Modern Linguistics JLAUTEF £, 2026, 14(5), 912-919 Hans X
Published Online May 2026 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ml
https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.145474

ETRERNERZFRIAMR

KIT4
ALRCAZIE KA AN E I SRR 2 B, b

Wk H . 20264F2H 200 FHER: 20264F5H18H: & A7 HiH: 20264F5H28H

=

A FAELERIBTAAERR T, ISP KA R B RN S, B 388 R SR A RAT AR R SR 5T,
BN ARENARE “ R K4NER. REAREREMEIRGES M G R 3R
71, BIOEEET P RENFHKERARAZ N LB A . ZHERT, EERIN
FERER ST R AR ETE, HARFARG RN ERRBMME. AFFFRIE T 58 RS
PR REERE T HES SR NTERE, HEATESER T 2 &No-RMIENR. . ), LR
BATKEE BB, MNTBE “Hie” FRANREIES. AALRRYE, R HFedaxtangk
B, MRFACITESRESAETEEZFERNSEMER, NNEE DLARERZOREN R, 75
B T HLBERSEACER.

KR
ERREY, ARER, ERINA, RBLER

A Study on English Reflexive Pronouns
Based on Binding Theory

Peikun Zhang

School of Foreign Languages and Journalism Communication, Beijing Jiaotong University, Beijing

Received: February 20, 2026; accepted: May 18, 2026; published: May 28, 2026

Abstract

This study, based on the Binding Theory of Chomsky within the framework of Generative Grammar,
systematically investigates the binding behavior of English reflexive pronouns, aiming to deepen
the understanding of Binding Principle A and its condition of “locality”. While Binding Theory has
effectively explain the language phenomena of Indo-European languages, its universality has been
fundamentally challenged in long-distance binding phenomena of reflexive pronouns in languages
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like Chinese. Against this backdrop, English reflexive pronouns, as a model of strictly adhering to
the locality, offer unique theoretical testing value. The study demonstrates that the strict locality of
English reflexive pronouns is rooted in the intrinsic connection between their morphology and syn-
tax, where their complex morphology carries complete ¢-features (person, number, gender), elimi-
nating the need for long-distance feature dependency and thereby “anchoring” them within the min-
imal local domain. The findings reveal thatlocality is not an absolute syntactic role but a parametric
outcome of the interaction between the morphological properties of lexical items and syntactic
computation. It not only upholds the core insight of Binding Theory, but also uncovers its necessary
parametric dimension.
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1. 5|8

LR BT A T BRI R SRR LK, BN BURERE S T R 5 ek
RN OEIR L — o SIS R BRI, B A4 R R 2 TRV [R5 LR O R AT i
MIEEZ I, FEMPRESEE . IRESETE 2 EIIRGE 5 IR I 5 E 8 R s R IR 1. SR, BEET T
MR, JCHARXTDGE. Hif. IKEIEEE S R SRR AR R A5 5, L0 U - 3k 1A
WRZE| TR S DOREAT RN “H O RWTEERE A NS EERE], BB “KEE
ZUR” R W FURBLE PR A AREIN A EER N TE D ZLE SR B A 32 A R A% LA T

FEMWH SR, X Seis i S AR A S AT AT 70 UL LA RS O B T S5 SE AN . I X i e B
AR — A AR DT, AWTITE R SEIU 2 R B A% o U SE BAR . AR B . RV DR
S B AR WA RS TR R B AR S, (HAE R 2R NE) L 5 S R R s AT s pL i e, oA
FRAT AT e BUME AR Sl A2t XX Se LR AT (KRS 5 o 45 A7 B T3 20 B U A RS P K
SEAFE IV AT R G VR B, thREfeEIRATNS “ R a2 e AR AT v B B s 5 20 B s
MR BN, ARERTE 9 DU B ATAAE L) AT O B AR 22 e S L AVEAR IR, X TR Z B 5 2 AR
HEE 08 5 A R R B AR . I E ORI TSR Y, BHEQUR) 5 BB 5 R 208
SHRCERINSAL, R E SR ) 3 LR S > 145 PROME ) B 2R R 22— (2]

Bk, AT B PLRARE SISO UIA R BHAR B A T30 2 3B VR A8 S0 P Aol 1t
ATSETEF AL, AR BRATTRS X — 22 S BER e FL MR g (O PR

2. AFRES

PR PR R T I B A LR AHE L A B R O R 2 —, B AR T aCA U MR 18 1) oh 44 1) A
W RARERRB]. TP “ Q00 SRR BRI IR R . “AR” 2 ATt
YARE R Z IR FEFEAR R S BRI &y AR R AR, AR MERITAE(ETE.
RSN E) LIS g, 1 HAS I (co-referring) [4]. ARAEIX —HLL, TR RIFAEHESM
B EAEF R E, T2 B NKEE 5 e s S ARG M R A 2. R, TR a4 18]

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.145474 913 PARE S


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.145474
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

TR

FEAE R 4> = K2R IS i (anaphors, W1 B 4817 himself F1#H AR 1] each other). F§4L i (pronominals,
RIACIA 40 he, him) A M 38 FR1E (referring expressions, 1% 7H 4417 John B i# 42 17 55 i the man) [5]. %1%
X R A E TR FR AR, R ER IR T S AR I

(1) ) A: BERIE D ZE B R TE N 2 B2

Hp, “ZAW7 FEMACFHR S — AN RATETEE R G S R AR A . “IEE RN BRE
HEORE I () AT 1R AN B B 2 ORIz, AR [F] — A “ B/ AR)ERAG TR A1 Y

Bl 1

a. John praises himself. (#3543 8 . )
b. * John thinks that Mary praises himself.

fEA) T a, “himself” FIEFETEEGEEEA £ 4], AT “John” fER—IBHA, HEDSGHE, 2

TEA)T b, “himself” M EE G 55 M A) “that Mary praises himself” o fEX MBI, BH
A BERT S AT 1A (A Mary P55 himself ANFF). MEA)FEIE “John” AELEFEEE N, Kk “himself”
EABNEELATH, AJFALEMR.

Al 2:

c. John saw Mary’s picture of herself. (43 %] TH WK A TR H . )

EA)F e, X HM “herself” [ FEEEE 4 WA “Mary’s picture of herself” o “Mary” {F 1%
NP (BT A% 115, TEXAEIB N B Gl “herself” , BRI AT LA HIEAT 1A

(2) JEN B: FRAE D AUE S BB A 2 H HEPAZ L),

XEJFEN A EEFAR . AR FE RN AR A — A s Gl e HARFOHE [F] 1 58471 .

il 3:

d. John praises him. (#43 & H#b. )
f. * John says that he is smart. (%X B &% “LHHab(Hh A )R B, LA H L. )

EAF d.A, “him” EFEEEGR 34, EARS FEEEA K “John” [FIFE(RD “fl” AReiEL),
BRI, “him” A B4R M A7 HEAS N .

TEA)T £, SEiBMNA) “thatheis smart” 1 “he” PEFEEZIX M MA]. RIEFRN B, BLEXA
BN AUE H B, BTLCE AR S AE] A BT 553 IRl (AR 3 TG A PT RE IR 2647 3]), BT LS &
) E1E “John” [F4E, KA “John” NEEMEFEEAN . FIULEAMA)FARGREER, R “he” Tk
EMEINARIEEM A —DN, EIATLLFE “John” , X IEHFERE 1A FE AR «

(3) JEII C: FAFRIEEATAAT 1 7 # L Z H HHI

BRRIE (A 4 ) A ML FERR, B EEREAA) 7 i C IR 2 7R B FEEIR N #A BE R AT f] —
AN G 1 44 B T LI

il 4:

g. * He says that John is smart.

h. That John is smart surprises him. (£ #5480 X 4 F LR T, )

EA)F g, REFRATAELE “John” F84X “He” o MRHIEIN C, FEFRIE “John” 7EHENNH)FH A REHE
AEAT B G B B IR 2R . (HIX B “He” misr4iti] “John” , HUIRFEFRFAA R 7200, k1 RN
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C. ik, XAJTHRGEEM N “MCET) A RN .
FEA)T ho,  “John” FEETEMAIH,  “him” FE LA, PIE AL Gl R ROELHT),
PRI TT PAR R (BRORANE L, ()% L TR VF).

3. RIBRSRIANEELRITA

GEiE [ B ARA, 40 himself. herself. themselves &5, &2 EIR o IGRE AR . HEZ 0 4A)
VERAE R E BRI N LR B Z R, AT AREN A, RIEEZIF R X8
TESPUEY AT R B0 “B 27 BIXTEER N R, R T 106 20 R B 18 5 1 1Y) 5 B = ) o

3.1. BBRSNIANESS TEFHE

A b, J8E SR E T 25 R G . e ARRAIE 1 2248 T2 (U0 him-,  her-) 8% 25 38 ¥
AR (W my-, your-)fn b “-self” B “-selves” ¥, 4l myself, yourself, himself, themselves .
XMEERERWE N B S CAEW A SRR AFR BN TERRE . X — TR AR HA)
FAT N EA REMEREW . R ERA A, ERFATE R FITEETE, RS EA I N IR
1358 B RFAE MRS, DRI AT SR ) T R S B N, TEVR DG AT B e S AR “ B &7 IRFRE 24
BT Z R LA PR S 4R

FER)E L, OB RS L AHE B CREFEEIEA 2 B — Do Sl B R A 1 IR A R . ERRE
Sl O E SO S SRR A B L A RE R GE D 3R] B 3R] A S — AN AT R IR RN e B T BE
(b /N MNA) TP B 4 7] JE 15 NP).

3.2. AN EIMARMR 54T

TETE B AR (1) JR) A 20 R PEAE %5 28 A A rh 5 B AR I . BUARS DL n] U R 4 AT B

(1) FEREFA)ZIE: John blamed himself.

TEXAN B A g, S AR “himself” I HEEOR BN A+ ZIEHEE T “himself” |
HAEHEE @) “blamed” LA K — T K EiE(“Tohn”). RIELIHRIFEN] A, “himself” WZH7E A HETE I,
WZZIH . Eif “John” 54| “himself” , KULRME—SERATE. A7 LHARRE “AEis T
fEC” , MARREMN “A8TTE T H NN .

(2) IEMNAJFIZIH: Susan heard [that Mary had bought herself a new bicycle].

EbAd, BT AR R EIESEATIE “Susan” A1 “Mary” o S ARIA “herselt” A7 T Nk M A)
“that Mary had bought herself a new bicycle” 1. XAH M AIZE “herself” HIH/NE B, FAEHE
7 “herself”  HAEFEEF) “bought” )P K& —A0] K EiE( “Mary” ). Kk, HRAEEN A, “herself”
DAHESL NI Z AW, HAATIE R 2IE S G “Mary” , MIAREREMFETE “Susan” o XE
WA )T A RE RN “ ORI WS I 4 H 3K T W HAT A, it H C(herself) 7 48AAH) S “ BIEE 7,
“edE “HIM” .

(3) ZIAFIEMNMZIH: Jane showed Mary [a picture of herself].

EXNEH SRR RA) T, [ AR “herself” HBILAE 4217515 “apicture of herself” 1. LT,
HAEFRE O e 2 A A7, WATRRR XA EIE . (EIRWM T, HRMARKEEAL . iR
BB RN (BE 305 “Jane” FIEEEIEE “Mary” ), A4 “herself” 7] LA “Jane” B “Mary”
ZI0 . SR, B ARG E ML R 45 b EBOP] Re 32 TR BURTEAR e AT 1, ALY RAT J 074 BR il 75 56
JEH, ARV A KBRS W . X — P HHIE T 9615 R S AR R 8 ST SR 020 0
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ZiEPTd, R AR AL AR R R A R, AT IR AL T iR NE R TR IR
Wo X Rt HIE S RME R N FEZER, IRl 2 i 2 e L 2B IERIRR 3 T 2 MRS
R, SUOERSMGE A" WK EARAT N RE XL, R 7S A 1 R R 2
HACAZ R [6]-

3.3. S EHBARLARNGI SEIL SN : UEERIFEIERH

IR 73 T I8 UF S48 S B AT E A% O F)VE S5 1 T A1 R B 1 200K, AEA% G 2 SRR 3 B VR i TG
VEfRRE “ BIIE 4 1A} 18 (Picture Noun Phrase, AT faifR PNP)” e S ACTHEI AR AN LS, X2
AT AR S0 A% 0 £ R

PNP $§ 71,0018 A picture. photo. story &5 44 1Al ) & i) 515, H i GRFAS M 52O M0EERH 2P E
ZErs %L R e B AR IR 5 A ] 2 7 BR324 (W0 John criticized himself/him), {H PNP 558 F
THEWHBERE, EEav SRS NS SeATER TR, BIITE “AEREEIAN T

454 Kush 5550 200 44 505 AR TR #5 (1) W] 4252 FE FIWr SEBe 0805, w0 PNP 4544 73 o = Kbk 1~5
SR, 5 N EE):

(1) %0 Jm#B PNP (B2 B 4.8/5): & Mia 5 ATIEA T F— vP IEERN, FFELREN A &
T«

i. John: saw [a picture of himself] in the museum.

(2) o PNP WI3EREf e (Fe 2 1% 3.2/5, MAZE R E3): PNP AL T WA =B B H R A #AE 1,
AT 5 ) EEFE, RS EFEERORE, Hx S0 55 ERE TS, SUAET My
Kk

j- John thought that Mary bought [a picture of himself/him] for his birthday.

(3) WHTH K PNP WA RIS R IR % 1.3/5, BEAMNEE): %5 PNP WA ASM(RI DP B4 1 &
PEEE), REMNELES FAEERE, (LAES DP WERFTAEFICE, BV AN Ak

k. John thought that Mary bought [her picture of himself] for his birthday.
1. John thought that Mary bought [her picture of herself/her] for her birthday.

SEAG RN I, AR R PNP 4552 FEAAAE P R A5 PR . e 2 REES 1 MIREB /M), HIREZN
> 2 MI5E 4 ANE75(Un John thought that Mary said that Lisa bought a picture of himself, #%%2/% 1.1/5), HAX
AEHHILAE PNP X — B 1B, Toiky e 213538 S 1) 3 iRl 45 /4 (4 John thought that Mary criticized himself,
B2 1.0/5).

4. EILHRR

ST S S AT B R B B A% SR A AR, FORAS R T RS 5 AR e N E S —. 1EN
—MES RSN, HASCEHEN T EBMAR. BORPESEEREW “him-self” ). XTI 1K
SRHERE T HEFRGDOER B SR “Ba” MR, A0 B R ARSI AL R . R,
FERE L, SR AR PR “fE 7 TIHR/AVERREIA . X R PEE R 2 A R 1 E N A
PR T AR 0 2 I, BN R AR TR A L AR AR . R, X “JRERYE” RS E . AL
Ja BIRERERLE], — B A R SRR ST S8 IE RO UG
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4.1. “FEE” BBTRL

LI EIN A A R R BT BRI X A O NS BRI T . TR R ) B AR HE
Barh, EEEREHEE B SO “CBE— AN OIE. — DB ANZ A OB SRR SR DI Re R (W S B NP)”
[5]0 AHIX — 38 SCAEARRE D8 Th S B AR (1) — te i SR 245l i@ 21 1 Bk

ffltn, FE4)F “John saw [NP a picture of himself]” v, #HEFEIEIEE SO RN S (RIEAA)T), T
“himself” # “John” AW, A)F&ik. SR, #E “John showed Mary [NP a picture of himself]” /1, x5
FRAF FIFERT DARE “Tohn” 293, RAE 1A M1E “apicture of himself” W EAFELER —/NEAER “EiB” T F
¥ Mary’s, TEZ5H B XTI & T —/ N ] “Mary” AREFHBT “John” % “himself” fIZIH?

N TR R, B FATTN B BRI E ST T 2 U 1E . AR S EULE X6], KEMIEIT
ZRGIN A R FET M. BT E R SCRE B WA, —AME RO
— AN S M B I /N SERE D) REARGE R A TP/TP B¢ NP)o X HL[) “n] Jo k308”7 FRTES5 1 L Rehe sl I
R LR SEAT IR o 7E BRI AES] -, K& “picture” AIRETTA T AT “Mary’s” , (HZTH
FEIEAN RN A —N e “ B B, TR B AMERZI ) “ ] Stk 487 (AR HT B 0] 44 1] 4
H NS MR, W SRR TR DI RER ST DP). B X P41k, FIRRee HEMHb . 7E
“[DP John’s [NP picture of himself]]” #, EFEHEEE DP, WHEIE “John” T J, ZIRALAL; TMAE “[DP
Mary’s [NP picture of himself]]” #', #& “himself” 352458 “John” 213K, NFIFZ NP A FE I AT A
B OB R 1P, FUAH WA “Mary’s” 1EFLL50 B A A — AN 2 CAEH P IS0 o] A 1k 3=
o IXEEHARMASTT(E 152 AR 1 7 5 20 IRt 220 ) 905 )R AR B AR & S22 1) R 2 R AT Ao

4.2. ZERMARITH

ZWMARIIR LS5, FEANINAFE 5 S AT LRI R AR T #ERE, TR T 4 T R0 71 1
Hig#gAE.

4.2.1. IZEABAI

— 22 % (I Cole, Hermon, & Sung)i\Ay, K& ARIA(ER 22 H £ m) e A718 1A B AT Ba P 1)
FEREL, DAENLAR K R[7]. HIERGAHTESES, HAMR. B RS A BT 45
PIZESHE, B RWIEIEE, RN R IR,

42.2. BASERSER

— LU T (U0 Levinson) % i M 15 FH 50 DU (i 8 31 0 2 U 5 SO) ST o 328 3 10 ) P55 AR FR PR O 2R [8]
St A S AT,V U] B AR R L SR A TR P A7 E 2 AN A S AT VR IS (R R A (R T . X L
SERNL) . AR, X SHR IR A DLMARA AR i S S AR AN BRI DGE “ B IREIHT KIE B 43R
XAk, R 2 AN TR R HE AR 1

4.2.3. HREHARTHR - BRXE

FEf (177 SRAEZE R [9] [10], LR RPEPHAROVRHEZ B ol —BOR R HAE . SRR
TARBEIIAFR S B VESRo-RAIE, 7 ZAE R AR N — DGR e ATIE T “ Ao, JFild — 2l
RHURHEE . SR RS RABRILE SIS, HOARBRERRHMER LAV /M B8 — AR iR AR
AR, XRERZRE TR,

4.24. HREHFRTHRSRIALREFI
ARAEAE B OB, A T LA Bt (Phase) A A AR IR E L, RAZLIEEE CP (hrh)
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T vP (R AhIR R B T e BE B, IBBRIE R U 2B RS R EE RN, HANEIEE
2 “VB B T35 414 (Phase Impenetrability Condition, PIC)” BRI, Joikgiis B o a8 Evin . 1Eik
At b, Tt — DR B E 4% 7K (Feature Inheritance) L : 18 B 0iE C By B AR IR E oKL &
TR ARG HANETE T (WHH O, H—EERHOE v FORFIEN & T4k 45 HANEE V(EhiaH O
i) AP RIREGRFE R T/V BAE N ATERE (Probe), TEANE B4 Gt fill(c-command, AJyEA#§—AN 1Y
FEERS TR B b G i) LR R 75 5 B HL T T 7 R 5 0 O 2R ) A Y T Y 48 3-8 I QR AIE 1) H AR e B — 3R
BAF(Agree), A4 EHE NAEEVLED B AR WIRFEZ B @, B AAEREVLEC A A A B 2 BH TR ET 5
HARI SR 11]o

X WU A G T AT AR D1 S B AR] R e AR o = 91 S B 3R] (4 himself, herself) & T-/E
ARG, A5 TN 2R CERE, TN Agree #4F 1) B FR1E & /INE BN 72 U IEZ &
PSR Ei5AAE[12]. Van Urk [ 1338 515 5 SSE it — P I0UE: 25 B8RRI RHIE 56 &R, e T
YO IR BRI R /ME BN, BRI TEBlR 2k Agree #4F, X IE72JE1H I AR R REAE 5 i N
FHRATIERZ OR)ESIH, B R AR i/ vP/CP B BEHL, JLRFIE 248 PIC BHWT, TTik5iE
BUMOREN e, HESEBERR. S22 IR GEHF R GMRIE “Ac” , HAGRIERIK
ERIE HERFIE, TRl 2K Agree BREFSIE BLAR A SCATIE FIORHIE, R R RGHRKEEAR, X
—Z R HENIE 7« HRRIE TR A RRIE B 56 4 1 B UUE O AIBTE ) R O Bs[14]

4.3. KEFEMRELERA

X— ARV IM AL, fE Pica %6 NIE IR T3 2] T F J15CRF. Pica R, R SR A2
SHEARIRERIR I TEASRE R TSR, 7 B0 T 1) )2 28 2 TR R LR (i se
FHEMREIEATIE: R, TEABER. AL, HAWREBRE15].

PABE S S B ACTRE X EE 1 o TETE [ B4R 1A] himself #4380 “him-" L4 #E 7 7 55 = AR H3L.
SRR BRBRE, “-self” WIbRR 1 S X P& B G HAME S BB, 13 e 1V IdE A\ )7
PR, ORI O &2 e A1 Rk, BAFRE@ESKESMAEKE R R« FIR” FHIE, X8R
il T H AT L ZRE S/ N R B RS

FHEEZ R, POE RS “BC” 2 —MHHIER, AEWAEAAFR BEME IR SRd. BEm%:
FRATESN, DAUE AL (R A K SEGE R ) 5 — AN ATIE T ERR, DR
B AT 20 - R AIE o X PR AIE SR E 00 55 SR KA B R 68 1% RS B, TR K BE B 4R .

DRI, X 908 S G AR 2 SRAT A RN AT, AMURHIE T 2955 0] A TETRASF01E & 1 A R,
HHEENZ, EER T R IR A R aEEE, TR AN IS R S
PP E RGN WIS E SR . JOE R SRR — EA R Y, HEARS “Pie”
TREAIR, BN S L) R AZ Ol 52 1) — ST BT 7 AR (1 S UE SR 8], [ B Bt R ) 12 B0 A TR A
[FJE A ANE S TR S B4 E .

5. &g

AW TR TEE R AR A RAT AR MBS S SRR, BB T R0ge: B, JHERY
ARAFIFE 28 K 22 BURTE IR 5 P iy SR I H ™ 4% R L0 AR, I IRAIE 1 2RI A X TS FE 1R F 1)
SEREARRE J) o HR, X — BB IR S E , HORE RV BT B RRE IR 2 AN BORARAL
JEIAE AT L VE R 7 BRI SN, (R A5 2R 1E B i SRS 1 3t 22 1) 52 2% 44 TR R S5 SR S B P I 2T AT N
SN E B, ANSCRAIE T 3838 S B AR R ™A% Jm A Bt _E i T R AR gk vt . 5 00E AR “ H
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O ] R AT A I b, S R S S AR B S 58 s 1O-HF A, X RS FEEE T HAR)
FHES R T T ORIZ B AT IR HEAT AR AR MU, AT R RE PR A AL R AT A . BRI, B TR T4
AR “REIE” FMRRZEAE, eI AR R R, T A T SR I S B
W E HENC IS SR AR AT AR 1 S E R I . 578 e BHARIR] R UL oy e e i 5 3 e 5 HL A
FHESEH A RET A, AT 7 ARBIR RO, R 7R R TEEME S T T R
SR LR R B A

SE K

(1]

[10]
[11]

[12]
[13]
[14]
[15]

W, . SRR DU ARAR T I 5 R 1 L), P08 M 22O\ SCHLRAR), 2008, 29(S1):
175-178.

FooR, AR SRR GAE ZES IANERTRDT]. SRES %, 2001(2): 132-142+158.
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