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1 Issuesn Binding Theory
1.1 Accountingfor disjointreference

Obviation versus Blocking. Two approacheso the distribution of anaphorsand
pronominalshavebeenexploredin Binding Theory The OBVIATION approachorig-
inating in Lasnik 1976 and extensivelydevelopedin the GB tradition, posits au-
tonomoudisjoint referenceprincipleswhich directly filter outillicit coindexationsn
certainstructuraldomains.The BLOCKING approachtreatsdisjoint referencederiva-
tively, by makinganaphorsobligatory undercoreferencen the binding domain,and
invoking a syntacticor pragmaticprinciple thatforcesdisjoint referencgpronominals
in the“elsewhere’caset

1 My interestin reflexivepronounsomegpartly from historicalsyntaxandpartly from the
Casetheorythat DieterWunderlichandl havebeenthinking aboutsince1991. Thefirst
versionof this paperwaswritten thatyear,and| wasfortunateto be ableto discussit
with Dieter at the time, who madeinsightful suggestiongspeciallyaboutthe Swedish
material.l thensetit asidefor someyears realizingthatmanyof thethingsl wastrying
to dowerebeingdonein amoresophisticateavay by Reinhart& Reulandandby Burzio.
Still, my conclusiondifferedfrom theirson somepoints,andsol returnedto the paper
in 1996, addingthe OT analysis,which was presentecat an OT syntaxconferenceat
Stanford andrevisingit oncemorefor this publicationin honorof DieterWunderlich.
| am gratefulto Cleo Condoravdifor her detailedcommentson severaldrafts of this
paperandfor heradviceandencouragemeraverthe years. Specialthanksalsoto An-
nie ZaenenandPeterSellsfor their guidanceandto EkkehardK onig and TomasRiad
for theinterestthey havetakein this work. Many peoplehavebeengenerousvith their
time andlinguisticexpertise Per-KristianHalvorsenElisabetEngdahl,TanFu, K.P. Mo-
hananShuichiYatabeHinrich Schuetzelvan Sag K.S. YadurajanSmitaJoshi,Kalpana
BharadwajWill Leben,HadarShem-Bv, ThoraArnadottir,ChristopheiCuly, Karl Zim-
mer,GlvenGuzelderelauri Karttunen HoskuldurThrainssonyoung-meeCho,Ki-Sun
Hong,William PoserandMakotoKanazawaTheresponsibilityfor all errorsis mine.



Obviation. Chomsky1981 equatedthe domainsof both anaphoricbinding (prin-
ciple A) andof disjoint reference(principle B) and definedthis domainin termsof
government.f principlesA andB hold in the samedomain,anaphorsandpronomi-
nalsmustbein complementarglistribution. Thistheoryfacestheconceptuaproblem
thatthe complementarityacksa deeperationale,andthe empiricalproblemthatthe
predictedcomplementaritysystematicallyfails to hold in certain structuralconfig-
urations. Subsequenversionsof Binding Theory eithertried to exploit the partial
complementarityso asto achievea simplerandtheoreticallymoreattractiveformula-
tion of the theory or to addresshe empirical problemof overlappingdistribution by
having principlesA andB apply in different domains. Thesetwo endeavorgroved
hardto reconcile.

A first attemptto distinguishthe domainsof principle A andB wasto define“gov-
erning category” differently for anaphorsand pronominals(Huang 1983, Chomsky
1986,169). Chomskys redefinitionwas couchedn partly 6-theoreticterms. He in-
troducedthe notion of a COMPLETE FUNCTIONAL CoMPLEX (CFC), definedasa
maximal projectionin which a predicates complementandsubject(in effect, all its
f-roles)arerealized,andreformulatesPrinciplesA andB to thefollowing effect:

(1)  An anaphor/pronominamnustbe bound/freein the leastCFC containinga
lexical governorin which it could be bound/free.

The idea behind[1] is that a pronominalcan always satisfy Binding Theory (BT)
by beingfreein the minimal NP that containsit, but an anaphorpecausdt mustbe
bound,cansatisfyBinding Theoryonly in the minimal CFCthatcontainsa potential
antecedentor it (oneto which the anaphorcould be bound). It follows thatthe dis-
tribution of pronominalsandanaphorganoverlapin the subjectpositionof NPs.But
this resolvegust a small part of the overlappingdistributionproblem.

That a domaindefinedin termsof a predicates argumentgakin to the CFC) is
specificallythedomainof disjoint referencgPrinciple B effects)wasarguedby Hel-
lan (1983,1988),Sells(1986) (Sells1986),and FarmerandHarnish(1987),(Farmer
and Harnish 1987) who eachproposedsomeversionof the principle statedin [2],
sometimesalledOBVIATION, atermborrowedfrom Algonquiangrammar

(2) OsvIATION: Coargumentdavedisjoint reference.

A secondkey ideais thatdisjoint referencds a principle of semantidnterpretation
which requirescertaintypesof argumentsof multi-place predicatesto be distinct?
(Keenanl974,BachandParteel980,Pollardand Sag1983,Sells1991, Pollardand

2 Semantidisjointreferencealsoplaysakeyrolein thetheoryof reciprocalglevelopedy
Heim, Lasnik,andMay (1991),(Heim, LasnikandMay 1991),thoughtheydo not unify
it with thedisjointreferencgghenomenaeenn pronounsandreflexives.



Sag1992, Reinhartand Reuland1993). Reinhartand Reulandexplicitly arguethat
principle A is definedon syntacticpredicatesandprinciple B on semantigredicates.

The proposaldevelopedbelow adoptsboth theseideas. Obviationwill be argued
to be a universalviolable constraintinteractingwith otherconstraintsin the ranked
constraintsystemshatdefinethe binding patternsof languages.

Blocking. The secondapproachto disjoint referencereplacesprinciple B by a
BLOCKING constraintthat makesanaphorsbligatoryin their binding domainunder
the appropriateconditions, supersedinghe coreferentialinterpretationof pronomi-
nalsin that domain. Blocking can be seeneither as a grammaticalcondition ap-
plying to syntacticrepresentationgBouchard1983, Yadurajan1987, Burzio 1996,
Burzio 1998)2 or asanextragrammaticalpragmatic)conditioninvolving generalized
conversationalmplicature,informativenesshearerstrategiedor recoveringspeaker
meaning,etc. (Dowty 1980, Reinhart1983a, Reinhart1983b, Farmerand Harnish
1987,Levinson1987,Levinson1991,2000).

Combining Blocking and Obviation. The mainthesisof my paperis that Block-
ing andObviationarenot competingaccountsof disjoint referenceput that both—
appropriatelyformulated— constituteuniversalconstraintsthat interactwith each
other,andwith otherconstraintsjn accordwith partly language-specificankings. |
establisitheirindependencby showingthatoneappliesto asyntacticrepresentation,
the otherto a semantidnterpretationthatthey applyto differentclasseof elements,
andthattheyapplyin differentdomains.Conceptuallytheydiffer aswell. Blocking
is relatedto the“Elsewhere”principlethatgovernamorphologicalkexpressionfollow-
ing Burzio’s work | treatit asan Economyprinciple. Obviation,on the otherhand,is
aconstrainton thelicensingof coreferentiacoargumentsvhichis specificto binding
theory

1.2 TheTypologyof Pronouns

With the adventof OT, grammaticaltheory hasbecomeinseparabldrom typology
In apioneeringtypology of reflexivesandreciprocalsFaltz (1977)showedthattheir
binding propertiesvary alongat leasttwo dimensions:the size of the domainwithin
which they mustbe bound,andthe natureof the antecedenin the clausaldomain.
He further notedthat, sincelanguagesnay haveseveralanaphorghat differ in these

3 Distant antecedent®f this idea include Chomskys “Avoid Pronoun” Principle, and
therulesof “obligatory reflexivization”in earliertransformationatreatmentgLeesand
Klima 1963,Kuno1987).



respectsthe binding domainandthe antecedentequirements a lexical propertyof

individual anaphorsratherthansimply a syntacticpropertyof the languageat large.

Theseconclusionsvereconfirmedby Yang(1983),andtheir consequencesereex-

ploredin the more generalframeworkof the principles-and-parameteepproacho

syntaxby WexlerandManzini (1987).IndependentlyEveraer{1986)andThrainsson
(1991) proposedo specify the binding propertiesof anaphordy systemsof cross-
classifyingfeatures.Hellan (1983),working from Norwegian,arrivedat still another
featuralparametrizatiorfgreatlyelaboratedn Hellan 1988),which wasfurtherdevel-
opedby BresnanHalvorsen,andMaling (1985),whoseideaswerein turn extended
andformalizedby Dalrymple(1993).

In the spirit of thesestudies| arguethatthe typology of pronounsemergesrom
two cross-classifyingproperties:whetherthey are obviative or not, i.e. whetherthey
can licensea coreferentialcoargumentand what their antecedentlomainis. The
antecedentlomainis definedby a hierarchyof constraintswhich impose succes-
sively inclusive requirementsn the structuralrelation betweenthe pronounandits
antecedent. The factorial typology predictsa classof pronominalelementswhich
havehithertonot beenrecognizedn Binding Theory | showthatthis predictedclass,
referentially dependenpronominals is cross-linguisticallywell attestedandin fact
is instantiatedin one pronounof modernEnglish. The constrainthierarchydefines
five successivelymoreinclusive antecedentomains,eachcharacterizinga classof
pronouns. Thesefive typesof pronounsare cross-classifiedor obviation. The re-
sulting inventoryof possiblepronounss richer thanwhattraditional Binding Theory
countenancedyut offers a betterapproximationto the attesteddiversity of anaphoric
systems.This simpletypology appeargo matchthe rangeof known pronounsquite
well.4

1.3 GapsandOptionality

“One form, one meaning” may be the grammaticalideal, but deviationsfrom it in
both directionsare ubiquitousin grammar,anaphoranot excepted.Contextualneu-
tralization of semanticdistinctionsis a normal part of pronominalexpressionand
so are multiple realizationsof the samemeaning,suchas “optional” long-distance
anaphora.Suchcomplementarityfailures are potentially problematicfor any theory
that relies on Blocking, but OT makesavailableinterestingnew approachegor ac-
countingfor them. To dealwith gapsl will makeuseof the ideasuggestedy Leg-
endre,SmolenskyandWilson (1996) that markednesgonstraintscanenforcegaps,
violating a lower-rankedfaithfulnessconstraintthat prohibitsthem.

4 Thecross-linguisticdatanow assembledh Huang2000posesa numberof primafacie
difficultiesfor this claim,butdeepestudyof theproblematidindingsystemss required.



Optionality, in the form of variationbetweerpronounsandreflexivesin ostensibly
identical contexts,is everybit ascommonin anaphorasgapsare. However,not all
apparenvariationcanbetakenatfacevalue. In fact, | will arguethatmanyapparent
casef “optional reflexivization” thathavebeencited againandagainin theliterature
arenotoptionalat all but reflectdifferent meaningsi.e., they correspondo different
inputs. Oncethesecasesof fake optionality are sortedout, the multiple constraint
rankingsapproactexploredby Anttila (1997)andotherscanbe seento be eminently
suitedfor the residueof genuineoptionality in the domainof Binding.

2 CoargumenbDisjoint Reference
2.1 Fourgeneralizationaboutdisjointreference

In Englishandotherfamiliar languagesthe distinctionbetweerobviativeand proxi-
matepronounsonvergesvith thatbetweerpronominalsandanaphorgreflexive/reci-
procal elements).But manylanguagedlistinguishbetweenobviative and proximate
reflexives(e.g.Swedishsig versussig sjalv), andsomedistinguishbetweerobviative
and proximate pronominals(e.g. Algonquian). The obviation requirementand the
bindingdomain,then,arein factindependenpropertiesof pronouns.

In additionto Principle B effects,the Obviation constraintaccountsor a classof
disjoint referencephenomendhat are not addressedtby standardversionsof Binding
Theory Foursuchphenomenaretreatedbelow Two of theminvolve the absencef
anexpectedeadingin ananaphoricelement.Onesuchgapis thatthe “coreferential”
asopposedo the “bound anaphora’interpretationof reflexivesis lackingin certain
contexts.| tentativelyformulatethe relevantdescriptivegeneralizatiorasfollows:

(3) An anaphomwhoseantecedenis a coargumenhasa boundvariablebut not
acoreferentiareading.

Theothergapconcernghedistributive readingof pluralsandconjoinedDPs.

(4) A pluralor conjoinedDP which overlapsin referencewith acoargumenhas
acollectivereadingbut not a distributive reading.

The othertwo generalizationsare, on the face of it, syntactic,for they involve
distributional constraintson the occurrenceof certainanaphoricelementsandthey
are language-specificor more precisely overtly instantiatedin a minority of lan-
guages First, disjoint referencephenomenare not restrictedto pronominals.Some
languagessuchasNorwegian(Hellan 1988)haveOBVIATIVE REFLEXIVES, usually
morphologicallysimple(ratherthancompounded)Suchobviativereflexivesaresub-
jectto adisjoint referenceconstraint:

(5)  An obviativeandits coargumenthavedisjoint reference.




Conversely not all pronominalsare obviative. Somelanguagegsuchasthe Algo-
nquianlanguageshavetwo seriesof pronominalendings,0BVIATIVE and PROXI-
MATE, whosedistributionis grammaticallyconstrainecasfollows:

(6) At mostonecoargumenmaybe proximate.

The four generalizationg3]-[6] will be subsumedindera generalizecaccountof
Principle B effectsin which an Obviationconstraintplaysakey role. | takethemup
in turn below

2.2 BoundVariablevs. CoreferentiaReadings

VP anaphora. Generalization3] is famouslymanifestedn VP anaphoraReflex-
ive pronouns(e.g. Englishhimself) getonly the boundanaphoraeadingwhentheir
antecedents a coargumentsothat “sloppy identity” is obligatory Elsewherethere
is anambiguity betweenthe boundvariableand coreferentiareadingsasillustrated
by [7] (Hestvik1990).

(7)  JohnconsidersimselfcompetentandsodoesFred. (ambiguous)
a. Fredconsiderslohncompetenttoo. (strict)
b. Fredconsidershimselfcompetenttoo. (sloppy)

If weassumehatthe secondcconjunctin do soVP anaphoraetsits meaningfrom the
first, then[7] hasthestrictreading(a) from [8a] andthe sloppyreading(b) from [8b].

(8) a. Az (z considerq Johncompeteny ) (John) (coreferential)
b. Az (z considerq x competen) ) (John) (boundvariable)

The point of interestis the contrastbetweer{7] andthe ostensiblyparallel[9], where
the“sloppy” readingis obligatory

(9)  Johnhateshimself,andsodoesFred.
a. # FredhatesJohn,too.
b. Fredhateshimself,too.
andwherethereflexive,therefore hasonly the boundvariablereadingof [10b].
(20) a. Az (x hatesy A y = John) (John)
b. Az (z hatesz ) (John)

5 Coargumentareargument®f thesamepredicatgHellan1988).ForexampleMary and
Johnarenot coargument@n Mary considersJohn(to be)a fool, because&ohnis notan
argumenbf consider rather,Johnis anargumenbf be a fool, andthelowestargument
of consideris John(to) bea fool.



This observationhas beenexpressedy saying that the bound variable readingis
obligatory whenthe anaphorsare “locally bound” (Lebeaux1985, Bouchard1983,
Hestvik 1990). But what exactly is the relevant“local” domain? Contraryto what
is often assumedit is not configurationallydefined. The right generalizatiorrather
seemgto be that the boundvariable readingis obligatory whenthe antecedents a
coargumentAll anaphoralocal or not, showsbothreadingsaslong astheantecedent
iS notacoargument:

(1D a. Johnthoughtthat Mary’s parentswvould approveof someondike him-

self,andsodid Fred. (ambiguou}

= “Fred thought that they would approve of someonelike Fred”

(sloppy)

= “Fred thoughtthattheywould approveof someondike John”(strict)
b. Johnloveshis wife, andsodoesFred. (ambiguou}
c. Johnhasa pictureof himself,andsodoesFred. (ambiguou}
d. Mary quotedeveryoneexceptherself,andsodid Bill. (ambiguou}
e. Johnwill succeedn spiteof himself,andsowill Fred. (ambiguou¥

Reappearanceof the ambiguity. Introducinganotherpredication whetherexplicit
or covert,restoreghestrictreading.Forexample[12] hasboththestrictreading[12a]
(“. ..thanTed defendedlohn”) andthe sloppyreading[12b] (“. ..thanTed defended
himself’) (Sells,ZaenerandZec1987):

(12) Johndefendechimselfbetterthat Teddid.
a. Az ( (z defendedr) betterthan( (\y (y defendedr) ) (Ted)) ) (John)
b. Az ( (x defendedr) betterthan( (\y (y defendedy) ) (Ted)) ) (John)

Similarly, manyspeakerdind [13] ambiguoushetweerthe readings'. .. nobodyelse
hatesJohn”,and“. .. nobodyelsehatesthemselves{Dahl 1973). On theassumption
thatonly P means'P andnobodyotherthanP”, the two meaningsvould correspond
to thefollowing representationgyoth of which areconsistentwith Obviation.

(13) Only Johnhateshimself.
a. Az ((z hatesx) A (V y # x (y doesn’thatezx) ) ) (John)
b. Az ( (z hatesz) A (V y # x (y doesn'thatey) ) ) (John)

But if only is construedwith the reflexive, the sentenceemainsunambiguousthe
only translationbeing[14]:°

6 NotealsothatEverybodyikesJohndoesnot entailthatJohnlikes himself (althoughit is
compatiblewith it), sinceJohnneednotbepartof thedomainof quantification A person
complainingNobodylikesmewould notbe consolediy beingremindedhat, afterall, he
doeslike himself.



(14) Johnhatesonly himself.
Az ((z hatesr) A (V y # z (z doesn’thatey) ) ) (John)

Again, thelocal non-coargumentase[15] is ambiguous.

(15) Only Johnconsidershimselfto be smart.
a. “Nobody elseconsiderdhemselvego besmart”
b. “Nobody elseconsiderslohnto be smart”

What is the local domain? (Lebeaux1985)and(Bouchard1983)identify the lo-
cal domainwith the governingcategorywhich constitutesthe Binding Domain for
Principle A. But in fact, it doesnot coincidewith the domainthat the otherlocality
propertiespick out: namely the domainwithin which the binding relation observes
c-commandor its equivalent) wheresplit antecedentareprohibited,andwherefree
variationwith pronounsis not allowed. For example picture nounanaphoranotori-
ously hasnon-localpropertiesyet showsthe ambiguity betweerthe strict andsloppy
reading,asin [11c]. Thepointis thatbothantecedent-anaphoelationsbelowarelo-
cal (wherethe bracketsdemarcat@anargumenstructure) butonly in (b) is thebound
variableinterpretationobligatory
b. [ X;...Y;]

Hestvik1990interpretshecontrastetweer{7] and[9] in almostthe oppositeway.
Accordingto him, it is Principle A which appliesin the coargumentdomain,while
PrincipleB appliesin thedomainof thegoverningcategoryasa purelysyntacticprin-
ciple in the spirit of (Chomsky1981). The anaphorsn the subjectpositionof ECM
constructionsasin [7], and presumablyin the other non-coargumentasesin [11]
aswell, arethendealtwith by extendingthe core binding domainby the “accessible
subject” condition (asin Chomsky1986). Hestvik considersthis extendeddomain
to be a non-localbinding domain,taking the availability of the strict identity reading
underdo soellipsis (asin [7]) astheessentiatriterionfor non-localbinding, notwith-
standingthe fact thatthe otherlocality diagnosticgc-commandpbligatorinessf the
anaphor)pick out a differentkind of locality, asdiscussedn section2.1 above. On
that approach,t remainsunexplainedwhy obligatory boundvariableinterpretation
shouldhold preciselyin the “core binding domain” (a fact which for usis a direct
consequencef Obviation). Actually the coargumentdomainhasto my knowledge
not beenshownto constitutethe binding domainfor any anaphorin any language.
Therefore,far from beingthe core binding domain, it is probablynot a binding do-
main at all (althoughit is the domainof the universalObviation principle); thereal
minimal binding domainis the so-called“extended”binding domain(the accessible
subjectdomain). Thatassumptiorwill proveto be a productiveone, furnishing the



key to explainingcontrastssuchasthosein [43a] vs. [47a] in section2.4 below

Disambiguationin Russian. In English,thedistinctionbetweertheboundvariable
readingandthecoreferentiateadingof pronounsiormallyhasnodirectformalreflex.
But in languageswith a suitableinventory of pronominalelementsthe distinction
becomesovert. In Russian,the reflexivessvoj (poss.) and sebja(acc.) canhave
not only third personantecedentshut also first and secondpersonantecedentsin
which casegheycompetewith theregularfirst andsecondersorpossessiveronouns.
Preciselyin thecoargumentasethereflexiveis howeverobligatory andhasonly the
boundvariablereading(Dahl 1973).
an a.*Jaljublju odnogomenija.
| like one me
‘I like only me!
b. Jaljublju odnogosebja.
| like one self
‘I like only myself (boundvariable only)
Whenthe pronounis notacoargumenbf its antecedenthecontrasbetweerpronom-
inal andanaphomarksthe coreferentiaversusboundvariablereading:
(18) a. Jaljublju mojuzenu,i Ivantoze.
I love my wife, andlvanalso.

‘I love my wife, andlvan also(lovesmy wife). (coreferential)
b. Jaljublju svojuzenu,i Ivantoze.

I love selfswife, andlvanalso.

‘I love my wife, andlvan also(loveshis wife).’ (boundvariable)

Let’sbeginby formulatingthe constraintdehindthe Russiardata. If all goeswell,
our constraintshouldaccountalsofor thegeneralizationdlustratedin [7]-[11] about
English,andfor the Swedishand Algonquiandatato follow.

Towards an analysis. Giventhatargumentsareassociatedvith variablesandthat
thesevariablesareassignedo individuals,therearethreepossiblerelationsbetween
a pronounand a (potential) antecedent:bound anaphora(they are coindexed,i.e.

associatedvith onevariable), coreferencgdistinct variables,which are assignedo

the sameindividual), and disjoint reference(distinct variablesassignedo distinct

individuals). Writing argumentsasA, B..., variablesasx, y..., andindividualsasa,

b..., 1 will usethemnemonicnotationin [19]:

(19) a. Boundanaphora: A, — B, (xr — a)
b. CoreferenceA, — B, (+ — a,y — a)

9



c. Disjoint reference A, — B, (x — a,y — b,a# b)

ThereforeBinding Theorycannotbe basedsimply on coindexing. We neednot only

constraintonanaphoriaelations markedby thecoindexatiorof argumentsn certain
syntacticdomains but alsoconstraintggoverningthe interpretationof the coindexed
arguments.

Assumethat the inputs are syntacticstructureswith variablesand assignmento
intendedreferents. The constraintsystemdetermineghe mostharmonicoutputcor-
respondingo a giveninput. Theinput candidatesetarelogical forms, with any coin-
dexationandwith any assignmenbf individualsto variables. Supposen particular
thefollowing constraints:

(20) Constraints:

a. BINDING DOMAIN: A pronounhasa compatibleantecedenin a des-
ignateddomainD.

b. OBVIATION: An obviativeandits coargumentbavedisjointreference.

c. Prox: A proximateis a boundanaphot(i.e. it is indexedto the same
variableasits antecedent).

(The BINDING DOMAIN constraintwill notplay arole until section3, butis included
herefor future reference.)l further assumea PARSE constraintwhich barsthe null
candidate.However, PARSE is outrankedby the constraintsin [20], with the effect
thatsomeinputshaveno outputs.

Theseconstraintsaccountfor the gapsnotedabove,but do not yet sufficeto select
a uniqueoutputin all cases. The choice betweenremainingcandidateds adjudi-
catedby two markednesgeconomy)constraints which respectivelypenalizefeatu-
ral (semantic)complexity and morphologicalcomplexity Featuraleconomyselects
anaphorgover pronominalsthe assumptions thatthe latter havericher intrinsic fea-
ture content),andmorphologicalexonomyselectssimplepronounsovermorphologi-
cally complexpronoungasin Burzio 1998).

(21) EconNomY
a. FEATURAL EcoNomy: Avoid pronominals.

b. MorRPHOLOGICAL ECONOMY: Avoid morphologicallycomplexpro-
nouns.

Let usassumehatthe pronounsof Russiarhavethe samepropertiesasthe corre-
spondingpronounsof English, exceptthat the reflexivessvoj, sebjahaveno person
features.As in English,then,thereflexivesare proximate, andthe pronominalssuch
asmenja,mojy, areobviative. Thetableauin [22] indicatesthe relevantpropertiesof
the input logical forms using the notationin [19]. Candidatesets1l and 2 illustrate

10



coargumenteflexives,with the boundanaphoraand coreferentialreadings respec-
tively, andcandidatesets3 and4 illustratenon-coargumenteflexives(possessivesn
this case)with the sametwo readings.For eachof theseinput readingsthreeoutput
candidatesregiven: the candidatevith a pronominal the candidatenith ananaphor,
andthenull candidatethe syntacticgap).

(22)
51212128
= Il [ =
5 2
= <
la. X— a Ja, ljublju menja, * *
1b. 0O Ja. ljublju sebjag
lc. 0 *|
2a. X—a,y—a Ja ljublju menjg * *
2b. Ja, ljublju sebjg, *|
2c.0 0 *
3a. X— a Ja, ljublju moju, Zzenu *
3b.O Ja, ljublju svoju, Zenu
3c. 1} *|
4a.00 x—ay—a Ja ljublju moju, zenu *
4b. Ja, ljublju svoju, Zenu *
4c. 1] *

Gapsin the output, which violate the PARSE constraint,arise when higher-ranked
constraintseexcludethe alternativecandidatesThus,a coargumenteflexive doesnot
geta coreferentiareading;contrastcandidateset2 with candidateset4.

2.3 An obviativereflexive

Swedishsig. We comenow to generalization5]. The existenceof obviative re-
flexiveshasbeendemonstrateih severalanguagesnotablyHellan’s classicstudyof
Norwegiananaphorg1988). | will draw my examplesrom Swedish,whosesig is
very similar to Norwegianseg(Diderichsen1937)andDanishseg(Vikner 1985).

Unlike morphologicallycomplexreflexivessuchasEnglishhimself baresig cannot
havea coargumenasits antecedent.

7 Thereis aclassof verbsfor whichthis statementioesnot hold (see3.8 below).

11



(23) a. *Johnforedrarsig.
John prefers refl
‘Johnprefershimself’

b. *John; berattadefor Per; om  sig; ;.
John told for Per aboutref
‘John told Per; abouthimself; ;.

In the finite domainwithin which sig mustbe bound,it canhoweverbe freely ante-
cededby ac-commandingubject,aslongasit is notacoargumentThisis illustrated
in [24] by ECM andsmall clauseconstructionsandby possessiveandcomplements
of nouns.
(24) a. Johnanser sig ha blivit  bedragen.
Johnconsidergefl havebecomecheated
‘John considershimselfto havebeencheated.

b. Johnbetraktarsig somexpert.
Johnregards reflas expert
‘Johnregardshimselfasanexpert.

c. Johnalskadesina barn.
Johnloved refl's children
‘Johnlovedhis (own) children:.

d. Johnhittadeenbild avsigi tidningen.
Johnfound a pictureof reflin newspaper-the
‘Johnfound a pictureof himselfin thenewspaper

The subsystenof Swedishpronounsof interesthereis built from threeclasseof
morphemes:(1) the pronominals(han, hon, honom,henne,hans,hennes'‘he, she,
him, her, his, her (poss.)” etc., (2) the obviative simplereflexivesig, with its posses-
siveform sin, and(3) sjalv, which canoccuronits own andbe combinedwith either
thereflexivesor the pronominalsJike Germanselbst Frenchméme Spanishmismq
Italian stessdGiorgi 1983),Russiarsam(Klenin 1980).

Sigis subject-orientedndallowslong-distancebinding:

(25) a. Generalentvingadedversten atthjalpasing ; soldater

general-thdorced colonel-theto help selfs soldiers
‘The generafforcedthe colonelto help his soldiers.

b. Han hjalptesin; dam; attfa eld pasin; j/hans,;/hennes; ;
he helpedselfslady to getfire onself s/his/her
cigarrett.
cigarette
‘He helpedhis dateto light his/hercigarette.

12



In [25] the shortbinding is alsopermissiblebecauséhe genitiveandthe PRO subject
of the infinitive clauseare not coarguments.But becauseof the disjoint reference
requirement[26] is unambiguous:

(26) Generaleptvingadedversten att hjalpasig; ;.

‘The generalfforcedthe colonelto helphimself:  (‘himself’ = thegeneral)
Contrast[27], wherelova “promise” is a subjectcontrol verb, and neitherreadingis
acceptable:

(27) Generaleplovadeoversten attundergkasig,; ;.

‘The generalpromisedthe colonelto examinehimself:

Herethe Obviation constraintapplieswithin the lower clause,blocking coreference
of sigandPRO(generalen) The subjectrequiremenbn the antecedentf sig blocks
it from being coindexedwith dversten so the sentencas ungrammatical.Thus, the
coindexatiorin [27] is ruledoutby [20].8 Thesedatasupportthe claimthatObviation
is asemanticconstraint.If Obviationwerea syntacticconstrainton coindexing,long-
distancebinding (acceptablén Swedishas[26] shows)shouldbe ableto makean
“end run” aroundObviation, referring to its coargumen{PRO) indirectly by being
boundto its antecedenfgeneralenin this case).Somespecialstipulationwould then
haveto excludethe unwantedcoindexationin [28].°

(28) *Generalenlovadeoversten att PRO, underékasig;.
Unsurprisingly the variousforms of the pronominalhonomarealsosubjectto Ob-
viation, like their EnglishcounterpartsSothe sentence [29] arealsoungrammat-
ical;
(29) a. *John; alskarhonom.
‘John; loveshim;.
b. *John; berattadefor Per; omhonom ;.
‘John told Per; abouthim ;.
and[30] is unambiguousandhasthe samemeaningasthe versionwith the anaphor
sigin [26]:
(30) Generaleptvingadedversten att under$kahonom ;.
‘The generalforcedthe colonelto examinehim!

8 Supposeve assigngeneralen= xy, oversten= x;, PRO= x,,, sig = z,,, where(by the
coindexingn [28]) zx = zm, xx = x,. At thelevelof interpretationsupposeve assign
individual A to variablez,. Then,sincexy = x,,, A mustbeassignedo z,,,, andsince
Tk = T,, A mustbeassignedo x,,. ButassigningA bothto z,,, andto x,, violates[20b].
On the otherhand,the acceptablg¢26] canbe assignedan interpretationn accordwith
[20].

9 Perhapsequiringpreferenceo begivento thecloserof two eligible binderg(asin Hellan
1988:178Hellan1990).
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The function of sjalv. Wheresigandhonomareexcludedby Obviation,asin [23]-
[26], they canberenderedgrammaticaby the simpleadditionof sjalv:

(31) a. Johnalskarsig sjalv.
‘Johnloveshimself’

b. John berattadefor Per; omssig; sjalv.
‘Johntold Perabouthimself:

c. John berattadefor Per; om honony sjalv.
‘Johntold Perabouthimself:

d. Generaleptvingadedversten att under$kasig; sjalv.
‘The generalfforcedthe colonelto examinehimself:

Of course,EcoNoMY still applies,sothathonomis blockedby sig. Thus,[30] (on
the indicatedcoindexing)remainsungrammaticakvenwith sjalv added,becauset
losesto [31d] on ECONOMY.

Sjalv is a pronominaloperatorwhich excludesother contextually determinedor
implicit entities(Edmondsorand Plank1978,Konig 1991). In particular,emphatic
P sjalv means'P, ratherthansomeoneelse”,i.e. “P personally”.In the combinations
sig sjalv andhonomsijalv, the effect of sjalv is to negateObviation. Sidesteppinghe
interestingquestionhow to derive this function of sjalv from its emphaticmeaning,
we canthink of it ashavinginherentlythe feature[—obviative], which it addsto sig
andhonom(while leavingall their propertiesintact,including the [+anaphorifeature
of sig). Therefore,additionof sjalv rendersthe sentence#n [23] grammatical.But,
eventhoughcombiningwith a pronounto negateObviationis perhapssjalv’s most
importantfunctionin the languagejt canvery well be usedelsewhereaaswell, either
redundantlyor for emphasisThis accountdor the appearancef sjalv outsideof any
binding context:

(32) a. Detgaller honomsjalv.
‘It concernghim [not someoneelse].

b. Honomsjalv kannerjaginte.
‘Him, | don’t know/

c. Kungensjalv lovadeatt komma.
‘The king himself[not (just) someonelse]promisedto come.

d. Kungenlovadesjalv attkomma.
‘The king promised[personally on his own] to come.

e. Kungenlovadeatt kommasjalv.
‘The king promisedto comehimself[in person].

In eachexampleof [32], omitting the sjalv yields a grammaticalsentence.In fact,
wherevelthe simplepronounhonomor sig is permissiblejt is usuallypossibleto add

14



sjalv, if clarity or emphasisequireit:1°

(33)

. Generaleptvingadedversten attbefallalojtnanten attrakahonom

a. Johnbetraktarsig sjalv somkompetent.

‘Johnregardshimselfascompetent.

b. Johnansersig sjalv hablivit bedragen.

‘John believeshimselfto havebeencheated.

c. Johnhittadeenbild av sig sjalv i tidningen.

‘Johnfounda pictureof himselfin the newspaper

1,7,%k
sjalv.

‘The generalforced the colonelto order the lieutenantto shavehim
himself (or: ... by himself):

Oneof thevirtuesof the presentapproactis thattheseotherusesof sjalv neednotbe
treatedasunrelated'emphatic”reflexives.More thanjust economyis gainedthereby
If therereally aretwo sjalvs we would expectthatthey could occurtogether But this
is not possible see[34c]:!t

(34)

a. Ministern angrepkungensjalv.

‘The minister attackedthe king himself [no lessa personagehanthe
king].

. Ministern sjalv angrepsig sjalv.

‘The ministerhimself attackedhimself [lesserofficials attackedthem-
selvestoo].

. *Kungenangrepsig sjalv sjalv.

‘The king attackechimself[no lessa personag¢hanhimself]. 12

10 If thisis equallytruein Dutch,thenKoster’s objectionsto the coargumentonditiondo
notgothrough(Koster1986,328).1n sofar astheyarebaseddn caseof optionalzichzelf
outsideof thecoargumendomain theycouldbeinterpretedn thesameway assuggested
herefor Swedish.

11 On the Englishemphaticreflexive he himselfsee(Bickerton 1987). The literatureon
emphaticreflexivesis divided on the questionwhetherthe “emphatic”’ andordinaryre-
flexive usescan be subsumedinderthe samelexical element. The unitarianview that
| amassumincherehasbeenarguedfor Trique ma 33 (Hollenbach1984),for Dutch
zelf (Everaert1986:42),for Italian stesso(Napoli 1989:335),and for Old English self
(Mitchell 1985,section475,0gural989:46 who notesthat self“has no reflexivefunc-
tion by itself” (p. 23), andLevinson1991). The contrarypositionis takenfor Persian
by Moyne (1971),for Chineseby Tang(1989),andfor Norwegianby Hellan (1988:63).
Hellan suggestghat the two words selv differ in stress,but this claim deservesloser
examination At leastin Swedishjt doesnot seemto betrue (norin Dutch,accordingo
Everaertyocse.
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If therearetwo distinct elementssjalv, this is mysterious.If we takethe “reflexives”
sig sjalv, honomsjalv to be simply “emphatic” sjalv associatedvith sig andhonom
thedatain [34] areasexpected.

A further consequences that coreferenceébetweenthe subjectandthe possessive
counterparbf sig is allowed, becausdhey are not coargumentsSoin [35], thebare
possessiveeflexivesin canreferto the subject:

(35) John angrepsing vanner

‘Johnattackedhis friends.
Unlike the Russianpossessiveeflexive (see[17], [18]), the Swedishpossessivae-
flexive is ambiguousbetweenthe bound variable and coreferentialreadingsin the
local domain,andcorrespondinglythe non-reflexivepossessivée.g.*hansin [35]) is
thenexcluded.This contrastis predictedby our analysis(see[42] below).

The possessiveeflexive can be reinforcedwith the adjectiveegen“own” (corre-
spondingto sjalv), if emphasir otherreasonsequireit:

(36) John angrepsing eghavanner

‘Johnattackedhis own friends.

Forthesamereasonijn [37], coreferencdetweerthe objectPer andthe genitivepro-
nounhansis permitted. Obviationis inapplicablebecausdhey are not coarguments,
andBlocking is inapplicablebecaus@bjectscannotantecedeeflexives.

(37) VigavPer hang lon.

‘We gavePerhis salary

It alsofollows thatsig without sjalv is fine in [38], againbecausehe conjunctsof
the co-ordinateNP are not coargument®f the subject,the coargumentatherbeing
theentireconjoinedNP sigochMaria, asin [38a]12 Naturally, sincetheantecedenyf
sigmustbea superior(e.g.c-commandingpubjectit cannotbe foundin acoordinate
phraseasin [38b].

(38) a. Han, berattadeom sig; och Maria.

Hetold abouthimselfandMaria.
. *sin;
b. Maria; och {henne;s,
‘Maria andherfriend talkedabouther’

Finally, Obviationdirectly accountdor thegapseenin [39], which (like its English

analog[43]) cannotbe hadby Blocking alone:

van; berttadeom henng ;.

12 Though[34c]couldconceivablyneanThe king attackechimselfby himself/onhisown’,
with adverbialsjalv havingscopeoverthe VP, to the extentthatthis makessense.

13 Alsoin Norwegiansentencelke Frisgrenbarberersegog kundenéThe barbershaves
himselfandthe customersarefully acceptableCf. Hellan(1988:105).
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(39) John ochLisa; foraktar’honom/**honom sjalv/*sig;/*sig; sjalv.
‘JohnandLisa despisehim(self):

The analysis. Honomandsig are[+obviative]; sig is moreoverreflexive,i.e. speci-
fied asrequiringa (subject)antecedenin thefinite domain;sjalv is anoperatomwhich
exemptselementsrom Obviation, making them[—aobviative] (i.e. proximate). The
systemis thusfully compositional,in that sjalv makesa unitary contributionto the
pronounsit combineswith, which is relatedto the intrinsic meaningwhich it has
outsideof thosecombinations:

(40) a. sig: [+reflexive,+obviative]
b. sigsjalv: [+reflexive, —obviative]
c. honom [—reflexive,+obviative]
d. honomsjalv: [—reflexive,—obviative]

We are now readyto lay out the constrainttableauxfor Swedishsig in the local
domain. Tableau[41] showsthe analysisof reflexive objects first of the coargument
type, suchas[23], andthenof the non-coargumentype, suchas[24].
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(41)

ad

NOILVIAGQO

X0Odd

3Sdvd

ANONODT

Coargumentge.g.[23])

la. X— a sig *l

1b. 0O sig sjalv *
1c. honom *1 *
1d. honomsjalv **]
le. 1] *]

2a. X—ay—a sig *|

2h. sig sjalv * *
2c. honom *1 *
2d. honomsjalv * *x
2e.0 0 *

3a. X—a y— b sig *|

3b. sig sjalv *| * *
3c. 0 honom *
3d. honomsjalv *| b
3e. 0 *]
Non-Coargumentée.g.[24])

4da.1 x—a sig

4b. sig sjalv *|
4c. honom *|
4d. honomsjalv **]
4e. 1] *|
5a.0 x—ay—a sig

5h. sig sjalv * *
5c. honom *1
5d. honomsjalv * *x
Se. 1] *|

6a. Xx—a y—b sig *|

6h. sig sjalv * * *
6c. [ honom *
6d. honomsjalv *| b
6e. 0 *|
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The constraintsaccountstraightforwardlyfor the coreferentialversusboundvari-
ablereading9of reflexives.As candidatesetsl and?2 in tableau41] show Johnhatar
sig sjalv, like its English equivalentJohnhateshimself predicatesof Johnonly the
propertyof “self-hating”, notthe propertyof ‘John-hating”.

Tableau[42] showsanotherconsequencef the obviativecharacteof the Swedish
reflexive: the ambiguity of the reflexive possessivén the local domainbetweenthe
boundvariableandcoreferentiateadingsandtheexclusionof thecorrespondingnon-
reflexive(see[35]). Beingobviative,thereflexivesinis not subjectto PROX, henceis
availablein bothreadingsandpreferredto the non-reflexivehansby ECONOMY.

(42)

dHHHE
>[>[fR]|2
5 o
S 2
la. X— a John, angrephans. vanner *|
1b.O John, angrepsinag, vanner
lc. 0 *|
2a. X— a,y— a John, angrephang vanner *|
2b[] John, angrepsina, vanner
2c. 0 *1

In this way our analysisunifiestwo differencesbetweenSwedishandRussianwhich
have hitherto beenignored, or at besttreatedas unrelated: that simple coargument
reflexivesareunacceptablén Swedishandacceptablén Russianandthatpossessive
reflexivesare ambiguousbetweenthe boundanaphoraand coreferentialreadingsin
Swedishput haveonly theformerreadingin Russian.

2.4 Collectivevs. Distributive Readings

Thesecondcoargumentisjoint referenceeffect, statedin [4], is illustratedin [43].
(43) a. We preferme.
b. I like us.

Suchsentencedhiave sometimesheenclaimedto be ungrammaticalHigginbotham
1985:576 asnik1989:151).But asReinhart& Reulandl993pointout, only thedis-
tributive readingis excluded while the collectivereadingis fine, andcanbe brought
outclearlyin appropriatecontextssuchas[44]:

(44) a. By anoverwhelmingmajority, we preferredme.
b. We haveaterrific team. really like us.
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The groupdenotedby the plural expressiormustparticipatein the eventasa single
collectiveentity, andnot asseparaténdividuals. Thus,[44a] meanghatthe choiceis
madeasa group,perhapdy a collectiveactof voting, and[44b] meanghat! like us
guateam— notthatl like all (or evenany)of my teammateindividually. In contrast
to casedike [44], thedistributiveinterpretations readily availablein non-coargument
contextslike [45].

(45) | wantusto havegoodreputations.
As ReinhartandReulandpoint out, this suggesta semanticversionof PrincipleB.

Two remarkson thesecaseswill help clarify the issue. First, merecollaboration
or joint participationof severalagentsin an eventis not enoughfor the collective
interpretation;[46a], for example,doesnot felicitously describea situationin which
Johnand Mary are eachtaking care of Johnpart of the time, and [46b] doesnot
felicitously describeanact of murder-cum-suicide.

(46) a. *John, andMary; aretaking careof him;
b. Jim Joneskilled themall with poisonedkool-Aid.

Sincecoreferencenustbe with respecto the whole group denotedby the plural or
conjoinedNP’s, anddisjoint referencds distributive overthe membersof the group,
thereis actuallynofully acceptablavay to expressoreferencavith respecto oneof
the membersf the setdenotedoy theantecedenin sentencesike [43]. Thisisagap
in thelanguages expressivaepertoire.

Secondly the distributivity of disjoint referenceis bidirectional,as[20b] entails.
Disjoint referencas distributive overthe membersof the groupregardles®f whether
the groupis referredto by the anteceden([43a]) or by the pronoun(split antecedent
casedike [43Db]). Consequentlycollective interpretationallows for partial overlap-
ping of referencewhetherthe group-denotingelementis the antecedenbr the pro-
noun,asin [44].

In contrast, outside of the coargumentdomain, the distributive reading of the
pronominalsis fully acceptableaslong asthereis no possibility of a reflexive (see
[47]) or Pro (see[48]). Forexample,n [47a], the pronominalusis not excluded(for
it is nota coargumentf its antecedent), nor pre-emptedy areflexive (ourselvess
excludedsinceit hasonly partially overlappingreferencewith 1).

. us
47 a. | be"eve{*ourselve; to havebeencheated.

b. Richard andPat both regard{him"/herj } asinnocent.

*himself/*herself
c. | preferto call usrapestatistics.(Letter, NYT21.4.1991.)

. him;/her;
. Joh Mary; bothh f v .
d. John andMary; bothhavea pictureo {*himself/*herself}
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)

_ me
. In spiteof {*myself

-

him;/her;
*himself;/*herself; [

(48) a. | wantusto befriends.

}, we will succeed.

b. John andMary preferhis; goingto themovies.

c. NeitherJohn nor Mary; hadenoughfilm for her; to takethe pictures.
d. Mary; andl werewaiting, she havingarrivedslightly beforeme.

The correctdistribution of the distributive and collective readingof pluralsis ac-
countedfor by the previously developedconstraints. [49] showshow | like us has
only a collectivereading(candidatesetl, x— a, y— b), andlacksadistributedread-
ing (candidateset2, x— a, y— a+b+c...), andhow*| like ourselveds excluded.

Both John and Ann; musthavedecidedto promoteeveryoneexcept

(49)
JHEHE
O [l I L
5 o
S 2
Coargumentsl like ___.
la.0 x—ay—b us &
1b. ourselves|f *! * *x
1c. 0 *
2a. X— a,y— atb+c... us *| td
2b. ourselves|f *! * *x
2c.0 0 *
2.5 Gaps

Anotherargumenthat Obviationand Economyare separateonstraintscomesfrom
gaps. Obviationprohibits pronominalsfrom referringto coargumentgvenin places
wherethe binding conditionsdo not allow anaphorgo be usedin their place.In fact,
in thecoargumentomain,gapsin thedistributionof reflexivesareneversimplyfilled
in by pronominals.For example,n [50], themis ruled out by Obviationeventhough
themselvess alsoimpossible split antecedentbeingimpermissiblein local binding
domains(l symbolizesplit antecedentby the plus notation,e.g.them_ ;).

*them; ¢ ;
*themselves, ;

(50) John confrontedBill ; with {
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Sincetheexclusionof the pronominalin [50] cannotbe dueto blocking by areflexive,
suchsentencegive independengvidencefor Obviation.

In [51] and[52], the pronominalis againruled out by Obviation, eventhoughthe
reflexiveis alsoimpossible,for the prominencerequirementon the antecedenare
not satisfied.

(51) a.l showed{ him;

*himself;
*him;
*himself;

} to John in the mirror.

b. | showed{ } John in themirror.

*hi .
(52) a. Mary talkedabout{*ﬂ:mgelf} to John.

*him;
b. Mary talkedaboutJohn to *himself. [*

*him,/*her;
c. John andMary; bothadmire{ L J }
J *himself;/*herself;

Strikingly, a pronominalcannotreferto an objectcoargumentevenwhereobjectan-
tecedentdor reflexivesaredisallowedgenerally asin German:

(53) Die Maria; hat{lsr:(r:]hl*]

‘Maria describetﬂself/hjim exactlyto Hans.
Forthis reason[54] and[55] exactlyreversethe patternof [47] and[48]:

*

(54) al believe{ me
mysel

demHans genaubeschrieben.

f} to havebeencheated.

b. Richard regards{*h'mi } asinnocent.

himself

*
c.lcall{ M CaptainNemo.
myself

d. Mary; hasapictureof {*heri }
herself

*

e. In spiteof{ me } | will succeed.
myself

*
f. Youmusthavedecidedto promoteeveryoneexcept{ you }
yourself

(55) . | want(*me) to beyour friend.
John prefers(*his;) goingto the movies.

Mary; didn't haveenoughfilm (*for her) to takethepictures.

2 0 o p

Mary waswaiting, (*she) havingarrivedbeforeme.
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Theseare local binding domainswherethe pronounsare not coargumentf their
antecedentThe pronominalsareblockedby reflexivesin [54], andby PROin [55].

Summingup: the patternof distribution of anaphorsaandpronominalsresultsfrom
the joint applicationof two independenprinciples,ObviationandBlocking. Obvia-
tion explainsthe contrastbetweer|43], [50] and[47]-[48], andBlocking explainsthe
contrastbetween54]-[55] and[47]-[48]. Violation of either Obviationor Blocking
by itself producesa deviantsentencebut the crispestungrammaticalitycomesfrom
joint violation of both.

2.6 MorphologicallymarkedObviation

Finally we turn to generalizatior{6]. Morphologically markedObviation,at leastas
instantiatedn AlgonquianlanguagesuchlanguagessCreeandQjibwa (Dahlstrom
1986, Schwartzand Dunnigan 1986:292, Grafstein 1988, Grafstein 1989, Aissen
1997), is also a manifestationof coargumentdisjoint reference,but one that falls
within “syntax” as traditionally demarcated.Theselanguagedlistinguishbetween
two setsof pronominalaffixes,obviative (the morphologicallymarkedcategory) and
proximate. Above the clausallevel, the use of proximatesand obviativesis deter-
minedby discoursestructure the basicgeneralizatiorbeingthat proximateformsare
reservedfor the currentdiscoursetopic (or topics, sincein certaincasesheremay
be morethanone concurrenttopic). A switch of obviationservestypically, to fore-
groundanothertopic. Within a clause,obviationis rigorously controlledby the con-
straintthattherecanbe at mostoneproximatethird personargument* Forexample,
in theseOjibwa examplegfrom Grafstein1989)the obviationmarkeris obligatoryin
the coargumentasein [56], but determineddy the abovementionediscoursecondi-
tionin [57] and[58]:
(56) a. Johno-wa:bam-a:-an
John3-see-3-GvV
‘John; seeshim;’
b. *Johno-wa:bam-a:
John 3-see-3(IROX)
‘John; seeshim;’
(57) a. animas 0-gike:nda:rbozésga:zo-d
dog 3-know cat hide-3
‘The dogknowsthatthe catis hiding:

14 Dahlstromnotesthat,althoughonly animatenounsbearovertobviativemarkingin Cree,
the verbal syntaxshowsthat inanimatenounsalso are obviative underthe appropriate
conditions.
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b. animas 0-gike:nda:nboZés-anga:zo-ini-d
dog 3-know cat-OBv hide-OBv-3
‘The dogknowsthatthe catis hiding:

(58) a. Mary o-gi:-oﬁ:ma:-an Johno-gosis-an
Mary 3-PasT-kiss-OBv John3-son-GBv
‘Mary kissedJohns son.

b. Mary o-gi:-oﬁ:ma:-an John-an o0-gosis-ini
Mary 3-PasT-kiss-OBv John-QBv 3-son-FURTHEROBV
‘Mary kissedJohns son.

Which argumentis obviative and which is proximatein this casedependon the
inflection of theverb,therule beingthatthe subjectof adirectverbis proximate,and
the subjectof aninverseverbis obviative (Dahlstrom1986:110). From the point of
view of discourseorganization(thoughnot syntactically!),inverseforms arecompa-
rableto passivesandsowe cansaythatthe proximateis assignedo the syntactically
moreprominentargumeniDahlstrom,jibid.).*®

The clause-internabistribution of Algonquianendingsfollows if we assumehat
only theobviativeendingsaresubjectto the OBVIATION constraint.

Theobviativeendingshavethe samepropertyasEnglishpronounsof notallowing
coreferencenf coargumentsThe proximateendings like reflexives,arereferentially
dependentbut unlike them, their antecedenheednot be confinedto a syntactically
defineddomain. Rather,it is a discoursetopic, which canbe introducedat any point
in a discourseandmaintainedacrossan arbitrarily long stretchof it. The proximates
thusfall in with alarge classof pronounsdiscussedn the next section,which have
the property that they cannotintroducea discoursereferent. It is the referentially
dependenstatusof proximatesthatis the primary regulatorof distribution of proxi-
matesversusobviativesacrossclauseboundaries.Obviativesare referentiallyinde-
pendentj.e. unrestrictedasto howtheycanpick uptheirreference Henceproximates
block obviativesin discourseén Algonquian,in muchthesameway asreflexivesblock
pronominaldgn the binding domain.

Consequentlyalthoughthe obviativesare analogousto familiar pronouns,their
surfacedistributionis muchmorerestrictedoecause¢heyareblocked,but by themore
widely licensedmorphologicallyunmarkedccategoryof proximates.n effect,theyare
confinedto coargumentlisjoint referenceunctionwithin clausesandin discourseo
new topics. From this perspectivepoth obviativesand proximatesfit perfectly into

15 Otherdiscourse-relatefhctors,suchasempathyseento play arole aswell, Dahlstrom
suggests.
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thetypology of pronominalcategoriesandbothhave,in fact, familiar counterpartsn
English.

An importantadditional piece of evidencethat obviation and blocking are inde-
pendentconstraintsin Ojibwa aswell comesfrom a key observationof Dahlstrom
(1986). Shenotedthat undercertainconditionsa narrativecanmaintaintwo concur-
rentproximates'® In suchcasespreciselywhenboth are clausematesyne of them,
the syntacticallylessprominentone, obligatorily becomesobviative. In the subse-
guentdiscoursepoththenresumeagainasproximate.

3 TheTypologyof Pronouns
3.1 Antecedentlomain

In orderto fleshout the typology, we must specify the domainswithin which pro-
nounscanrequiretheir antecedento belocated. They aredefinedby a hierarchyof
constraintswhich imposesuccessivelymore restrictive requirementon the locality
relationbetweerthe anaphorandits antecedentThe domainsform a strict hierarchy
of inclusion:

(59) ‘ locally bound | finite-bound | reflexive | ref. dependent ref.independent

The hierarchyis constitutedby four binary divisions:

(60) a. A pronounmay be REFERENTIALLY INDEPENDENT Or REFEREN
TIALLY DEPENDENT. Referentiallyindependenipronounscan (but
neednot) introducesomethingnew into the discourse. For example,
they canhavedeicticanddemonstrativaises.Referentiallydependent
pronounscannotintroduceanythingnewinto the discoursethey must
haveat leasta “discourseantecedent”.

b. ReferentiallydependenpronounsmaybeREFLEXIVE Of NON-REFLEXIVE.
(Referentially independentpronounsare necessarilynon-reflexive.)
Reflexive pronounsneeda syntactic antecedent. Non-reflexive pro-
nounscan(but neednot) gettheir referencerom context/discourse.

c. Reflexive (hencereferentially dependentpronounsmay be FINITE-
BOUND Or NON-FINITE-BOUND. (Non-reflexivepronounsare neces-
sarily non-bound.)Finite-boundpronoungequireanantecedentvithin

16 For example,shecitesthe sentencéWhen they (PROX) arrivedthere,he (PrROX) had
alreadyshotthebuffalo? (p.114).
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the samefinite clause. Non-finite-boundpronounscan (but neednot)
haveanantecedentvithin the samefinite clause.

d. Finite-bound(hencereflexive and referentially dependentpronouns
may be subjectto the requirementhat they be LOCALLY BOUND, or
not. Locally boundpronounsrequirean antecedenin the first acces-
sible subjectdomain. Non-locally boundpronounscan (but neednot)
havea “long-distance”antecedent.

Herearesomeillustrative diagnosticcontextsfor theantecedentiomain. The cate-
gory of a pronounis definedby the maximumdomainin whichits antecedentnay be
found. The contextsdefinea hierarchyof five domains.

(61) a. Referentiallyindependent:

Its__!
We needto talk about___, ___, and___.

b. Referentiallydependent:
1. Non-reflexive
John is here.l saw___;. (discourseantecedent)
2. Reflexive
i. Non-bound:
John thoughtthat! would criticize ___;.
John wassad.Why didn’t Mary love ___; 7'’
ii. Finite-bound
A. Non-locallybound:
John askedmeto criticize ___;.

B. Locally bound:
John criticized ___;. (reflexive)
John showedBill ; ___; ; in themirror.

Thus,himcanappeatin [61a], soit is referentiallyindependentlt canappeain [61b]
butnotin [61a], soit is referentiallydependentHimselfcanonly appeain [61b2iiB],
soit is locally bound.

The five pronountypes cross-classifywith the obviation property [+-Obviative],
togetheryielding tenlogically possibletypesof pronominalelementsThefull typol-
ogy, with arepresentativexampleof eachtype, is givenin [62].

(62) Thepronountypology

17 Thisisthelogophoriccasejn thestrictsensef anelementvhosereferences determined
in relationto thespeechthought,or pointof view representeth thecontainingdiscourse
(Sells1987).
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+ref.dep. —ref.dep.

+refl —refl
+fin.-bd —fin.-bd.
+local —local
[-O]: himself sebja  Icelandicsig Turkishkendisi —
[+O]: — Sw. sig Marathiaapan Greeko idhios him

The typology in [62] divergesfrom traditional Binding Theory in two respects.
First, it differentiatesby a hierarchyof binding domainspecificationsvhat Binding
Theory hasso far classedtogetheras pronominals,i.e. [—reflexive] elements,and
secondlyit treatsObviationasanindependentross-classifyingpropertyof all types
of pronouns.

Two likely functionalrequirement®n pronounsare EXPRESSIVENESS and CON-
TRASTIVENESS, definedasfollows. A pronominalsystemis expressivef it provides
the meango mark both coreferenceandnon-coreferencén any domain(aspresum-
ably all languageddo). This is the caseif the languagehasat leasta referentially
independenpronoun,anda non-obviativeone. Formally, is is equivalentto the as-
sumptionthat PARSE universallyoutranksSECONOMY. A pronounis contrastivef it is
obviativeor referentiallydependenti.e. if its relationto its antecedenis constrained
in someway. | makethefollowing conjecture:

(63) a. Expressivenesdll pronominalsystemsareexpressive.
b. ContrastivenessAll pronounsarecontrastive.

[63b] implies that the gapin the top ([-O]) line of [62] is systematic:referentially
independenpronounsare universallyobviative. A nhon-obviativereferentiallyinde-
pendentpronoun,if it existed,would be a “universal pronoun” which had neither
coreferencenor disjoint referencerestrictions,andin particularcould be usedboth
asa demonstrativeandasa reflexive. Thus,[63a] guaranteeshe expressivenessf a
languages pronominalinventory [63b] complementdt by ensuringthe functionality
of eachelementin theinventory

Themostrestrictedcategoryobviativelocally boundreflexives might atfirst sight
seemnon-existentaswell. If obviationis definedasbefore,thena pronounof this
typewould bevirtually uselessfor the obviationrequiremenprohibitsit from having
a coargumentantecedentvhile its local binding requirementanonly be satisfiedoy
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anantecedenin the sameclause.On the otherhand,it is preciselyfor locally bound
reflexivesthat we needto specify subject-orientationso asto distinguishbetween
reflexiveslike Englishhimself which canbe antecededby objects,andreflexiveslike

Germansich which requiresubjectantecedentslt is tempting,therefore to takelo-

cally boundsubject-orientedeflexivessuchas Germansich asbeingobviative. This

move at one strokefills the emptyslot in the typology and accommodatesubject-
orientationwithoutaddinganextrafeatureor parameteto thesystem.Theintuition is

thatalthoughreflexiveswhich mustbelocally boundcannotliterally satisfythe coar-
gumentdisjoint referenceequirementthey cansatisfya relativizedform of it, which

requiresdisjoint referencefrom all coargument$ut the structurallymostprominent
one.Formalizingthis ideais howevemotatrivial matter

3.2 Referentiallyindependenpronouns

A pronoun,qualexical elementjs referentiallyindependenif andonly if it canintro-
ducenewdiscoursaeferents.It doesn’thaveto introducenewdiscoursaeferentsin
factthepresentypologyexcludeghepossibility of pronounghatcannot gettheir ref-
erenceanaphoricallyandasfar asl knowtherearenonel® Referentiallyindependent
pronounsinclude, by definition, all pronounswhich allow a deictic or demonstrative
use,whatevertherusesthey mayhavein addition!®

Theresultingtypology of pronounsthoughricher, is actuallymoreconstrainedn
what it predictsaboutthe rangeof possibleanaphors. What needsto be specified
abouta pronounis whetherit is obviative,andwhatantecedendomainconstraintt is
subjectto. Blocking and,for obviativeelementsthe domainof obviation,arefixed.

In sections3.3-3.8below | documentexamplesof the different antexedendo-
mains,with specialattentionto the categoryof referentiallydependenhon-reflexive
pronounswhich arenot countenancedh traditionaltheories.In section4 | thenturn
to a numberof empirical issuesraisedby the claim that the domainof obviationis
universallyfixed.

18 The“contrastivepronouns”describedn Heath(1983)comeclose,but they seemto be
regularpronounglusafocusclitic.

19 | takedeixisin a narrowsensevhich doesnotinclude“ambientreference”e.g.(A to B,
in referenceo a manrunningtowardsthemwaving his handsexcitedly): Whatdo you
think he wants? Herethe pronounis notintroducinga new elementinto the discourse;
rather,it is alreadypresentn virtue of thesituation.— | think thatmy view is notreally
inconsistentwith the ideathat all pronounsare referentiallydependent(e.g. Roberts
1987, Partee1989). Somedistinction correspondindo referentialdependencyn my
sensavould haveto bedrawnin anycase.
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3.3 Referentiallydependenhon-reflexivepronouns

Identifying the category Manylanguage$ackreflexivepronounsentirelyandsim-
ply usepersonalpronounsin their place,suchas Manam (Lichtenberk1983:126),
Jiwarli (Austin 1989), Gumbaynggir(Levinson 1991), Old English, and Frisian
(Tiersmal985). Evenmorecommonly personapronoundill in for missingreflexives
in somecategoriesge.g.non-third personin German,animatesn Chamorro(Chung
1989),andgenitivesin English. Thesecanbe consideredeferentiallydependenpro-
nouns,of the non-obviativevariety The obviative counterpartf this categoryare
modernGermammasculineandfeminineer, siein referencdo inanimatesandneuter
esin referencdo animatesandmodernEnglishit asopposedo he,she,they.

Threemain diagnosticsdistinguishreferentially dependenpronounsfrom refer-
entially independenpronominals,all flowing from the requirementfor a discourse
antecedent.

First, sincetrue deixis (pointing) introducesnew discoursereferents referentially
dependenpronounscannotbe usedin a strictly deicticway.

(64) (Pointing:)
a. | meanhim overthere.
b. Ich meineihn da. (Pointingto a boy:)
c. *Ich meineihn da. (Pointingto atable.) (OK: Ich meinedenda.)
d. *I needIT, notIT. (OK: | needthis, notthat.)
Secondly since pronounsheadingrestrictive relative clausesintroduce new dis-

coursereferents,referentially dependentpronounscannot head restrictive relative

clauses:
(65) . Hewho hesitatess lost. (OK asrestrictive)
*Er, derzogert,ist verloren.(cannotberestrictive)

Der(jenige),derzogert,ist verloren.Or: Wer zdgert,ist verloren.

o0 T o

*It which he saidis true.
e. Thatwhich hesaidis true. Or: Whathe saidis true.

A third criterion is that referentially dependenpronouns like true reflexives,do
notappeaifreely in predicativepositions.

(66) a. Themysteriousbenefactoturnedoutto be him.
*The mysteriousobjectturnedoutto beit.

b. 1 wish| couldbecomehim!
*| wish | couldbecomat!
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This follows if we assumehat elementsn predicativepositionscannotbe referen-
tially dependent® | will assumehattheyarenot referentialat all.

Thus the contrastbetweenthe English and Germanpronounsseenin [65]-[66]
identifiestheformerasindependenpronounsandthelatterasreferentiallydependent
pronouns.

Old English. In Old English, the personalpronounshe heo hit “he, she, it”, in
additionto their free pronominaluse,arecapableof referringto any argumentof the
sameclause:

(67) a. & hehine& hisdeode geleedddo meersianne
andhehim andhis peoplebrought to celebrate
‘and hebroughthimselfandhis peopleto celebrate’(Bedeb 19.468.7)

b. pbonnewolde heoealranyhsthy bgian&  pwean
then wouldsheof all latesther batheand wash
‘(having first washedhe otherservantof Christthatwerethere)then
shewould last of all batheandwashherself (Bede4 19.318.20)

c. ac mid inneweardréheortanmonicmid hine sprecendesmeade
andwith inmost heart often with him speaking reflected
‘in hisinnermosthearthe often arguedwith himself (Bede2
8.124.22)

d. peettenaenigbiscopahine odrum forbaere
that no  bishop him others-DA" advance-SUBJ-3P
‘that no bishopshall put himselfaboveothers’ (Bedeb.278.27)
It turns out that they have exactly the propertiesof referentially dependentpro-
nouns.
First, Old Englishpersonapronounsarenot useddeictically asin [64].
Second,it appearsthat Old English he hit heo cannotheadrestrictive relative
clauses Although grammarsdo not seemto noteit, Old English,he heohit asheads
of relativeclausesseemnto requirespecificcontextuallyidentifiablereferents?

20 This is superficiallycontradictedoy constructiondike Johnis not himselftoday But
himselfhereis not referential. Rather,it meanssomethindike “the way he usuallyis”.
If therewereareferentialdependenchetweenlohnandhimself the sentencevould be
contradictory

21 Adherenceo this rule improvesthe editor’s translationin manyinstancese.g. BIHom
19.32,167.35,169.4,197.3, £ACHomll 8.4, 24.12,124.27,CP 57.18, 20, Bede?2
9.132.27.1n eachof thesecasesthe contextmakesclearthat the headhe refersto an
establishedliscourseantecedentonfirmingtheclaimthatthe Old Englishpersonapro-
nounsareunrestricted.

30



(68) Heongannondaeremenniscnyssesede eefreweesandaefrebid  God
he began in this humanity who everwas andeverwill be God
‘He [Christ], who ever was and ever will be God, beganin humanity

(AECHomIi.8.4)
In contrastthedemonstrativgpronounse seo peetwith arelativeclausecanbegeneric:
(69) Sedeeowgehyrsuma, hegehyrsuma me (A£CHomiIi.50.7)
He who obeysyou, obeysme (restrictive)
= Der(jenige),der...; Wer... (not*Er, der..., cf. [65])
Therelativeclausepatternis thusasfollows:
(70) a. He..., (se)pe)... — nonrestrictive
b. Se..., (se)pe)... — restrictiveor nonrestrictive

Third, like modernGerman,Old Englishapparentlydid not allow the simple pro-
nounsin predicativeposition. Thatis, sentencesike [71] do not seemto be attested
in Old English:

(71) a. *We nemagonhie weotban.
‘We cannotbecomethem’,
b. *Se cumaweesic.
‘The guestwasl.’
c. *deethuselis gastlicehe.
‘In aspiritual sensethe eucharisis He!

In principle, OE he heo hit could be usedto referto any discoursereferentonceit
hasbeenintroduced. However,thereseemgo havebeena tendencyto usethemin
referenceo theprimarydiscoursdopic. To markachangeof topic, thedemonstrative
pronounse seo peetis typically used.The“subject-changingfunctionof OE se, noted
in (Mitchell 1985:129%or exampledike [72], is thenprobablyreally atopic-changing
function:

(72) Hi habb@ mid him awyriedne engel, mancynnesfeond, and se haef

andweald..(A£CHomii.488.14)
They havewith them a corrupt angel,the enemyof mankind, and he has
powerover..

It is importantthat referentialdependencyis not reducibleto a pronouns abil-
ity to be stressedr focused: referentiallydependenpronominalscanvery well be
stressecindevenbe putinto focusposition,providedonly thatthey havea discourse
antecedent:

(73) a. First Max kissedthe monsterandthenit kissedhim.

b. Ersthatdie MariadenMax gekilsst,unddannhater sie gekilsst.
‘First Maria kissedMax, andthenhekissedher.
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c. lhn hatsiedochgekiisst!
Surelyshekissedhim!

In Old Englishaswell, contrastiveuseswereadmissibleaslong astheywerereferen-
tially dependengasin [73]):%?
(74) ba Cwenashergia@ hwilum on da Nordmen ofer done mor, hwilum pa
Noromenon hy (Orosiug
Sometimeghe Finns makeraids on the Norwegiansacrossthe mountains,
sometimeghe Norwegianson them|i.e. onthe Finns]

Thereforereferentialdependencys notthe sameas“weakness'in the senseof Rigau
1986andothers:it maybethatall “weak” pronounsarereferentiallydependentbut
the conversedoesnot hold 23

Nor arereferentiallydependenpronounsnecessarilylogophoric” (Hagege 1974,
Clementsl975,Sells 1987, Zribi-Hertz 1989,Koopmanand Sportichel1989, Pollard
andSag1992). Thatis, thereferences not necessarilycharacterizedn termsof the
speechthought,orientation,or point of view representethy the containingdiscourse,
asfor examplethelogophoricreflexivein [75] is:?4

(75) ...theKommandanthadtakengoodcareto readthe reportsabouthimself
that Verkramp hadsubmitted.(Tom Sharpe RiotousAssemblyPan1973,
p.12)

Obviation: Turkish vs. Greek. Another pronounplausibly analysedas referen-
tially dependent,of the [—obviative] type, is Turkish kendisi It can be bound
sentence-internallybut when not so bound, it “must pick out an individual that is
alreadyin the domainof discourseandcannotbe usedto introduceanindividual into
the domainof discourse”(Enc 1983); it “cannot be accompaniedy a demonstra-
tion”.%°

22 Similarly in Middle English:

It liketh hym atthewrastlyngfor to be,
And demethwhetheredo betor he (ChaucerPF 165)

23 Therecentthree-wayclassificationof Cardinaletti& Starke(1996)is alsobasedon dif-
ferentcriteriathantheonein thetext.

24 First personpronounsandto someextentalso secondpersonpronounsare animpor-
tantspecialcase.They appeareadily outsideof “representedhought/speechéontexts
(ReinhartandReulandl991).

25 Eng credits someof theseobservationdo an unpublishedpaperby N. Tdlek. Engc
(1989:76)ntheotherhandstateghatkendisicanbedeictic;| assumeshemeansfree”,
for kendisiis not, apparentlyacceptablén “pointing” contexts.
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Greeko idhios (latridou 1986) probablyalsobelongshere. C. Condoravdi(class
lectures1988)pointsoutthatit doesnot needto be boundwithin its sentence:

(76) O Yanis massimvulepsenafigumeamesos. O idhios tha efevge
theYanis us advised to leave immediatelythesame PRT left
argotera.
later
‘Y anisadvisedusto leaveimmediately He wasto leavelater’

It doeshoweverrequire at leasta discourseantecedentso that its deictic use, for
example,is inadmissible andit canhavea boundvariableinterpretation(e.g.with a
guantifiedantecedent)Sinceit neednotbe syntacticallybound,its antecedentanbe
anobiject:
(77) O Yanis ipe stonKosta; oti i Mariaagapaitonidhio; ; ..
theYanis toldto Kostasthatthe Marialoved the same
‘Y anistold KostasthatMarialovedhim. (‘him’ mustbe Yanisor Kostas)

SoGreeko idhios hasthe hallmarksof areferentiallydependenpronoun.But unlike
the other referentially dependenpronounscited here, o idhios is restrictedto em-
phatic/contrastivégfocused)uses. It is [+obviative], andabsolutelycannotreferto a
coargument:

(78) O Yanisagapéatton idhio/ ton eaftontu.
TheYanisloves the same theself his
Y anisloveshimself’

Thegenitivetu idhiu alsoprefersto be boundoutsideits clause:

(79) O Yanisagapain mitera ““tuidhiu /tu.
TheYanisloves the motherhis sames/ his
Y anisloveshis mother

This can’t be by obviationbecausdhey arenot coargumentsin fact, the deviances
weakerthanin the coargumentase[78], andis presumablydue of blocking of the
morphologicallycomplextu idhiu by the simplereflexiveclitic tu in thelocal domain.

Child language. Theprovisionof the categoryof referentiallydependenpronouns
with an unrestrictedbinding domainin the typology of [62] suggestsa simple ex-
planationfor someotherwisepuzzling acquisitiondata. Children, in a wide range
of experimentakasks,havebeenfound to violate principle B more often than prin-
ciple A (Grimshawand Rosen1990), andthey seekto assigndiscourseantecedents
to pronounsn preferenceo interpretingthemdeictically (ibid. p. 200). Presumably
childrenfacedwith thetaskof interpretingsentencetike TheSmurfis talking to him
(perhapsin the absenceof a plausibledeictic context) resortto the assumptiorthat
him is a [—obviative] pronounafter all. Giventhatreferentiallydependenpronouns
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canhaveanunrestricteddomain,this would notreflectadisregardof UG principlesof
Binding Theory but simply atemporaryresettingof the Obviationparametefor this
pronounto its markedvalue[—obviative],underthe positiveevidenceprovidedby the
experimenter As we havejust seen this hypothesisvould havebeenright on target
for thereal Englishdataof athousand/earsago?® | suspecthatsimilar effectsoccur
evenwith adultspeakersin soliciting grammaticalityjudgmentsl havenoticedthat
evensomeinformantswho unhesitatinglyrejectlong-distancebinding at first, begin
to waverafter beingsubjectedo repeatednstancef it.

Other instances of referentially dependentpronouns. Many pronounswhich
havebeendescribedasrequiring “topic” antecedentprobablybelonghere. For ex-
ample,Saxon(1986:210)stateghatDogrib we-(thecounterparbf thefamousNavajo
bi-) “seemso beappropriateonly in situationswhere][its] referenthassomestatusas
adiscoursdopic”; andfor Koreancakiit hasbeenclaimedthatthereareno syntactic
constraintontheantecedentyutit is normallythe discourseopic (Hong1989);caki
itself cannotapparentlyintroducea newdiscoursetopic 2’

As discussedn section2, the proximatepronounsof Algonquianseento berefer-
entially dependenpronounsaswell.

Standardrersionsof Binding Theorywould haveto saythatreferentiallydependent
pronounsareambiguousetweerpronominalsandanaphorsi.e. thattheyareentered
in the lexiconwith two distinct featurespecificationshboth [ —anaphor+pronominal]
and[-+anaphor,—pronominal]. This kind of homonymyis suggestedby Koster1986
for hemin certainDutchdialects(p. 325),andfor the Englishpossessiveronoungp.
343). Giventhe featureshat standardBinding Theoryprovides,the pronominaland
theanaphomustbelisted separatelypecauséhereis no way to subsumehemunder
asingleunderspecifiedexical entrywith neutralizationof the relevantfeatures?®

26 GrimshawandRosen(1990)alsoreportevidencehatchildrentendto rejectpronominals
moreif the coargumenantecedenis quantified,acceptinge.g.ls mamabear washing
her? morereadilythanls everybearwashingher? Thisfits well in thepresenticcounin
thatthelattersentencéhavinga quantifiedantecedenthustbeacaseof boundanaphora.
The childrenmakingthis distinctionwere, so to speak,learningRussian(seesection2
above).Theexpectatiorwouldthenbethatthedistinctionwouldemergen olderchildren
with anestablishedystemof reflexives.

27 Of courseijt is notalwayseasyto distinguishunrestrictegpronoungrom logophoricpro-
nounsandtheremaybeintermediat@ndmixedcasesTheexamplehatSaxorcitesdoes
suggestthough thattheantecederiDogribwe-is notsolelydeterminedy logophoricity
andHongexplicitly argueghe samefor caki, althoughlogophoricity “empathy”andthe
like do play somerole (seealsoCho1985).

28 Chunghasarguedthatthis apparentlyunhappyconsequencis actuallya fortunateone.
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The remaining types have been identified as different kinds of long-distance
anaphorsn theliteratureandcanbe dealtwith briefly here.

3.4 Finite-boundreflexivepronouns

Thesepronoungequirea c-commanding@ntecedenin the Rootdomain,i.e. possibly
the subjectof a superordinatdinite clause. Icelandicsig is of this type (Thrainsson
1979).

An obviative reflexive that mustbe boundin this domainis Marathi aapan(Joshi
1989, Dalrymple1993):

(80) Jane-ng John-laa kalavle ki aapan.;turangaat aahot
Jane-ERGIohn-ACCinformedthat self prison-LOCwas
‘Jang informedJohry thatself; ..; wasin prison.
Malayalamtaan (Mohanan1982)is also obviative andrequirean antecedenin the
Finite domain. The Eskimonull pronoun(Bok-Bennemal984) seemgo be another
instanceof this type.

3.5 Non-locallyboundreflexivepronouns

This categoryis representeddy Swedishsig, which maybe boundout of aninfinitive
clausebut not out of afinite clause:
(81) a. Generalentvingadedversten att hjalpasing ; soldater
‘The generalforcedthe colonelto help self's soldiers.

b. Generalensadeatt Oversten skulle hjalpasina,; ; soldater
‘The generalksaidthatthe colonelshouldhelpself's soldiers.

Sheshowsthatin Chamorro,certainlanguage-specifisyntacticconstraintssingle out
thoseconfigurationsn which the ambiguougpronounsarebound(coindexedwith a c-
commandingor precedingantecedent)and arguesthat this constitutesevidencefor a
covertdistinction betweenpronominalsand anaphordn that language(Chung1989).
Supposeéhoweverthatthe pronounsn questionbelongunambiguouslyo a categoryof
pronourwhich havethe propertythattheymaybebound(coindexedwvith anantecedent)
in somelocal domain,but neednot be bound. Thenthe grammaticakonstraintsvhich
Chungdefineson anaphorganbe reformulatedas constraintson coindexationanddo
not requiremultiple lexical entries. In otherwords,ratherthanreferringto the distribu-
tion of elementswith anyparticularsetof intrinsically specifiedoronominalffeaturesthe
conditionscanreferto boundandfree usesof pronouns.This hasthe additionalvirtue
of avoidingthe needto postulatelexical homonymyin a whole seriesof pronoung(in
Chamorro savingus from havingto saythatall animatepronounswvould be systemati-
cally homonymoudetweerpronominalsandanaphors).
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3.6 Locally boundreflexivepronouns

Most complexreflexivesare of this type. Their morphologyrevealstheir origin as
strategiesfor defeatingObviation. In one type, the reflexive is maneuverednto a
non-coargumenposition, asin reflexivesof the form Poss+tN (whereN = ‘head’,
‘body’ etc.).In theother,its Obviationis annulledby anelementsuchasself

3.7 Variation

Let us assumehat the hierarchyof binding domainsis inducedby a setof succes-
sively morerestrictive constraints. For concretenesdet BD> be the constraintthat
requiresthe antecedento bein the samefinite clauseandlet BD; bethe constraint
thatrequiresthe antecedento bein the sameclause(locally bound). Then“optional
reflexivization” in Swedishis derivedby allowing the ranking of BD; to vary. The
glossedor the four candidatesetsare: (1) ‘John considershimselfto be intelligent’,
(2) *J askedM to criticize him’, (2') ‘J askedM to criticize herself, (3) ‘J thinks M
will criticize him’, (3) *J thinks M will criticize herself.2°

29 The Prox constraintwhich playsno critical role in thesecasesjs omittedfrom these
tableauxfor reason®f space.
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(82)

Swedish:Long-distancesig

S8 |3
<] o |-
|
la. J; ansernp[ sig; varaintelligent]
1b. J; ansenp[ honom varaintelligent] *|
1c. J; ansernp[ sig; sjalv varaintelligent] *
1d. J; ansenp[ honom sjalv varaintelligent] x|
2a. J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserasig; | &
2b. J; badM;; 1p[ PRO; kritiserahonom ] *1
2c. J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserasig; sjalv ] R
2d. J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserahonom sjalv ] **|
24l. J; badM; 1p[ PRQ; kritiserasig; | *|
20. J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserahonony ] L o*
2c. J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserasig; sjalv] *
2d. J; badM 1p[ PRO; kritiserahonormy sjalv | ¥
3a. J; tror cp[ M skakritiserasig; | * *
3b. J; tror cp[ M skakritiserahonom ] *
3c. J; tror cp[ M skakritiserasig; sjalv ] *| o
3d. J; tror cp[ M skakritiserahonom sjalv ] x|
3d. J; tror cp[ M; skakritiserasig; ] *|
30. J; tror cp[ M; skakritiserahonomy | N
3c. J; tror cp[ M skakritiserasig; sjalv | *
3d. J; tror cp[ M; skakritiserahonomny sjalv ] **|
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(83)

Swedish:Local sig

'agq

tag

NGO

la.

J; ansernp[ sig; varaintelligent]

1b.

J; anserp[ honom varaintelligent]

1c.

J; ansernp[ sig; sjalv varaintelligent]

1d.

J; ansenp[ honom sjalv varaintelligent]

2a.

J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserasig; |

*|

2b.

J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserahonom |

2c.

J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserasig; sjalv ]

*|

2d.

J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserahonom sjalv ]

2d.

J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserasig; |

*|

20.

J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserahonony ]

*|

2c.

J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserasig; sjalv]

2d.

J; badM; 1p[ PRO; kritiserahonony sjalv ]

3a.

J; tror cp[ M skakritiserasig; |

*|

3b.

J; tror cp[ M skakritiserahonom ]

3c.

J; tror cp[ M skakritiserasig; sjalv ]

*|

3d.

J; tror cp[ M skakritiserahonom sjalv ]

3d.

J; tror cp[ M skakritiserasig; |

*|

30.

J; tror cp[ M skakritiserahonony ]

*|

3c.

J; tror cp[ M skakritiserasig; sjalv |

3d.

J; tror cp[ M skakritiserahonony sjalv |

3.8 Attackvs. defend

Having seenhow the classof pronominalanaphorexemplifiedby Swedishsig sup-
portsthe existenceof anindependenObviationconstraintwe now drawonits distri-
butionalpropertiedor anothemieceof supportfor the specificallysemanticharacter
of Obviation.Hellan(1988:108ff.) noteda puzzlingdifferencebetweerthetwo verb
typesillustratedin [84], representedby angripa“attack” vs. forsvara“defend” (I use
againSwedishexampleghroughout)?°

e
(84) a. Hanangrep{ 519. }‘He attackechimself’

sig sjalv.

30 A similar contrasis reportedfor Dutch(Everaertl986:204).
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b. Hanfbrsvarad({s!g' }‘He defendechimself:
sig sjalv.

Verbsof the attacktype requirethe complexreflexivesig sjalv, aswould be expected
by whatwe havesaidsofar. Verbsof the defendtype unexpectediynayhavethebare
simplereflexive sig. Replacingattackin [26] by sucha verb thereforerestoresthe
ambiguity:
(85) Generalentvingadedversten attforsvarasig; ;.
‘The generalforcedthe colonelto defendhim/himself.

Additional examplesf eachtype of verbaregivenin [86]:

(86) a. Verbsrequiringlong reflexives: hata sig sjalv ‘hate oneself, foredra
sig sjalv ‘prefer oneself, underdkasig sjalv ‘examineoneself, forsta
sig sjalv ‘understandoneself

b. Verbsallowing short reflexives: tvatta sig ‘wash (oneself)’, raka sig
‘shave(oneself)’,gpmmasig ‘hide (oneself)’,raddasig ‘saveoneself,
fornedrasig ‘demeanoneself

Hellan(1988:109ff.) proposedo explainthe defendverbsasbeingintransitivesof
inherentlyreflexiveform, analogougo suchinherentlyreflexiveintransitiveverbsas
angrasig ‘repent’, skyndasig ‘hurry’. Thereasorthey canhavebaresig thenwould
be that their sig is not an argumenthencea fortiori not a coargumenf anything.
Hellan’s mostconvincing pieceof evidencethat defendtype reflexivesare syntacti-
cally intransitiveis thatthey patternwith intransitiveverbsin beingableto occurin
presentationatonstructions:

(87) a. *Det tvattademig engruppsoldatervid stranden.
‘Therewashedmea groupof soldiersby the shore.

b. Dettvattadesig engruppsoldatervid stranden.
‘Therewashedhemselves groupof soldiersby the shore.

c. Detsattengruppsoldaterid stranden.
‘There sata groupof soldiersby theshore.

Thereis howeverat leastasgoodevidencethat the defendtype reflexivesarealso
syntacticallytransitive,with sig functioning asa real object. First, the reflexive can
be conjoinedwith afull lexical NP object:

(88) Hantvattadesigochsinabarn.

‘He washecdhimselfandhis children:
Secondlyunlike the sig of inherentlyreflexiveverbs,the sig of defendtype verbscan
havea long-distanceantecedenfcontras{89] with [85]).
(89) Generaleptvingadedversten att skyndasig,; ;.
‘The generalforcedthe colonelto hurry!
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Third, while inherentlyreflexive verbscan’t sharetheir sig, eitherwith eachother
(see[90a]) or with defendtype verbs(see[90b]), defendtype verbscando sofreely
with eachother(see[90c]):

(90) a. *Han angradench skyndadesig. ‘He repentecandhurried:
b. *Han angradenchrakadesig. ‘He repentecandshaved.
c. Hantvattadeochrakadesig. ‘He washedandshaved.

The datain [85], [88], and [90] only make senseif defendtype reflexivescan be
transitivetoo.

So defendtype reflexivesmusthave a dual argumentstructure,transitive and in-
transitive (asHellan himself suggests).Thatis, sig with theseverbsis ambiguously
eitheran objector anintransitivizing clitic which lexically saturateghe objects 6-
role.

It follows thatthe baresig in thetransitive[90c] is a coargumentf its antecedent,
in apparenviolation of Obviation. Sothe ability of defendtype verbsto takebaresig
cannotbe explainedsolely by their intransitivity, for the transitive variantsof these
verbshaveexactlythe samepuzzlingproperty

Thereis moreevidencethatpointsto the sameconclusion.Consider{91]:

(91) Frisdren rakar vanligtvissig (sjalv) forstochkunderna

barber-theshavesusually self (himself)first andcustomers-the

efterdt.

afterwards

‘The barberusuallyshaveshimselffirst andthe customersafterwards.
Clearly [91] is transitive, for eachof the conjunctssig and kundernahasto be an
argumentn its ownright, yet sjalv is notrequiredin thefirst conjunct. Moreover,sig
canbecleftedwith defendtypeverbs,andnotwith inherentlyreflexiveverbs.Clefted
sig obviouslyhasto be anargumentyet canstandon its own without sjalv:3!

(92) Detvar sig (sjalv) somhanforsvarade/angrade.
‘It washimselfthathedefended/repented”.

The conclusionis that defendtype verbsprobably have both a transitiveand an in-
transitivevariant, but the reflexiveform of bothis exemptfrom Obviation. We must
look elsewherdor anexplanation.

SinceObviationis aconstrainbn semantidnterpretation(section?) it is reasonable
to look for asemanticsolutionto the problemposedby the defendtype verbsaswell.
Thekey assumptiowill bethattheirinternalargumentsareproximate.This property

31 Seevon Bremen(1984:220)for more evidencethat sig can have argumentstatusin
Swedish.Thesecondsentencenight beacceptabl@sa correction.
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will be usedto explainboth why they can be intransitiveand why, whentransitive,
their reflexiveobjectneedsno sjalv.

Supposehe specialproperty of defendtype verbsis that their objectsare inher-
ently proximate,i.e. [-obviative]. Then,if the reflexive pronoun,normally obviative,
is proximatein [84b], it is free to be coreferentialwith the subjectthere. As for the
intransitive version of theseverbs, let us assumethat it is the result of lexical re-
flexivization. Clearly lexical reflexivesare alwaysproximate. If follows thatlexical
reflexivizationis availablejust for this classof verbs.

The differencebetweenthe defendand attack classesindoubtedlyhassomething
to dowith whetherthe activitiesthey denotearestereotypically‘other-directed”. The
following contrastis suggestive:

(93) a. Johns defensgpossibly=“John’s defenseof himself’)
b. Johns attack(# “John’s attackon himself)

Thedefendverbstypically denotephysicalactivities,two importantsubclassebeing
“grooming” verbssuchas“wash” and“shave” andverbsdenotingpositionandorien-
tationsuchas‘rise” and“lean”, independentlyof agentivity (Kemmer1993). Along
the lines of the pragmaticaccountssuggestedy Faltz (1976), Kemmer(1993),and
Levinson(1991), one could say that the suspensiorof Obviationis inapplicableto
stereotypicallyother-directedactions,which thereforewould not requiresjalv to pre-
vent Obviationif coreferencas in fact intended,andfor the samereasoncould be
intransitivizedby 6-role fusion.

While this is notimplausibleasan explanationfor the origins of the distinction, it
seemthatit mustbeviewedasgrammaticizedo someextent,atleastin the Scandina-
vian languageslf it werepurely pragmaticin nature,it shouldbe defeasiblethatis,
it shouldbe possibleto coercea baresig by appropriatemanipulationof the context
or situation. For example|f sjalv is motivatedby a defeasiblepresumptiorof other-
directednesghenin adiscussiorwherespecificallyself-hatreds thetopicit oughtto
be possibleto sayhatasig, without sjalv, whichis notthe case) believe3?

4 RealandApparentComplementarityFailures

Formulationsof Binding Theorydivergegreatly in how muchoverlapthey allow in
the distributionof anaphorsandpronominals.The predictionsrangefrom strict com-

32 However,it is sometimegossibleto accommodat&aresig by focusingon a particular
meaningof theverb. A striking examples the observatiorof Hellan(1988)thattheverb
meaning‘admire”, normally an attackiype verb, allows the barereflexiveif it refersto
admirationof the physicalself (the nonstativesenseasin “Johnwasadmiringhimselfin
themirror.)
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plementarity(e.g.Chomsky1981)to severalifferentkinds of restrictedoverlap(e.g.
Huang1983,Chomsky1986,Dalrymple1993)to quasi-independertistribution(e.g.
Wexlerand Manzini 1987,who allow pronoun-specifidomainparametrizationgor

Principle A andPrinciple B, thoughrestrictedby certainglobal constraints;seebe-
low.) Strict complementarityis surely too strong: most languagesshow “optional

reflexivization” in at leastsomecontexts. But obviously not every conceivablekind

of variationactuallyoccursin languagesThe questionis how to constrainthe varia-
tion in a principledway. The proposedapproacho anaphorehassomedirect conse-
guencesn this respectwhich areborneout by the cross-linguisticdata.

Considerin particularthe distribution of ordinary pronominalelementsn relation
to thatof reflexives.Becausef ObviationandBlocking, they shouldneveroverlapin
local domains.We mustnow considersomeapparentlasse®f systematiexceptions
to this claim.

4.1 Snakesentences

There is apparentfree variation betweenanaphorsand pronominalsin adverbial
phrasef thetypeillustratedin [94]:

(94) a. Johnsawa snake nearhim;/himself.
b. Mary; wrappedthe blanketaroundher,/herself.

Sometheoriesof anaphordnavebeensetup in suchaway asto predictthis variation.
The presentapproachimpliesthatthereis no free variationhere,but a structuraldif-
ference.ThePPcanbeeitheranargument{anadverbialor a prepositionabbject),in
which casewe geta reflexive,or functionally part of the predicatejn which casewe
getapronominal.

Evidencefor thisview comedrom casesvhereonly thepronominalis possibleand
casesvhereonly thereflexiveis possible. Theyhaveclearlydistinguishablestructural
characteristicsThefollowing descriptivegeneralization$iold:

(95) a. A reflexiveis possibleif andonly if a referentialexpressioncanbe
substitutedor it.

b. A pronominalis possibleif andonly if the PPcanbe predicatedf the
object.

Thisis illustratedby thefollowing bits of discourse:
(96) a. John aimedthe gunat*him;/himself.
1. *The gunis athim now.
2. Lasttime heaimedit at Fred.
b. John broughtthe gunwith him;/*himself;.
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1. Thegunis with him now,
2. *Last time he broughtit with Fred.

In [96a], Johns gunis not “at him” (no predication)but it is aimed“there” (locative
argument),so the reflexiveis obligatory In [96b], on the otherhand,Johns gunis
“with him” (predication)butit is not brought“there”, sothepronominalis obligatory

We cantestthesegeneralizatioron the following contrastyKuno 1987:66):

97) a. John wroteto Mary about*him;/himself.
(*Mary is abouthim. He alsowrote aboutFred.)

. John referredMary to *him;/himself.
. John comparedill with *him;/himself.

b
c
d. John addressetheletterto *him;/himself.
e. John fell in love with *him;/himself.

a

(98) . John hasmanyfriendsaroundhim;/*himself;.

(Many friendsarearoundhim. *He alsohasfriendsaroundFred.)
John left his family behindhim;/*himself;.

John hasanair of aloofnessabouthim;/*himself;.

John haspassionin him;/*himself;.

e. John hasno gumptionin him;/*himself;.

e o o

Thatthe reflexiveis obligatoryin caseq96a] and[97]) is not surprising. This is
whatwould beexpectedn mosttheoriesjncludingthe presenbne. It is thepronomi-
nal casesuchas[96b] and[98] which requireanexplanation A smallclauseanalysis
is implausible,for reasongliscussedy Chomsky(1981)andothers.For example,it
would not accountfor thefact thatthe pronounin this constructiorhasthe properties
of aboundanaphorasrevealedoy obligatorysloppyidentity andnon-substitutability
of epithets:

(99) a. Johnbroughtthe gunwith him, andsodid Mary. (unambiguous)
b. *John; broughtthe gunwith theidiot;.
It would alsofail to generalizeto casedike [100], wherepredicationis presumably
outof thequestion:
(100) Johnlookedaroundhim.
Anotherpeculiarityof sentencesike [96b], [97], and[100] thatneeddo beexplained
is thefact thatthe pronouncannotbe stressed.

I will assumethat the argumentstructureof thesesentencespecifiesthe PP as
containinga proximatenon-reflexivepronoun,which (asthe constraintsdictate)must
be interpretedasa boundanaphor This is aremnantin ModernEnglishof the much
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wider proximateuseof the pronominalsin Old and Middle English seenin [74] ff.
Semanticallythe PPin effectjoins with theverbinto a combinationthatfunctionally
constitutesa single predicate. Thatis, Johnleft his family behindhim is parallelto
Johnleft his family behind andsoon. In contrastthereflexivein Johnaimedthe gun
at himselfis anindependenargument:

(101) a. Readingof [96a]: A\yAx [ x aimedthegunaty ] (John)
b. Readingof [96b]: Az [ = broughtthe gunwith z ] (John)

The peculiarity of the constructionis thatthe boundanaphoris expressedy a clitic
pronounagreeingwith the predicates subject.

As in the caseof the Swedishattack vs. defendcontrast,the fact that Obviation
is sensitiveto the lexical semanticof the predicateconfirmsits statusasa semantic
constraint.

4.2 Processingactors

A similar prima facie problemfor Blocking approachegincluding the ECONOMY
constraintadoptedhere), which on closeranalysisturns out to be an argumentfor

Obviation,appearsn severalanguagesncluding Swedish.EventhoughBlocking is
the normin Swedish,it is sometimessuspendedor possessives casualusage,so
thattheycan,contraryto the generakule, coreferwith the subjectof the sameclause.
This happensparticularly underthreeconditions(Wellander1959:234ff.).33 First, if

the subjectis passivizedespeciallywhenit is alsonon-human:

(102) Ordet realism arhar tageti sitt;/dess ursprungligabemarkelse.
word-therealism is heretakenin self s/its original sense
‘The word “realism” is hereunderstoodn its original sense.

Secondlyif the pronounprecededts antecedenti.e. if it is containedn atopicalized
constituent):

(103) Nerei Skane, hossin;/hennegvaninnafrinerrinnan C., hadehon
downin Scaniaat selfs/her friend countess-th€.,had she
adragit  sig enluftrorskatarr
contractedselfa bronchitis
‘Down in Scania,at self's/herfriend the countessof C’s (place), she had
contractedoronchitis..

And third, if the pronounis “distant” from its antecedent:

33 Wellanders studyis basedon sentencesulled from journalisticprose. His materialis
reviewedanddiscussedrom a generativessemanticperspectivéy Hellberg(1980).
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(104) Han hadetraffathenne, dd@ de badavar helt unga, hos sin/hans
He had met her, whentheyboth werequiteyoung,chezself s/his
gamlevan B.
old friendB.

‘He had met her, whenthey both were quite young, at self s/his old friend
B’splace.

If thisis a processingeffect,we would expectit to occurin otherlanguagesswell
wherethe sameconditionsobtain. In fact, similar variationin genitivesoccursunder
correspondingonditionsin other Scandinaviarlanguages.Counterpart§rom Dan-
ish prosearecitedin Diderichsenl1937:52-53. Onelcelandicconsultantudgedthe
pronominalto be a marginaloption for the Icelandicversionsof all threesentences;
the otherdid sofor [102] andrejectedit for [L03] and[104]. In Russianthe posses-
sivereflexivesvoj evenwith athird personantecedent;ansometimeslternatewith
the pronominalundersimilar specialconditions(Yokoyamal975).

Wellanderfurtherobserveshatwhenseverabf thesefactorscoincide the pronom-
inal “can satisfyevena morefastidiouslinguistic intuition”:

(105) Flickan; tvingas justundersin;/hennesomtaligaste alderattbyta

girl-the is forcedjustunderselfs/her mostsensitiveage to change
skola3*

school.
‘The girl is forcedpreciselyatself s/hermostsensitiveageto changeschool.

(106) ...fasterLotta;, somav familjen mot sin;/hennegvilja ochtrots
...aunt Lotta, who by family-theagainstselfs/fher will andin spiteof
sin;/hennesungdomskrlek giftes bort medbrukspatronpa J.
selfs/her  youth-love wasmarriedawaywith factorybosson J.
...auntLotta, who was marriedoff to the factory bossat J. by her family
againstself s/herwill andin spiteof self s/heryouthful love.

Presumablyvhatis going on hereis thatunderconditionsof processingcomplex-
ity the syntacticblocking effect is weakened. Crucially, the sameconditionshave
no weakeningeffecton Obviation. Thus, in sentencesomparableto [102]-{106],
non-possessiveronominalscannotbe understoodascoreferentiawith a coargument
subject,asin [107]:

(107) Lasarepnmastekonfronteragmedsig; sjalv/*honom sjalv.

‘The reademustbe confrontedwith himself’

34 HereWellandemointsoutthatthe pronominalis morenaturalwhenthe adverbiaklause
is separatethy commas.
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Thefactthat Economyis sensitiveto syntacticandprocessindactors,while Obvi-
ationis unaffectedby them,is anotherargumenthattheseconstraintsaredistinct.

4.3 IstheDisjoint ReferencdbomainUniversal?

I have arguedthat the Obviation rule is universal,in the sensethat if an elements
is obviative, is is alwaysdisjoint in referencefrom its coarguments.Can disjoint

referencealsoapplyin somedomainlargerthanthe coargumentomain?It hasbeen
explicitly claimedthatit can(e.g. Harbert1986, Wexler and Manzini 1987, Kapur,

Lust, Harbert, and Martohardono1993, Sells 1991). The existenceof such cases
would requirespecifyingadditionallanguage-specifisyntacticor semanticdisjoint

referencedomains,againstthe spirit and letter of the presentproposal. Let us look

at someof the instancesvheredisjoint referencehasbeenarguedto apply in larger
domains.

Sells(1991)suggestshat the pronominalsassubjectsof gerundsin sentence$ike
[108a]areungrammaticabecausef adisjoint referenceequirementywhich doesnot
applyto subjectsof “factive” gerundsasin [108b]:

(108) a. John prefers(*his;) goingto the movies.(= [55b])

b. Only Churchill remembershis giving the speechaboutblood, sweat,
andtears.

He proposedhat disjoint referenceactually appliesnot just to coargumentdut in a

moreinclusivesemantiddomain,the“situateddomain”. If this canreplacethe coargu-
mentdomainasthe domainof disjoint referenceuniversally the aboveresultswould

gostill gothrough.Butit is not clearthatthis modificationis necessarySells’ central
evidencefor non-coargumentlisjoint referencecould also be dealtwith in another
way. Supposethat nonfactivegerundslike [108a] are control structures function-

ally equivalentto infinitival complementgKiparsky and Kiparsky 1971:357). They
wouldthusbehandledby Economyratherthanby anextensiorof disjoint referenceo

awiderdomain.As far asl amaware the only potentialdifficulty for this proposalis

thatsomespeakersaccordingto Sells,excludecoreferencesvenin casesvherecon-

trol is presumablyout of the question.Suchspeakersthen,would rejectsentencesf

thetype:

(109) *Maria; told John abouthim; losingthe bet.

HereaBlocking accountis alsopossible:for speakersvith thesgudgmentswe may
supposehathimis blockedby his.

In a numberof systemswith long-distancebinding, the disjoint referencedomain
is saidto be the Finite clause.Icelandicis reportedto be sucha system(Thrainsson
1991 ,Kapuretal. 1990),a particularly interestingonebecausét allows reflexivesto
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beboundin theRootdomain.It seemsthough thattheremaybemorevariationin us-
age atleastfor somespeakersMy consultanexactlyreplicatedthe Swedish/Russian
patternof “optional long-distanceeflexivization” we sawin [25]:
(110) a. Jon; neyddiGunnay til ad skipaPali;, ad rakahann ; ..
‘JohnforcedGunnarto orderPaulto shavehim!
b. Hann hjalpai vinkonu; sinni; a kveikjai sigarettunsinni; j/hans .. ;/-
hennay; ;.
‘He helpedhis dateto light self s/his/hercigarette.

And Hyams(accordingto Grimshawand Rosen1990:202)hasfound thatadult Ice-
landic speakergresentedvith suchsentencesctually preferassigningthe pronom-
inal a long-distanceantecedento interpretingis asreferringto somediscourseele-
ment.

In Gothic, reflexivesare almostalways usedin the Finite domain (Kapur et al.
1990),but thereis at leastoneexampleof a coreferentialpronominalin this domain,
so the caseis not clear-cut® For Russian,Peshkovskij1956:164statesthat, while
reflexivepronounsareoptionalin long-distanceébindingin modernRussiantheywere
requiredtherein earlierstagesf Slavic. Latin is sometimesaidto be alanguagen
which long-distancereflexivesare obligatory but asthe grammaranakeclear, they
aremerelypreferredwith variationconditionedoy point of view (logophoricity). The
following exampleshowsthat a pronominalcanvery well havean antecedenin the
finite domain®®

(111) ut eumin Syriasisterent, orabat (Tacitus,H. 2,9)
thathim in Syriaplace-Subj-3Pbegged-3Sg
‘He beggedthem)to placehim in Syria:

The cross-linguisticsimilarity of long-distancebinding patternsis underscoredby
preferenceshatlook like processingffectswhichinfluencethe accessibilityof long-
distancebindingrelations,which seemto work very similarly in unrelatedanguages.
In multiply embeddednfinitive constructionsit is relatively hardto getthe interme-
diate subjectasa binder (dverstenin [112]; the lowestsubjectis of courseineligible
by Obviation).

(112) Generalentvingadedversten att befallalojtnanten attrakasig; -

4]7*']{:.
‘The generalforcedthe colonelto orderthelieutenantto shaveself:

35 Mark 1.10Gasahwsluknanshiminansjah ahmansweahakatgaggandaranaina “He
sawtheheaven®penup andtheHoly Ghostcometowardshim [pronominal]like adove”
Diderichsernl937:59.

36 SeeKilhnerandStegmanrf1966),p. 610-612whoalsosuggestshatthestrivingto avoid
ambiguityis involved.
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The identical effect hasbeenreportedfor Czechand Russian(Bily 1981) and for
Chineseg(Battistella1989,Tang1989:109,115).

We see,then, thatthe contextsof “optional reflexivization” examinedheredo not
invalidate the Obviation constraint,but on the contrary supportit. Needlesdo say
many otherempirical challengesemainto be metbeforethe universalityof coargu-
mentObviationcanbe confidentlyaccepted.

4.4 Conclusion

The distribution of pronominalsand reflexivesreflectsboth Obviation, hereargued
to be a universalconstraintwhich requirescoargumentgo havedisjoint reference,
andBlocking, heretakento be aneconomyconstraint.Theseconstraintsvereshown
to interactwith a hierarchyof binding domainconstraintsto generatea typology of

pronouns.The constraintsystempredictsthe categoryof obviativereflexives,previ-

ouslydescribecempiricallyin somelanguagesandexplainsa surprisingrelationship
betweenthe blocking of coargumenteflexives,in the non-coargumentase the am-

biguity of thosereflexivesbetweenthe bound anaphoraand coreferentialreadings.
Theconstraintsystemalsopredictsthe novel categoryof referentiallydependenton-

reflexive pronounsfor which we providedcross-linguisticdocumentation.
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