which 
should violate minimality conditions on movement: 

 (31)  a. Maria1 pokazała Janowi2 w lustrze siebie1,*2 /swoje1,*2 
MariaNOM showed JanDAT in mirror self  self’s

   odbicie. 
reflectionACC

   ‘Maria showed to Jan herself/her reflection in the mirror.’ 
  b. Maria1 pokazała  Jana2  w lustrze sobie1,*2 /swojemu1,*2  

MariaNOM  showed  JanACC  in mirror self  self’s 
   bratu. 

brotherDAT

   ‘Maria showed Jan to herself/her brother in the mirror.’

21 This is their account of wh-copy constructions in some German dialects, analyzed 
in McDaniel 1986:
 (i) Wen  glaubt Hans  wen  Jakob  gesehen hat? 

whoACC  thinks HansNOM  whoACC  JakobNOM  seen  has
  ‘Who does Hans think Jakob saw?’
 (ii) *Wessen Buch  glaubst  du  wessen Buch  Hans  liest? 

  whose  book  think  youNOM  whose book  HansNOM  reads
  (Intended: ‘Whose book do you think Hans is reading?’)
This strategy has a limitation: absorption and blending within X0 works best for ele-
ments with little structure, preferably only heads.
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 (32) Maria1  obiecała  Janowi2 [PRO1 wyprowadzić psa]. 
MariaNOM  promised  JanDAT    walkINF  dogACC

  ‘Maria promised John to walk the dog.’

One way of accounting for subject orientation is to apply the treatment 
of promise-type verbs sketched in Hornstein and Polinsky 2010, where the in-
tervener is placed in a silent PP. This strategy raises at least three questions. 
The first is how consistent this PP encapsulation is, because some datives—
DAT OEs in (9–11)—are not encapsulated within the PP, since they function as 
binders for reflexives and movement should target only c-commanding posi-
tions (unless sideward movement is applied in this case; but if so, it could be 
applied in (31a) as well). The second question concerns case; neither dative 
nor accusative objects can bind a reflexive embedded in the other object. It 
would be quite idiosyncratic to propose a PP-“wrapping” for an object with 
structural accusative in (31b), because it shifts to genitive under clausal ne-
gation, a tell-tale property of structural accusative. Third, a somewhat less 
radical conclusion on c-command from within PPs is drawn in Yadroff and 
Franks 2001, where the so-called “functional” PPs are in the c-domain of their 
NP-complements:

 (33) *Maria1  mówiła do niego2  o  Tomku2. 
 MariaNOM  spoke  to himGEN  about  TomekLOC

  (Intended: ‘Maria1 spoke to him2 about Tomek2.’)

The example above is ruled out as a Condition C violation, so using the 
PP-encapsulation as a strategy for putting the object out of harm’s way does 
not seem effective.22 Furthermore, as stressed already in Willim 1982, the 
analogy between binding and control in Polish cannot be pushed too far, as 
while reflexives are subject-oriented, obligatory control appears in both ver-
sions: object and subject control. Chomsky and Lasnik (1993: 556) capitalize on 
Willim’s observation and illustrate it with Polish data:

 (34) Jani  opowiadał  Mariij  o swoimi/*j ojcu. 
JohnNOM  was.telling  MaryDAT  about self’s fatherLOC

  ‘John was telling Mary about his/*her father.’

22 Bruening (2014) proposes that the notions relevant for binding are linear prece-
dence and phase-command, where the first phase projection confines the c-domain of 
the binder. He takes the PP not to constitute the phase, so the complement of P freely 
c-commands outside PP.
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 (35) Jani  kazał  Mariij  [PROj napisać artykuł]. 
JohnNOM  told  MaryDAT   write  articleACC

  ‘John told Mary to write an article.’

As (34) shows, anaphoric binding in Polish is subject-oriented, while oblig-
atory control in (35) is not, and the object makes a perfect controller. Moreover, 
while controllers are designated by control predicates (see (36)), binders are 
not, and either argument can function as antecedent in an English-type lan-
guage:

 (36) a. Johnj told Maryi [PROi to leave].
  b. *Johnj told Maryi [PROj to leave].

 (37) a. Johnj told Maryi about herselfi.
  b. Johnj told Maryi about himselfj.

In conclusion, binding and control must be kept apart, although they 
share quite a few similarities. This observation implies that they may not be 
reducible to each other, even given latest theoretical advances.

But what needs to be perceived as particularly challenging to the MTR is 
the issue of the spell-out of the copy of the antecedent; how do we account for 
the fact that a DAT OE can have its copy spelled out as either a reflexive pos-
sessive or a pronominal possessive with identical interpretations? And why 
must it be spelled out only as the reflexive pronoun when it is a co-argument 
of the DAT OE, as in (38) below: 

 (38) a. Marii1  żal  było  siebie1 / *?jej1 (samej). 
MariaDAT  sorrow was3SG.N  self  *?her  aloneGEN

   ‘Maria felt sorry for herself.’
  b. Marii1  żal  było  swojej1 /jej1  koleżanki. 

MariaDAT  sorrow was3SG.N  self’s  her  friendGEN

   ‘Maria felt sorry for her female friend.’

The impression one gets from getting acquainted with Hornstein’s (2001) 
analysis of binding is that in the English-type language, the pronoun coin-
dexed with its antecedent spells out a non-movement or resumptive relation-
ship, for instance, when the dependent element is embedded in an island. This 
is certainly not the case for the dependents of the DAT OE considered here.23 

23 The same issue appears in the case of long-distance reflexivization in (8). 
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Another movement-based proposal is formulated in Franks 2021. A-bind-
ing follows two broadly defined UG-given strategies, exemplified in such lan-
guages as English and Polish and other members of the Slavic family. Franks 
assumes the following two general structures for reflexive phrases:

 (39) a. [DP1 [D1 him] [ReflP [Refl self] [DP2 the man]]]
  b. [DP [ReflP siebie/sebja/sebe]]

Franks proposes to implement the process of reflexivization through ei-
ther moving the head Refl (the Slavic option) or the associate DP of this head 
(the English option). The Slavic option leads to the formation of a reflexive 
predicate, as in Reinhart and Reuland 1993, while the English option estab-
lishes a relation of two coreferential arguments. The key element of the anal-
ysis is the reflexive element Refl, treated as a syntactic head and projecting its 
own phrase embedded within a larger nominal constituent (DP). 

The reflexivization strategy employed in English operates in a way simi-
lar to Hornstein’s proposal:

 (40) [XP [the man]… [DP1 [D1 him] [ReflP [Refl self] [DP2 the man]]]]

English Refl has a DP2 complement, which becomes its future anteced-
ent. The derivation of the English reflexive construction involves movement: 
DP2 moves to other thematic and case positions, transiting through the edge 
of DP1 to agree with Refl for φ-features and leaving him as a marker of this 
agreement. Him also receives objective case from v. Subsequently, DP2 moves 
on to other thematic positions, such as object or subject, c-commanding its 
source position. Finally, it reaches a position where it has its case valued. This 
procedure results in forming a pair of coreferential arguments: 

 (41) [DP2 the man] … > … [DP1 [D1 him] [ReflP [Refl self] t ]]

DP2 can terminate its A-movement in the position of the other object as 
well as the subject, depending on other factors involved in the derivation, 
such as the choice of the verbal predicate and its subcategorization properties. 
Significantly, such a derivation of the reflexive construction does not provide 
for subject-oriented binding to be expected. 

In most Slavic languages, the head Refl has no DP complement (Bulgarian 
and Macedonian are special cases discussed separately). Franks submits that 
it pursues the other available reflexivization strategy and moves by itself, ad-
joining to v (and with it to T), and ultimately gives rise to a subject-oriented re-
flexive predicate. Further movement of Refl, together with v or independently, 
leads to long-distance binding effects:
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 (42) Magda [vP siebie+zobaczyła [VP zobaczyła [DP siebie [Refl(P) siebie]]]]   
Magda  self saw saw  self self

  ‘Magda saw herself.’

The content of ReflP (siebie) moves to D, as expected within nominal phrases, 
and then to v. The verb moves from V to v (silent copies are marked with a 
strikethrough). Franks sets his analysis in the context of the multi-attachment 
theory of movement and is not excessively explicit about the details of the 
movement of siebie ‘self’. On the one hand, it is supposed to be associated with 
v via head movement of Refl, but on the other, siebie ‘self’ has the internal 
phrase structure in (39b) and (42), and therefore it is not pronounced as at-
tached to v (as its clitic counterpart się ‘SE’ in Polish would be) but as the bot-
tom copy in the chain. 

As far as movement of the reflexive is concerned, this proposal converges 
on the one presented below. Specifically, the reflexive element is not identical 
with the antecedent; it (covertly) moves and targets the positions of functional 
heads relevant for the licensing of the morphosyntax of the verb: v and T, 
which derives the effect of subject orientation. It is also pronounced, via a 
similar strategy of copy pronunciation, at the bottom of the movement chain. 
Yet Franks’s approach and the one presented here differ on three counts. First, 
I will be dealing not only with the reflexive pronoun siebie ‘self’, but also with 
the possessive reflexive swój ‘self’s’, whose distributions are not always strictly 
identical. Second, I will be arguing for a close correlation between the position 
of the antecedent and the spell-out form of the possessive element (reflexive or 
pronominal). Third, I try to be more specific about the nature of movement of 
the reflexive element in different construction types. 

4. A Positive Proposal: Binding as Agree and Move 

The account of A-binding presented below draws from the Agree-based, 
Move-inspired, and competition-based theories. It is inspired by a proposal 
developed for Russian in Nikolaeva 2014, with significant modifications. Ni-
kolaeva (2014) defines A(rgument)-binding in a conservative manner, as the 
sharing of the index between an antecedent and an anaphor. Building on 
Chomsky (1986), Vikner (1985), Pica (1987, 1991), Hestvik (1992), and Avrutin 
(1994), she proposes that binding involves a configuration between the DP 
antecedent and the pronoun/anaphor wherein pronouns and anaphors are 
Indices that covertly rise as heads to the positions of v and T. The core of Ni-
kolaeva’s (2014: 68) proposal is as follows:

 (43) a. Movement: an Index (a reflexive or a pronoun) must undergo 
covert Index Raising unless it is at a reflexivization site or 
movement is no longer possible.
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 (43) b. Reflexivization site: an Index is a sister to a node with label D/v/T 
and is c-commanded by a specifier.

  c. Co-argumental reflexivization: if an Index is at a reflexivization 
site and is coindexed with a specifier which is its co-argument, 
the Index has to be realized as reflexive.

  d. Reflexivization at Spell-Out: when the sentence is sent to Spell-
Out, if an Index is coindexed with a specifier of the projection to 
which it is adjoined, the Index has to be realized as reflexive.

  e. Pronominal is an elsewhere condition: if an Index has not been 
realized as reflexive, it is realized as pronominal.

Covert movement of the Index is understood as taking place on the same syn-
tactic cycle as overt movement but with copy pronunciation (see Fox 1999, 
2002). VP is not a reflexivization site by definition, and the overt position of 
the Index (pronoun or anaphor) is mostly ignored in the calculation of its 
binding. A related set of ideas is presented by Safir (2014), who emphasizes 
that an element which is dependent on another for its interpretation may be 
spelled out as either a reflexive or a pronoun, depending on morphological 
resources.24 Safir submits that, generally, an indexically dependent element 
(his “D-bound”, a terminological convention I shall adopt) is phase-internally 
c-commanded by its antecedent. It assumes the morphological form of an 
anaphor, while a further removed D-bound spells out as a pronoun. Phase-in-
ternal procedures of Spell-Out depend on morphological choices available to 
particular languages; such a procedure is proposed for Polish below. Poten-
tially, a D-bound can be indexically dependent on its antecedent under c-com-
mand in the LF-relevant representation, but it can be lexicalized as a pronoun 
when the c-command condition does not hold of the PF-relevant representa-
tion or the antecedent is phase-external. In what follows, I take the antecedent 
to c-command the reflexive (placed at its reflexivization site: T/v) from its case 

24 Safir defines properties of D-bound in the following way (adapted from 2014: 91–92):
 (i) Always a variable: D-bound is the same object in SEM (the syntactic input 

to semantic interpretation) in all cases; it is interpreted as a bound variable 
regardless of its φ-features.

 (ii) Always A-bound: the binder of D-bound (its antecedent) must c-command it 
from an A-position; that is, the D-bound form is A-bound.

 (iii) Always feature-compatible: D-bound must be feature-compatible with its 
antecedent (informally, this property may be termed antecedent agreement).

 (iv) Spell-out of the morphological shape of D-bound is potentially sensitive to 
whether A-binding is phase-internal.

 (v) Agreement compatible with morphological shape may be determined by 
phase-internal factors locally distinct from antecedent agreement.

 (vi) Anywhere phase-internal shape is not required, D-bound receives default 
pronominal shape.
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position ([Spec, TP] for the nominative subject and [Spec, vP] for the DAT OE). 
The account of A-binding that addresses the empirical issues raised by exam-
ples in (1–3) and (8–11) above rests on four pillars. 

First, I propose that the LF-relevant aspect of A-binding (captured through 
co-indexation in classical Binding Theory) is based on Agree for the φ-features, 
interpretable and valued on R-expressions and pronouns and unvalued on 
anaphors (D-bounds). Second, I subscribe to what Nikolaeva takes to be Index 
Raising; I treat it as overt movement of the D-bound with copy pronuncia-
tion and show that it has a near equivalent in overt movement in Polish in 
the form of the distribution of the clitic/weak pronoun (CL/WP). The CL/WP 
leaves the VP, moves into the functional domain, and optionally climbs into 
the main clause out of the infinitive. Thus, the movement mentioned in (43a) 
receives independent overt exemplification. Third, in contrast to clitics/weak 
pronouns, the chain of D-bound movement shows copy pronunciation, that 
is, the head of the chain is not pronounced, although the landing site of its 
movement directly determines the pronunciation of the bottom copy. Fourth, 
because the D-bound bears two relevant features (one that drives its CL/WP-
like movement and the other relevant for its interpretation), either can be val-
ued/satisfied first. 

4.1. A-Binding as Upward/Downward Agree

I assume that the D-bound and its antecedent share φ-features, but the fea-
tures of the former need to be valued by the latter:

 (44) D-bound: φ-features: gender  [+int, −val] 
  number [+int, −val] 
  person  [+int, −val]

Under regular circumstances, the antecedent (prototypically the subject) 
c-commands the D-bound (prototypically the object), so when one takes the 
unvalued φ-features on the D-bound to function as a probe, one needs to al-
low for the probe to seek its goal in a c-commanding position (unless a deriva-
tion-internal switching of these positions takes place). I assume that this fact 
calls for the loosening of the strictures of typical downward probing; when 
the D-bound in (44) cannot find any matching goal in its own c-domain, it can 
probe upwards within the immediate derivational phase, in line with Rezac 
2004, Béjar and Rezac 2009, Hicks 2009, and Zeijlstra 2012. I adopt the follow-
ing definition of Agree from Biskup (2020: 27):25

25 The issue of upward/downward Agree is at the center of a heated debate. While 
Zeijlstra (2012) and Bjorkman and Zeijlstra (2014) advocate the idea that upward Agree 
is the only canonical mode for Agree, Preminger (2013) and Preminger and Polinsky 
(2015) vehemently argue against it. The original advocates of upward Agree, Rezac 
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 (45) Agree: α agrees with β iff:
  a. α has an unvalued feature;
  b. β has a matching valued feature; 
  c. there is a c-command relation between α and β;
  d. β is the closest goal to α.

The definition above is suitable for both the downward and upward modes of 
Agree, because the clause (45c) does not specify whether the probe or the goal 
should be in the c-commanding position.

In his analysis of binding in English, Hicks (2009) submits that the reflex-
ive shows the following internal structure:26

 (46) [DP [D[φ] him] [NP self]]

I adopt (46) for English and take this syntactic object to be equivalent to the 
D-bound of Safir 2014 and the Index of Nikolaeva 2014. In the English example 
below, upward Agree operates as follows:

 (47) [TP John[3.sg.m] [vP <John[3.sg.m]> likes [VP [DP [D[*φ] __] [NP self]]]]]

The unvalued φ-features of [D[*φ] __] serve as the probe, search upwards for a 
matching goal, and find it in the DP John in [Spec, vP]; the unvalued features 
on the D-bound become valued and spelled out as himself once the vP phase is 
completed, with the three steps looking as follows:27

(2004) and Béjar and Rezac (2009), argue in favor of a middle position; in principle, 
Agree should be allowed to operate in both modes (i.e., “flipping” Agree). I subscribe 
to the idea of the flipping Agree. Were it not for the upward Agree, the D-bound 
would have to move to a position above its antecedent, after which the antecedent 
should move across the D-bound again to produce the surface word order. In many 
cases, there is little evidence for such a scenario and a (last-resort) possibility of up-
ward Agree looks more economical.
26 In fact, Hicks (2009) has [DP [D[_var] [φ] him] [NP self]] probe upward through its 
[var(iable)] feature, which is always valued on the nominal or pronominal antecedent 
but unvalued on the reflexive. The valuation of the reflexive’s φ-features piggy-backs 
on the Agree for the [var(iable)] feature.
27 Driven by the need to limit the size of diagrams and representations, I adopt the 
convention whereby the unvalued φ-feature of the D-bound is marked [*φ], rather 
than [−p(erson), −n(umber), −g(ender)], as the Inclusiveness Condition of Chomsky 
1995 would have required, as pointed out by a reviewer. The same feature valued after 
Agree is marked [̂ 3.sg.m], for example, with the diacritic indicating the derivational 
origin of the feature values. In more complex examples, this is simplified to [̂ φ1], 
where 1 stands for the φ-feature set of the antecedent. My presentational convention 
is not meant to undermine the Inclusiveness Condition. 
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 (48) [DP [D[*φ] __] [NP self]] → [DP [D[^3.sg.m] __] [NP self]] → [DP [D him] [NP self]]

Thus, a relation of Agree for φ-features largely replaces the GB-era index shar-
ing, as applied to Binding Theory of the 1980s. 

I take the Polish reflexive pronoun and the reflexive possessive to have 
representations analogous to (46):

 (49) a. [DP [[φ] D] [NP siebie]] 
 self

  b. [NP1 [DP [[φ] D] [NP2 swój]] [NP1 dom]] 
 self’s  house

The reflexive pronoun is a DP. The reflexive (or pronominal) possessive is a 
DP adjoined to the NP it modifies. The placement of the possessive in the 
position of the adjunct to NP is advocated in Despić 2013, 2015 and Bošković 
2005, 2012 on the basis of the following contrast between Serbo-Croatian (SC) 
and English:

 (50)  *Njegovi  najnovij  film  je zaista razočarao  Kusturicui. 
 his  latest  movie  is really disappointed  Kusturica

 (51) Hisi latest movie really disappointed Kusturicai.

 (52) *Jegoi siostra  bardzo pocieszyła  Jankai. 
 his sisterNOM  very  comforted  JanekACC

  (Intended: ‘His sister comforted Janek very much.’)

Bošković and Despić interpret this contrast in the following manner: in En-
glish, a DP language, the pronominal possessor is placed in the specifier 
position of DP and its c-domain does not extend beyond DP. The possessor 
in SC is an adjunct to NP and its c-domain extends beyond it, causing an 
anti-cataphora effect, a violation similar to a Condition C effect. The Polish 
example (52) follows SC: the pronominal possessor c-commands outside the 
NP, triggering the same effect. Assuming that the reflexive possessive is in the 
same position as its pronominal equivalent, I adopt the structure in (49b).28 

28 As discussed in Witkoś 2021a, pronominal possessives in Polish and SC behave 
in the same way in terms of both (a) causing the anti-cataphora effect and (b) doing 
so only within the same tensed clause domain (as confirmed in Srdanović and Rinke 
2020). Polish differs from SC in the way nominal possessives behave; in the former 
they are genitive-marked postmodifiers, while in the latter they are adjective-like pre-
modifiers.
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4.2. A-Binding and Clitics/Weak Pronouns

The D-bound in Polish shares an important property with the clitic/weak pro-
noun (hence CL/WP): they both leave the VP and move into the functional 
domain of the clause. In Polish, the domains for both A-binding and CL/WP 
distribution overlap (in line with the Tensed Sentence Condition of Chomsky 
1981):

 (53) a. Jan1 (go2) kazał (go2) Marii3 [PRO3 (go2) CL/WP  
JanNOM  himCL.ACC told  MariaDAT

   pokazać go2 w lustrze *go2]. 
showINF   in mirror

   ‘Jan told Maria to show him in the mirror.’ 
  b. Jan1 (się1/2) kazał (się1/2) Marii2 [PRO2 (się1/2) SELF 

JanNOM  refl told MariaDAT  
   obejrzeć się1/2 w lustrze]. 

watchINF  in mirror
   ‘Jan told Maria to show him in the mirror.’

 (54) Maria1 •  kazała • Piotrowi2 [PRO2 • pozdrowić • BIND  
MariaNOM told  PiotrDAT  greetINF

  swoich1,2 przyjaciół]. 
self’s friends

  ‘Maria told Piotr to greet his/her friends.’

In (53a) the CL/WP in Polish can occupy a variety of positions in the clause, 
but the right-most one must be right-adjacent to the lexical verb. I take this 
position to be v. It can climb out of the infinitive into the main clause; in the 
process, it typically occupies positions corresponding to v or T, or positions 
in their minimal domains. Crucially for my parallel treatment of A-binding 
and CL/WP distribution, the clitic form of the reflexive pronoun shows the 
same distribution pattern in (53b).29 Example (54) shows that the same domain 
allows for long-distance binding, where the reflexive can be bound either lo-

29 I also assume that the patterns of distribution of the full form of the reflexive pro-
noun siebie ‘self’ and its clitic equivalent się ‘SE’ are the same. Kupść (2000) confirms 
that, in general, this is the case, but there are rare cases when particular verbs select 
only for the strong form:
 (i) Jan siebie/ ?*się  lubi / rozumie / kocha. 

Jan self    SE  likes   understands   loves.
  ‘Jan likes/understands/loves himself.’
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cally, by an object-controlled PRO, or non-locally, by the subject of the main 
clause. It is proposed below that syntactic movement similar to that of the CL/
WP is relevant for A-binding, as the local domains for both phenomena over-
lap.30 I assume that the positions of the bullets in (54) correspond to positions 
called “reflexivization sites” in Nikolaeva 2014. CL/WP is impoverished in its 
set of φ-features: only the [number] and [gender] features are both interpre-
table and valued in it, but not the [person] feature, which is interpretable but 
unvalued (see Franks 2017 for an analysis of CL/WPs along these lines):

 (55) Clitic/weak pronoun:
   gender  [+int, +val] 

 number [+int, +val] 
 person  [+int, −val]

Due to lack of value of the [person] feature, CL/WP cannot express its φ-fea-
tures in situ and moves to a position of v (and T), where the valuation of the 
[person] feature takes place, in line with upward Agree and the following 
principle (Béjar and Rezac 2003: 53):

 (56) Person as Probe: an interpretable person feature must be licensed by 
entering into an Agree relation with a functional category. 

Béjar and Rezac assume that v bears the [−int, +val] person feature and some 
form of the [+EPP], either as an independent property or a sub-feature of the 
[person] feature, as in Pesetsky and Torrego 2001, to generate displacement. 
The CL/WP moves to this head position, or its minimal domain, to become 
φ-complete.31 Its further movement to T and onwards is equivalent to clitic 
climbing. I submit that the D-bound follows a similar derivational path, but 
unlike CL/WP, it bears no valued φ-features at all; indexically dependent el-
ements end up carrying the φ-features of their antecedents, which produces 
the effect of antecedent agreement. The D-bound shows the following fea-
tures:

Kupść suggests that the predicate may lexically select for a particular form (strong/
weak) of the reflexive. I leave this issue for further research.
30 The analogy between Index Raising and clitic movement is forcefully argued in 
Hestvik 1992.
31 I assume the idea that the Polish CL/WP bears an unvalued [person] feature, while 
v bears a valued [person] feature, following Béjar and Rezac (2003) and Franks (2017), 
who elaborate on this arrangement of features further and find it useful for expla-
nation of the Person Case Constraint (PCC) and CL/WP ordering in the pronominal 
cluster in many Slavic languages.
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 (57) D-bound/Index: φ-features:
   gender [+int, −val] 

 number [+int, −val] 
 person  [+int, −val]

I assume that in constructions with the D-bound, v bears an unvalued person 
feature ([−int, −val]), which is nevertheless equipped with the [+EPP] prop-
erty.32 Crucially, it attracts the D-bound just like it attracts CL/WPs. Analo-
gously, [[*φ] D] of the D-bound is able to move further to v/T within the domain 
determined by the Tensed S-Condition of Chomsky 1981, according to the sce-
nario sketched out in Roberts 2009, where clitic climbing involves attraction/
sharing of the feature between the D-bound and the v/T heads.

I have been stressing the parallel between CL/WP climbing and A-binding 
because they are both confined to the tensed sentence and neither can leave it. 
This is the key distinction between CL/WP and phrasal arguments in Polish, 
which can also occupy all the positions marked with the bullets in (54), but 
additionally, they can be moved out of the subjunctive CP domain, as shown 
below. Willim (1989) and Tajsner (1990) show that Polish tensed clauses are 
opaque to extraction of phrasal elements via A’ movement, with the exception 
of extraction out of subjunctive clauses selected by chcieć ‘want’. These clauses 
are quite transparent to phrasal wh-movement and topicalization/scrambling; 
see (58–59). However, they are not transparent to either CL/WP (60), reflexive 
clitic (61), or binding domain extension (62):

 (58) Którą książkę  chcesz [żeby [studenci  przeczytali t ?]] 
which bookACC  want2SG  so.that  studentsNOM readPERF.PAST

  ‘Which book would you like the students to read?’ 

 (59) Tamtą książkę  Jan chce [żeby [studenci  przeczytali t ?]] 
that  bookACC  Jan want3SG  so.that  studentsNOM readPERF.PAST 

  ‘Jan would like the students to read THAT BOOK.’ 

 (60) *Jan go chce [żeby [studenci pozdrawiali]] 
 JanNOM  himACC  wants   so.that  studentsNOM greeted

  (Intended: ‘Jan wants the students to greet him.’)

 (61) *Jan  się  chce [żeby [studenci  golili t co rano]] 
 JanNOM  refl  wants  so.that   studentsNOM shaved  every morning

  (Intended: ‘Jan wants the students to shave every morning.’)

32 Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) allow for Agree (and movement relations) involving 
probes/goals that share unvalued features, which obtain a value at a later stage of the 
derivation. The unvalued [person] feature on v later receives the value of the [person] 
feature of the antecedent to the D-bound. 
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 (62)  Jan1  chce [żeby [studenci2 patrzyli na siebie*1/2]] 
JanNOM  wants  so.that  studentsNOM looked at self

  ‘Jan wants the students to look at themselves/each other/him.’

If both CL/WP climbing and D-bound raising were to constitute a subtype 
of phrasal A’-movement, they should be extractable from żeby ‘so that’-com-
plement clauses. Infinitives, on the other hand, are transparent domains to 
all types of movement in Polish, including the most demanding one in the 
form of head movement. Needless to say, taking clitic climbing and binding 
as reflexes of head movement has a long-line ancestry in linguistic research: 
Hestvik 1992, Avrutin 1994, Safir 2004, Nikolaeva 2014, Franks 2021, etc. Yet I 
am aware of the fact that the status of the CL/WP as the head or maximal pro-
jection is not clear. On the one hand, it shares many distributional properties 
with pronominal clitics in other Slavic languages, but on the other, it behaves 
more like a maximal projection than a head; it does not target a strictly de-
fined position in the clause (see (63a–b)),33 it does not form rigid clusters (see 
Franks and King 2000; Migdalski 2016), and even when it does, the order in the 
cluster may be flexible (Franks 2017: 264):

 (63) a. ?Pokazali mu cię wczoraj. 
 showedVIR himDAT youACC yesterday

   ‘They showed him you yesterday.’ 
  b. Pokazali cię mu wczoraj. 

showedVIR youACC himDAT yesterday
   ‘They showed you to him yesterday.’

Furthermore, Franks (2017) compiles data from Slavic languages showing 
that the neat division of pronominal categories into X0/XP status and their 
classification in Cardinaletti and Starke 1994 need to be reconsidered. Addi-
tionally, analyses presented in Cetnarowska 2003 and Migdalski 2016 indicate 
that the set of Polish CL/WPs is not homogenous; the X-bar status of mi1SG.DAT 
and ci2SG.DAT may be different from the X-bar status of mu3SG.M.DAT and 
go3SG.M.ACC. It is then plausible that the overt stage of movement of the CL/
WP is followed by a covert stage, where v/T is targeted. Thus, for want of a 
better term, I content myself with the conclusion that whatever the CL/WP is, 

33 The CL/WP does not always attach to the T head in overt syntax:
 (i) Ja bym przecież go wtedy rozpoznał. 

I auxCOND thus him3SG.M.ACC then recognizedPRTC 
  ‘But I would recognize him then.’
The clitic/weak pronoun cannot occupy the position of v/T, as it is separated from both 
the conditional auxiliary (assuming it occupies T) and the main verb (at v) by adverbs.
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its movement trajectory in overt syntax corresponds to that of the D-bound 
in covert syntax. Significantly for my account of binding, both the D-bound 
and the CL/WP move upward out of the VP, and they can (but do not have to) 
move out of infinitive complements. These two properties of their landing site 
options suffice to provide for complex anaphoric binding facts in Polish, as 
discussed at length in Witkoś et al. 2020 and Witkoś and Łęska 2020.34 

Other types of covert movement have been proposed to account for bind-
ing in Slavic. For example, Safir (2004) assumes that binding relations employ 
movement of different types, but while English uses A-movement (for the 
binding of the subject of the ECM complement) and French and German use 
clitic movement (overt and covert, respectively), Russian (close to Polish) does 
not. Because Russian reflexives are subject-oriented and respect the TSC, Safir 
objects to extending the covert clitic-movement strategy, as excorporation of 
adjoined heads is impossible, among other issues. Instead, he proposes that 
Russian (and Hindi) use covert A’-movement; this operator movement has its 
overt equivalent in the form of English tough/worth-constructions, where the 
movement respects TSC: 

 (64) ?Alex1 is tough to persuade Anna2 [TP OP1 [TP PRO2 to talk to t1 ]]

 (65) *Alex1 is tough to persuade Anna2 [CP that [TP OP1 [TP she2 should talk 
to t1 ]]]

34 As a JSL reviewer observes, CL/WP needs to move past V, which points to a phrasal 
status of this movement; yet at the same time, it cannot leave the infinitive, which 
points to head movement; see (60). In fact, a procedure of V-to-v movement solves the 
issue of moving CL/WP to V, as V becomes a component of v. In Witkoś and Łęska 
2020, it is proposed that CL/WP should move as a minimal/maximal projection in the 
sense of Bare Phrase Structure (Chomsky 1995). A technical alteration to the structure 
in (49) is introduced, so that it should become more compatible with what Bošković 
(2002) proposes for clitic pronouns and clitic auxiliaries; [D[φ] Ø] must be placed in the 
specifier position of an empty head, because it cannot project and branch:

 (i) [DP [D[φ] Ø] [ØD [NP …]]]
With Matushansky (2006), Vicente (2007), Landau (2006), and Franks (2017), Witkoś 
and Łęska (2020) assume that the X0/XP can move via the path accessible to XPs. Hence, 
from the structure in (i), the minimal/maximal [D[φ] Ø] moves out into [Spec, vP] and/or 
[Spec, TP], possibly each time tucking in under the primary specifier position filled 
with the subject argument or DAT OE:

 (ii) [vP DPSUB/DAT OE [v’ [D[φ] Ø] [v’ v [VP (DPIO) [V’ V [DP [D[φ] Ø] [ØD [NP …]]]]]]
This movement meets the empirical requirements placed on both clitic climbing and 
A-binding domain extension if we make a conservative assumption that an X0/XP con-
stituent must meet locality conditions which are common to both head and phrasal 
movement.
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Yet this movement displays idiosyncratic properties; Safir assumes that the 
operator adjoins to TP or right below. The operator can target the lower TP, so 
either PRO or professor is the antecedent for the reflexive in (66) below:

 (66) a. Professor1  poprosil assistenta2 [PRO2  čitat′ svoj1/2 doklad] 
professorNOM  asked assistantACC   readINF self’s report

   ‘The professor asked the assistant to read his report.’
  b. Professor1 poprosil  assistenta2 [TP svoj2 [TP PRO2 čitat′ svoj1/2 

professor asked  assistant      read self’s
   doklad]] 

report
  c. [CP [TP svoj1 [TP Professor1 poprosil assistenta2 [TP svoj1 [TP PRO2  

 professor asked assistant
   čitat′ svoj1/2 doklad]]]]] 

read self’s report

Yet I remain committed to the analogy between A-binding and CL/WP dis-
tribution for several reasons. First, Polish shows that the scope of overt clitic/
weak pronoun distribution overlaps with the scope of A-binding, while it 
does not show an overt equivalent to the English tough-construction. Second, 
excorporation is less of a problem if the reflexive element [[φ] D] is a CL/WP 
and is both [+minimal/+maximal] in terms of Bare Phrase Structure. Third, 
Polish has dative experiencers with binding properties distinct from the bind-
ing properties of nominative subjects placed in [Spec, TP]; see (9–11). On the 
analysis in Safir 2004, DAT OEs placed in [Spec, vP] should not c-command 
the operator adjoined to TP from their case position to license a reflexive form.

4.3. A-Binding and Copy Pronunciation 

So far, the similarity between the [[φ] D] head and CL/WP was crucial: they 
share the deficiency in the [person] feature licensing. Yet there is one respect 
in which they are different from each other. Franks (2017) postulates that CL/
WPs are deficient in three dimensions: semantic, structural, and phonological. 
The last property distinguishes [[φ] D] from CL/WP. In (54) above, [[φ] D] moves 
from [DP [[φ] D] [NP …]] to the head v/T. Yet the D-bound is not phonologically 
impoverished the way clitics are. Movement of [[φ] D] forms a chain in which 
the copy is pronounced (compare the positions of się ‘SE’ in (53b), where się is 
pronounced at the head of the movement chain, and swój ‘self’s’ in (54), where 
swój is pronounced at the tail of the movement chain). The valuation of the 
φ-features under Agree with the antecedent NP in [Spec, vP/TP] is a signal for 
[DP [[φ] D] [NP …]] in the VP-internal position to be pronounced as a reflexive/
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reflexive possessive (siebie/swój ‘self/self’s’).35 In other cases, the VP-internal 
[[DP [[φ] D] [NP …]]] is pronounced as a pronoun/pronominal possessive.

In view of the discussion so far, the following Lexicalization Rule emerges: 

 (67) The D-bound Lexicalization Rule:
  The D-bound contributes to the lexicalization of [[DP [[φ] D] [NP …]]] as 

reflexive when 
  a. [[φ] D] is adjoined to v/T, and 
  b. the φ-features of the [[φ] D] are valued under Agree against the 

φ-features of the NP in [Spec, vP/TP], and 
  c. the antecedent must occupy its case position. 
  d. Otherwise, the D-bound/Index is lexicalized as a pronoun.36

The rule in (67) implies that the lexical form of [[DP [[φ] D] [NP …]] depends 
not only on the φ-features valued on it by the antecedent (as in Reuland 2011 
or Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd 2011), but also on the relative positioning 
of [[φ] D] with respect to the antecedent, an option envisaged in Safir 2014 
and Nikolaeva 2014. The procedure of Spell-Out scans the domain not only 
for the features valued in the derivation (the φ-features of the D-bound), but 
also for the relative positioning of the antecedent with regard to the D-bound 
(does the former c-command the latter? Are they both in the same derivational 
phase?). As a result, subject and non-subject antecedents lead to distinct lexi-
calizations of the binding relation. For example, in (68) on the opposite page, 
[[φ] D] moves out of the VP and adjoins to v/T, in line with (67a). As the subject 
NP is the only potential local antecedent, [[φ] D] can become involved in Agree 
and have its φ-features valued by the c-commanding subject (3sg.f) in situ be-
fore this movement, or it can move first, still carrying its unvalued φ-features, 
and agree next. Either way, condition (67b) is met and the bottom of the chain 
of the D-bound is spelled out as reflexive:

35 A similar idea of movement and copy pronunciation is applied to binding in Ger-
man in Safir 2004 and in Lee-Schoenfeld 2008 (esp. p. 291). In the latter source, the 
licensing of sich ‘self’, co-indexed with ‘mother’, requires covert movement:
 (i) Die Mutteri lässt  [vP die Kleinej  sich?i/j /ihri/*j  die Schokolade  in  

the mother lets   the little.one  self  her  the chocolate in
  den  Mund stecken]. 

the  mouth stick
  ‘The mother lets the little girl stick the chocolate in her mouth.’
36 I keep the distinction between co-argument and non-co-argument reflexivization, 
i.e., Nikolaeva’s proposal in (43c) vs. (43d). 
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 (68) a. [ NP[3sg.f]  [D ^3sg.f]-v/T … [VP V [[DP [[*φ] D] [NP …]]]]
  b. Maria  lubi  swoją  nową  koleżankę. 

Maria3SG.F.NOM  likes  self’s  new  friend3SG.F

   ‘Maria likes her new friend.’

The situation is different in the case of an object antecedent. In the ditransitive 
construction in (69), [[φ] D] has its φ-features valued by a local c-commanding 
NP object (3sg.m) via upward Agree. Subsequently, the D-bound moves to v/T, 
in line with (67a).37 The spell-out rule clause in (67d) applies, because the NP 
in [Spec, v/T] is not the antecedent for the D-bound. The D-bound spells out 
as pronominal: 

 (69) a. [ NP[3sg.f] [D ^3sg.m]-v/T … [VP NP[3sg.m] [V [[DP [[^3sg.m] D] [NP …]]]]
  b. Maria przedstawiła Piotrowi jego nową 

Maria3SG.F.NOM introduced Piotr3SG.M.DAT his new
   koleżankę. 

colleague3SG.F.ACC

   ‘Maria introduced to Piotr his new colleague.’

A simple lexicalization rule applying right after the φ-feature valuation or a 
rule concerned exclusively with the φ-feature valuation of the reflexive ele-
ment, as proposed in Reuland 2011 or Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd 2011, 
cannot distinguish between binding by the subject and binding by the ob-
ject, whereas a rule sensitive to the φ-feature valuation itself, as well as the 
structural relation of c-command between the antecedent and the D-bound 
in a local domain, as proposed in Safir 2014, can capture this distinction. The 
spell-out rule in (67) applies in the domain of the phase, so it does not re-
quire non-local licensing. What it requires is its application at the point in the 
derivation where the NPs in the specifier positions in (68–69) are accessible. 
The form of D-bound (reflexive or pronominal) depends on the matching or 
non-matching of its φ-features with the specifier of v/T. The key instruction 
for the form of the D-bound to be spelled out stems from this local Spec-head 
relation. The detailed application of the domain-sensitive spell-out procedure 
in (67) is exemplified in the examples discussed in §5.38

37 As my proposal allows for both upward and downward Agree, and I need to allow 
free ordering between operations Agree and Move resulting in anaphoric binding, in 
(69) the D-bound could first move to adjoin to v and only then probe downward for 
the features of the NP object, with no consequences for the spell-out procedure of the 
D-bound. I am grateful to a JSL reviewer for pointing out this possibility.
38 I assume that the entire phrase [[DP [[^φ] D] [NP …]]] in (67) is lexicalized as siebie 
‘self’ or swój ‘self’s’. The notion that a phrasal structure larger than a head can be 
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4.4. A-Binding as “Agree and Move” or “Move and Agree”

Key properties of the derivation stem from the probing procedures in which 
two properties of [[φ] D] are involved: the *φ-features probing for a c-command-
ing NP goal and the unvalued [person] feature. The latter is attracted by the 
[−val, person] feature on v/T. This Agree and feature-sharing relation forces 
movement of [[φ] D] to v/T. While the valuation of the φ-feature set is relevant 
for the LF-interpretation of the D-bound, the feature sharing of the [person] 
feature with v/T, movement of [[φ] D] to v/T, and its further clitic climbing are 
relevant for its lexicalization at Spell-Out. In principle, either feature can be 
accessed first in the derivation, with distinct consequences. But this is nothing 
new in the landscape of binding phenomena. Similar English cases come from 
Hicks (2009: 158), for whom the reflexive also seeks its antecedent via upward 
Agree:

 (70) a. John1 wondered [which pictures of himself1/2/3] Bill2 claimed 
Paul3 had bought.

  b. John1 wondered [CP [DP which pictures of himself1/*2/*3] Bill2 
claimed [CP <[DP which pictures of himself*1/2/*3]> Paul3 had 
bought <[DP which pictures of himself*1/*2/3]>

Hicks assumes that the ambiguity of binding in (70) stems from the interplay 
between the copy theory of movement and probing for the features on the 
part of the reflexive in (70b). He allows for a derivational lag in the valuation of 
this feature: so either the reflexive probes from its original position, receiving 
the interpretation marked as 3, or it probes later, after the constituent contain-
ing himself has been moved to satisfy the needs of the wh-feature. The latter 
valuation tactic bears fruit as interpretations marked 2 or 3. Thus the wh-fea-
ture drives movement, while the unvalued features on the reflexive drive the 
setting up of an indexical dependency and either feature can be satisfied first. 
Binding Condition A is liberal and can be satisfied at any point in the deriva-
tion, as proposed in Belletti and Rizzi 1988 and Lebeaux 2009. Once anaphoric 
binding is translated into some feature-checking mechanism, irrespective of 
its exact form, the valuation of the feature providing for the A-bound inter-
pretation needs to be liberal with respect to the point of its application in the 
derivation. As (70) shows, the valuation of the features relevant for binding 

lexicalized as a word is advocated in Vicente 2007, Starke 2009, and Caha 2009. When 
a sub-constituent of this larger structure is (copied and) moved away, it is still the 
larger structure including the copy of the moved sub-constituent that is spelled out. 
The sub-extracted part only receives, at its landing site, an instruction as to whether 
its source constituent in (68) and (69) is lexicalized as reflexive or not, in line with (67).
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takes place either early in the derivation, before wh-movement, or after the 
movement.39

5. A Composite Account

In this section, I present a number of examples where reflexive binding ap-
plies, focusing on the binding of reflexive possessives, with the aim of show-
ing that the account outlined above is descriptively adequate. 

5.1. Reflexive Possessives in the Simple Clause

Let me start with constructions involving a ditransitive verb in a simple 
clause:40

 (71) Maria1  pokazała  Piotrowi2 [[swoje1,*2/jego2/jej*1] zdjęcie] 
MariaNOM  showed  PiotrDAT   self’s       his    her pictureACC

  ‘Maria showed Piotr her/his picture.’

Two interpretations of (71) depend on the order between the upward probing 
by the φ-features and movement driven by the [−val, person] feature shared 
between v and the φ-feature complex of [[*φ] D]. When the order of operations 
is such that the φ-features search for their values from the base position of 
[[*φ] D] via upward Agree, they encounter the c-commanding object Piotr as 

39 Both reviewers for JSL raise the issue of the relative timing of Agree relevant for 
binding, which appears to be quite arbitrary within the derivation. I admit that this is 
the legacy of A-binding seen as Move α (Pica 1987, 1991; Chomsky 1986, etc.) and con-
trasts with the valuation of case, taking place as soon as possible. Ideally, the timing 
for both types of feature valuation should converge, as in Reuland’s (2011) approach. 
Yet, as shown in §2, the empirical scope of this approach is quite limited. Needless to 
say, the issue of interrelation between the timing of φ-feature valuation relevant for 
binding and the valuation of case is a topic for a separate contribution. 
40 A reviewer for JSL observes that φ-feature valuation of the adjective swoje ‘self’s’ is 
further complicated by NP-internal concord, where it needs to agree in number and 
gender with the head noun of its NP. This fact forces swoje ‘self’s’ to contain two sets 
of φ-features, one set valued against N within the NP and the other against the NP- 
external antecedent. Clearly, this paper deals only with the latter procedure, with the 
former procedure remaining beyond the scope of its interest. Let me, however, outline 
two possibilities. First, it is imaginable that from its base position adjoined to NP, the 
reflexive possessive c-commands the N as the goal and has its features valued against 
it as a result of downward Agree (Danon 2011). So the NP-internal set of φ-features 
on the reflexive possessive would be valued in narrow syntax early in the derivation. 
Alternatively, NP-internal concord can be taken to result from post-syntactic NP-inter-
nal feature spread on the PF branch of grammar (Norris 2014).
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goal and obtain its values (represented collectively as 2). Next, the [person] 
feature of the φ-feature set is involved in Agree and feature sharing with the 
relevant [−val, person] probe on v, and [[^φ2] D] moves to it.41 The Lexicaliza-
tion Rule in (67) returns a pronominal form (jego ‘his’) at Spell-Out—[Spec, vP] 
and [Spec, TP] are not occupied by an NP whose φ-features are shared with 
[[^φ2] D]:42

 (72)

The straight dotted line in (72) indicates upward Agree for φ-features between 
the D-bound and its antecedent (Piotr) in the object position. The curved solid 
arrows indicate the movement of [[^φ2] D] to v and T. I believe that [[^φ2] D] still 
remains an active element of the derivation on the assumption of Chomsky 
(2001) and Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) that valued features remain visible 
until a given derivational phase (here vP) is completed. Furthermore, the re-
lation between v [−val, person] and [[^φ2] D] is also allowed by the Principle of 
Minimal Compliance (PMC) applied to the combination of operations Agree 
and Move (Richards 1997, 1998; Landau 2000): the more local relation of the 

41 Following the discussion on the nature of CL/WP in the previous section, [[φ] D] can 
move as X/XP to form the inner [Spec, vP] and only then merge with v. Such a scenario 
is provided in Nikolaeva 2014. Also, see fn. 34. 
42 Incidentally, as pointed out by a reviewer, the definition of Agree in (45) allows 
[[*φ2] D] to move to v first and next probe downward for the features of the object, with 
the resulting interpretation of the object serving as the antecedent. The spell-out rule 
in (67) still produces the pronominal possessive form. 

TP

T´

vP

Maria[φ1] v´

[φ2 D]-v VP

V´

V NP
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φ-feature valuation opens up the way for the less local relation of movement 
involving v and [[φ2] D].43 

The outcome of this derivation is different when the movement of [[*φ] D] 
to v precedes its participation in upward Agree. When [[*φ] D] is moved out of 
VP and adjoined to v first, the probing for the φ-features from this position 
finds the subject Maria as the goal, the φ-features receive its values (collec-
tively marked in the diagram as 1), and the Lexicalization Rule in (67) returns 
a reflexive form (swój ‘self’s’), as now the NP in [Spec, vP]/[Spec, TP] bears the 
same φ-feature values as [[^φ1] D]. Solid arrows represent the movement of the 
verb:

 (73) 

I assume that this order of operations respects minimality conditions. The 
movement across NP Piotr2 is possible due to the PMC, bearing in mind the 
upward probing nature of the φ-features on [[*φ] D]. The PMC requires that an 
initial legitimate local relation involving a particular head (probe) in domain 

43 Richards (1997, 1998) shows that grammatical principles are observed once in a par-
ticular domain and then ignored by further operations applying to the same domain. 
For instance, in Bulgarian, multiple wh-movement observes superiority, but once the 
most superior wh-phrase has moved, the others move in random order. Landau (2000: 
70–71) discusses cases of subject control (across the object, as in John promised Mary to 
do the dishes) in the following configuration:

 (i) [ T1 … DP1 … v1 … DP2 [CP T-Agr1 [TP  
PRO1 ….]]]

For subject control to hold here, T1 must access the complex T-Agr1 across another 
potential probe, v1. The PMC allows for it, as T1 is first involved in a legitimate local 
Agree with DP1. Once this relation is executed, T1 becomes involved in a less local, 
minimality-violating relation with T-Agr1, across v1.

TP
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vP

Maria[φ1] v´
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[*φ D]

Piotr[φ2]

T

Maria[φ1]



312 JaCek WItkOś

D should “pay the derivational tax” and open the way to a less local relation. 
In (73) the more local V-to-v movement licenses the less local movement of 
[[*φ] D] to v. Both movements apply in the domain of vP. The delay in the valua-
tion of the φ-features here reflects the generally accepted idea that satisfaction 
of Binding Principle A need not apply immediately, but at different stages of 
the derivation (Belletti and Rizzi 1988; Lebeaux 2009).

Let me now present a detailed account of the derivation of a non-verbal 
predicate with a DAT OE, seen in (9) and repeated below:

 (74) a. Marii1  było  żal siebie1 /*?jej1 (samej). 
MariaDAT  was3SG.N  sorrow  selfGEN  *?herGEN  alone

   ‘Maria felt sorry for herself.’
  b. Marii1 było  żal  swojej1 /jej1  koleżanki. 

MariaDAT  was3SG.N  sorrow  self’sGEN  herGEN  friendGEN

   ‘Maria felt sorry for her female friend.’

Either order of relevant operations (Agree for φ-features or Move [[^φ] D] to 
v/T) leads to the configuration in which the [[^φ] D] is placed in a position ad-
joined to v. When it stays there, the Lexicalization Rule (67) predicts the spell-
out of the reflexive possessive, but when it (optionally) raises to T, the posses-
sive is spelled out as pronominal. XP marks the overt position of the DAT OE:

 (75)

The position of XP can be defined in two ways. One is to say that it is a topic, 
either adjoined to TP or occupying a designated position in the left periphery, 
per Rizzi 1997, 2014.44 The other is to say that it occupies a hybrid A/Á  posi-

44 Ionin (2001) observes that preverbal arguments in SVO/OVS sentences with neutral 
intonation are topics (topic being ‘what the sentence is about’). Either order can an-
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tion, which is, crucially, not a case position for it, as proposed in Germain 2015 
and Citko et al. 2018.45 

5.2. The Reflexive Possessive in the Infinitive Complement

The full menu of interactions between both valuation procedures shows in 
long-distance binding. In the context of an infinitive clause (exemplifying ob-
ject control), the antecedent for the D-bound/Index is either the more local 
PRO or the more remote subject of the main clause. Significantly, the D-bound/
Index can be lexicalized as either a reflexive possessive or a pronominal pos-
sessive for both indexical dependencies.

 (76) Maria1  kazała Piotrowi2  pozdrowić  swoich1,2 /jego2 /jej1 
MariaNOM  told  PiotrDAT  greetINF  self’s  his  her

  przyjaciół. 
friendsACC

  ‘Maria told Piotr to greet his/her friends.’

The set of procedures used to account for the four interpretive possibilities of 
(76) involves only independently attested operations such as Agree, Move, in 
either order, and the PMC. So Reuland’s (2011) postulate of treating anaphoric 
binding as “an accidental outcome of independent derivational procedures” is 
met. The diagrams on the following pages serve as illustrations for four rele-
vant derivations. In all of them, the relation of object control holds, spanning 

swer general questions of the ‘what happened’ type.
45 Germain (2015) and Citko et. al. (2018) argue that feature transfer from the phase 
head to its complement head can be split (Split Feature Inheritance), and either both 
φ-features and the [+EPP] property are inherited by the complement head or only the 
φ-features are inherited and the transfer of the [+EPP] property is withheld. They 
analyze Russian constructions in which [+EPP] is not satisfied by nominative-marked 
DPs and conclude that three conflicting properties evidence the hybrid nature of this 
position: (a) the fronted constituent does not reconstruct (see Bailyn 2004), (b) the OVS 
word order facilitates a neutral wide-scope reading, and (c) the non-nominative DP 
cannot bind reflexives from its landing site (no A-position status). Germain proposes 
that feature inheritance is split, and C (Fin in her account, after Rizzi 1997) passes only 
φ-features to T but retains the [+EPP] property. Hence, nominative is valued under 
Agree on the postverbal DP, while the non-nominative DP can move up to [Spec, FinP] 
to satisfy the [+EPP] property:
 (i) Russian Left Periphery (Germain 2015: 428)
  [ForceP Force [TopP Top [FocP Foc [FinP Fin]]]]
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the infinitive boundary and facilitating relations between elements placed in 
both clauses. 

First, let me present the structure in which Piotr2 antecedes the reflexive, 
(77) below. The curved dotted arrows indicate the relation of control, seen 
as a type of Agree (Landau 2000). The straight dotted arrow indicates (up-
ward) Agree, while solid curved arrows indicate the covert movement of the 
D-bound. Agree between PRO2 and the φ-features of the D-bound holds first, 
and next the [−val, person] feature on v forces the movement of the D-bound 
to v/T in the embedded clause. As a result, the D-bound is lexicalized as re-
flexive, in line with (67):

 (77)

In a second scenario, illustrated in (78), the order of operations is the same; 
so first the φ-features are valued against PRO2, and next the [−val, person] 
feature of v/T forces movement of [[^φ2] D], but here [[^φ2] D] clitic-climbs to the 
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main clause. This operation is compatible with minimality requirements due 
to PMC: both object control and a local V-to-v movement in the main-clause 
vP phase open the way for the less local climbing of [[^φ2] D] to v of the main 
clause. As a result, the LF-interpretation of the anaphoric relation is identical 
to the previous scenario (Piotr2 = D-bound2), but the lexicalization is different, 
as [[^φ2] D] is locally c-commanded at its landing site by Maria1, which does not 
share its φ-features (collectively marked as 2):

 (78) 

Another scenario, presented in (79) on the following page, represents the 
interpretation in which Maria1 is the antecedent for [[*φ] D]. In this case, the 
movement to v/T in the main clause, driven by the [−val, person] feature of 
[[*φ] D], takes place first, its way paved by the object-control relation and V-to-v 
movement in the main clause, crucial for the PMC. Once [[*φ] D] has moved, 
its φ-features probe upwards to reach the nearest c-commanding goal and ob-
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tain its values (collectively represented as 1). Thus, the LF-relevant relation is 
set up between the main-clause subject and the D-bound. The Lexicalization 
Rule (67) forces the appearance of the reflexive form at Spell-Out, as [[^φ1] D] 
adjoined to matrix v/T is locally c-commanded by the antecedent NP, sharing 
φ-features with it:

 (79)

I am now left with the last of the four interpretive options available for 
(76): the subject of the main clause functions as antecedent for the pronominal 
possessive. This interpretation requires a seemingly impossible combination 
of conditions within the system under discussion; on the one hand, the very 
local Agree relation valuing the φ-features on [[*φ] D] requires that the upward 
Agree be delayed until after the movement of [[*φ] D] to matrix v/T, but on the 
other hand, such movement predicts that the only available lexicalized form 
of the D-bound/Index should be reflexive:
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 (80)

The contradictory requirements of the LF- and PF-licensing of the refer-
entially dependent form in (80) can be solved when the PMC is considered 
again from the perspective of [[*φ] D] adjoined to embedded T. There is one lo-
cal operation that legitimizes the non-local upward Agree between its φ-fea-
tures and Maria1: a local relation of control, based on Agree (Landau 2000), 
which spans the boundary of the infinitive and reaches T across the chain of 
(Piotr2 > PRO2). It opens up the possibility that a longer relation can proceed 
unobstructed in its wake within the same domain. Thus, upward Agree for 
the φ-features of [[^φ1] D] reaches across PRO2 and Piotr2 and accesses Maria1 
in [Spec, vP] in the main clause. For this option to be feasible, the φ-features 
of [[*φ] D] need to be allowed to postpone their valuation as much as possible 
within a given derivational cycle. This seems to be independently confirmed; 
the domain including the main-clause verb and the infinitive in Polish can be 
transferred and spelled out jointly, due to some phase-extension strategy; for 
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instance, negation on the main-clause verb causes Genitive of Negation (GoN) 
on the object of the infinitive (see, e.g., Błaszczak 2001 and Ruda 2018).46 

The four derivations detailed in (77–80) account for the four-way set of 
indexical dependencies seen in (76):47

Table 1. Indexical dependencies in (76)

Antecedent Reflexive possessive Pronominal possessive
Piotr ex. 77 ex. 78
Maria ex. 79 ex. 80

The derivations presented in (77–80) seem to meet the rigors of phase-based 
syntax, outlined in Chomsky 2000, 2001. Despite the movement of [[*φ] D] from 

46 Consider this example of (extra) Long-Distance GoN from Ruda 2018, after Prze-
piórkowski 2000, in which the nominal object is multiply embedded in infinitival 
structures; clausal negation in the main clause forces genitive on the object at the 
bottom of a cascade of infinitives:
 (i) Nie musisz  zamierzać  przestać  studiować  algebry. 

not must2SG  intendI NF  stopI NF  studyI NF  algebraGEN

  ‘You don’t have to intend to stop studying algebra.’
47 Limits of this contribution do not allow me to extend this system to binding within 
nominal phrases. Yet, Witkoś (2021b) shows how a combination of Agree, covert move-
ment (both phrasal, similar to the Left Branch Extraction, and CL/WP-like), and PMC, 
similar to the analysis of all the interpretations in Table 1, derive the four options in (i): 
 (i)  Jan1  czytał  [książkę  Marii2  o swoim1,2  ojcu /o jej2 ojcu/ 

Jan  read   bookACC  MariaGEN  about self’s  father about her father
  o jego1 ojcu]. 

about his father
  ‘Jan read Maria’s book about her father/his father.’
Jan can be coindexed with both a reflexive and a pronominal possessor, and Maria can 
also be coindexed with the reflexive and the pronominal possessor:
 (ii) a. Jan1  → swoim1/jego1

  b. Marii2  → swoim2/jej2
The analysis is based on the following structure of the nominal phrase, where FP is 
the maximal nominal projection, serving as a derivational phase, in line with Bošković 
2012, and the NP overtly moves to [Spec, FP], following an escape movement of the PP 
(not indicated here for clarity of presentation):
 (iii) [FP książka F [PossP [Marii] Poss [NP książka [PP o swoim ojcu]]]]
   book  MariaGEN book about self’s father
  ‘Maria’s book about her father’



 BIndIng Of reflexIVeS In POlISh aS agree, MOVe, and late SPell-Out 319

the T-adjoined position in the infinitive to the v head in the main clause or 
upward Agree from this position across CPINF , this maximal projection is fre-
quently taken to be more transparent than finite CP. For instance, Landau 
(2000) takes CPINF not to be a phase in the context of his Agree-based control 
theory, and Zubkov (2018) does not take either CPINF or vP to be phases in 
the context of his Agree-based theory of binding. A recent proposal in the 
spirit of restructuring/reanalysis of infinitive complements resulting in the 
removal of the CP projection is formulated by Müller (2017, 2018), who submits 
that syntax needs to be enriched with operation Remove, a mirror reflection 
of Merge.48 Last but not least, Bošković (2007) submits that Agree is not lim-
ited by the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) to search for potential goals 
and can transgress phase boundaries.49 Reflexive possessives in the examples 
above are accessible to NP-external antecedents, because they are placed at 
the edge of the nominal phase.50

48 Müller’s Remove alters already-constructed phrase markers in a regular manner. It 
is cyclic, feature-driven (in the case that a CP projection is removed, relevant features 
rest on the V-head that selects it), and affects either maximal projections or heads. In 
the former case, both the head and all its projections disappear; in the latter, depen-
dents of C re-associate with the selecting V (as specifiers), and TP becomes V’s comple-
ment. The consequence of C (and CP) removal from (77–80) is reanalysis of a biclausal 
structure as a monoclausal context in which upward probing by φ-features of [[*φ] D] 
can proceed freely.
49 Bošković (2007: 613–64) assumes that the PIC constrains Move but does not con-
strain Agree. He points to Chukchee, where agreement reaches into finite CP, violat-
ing the PIC: 
 (i) ənən  qəlγilu ləŋərkə-nin-et  iŋqun ∅-rətəmŋəv-nen-at qora-t. 

he  regrets-3-pl  that 3sg-lost-3-pl  reindeer-pl
  ‘He regrets that he lost the reindeer.’
50 Having said that, reflexive possessives can be embedded quite deep in Polish. Mar-
ciniak (1999: 131) brings up the following example:
 (i) Jani  pokazał Piotrowij  [dom  [córki  [brata [swojegoi/*j /jego*i/j  

John  showed Peter   house   of.daughter   of.brother  self’s  his
  kolegi]]]]] 

colleague
  ‘John showed Peter the house of a daughter of a brother of his colleague.’
Example (i) is challenging to any theory involving movement, because the launch site 
is embedded deep in a number of NP projections. Here, a mitigating element concerns 
performance factors; native speakers I have consulted tend to disagree with Marcin-
iak’s original judgments given for example (i) in the sense that they also accept the 
pronominal possessor coindexed with the subject Jan. This indicates that the depth of 
embedding nullifies the effects of both Binding Condition A and Binding Condition B. 
I leave this issue for further research.
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6. Conclusions

The key feature of this technical account of both subject orientation of reflex-
ives and the spell-out pattern of indexically dependent reflexive and pronomi-
nal possessives consists in (i) positing late lexicalization of the D-bound/Index 
in the derivation (Nikolaeva 2014; Safir 2014), according to the Lexicalization 
Rule in (67), and (ii) positing features that drive its derivation: the interpreta-
ble but unvalued φ-features that probe upwards seeking an antecedent (Hicks 
2009) and a [−val, person] feature shared with and attracted by the nearest 
relevant head v/T (Béjar and Rezac 2009; Franks 2017).

The account presented here draws from two minimalist, index-free ap-
proaches, one based on Agree (Reuland 2011) and the other based on Move 
(Boeckx et al. 2008). These two original sources of inspiration require mod-
ification. Reuland’s Agree-based account straightforwardly covers only con-
structions in which both the binder and the bindee bear structural cases, as 
it relies on an extended notion of φ-feature sharing between T, v, the subject, 
and the object (a residue of the General Condition on A-chains in Reinhart 
and Reuland 1993). Therefore, it requires non-trivial modifications when ei-
ther the binder or the bindee bears inherent/quirky case. By following the idea 
expressed in Hicks 2009 that binding is upward Agree, I avoid problematic 
aspects of the correlation between structural case and binding. Yet, there is 
a price to pay: I rely on Agree that is specifically tuned to cater to A-binding 
only (just like proposals developed in Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd 2011, 
Zubkov 2018, and Antonenko 2012, partly inspired by Reuland’s theory). Oth-
erwise, the proposal developed here converges with Reuland’s on a number 
of points. I admit that local binding between co-arguments does not allow for 
any free variation—e.g., (9a) vs. (9b)—which confirms a special role played by 
the notion of the reflexive predicate. Both Reuland’s account and the one here 
postulate covert raising of the object reflexive out of VP to the domain of v; 
see (20) and (72). I also rely on the correlation between phase-edge phenomena 
and reflexive possessives observed by Reuland and explored in Despić 2015. 

There are at least two conclusions common to the Movement Theory of 
Reflexivization (MTR) and this approach: one concerns the role of syntactic 
movement, and the other Late Spell-Out. The MTR takes the movement of the 
antecedent (binder) as the core of the binding relation, fully respecting the In-
clusiveness Condition (Chomsky 1995) and replacing the Agree relation. The 
antecedent and the bindee do not exist as two separate objects in the numera-
tion; applications of Copy and Merge form the A-chain and result in a specific 
lexicalization pattern of copies. The account presented here also provides for 
movement, but it is assumed that the antecedent (binder) and the bindee (the 
D-bound) exist as independent syntactic objects, as in Franks 2021, and they 
must be involved in the Agree operation for φ-features. They both move inde-
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pendently, with the D-bound raised as CL/WP out of VP and adjoined to v/T. 
This movement determines lexicalization options of the D-bound; see (67). 
As both approaches envisage movement as a crucial factor, they rely on con-
straints on movement to provide for expected binding domains (CL/WP can-
not leave CPFIN , so Polish anaphors must observe the TSC). Both approaches 
take reflexives to constitute spell-out forms of the most optimal relation of 
A-binding. For MTR, the reflexive marks a copy of the binder left behind by 
movement. In my account, it overtly reflects a “fully baked” reflexive rela-
tion, holding both at LF (where the D-bound’s φ-features upward-Agree with 
its antecedent) and at PF (where the D-bound is adjoined to a head whose 
specifier position is occupied by its LF-antecedent). In MTR the pronoun is 
seen as a Last Resort resumptive placeholder for a relation of coindexation. 
According to Hornstein (2001), it marks a failed attempt at movement. Within 
the approach advocated here, a proximate pronoun (a pronominal possessive) 
is in fact a “half-baked” reflexive. It is involved in the LF-relevant aspect of 
the binding relation (its φ-features are valued against the antecedent), but it is 
adjoined to a head whose specifier position is not occupied by its antecedent, 
so the other half of a successful lexical reflection of the binding relation is 
missing. Yet, there are also profound differences between the two accounts, as 
I believe that MTR faces a number of challenges in Polish. One is subject orien-
tation and the way this phenomenon can be encoded in the movement proce-
dure. It must be different for control and reflexivization, as Willim (1982) and 
Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) point out: Polish allows for object control, but it 
does not allow for A-binding by objects. At the same time, a Move-based the-
ory of both relations is welcome for English, where the object participates as 
antecedent in both dependencies. Another challenge for MTR concerns DAT 
OEs: how do we explain that a DAT OE can have its copy spelled out as either 
a reflexive possessive or a pronominal possessive, with identical interpreta-
tions? The same question applies in the case of long-distance reflexivization.

My account predicts that the difference between languages in which the 
object can function as antecedent for reflexives and those showing subject ori-
entation depends on the VP-internal vs. VP-external position of the reflexive. 
I assume that the D-bound in English remains in VP, without moving (wholly 
or partially) to v/T. Generally, the position where the LF-relevant antecedent/
bindee relation is established matches the position where this relation is lexi-
calized on the bindee in PF.

This account relies on the notion of competition between forms, but some-
times they remain in free variation; see (9b) with DAT OEs. Safir (2004: 360) 
proposes three alternatives to deal with non-complementary distribution:
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 (81) Strategies for apparent non-complementarity of distribution:
  a. Interpretations are distinct.
  b. Forms tie on the most dependent scale.
  c. There are distinct numerations (apart from the target).

It appears that the interpretations in (9b) are non-distinct, as they both support 
bound variable readings and sloppy identity. Still, the reflexive form is pre-
ferred whenever possible, with the pronouns coming in as the second-best se-
lection when the reflexive form is unavailable (see the model use of reflexives 
with subject binders). The only option left is the difference in the numerations 
as the source of the non-complementarity. Such a difference in the numer-
ations can be credited to the distinct feature composition of v and T. Tech-
nically, if T bears the [−val, person] feature relevant for the Index/D-bound 
raising, it forces its movement to T (and lexicalization as pronominal, in line 
with (67)). If it does not bear this feature, the Index does not rise to T but re-
mains at v (and is lexicalized as reflexive, according to (67)). The same factor 
can account for related cases in infinitives showing object control, discussed 
in connection with (77–80) above. In sum, A-binding appears to result from a 
conspiracy of principles and processes in which Agree, Move, and Late Spell-
Out play significant roles.
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