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1 Issuesin BindingTheory

1.1 Accountingfor disjoint reference

Obviation versus Blocking. Two approachesto the distribution of anaphorsand
pronominalshavebeenexploredin Binding Theory. TheOBVIATION approach,orig-
inating in Lasnik 1976 and extensivelydevelopedin the GB tradition, posits au-
tonomousdisjoint referenceprincipleswhichdirectly filter out illicit coindexationsin
certainstructuraldomains.TheBLOCKING approachtreatsdisjoint referencederiva-
tively, by makinganaphorsobligatoryundercoreferencein thebinding domain,and
invoking asyntacticor pragmaticprinciple thatforcesdisjoint referencepronominals
in the“elsewhere”case.1

1 My interestin reflexivepronounscomespartly from historicalsyntaxandpartly from the
CasetheorythatDieterWunderlichandI havebeenthinkingaboutsince1991.Thefirst
versionof this paperwaswritten that year,andI wasfortunateto be ableto discussit
with Dieter at the time, who madeinsightful suggestionsespeciallyaboutthe Swedish
material.I thensetit asidefor someyears,realizingthatmanyof thethingsI wastrying
to dowerebeingdonein amoresophisticatedwayby Reinhart& Reulandandby Burzio.
Still, my conclusionsdifferedfrom theirson somepoints,andsoI returnedto thepaper
in 1996,addingthe OT analysis,which was presentedat an OT syntaxconferenceat
Stanford,andrevisingit oncemorefor thispublicationin honorof DieterWunderlich.
I am grateful to Cleo Condoravdifor her detailedcommentson severaldrafts of this
paperandfor heradviceandencouragementover theyears.Specialthanksalsoto An-
nie ZaenenandPeterSellsfor their guidance,andto EkkehardKönig andTomasRiad
for the interesttheyhavetakein this work. Many peoplehavebeengenerouswith their
timeandlinguisticexpertise:Per-KristianHalvorsen,ElisabetEngdahl,TanFu,K.P. Mo-
hanan,ShuichiYatabe,HinrichSchuetze,IvanSag,K.S.Yadurajan,SmitaJoshi,Kalpana
Bharadwaj,Will Leben,HadarShem-Tov, ThoraÁrnadottir,ChristopherCuly, Karl Zim-
mer,GüvenGüzeldere,Lauri Karttunen,HöskuldurThráinsson,Young-meeCho,Ki-Sun
Hong,William Poser,andMakotoKanazawa.Theresponsibilityfor all errorsis mine.



Obviation. Chomsky1981equatedthe domainsof both anaphoricbinding (prin-
ciple A) andof disjoint reference(principle B) anddefinedthis domainin termsof
government.If principlesA andB hold in thesamedomain,anaphorsandpronomi-
nalsmustbein complementarydistribution.Thistheoryfacestheconceptualproblem
that thecomplementaritylacksa deeperrationale,andtheempiricalproblemthat the
predictedcomplementaritysystematicallyfails to hold in certainstructuralconfig-
urations. Subsequentversionsof Binding Theory either tried to exploit the partial
complementaritysoasto achieveasimplerandtheoreticallymoreattractiveformula-
tion of thetheory, or to addresstheempiricalproblemof overlappingdistributionby
havingprinciplesA andB apply in different domains.Thesetwo endeavorsproved
hardto reconcile.

A first attemptto distinguishthedomainsof principleA andB wasto define“gov-
erning category”differently for anaphorsandpronominals(Huang1983,Chomsky
1986,169). Chomsky’s redefinitionwascouchedin partly θ-theoreticterms. He in-
troducedthe notion of a COMPLETE FUNCTIONAL COMPLEX (CFC), definedasa
maximalprojectionin which a predicate’s complementsandsubject(in effect,all its
θ-roles)arerealized,andreformulatesPrinciplesA andB to thefollowing effect:

(1) An anaphor/pronominalmustbe bound/freein the leastCFC containinga
lexical governorin which it couldbebound/free.

The idea behind[1] is that a pronominalcan alwayssatisfy Binding Theory (BT)
by beingfree in theminimal NP that containsit, but ananaphor,becauseit mustbe
bound,cansatisfyBinding Theoryonly in theminimal CFCthatcontainsa potential
antecedentfor it (oneto which theanaphorcould bebound). It follows that thedis-
tribution of pronominalsandanaphorscanoverlapin thesubjectpositionof NPs.But
this resolvesjust asmallpartof theoverlappingdistributionproblem.

That a domaindefinedin termsof a predicate’s arguments(akin to the CFC) is
specificallythedomainof disjoint reference(PrincipleB effects)wasarguedby Hel-
lan (1983,1988),Sells(1986)(Sells1986),andFarmerandHarnish(1987),(Farmer
and Harnish1987) who eachproposedsomeversionof the principle statedin [2],
sometimescalledOBVIATION , a termborrowedfrom Algonquiangrammar.

(2) OBVIATION : Coargumentshavedisjoint reference.

A secondkey ideais thatdisjoint referenceis aprincipleof semanticinterpretation
which requirescertaintypesof argumentsof multi-placepredicatesto be distinct.2

(Keenan1974,BachandPartee1980,PollardandSag1983,Sells1991,Pollardand

2 Semanticdisjointreferencealsoplaysakeyrolein thetheoryof reciprocalsdevelopedby
Heim,Lasnik,andMay (1991),(Heim,LasnikandMay 1991),thoughtheydonot unify
it with thedisjoint referencephenomenaseenin pronounsandreflexives.
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Sag1992,ReinhartandReuland1993). ReinhartandReulandexplicitly arguethat
principleA is definedon syntacticpredicatesandprincipleB on semanticpredicates.

Theproposaldevelopedbelow adoptsboth theseideas.Obviationwill be argued
to be a universalviolable constraintinteractingwith otherconstraintsin the ranked
constraintsystemsthatdefinethebindingpatternsof languages.

Blocking. The secondapproachto disjoint referencereplacesprinciple B by a
BLOCKING constraintthatmakesanaphorsobligatoryin their bindingdomainunder
the appropriateconditions,supersedingthe coreferentialinterpretationof pronomi-
nals in that domain. Blocking can be seeneither as a grammaticalcondition ap-
plying to syntacticrepresentations(Bouchard1983, Yadurajan1987, Burzio 1996,
Burzio1998),3 or asanextragrammatical(pragmatic)conditioninvolving generalized
conversationalimplicature,informativeness,hearerstrategiesfor recoveringspeaker
meaning,etc. (Dowty 1980, Reinhart1983a,Reinhart1983b,Farmerand Harnish
1987,Levinson1987,Levinson1991,2000).

Combining Blocking and Obviation. Themain thesisof my paperis thatBlock-
ing andObviationarenot competingaccountsof disjoint reference,but thatboth—
appropriatelyformulated— constituteuniversalconstraintsthat interactwith each
other,andwith otherconstraints,in accordwith partly language-specificrankings.I
establishtheir independenceby showingthatoneappliesto asyntacticrepresentation,
theotherto a semanticinterpretation,thattheyapplyto differentclassesof elements,
andthat theyapply in differentdomains.Conceptually, theydiffer aswell. Blocking
is relatedto the“Elsewhere”principlethatgovernsmorphologicalexpression;follow-
ing Burzio’s work I treatit asanEconomyprinciple. Obviation,on theotherhand,is
aconstrainton thelicensingof coreferentialcoargumentswhich is specificto binding
theory.

1.2 TheTypologyof Pronouns

With the adventof OT, grammaticaltheoryhasbecomeinseparablefrom typology.
In a pioneeringtypologyof reflexivesandreciprocals,Faltz(1977)showedthat their
binding propertiesvary alongat leasttwo dimensions:thesizeof thedomainwithin
which they mustbe bound,and the natureof the antecedentin the clausaldomain.
He furthernotedthat,sincelanguagesmayhaveseveralanaphorsthatdiffer in these

3 Distant antecedentsof this idea include Chomsky’s “Avoid Pronoun” Principle, and
therulesof “obligatory reflexivization” in earliertransformationaltreatments(Leesand
Klima 1963,Kuno1987).
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respects,thebinding domainandtheantecedentrequirementis a lexical propertyof
individual anaphors,ratherthansimply a syntacticpropertyof the languageat large.
Theseconclusionswereconfirmedby Yang(1983),andtheir consequenceswereex-
plored in the moregeneralframeworkof the principles-and-parametersapproachto
syntaxby WexlerandManzini(1987).Independently, Everaert(1986)andThráinsson
(1991)proposedto specify the binding propertiesof anaphorsby systemsof cross-
classifyingfeatures.Hellan(1983),working from Norwegian,arrivedat still another
featuralparametrization(greatlyelaboratedin Hellan1988),whichwasfurtherdevel-
opedby Bresnan,Halvorsen,andMaling (1985),whoseideaswerein turn extended
andformalizedby Dalrymple(1993).

In the spirit of thesestudiesI arguethat the typology of pronounsemergesfrom
two cross-classifyingproperties:whethertheyareobviativeor not, i.e. whetherthey
can licensea coreferentialcoargument,and what their antecedentdomain is. The
antecedentdomain is definedby a hierarchyof constraintswhich imposesucces-
sively inclusive requirementson the structuralrelationbetweenthe pronounandits
antecedent.The factorial typology predictsa classof pronominalelementswhich
havehithertonotbeenrecognizedin Binding Theory. I showthatthis predictedclass,
referentiallydependentpronominals, is cross-linguisticallywell attested,andin fact
is instantiatedin onepronounof modernEnglish. The constrainthierarchydefines
five successivelymore inclusiveantecedentdomains,eachcharacterizinga classof
pronouns. Thesefive typesof pronounsarecross-classifiedfor obviation. The re-
sulting inventoryof possiblepronounsis richerthanwhattraditionalBinding Theory
countenances,but offersa betterapproximationto theattesteddiversityof anaphoric
systems.This simpletypology appearsto matchthe rangeof knownpronounsquite
well.4

1.3 GapsandOptionality

“One form, one meaning”may be the grammaticalideal, but deviationsfrom it in
both directionsareubiquitousin grammar,anaphoranot excepted.Contextualneu-
tralization of semanticdistinctionsis a normal part of pronominalexpression,and
so aremultiple realizationsof the samemeaning,suchas “optional” long-distance
anaphora.Suchcomplementarityfailuresarepotentiallyproblematicfor any theory
that relieson Blocking, but OT makesavailableinterestingnew approachesfor ac-
countingfor them. To dealwith gapsI will makeuseof the ideasuggestedby Leg-
endre,Smolensky, andWilson (1996)thatmarkednessconstraintscanenforcegaps,
violating a lower-rankedfaithfulnessconstraintthatprohibitsthem.

4 Thecross-linguisticdatanow assembledin Huang2000posesa numberof primafacie
difficultiesfor thisclaim,butdeeperstudyof theproblematicbindingsystemsis required.
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Optionality, in theform of variationbetweenpronounsandreflexivesin ostensibly
identicalcontexts,is everybit ascommonin anaphoraasgapsare. However,not all
apparentvariationcanbetakenat facevalue. In fact, I will arguethatmanyapparent
casesof “optional reflexivization”thathavebeencitedagainandagainin theliterature
arenot optionalat all but reflectdifferentmeanings,i.e., theycorrespondto different
inputs. Oncethesecasesof fake optionality aresortedout, the multiple constraint
rankingsapproachexploredby Anttila (1997)andotherscanbeseento beeminently
suitedfor theresidueof genuineoptionality in thedomainof Binding.

2 CoargumentDisjoint Reference

2.1 Fourgeneralizationsaboutdisjoint reference

In Englishandotherfamiliar languages,thedistinctionbetweenobviativeandproxi-
matepronounsconvergeswith thatbetweenpronominalsandanaphors(reflexive/reci-
procalelements).But manylanguagesdistinguishbetweenobviativeandproximate
reflexives(e.g.Swedishsigversussig själv), andsomedistinguishbetweenobviative
and proximatepronominals(e.g. Algonquian). The obviation requirementand the
bindingdomain,then,arein fact independentpropertiesof pronouns.

In additionto PrincipleB effects,the Obviationconstraintaccountsfor a classof
disjoint referencephenomenathatarenot addressedby standardversionsof Binding
Theory. Foursuchphenomenaaretreatedbelow. Two of theminvolve theabsenceof
anexpectedreadingin ananaphoricelement.Onesuchgapis thatthe“coreferential”
asopposedto the “bound anaphora”interpretationof reflexivesis lacking in certain
contexts.I tentativelyformulatetherelevantdescriptivegeneralizationasfollows:

(3) An anaphorwhoseantecedentis a coargumenthasa boundvariablebut not
acoreferentialreading.

Theothergapconcernsthedistributivereadingof pluralsandconjoinedDPs.

(4) A pluralor conjoinedDPwhichoverlapsin referencewith acoargumenthas
acollectivereadingbut not adistributivereading.

The other two generalizationsare, on the face of it, syntactic, for they involve
distributionalconstraintson the occurrenceof certainanaphoricelements,and they
are language-specific,or more precisely, overtly instantiatedin a minority of lan-
guages.First, disjoint referencephenomenaarenot restrictedto pronominals.Some
languages,suchasNorwegian(Hellan1988)haveOBVIATIVE REFLEXIVES, usually
morphologicallysimple(ratherthancompounded).Suchobviativereflexivesaresub-
ject to adisjoint referenceconstraint:

(5) An obviativeandits coargumentshavedisjoint reference.5
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Conversely, not all pronominalsareobviative. Somelanguages(suchas the Algo-
nquianlanguages)havetwo seriesof pronominalendings,OBVIATIVE and PROXI-
MATE, whosedistributionis grammaticallyconstrainedasfollows:

(6) At mostonecoargumentmaybeproximate.

The four generalizations[3]-[6] will besubsumedundera generalizedaccountof
PrincipleB effectsin which anObviationconstraintplaysa key role. I takethemup
in turn below.

2.2 BoundVariablevs.CoreferentialReadings

VP anaphora. Generalization[3] is famouslymanifestedin VP anaphora.Reflex-
ive pronouns(e.g.Englishhimself) getonly theboundanaphorareadingwhentheir
antecedentis a coargument,so that “sloppy identity” is obligatory. Elsewhere,there
is anambiguitybetweentheboundvariableandcoreferentialreadings,asillustrated
by [7] (Hestvik1990).

(7) Johnconsidershimselfcompetent,andsodoesFred. (ambiguous)

a. FredconsidersJohncompetent,too. (strict)

b. Fredconsidershimselfcompetent,too. (sloppy)

If weassumethatthesecondconjunctin dosoVP anaphoragetsits meaningfrom the
first, then[7] hasthestrict reading(a) from [8a] andthesloppyreading(b) from [8b].

(8) a. λx ( x considers( Johncompetent) ) (John) (coreferential)

b. λx ( x considers( x competent) ) (John) (boundvariable)

Thepoint of interestis thecontrastbetween[7] andtheostensiblyparallel[9], where
the“sloppy” readingis obligatory,

(9) Johnhateshimself,andsodoesFred.

a. 6= FredhatesJohn,too.

b. Fredhateshimself,too.

andwherethereflexive,therefore,hasonly theboundvariablereadingof [10b].

(10) a. λx ( x hatesy ∧ y = John) (John)

b. λx ( x hatesx ) (John)

5 Coargumentsareargumentsof thesamepredicate(Hellan1988).Forexample,Mary and
Johnarenot coargumentsin Mary considersJohn(to be)a fool, becauseJohnis not an
argumentof consider; rather,Johnis anargumentof bea fool, andthelowestargument
of consideris John(to) bea fool.
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This observationhasbeenexpressedby 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 assumed,it is not configurationallydefined. The right generalizationrather
seemsto be that the boundvariablereadingis obligatory whenthe antecedentis a
coargument. All anaphora,localor not,showsbothreadingsaslongastheantecedent
is not acoargument:

(11) a. JohnthoughtthatMary’s parentswould approveof someonelike him-
self,andsodid Fred. (ambiguous)
= “Fred thought that they would approve of someonelike Fred”
(sloppy)
= “Fredthoughtthattheywouldapproveof someonelike John”(strict)

b. Johnloveshis wife, andsodoesFred. (ambiguous)

c. Johnhasapictureof himself,andsodoesFred. (ambiguous)

d. Mary quotedeveryoneexceptherself,andsodid Bill. (ambiguous)

e. Johnwill succeedin spiteof himself,andsowill Fred. (ambiguous)

Reappearanceof the ambiguity. Introducinganotherpredication,whetherexplicit
or covert,restoresthestrictreading.Forexample,[12] hasboththestrictreading[12a]
(“. . . thanTeddefendedJohn”) andthesloppyreading[12b] (“. . . thanTeddefended
himself”) (Sells,ZaenenandZec1987):

(12) JohndefendedhimselfbetterthatTeddid.
a. λx ( (x defendedx) betterthan( (λy (y defendedx) ) (Ted)) ) (John)
b. λx ( (x defendedx) betterthan( (λy (y defendedy) ) (Ted)) ) (John)

Similarly, manyspeakersfind [13] ambiguousbetweenthereadings“. . . nobodyelse
hatesJohn”,and“. . . nobodyelsehatesthemselves”(Dahl 1973).On theassumption
thatonly P means“P andnobodyotherthanP”, thetwo meaningswould correspond
to thefollowing representations,bothof which areconsistentwith Obviation.

(13) Only Johnhateshimself.
a. λx ( (x hatesx) ∧ (∀ y 6= x (y doesn’thatex) ) ) (John)
b. λx ( (x hatesx) ∧ (∀ y 6= x (y doesn’thatey) ) ) (John)

But if only is construedwith the reflexive, the sentenceremainsunambiguous,the
only translationbeing[14]:6

6 NotealsothatEverybodylikesJohndoesnotentailthatJohnlikeshimself(althoughit is
compatiblewith it), sinceJohnneednotbepartof thedomainof quantification.A person
complainingNobodylikesmewouldnotbeconsoledby beingremindedthat,afterall, he
doeslike himself.
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(14) Johnhatesonly himself.
λx ( (x hatesx) ∧ (∀ y 6= x (x doesn’thatey) ) ) (John)

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

(15) Only Johnconsidershimself to besmart.
a. “Nobody elseconsidersthemselvesto besmart”
b. “Nobody elseconsidersJohnto besmart”

What is the local domain? (Lebeaux1985)and(Bouchard1983)identify the lo-
cal domainwith the governingcategorywhich constitutesthe Binding Domain for
PrincipleA. But in fact, it doesnot coincidewith the domainthat the other locality
propertiespick out: namely, the domainwithin which the binding relationobserves
c-command(or its equivalent),wheresplit antecedentsareprohibited,andwherefree
variationwith pronounsis not allowed. For example,picturenounanaphoranotori-
ouslyhasnon-localproperties,yet showstheambiguitybetweenthestrict andsloppy
reading,asin [11c]. Thepoint is thatbothantecedent-anaphorrelationsbelowarelo-
cal (wherethebracketsdemarcateanargumentstructure),butonly in (b) is thebound
variableinterpretationobligatory.

(16) a. Xi [ Yi . . . ]

b. [ Xi . . . Yi ]

Hestvik1990interpretsthecontrastbetween[7] and[9] in almosttheoppositeway.
According to him, it is PrincipleA which appliesin the coargumentdomain,while
PrincipleB appliesin thedomainof thegoverningcategory, asapurelysyntacticprin-
ciple in thespirit of (Chomsky1981). Theanaphorsin thesubjectpositionof ECM
constructions,as in [7], andpresumablyin the othernon-coargumentcasesin [11]
aswell, arethendealtwith by extendingthecorebindingdomainby the“accessible
subject” condition (as in Chomsky1986). Hestvik considersthis extendeddomain
to bea non-localbindingdomain,taking theavailability of thestrict identity reading
underdosoellipsis(asin [7]) astheessentialcriterionfor non-localbinding,notwith-
standingthefact thattheotherlocality diagnostics(c-command,obligatorinessof the
anaphor)pick out a different kind of locality, asdiscussedin section2.1 above.On
that approach,it remainsunexplainedwhy obligatory boundvariableinterpretation
shouldhold preciselyin the “core binding domain” (a fact which for us is a direct
consequenceof Obviation). Actually the coargumentdomainhasto my knowledge
not beenshownto constitutethe binding domainfor any anaphorin any language.
Therefore,far from beingthe corebinding domain,it is probablynot a binding do-
main at all (althoughit is the domainof the universalObviationprinciple); the real
minimal binding domainis theso-called“extended”binding domain(theaccessible
subjectdomain). That assumptionwill proveto be a productiveone,furnishing the
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key to explainingcontrastssuchasthosein [43a] vs. [47a] in section2.4below.

Disambiguation in Russian. In English,thedistinctionbetweentheboundvariable
readingandthecoreferentialreadingof pronounsnormallyhasnodirectformalreflex.
But in languageswith a suitableinventory of pronominalelementsthe distinction
becomesovert. In Russian,the reflexivessvoj (poss.) and sebja (acc.) can have
not only third personantecedents,but also first and secondpersonantecedents,in
whichcasetheycompetewith theregularfirst andsecondpersonpossessivepronouns.
Preciselyin thecoargumentcase,thereflexiveis howeverobligatory, andhasonly the
boundvariablereading(Dahl 1973).

(17) a.*Ja
I

ljublju
like

odnogo
one

menja.
me

‘I like only me.’

b. Ja
I

ljublju
like

odnogo
one

sebja.
self

‘I like only myself.’ (boundvariableonly)

Whenthepronounis notacoargumentof its antecedent,thecontrastbetweenpronom-
inal andanaphormarksthecoreferentialversusboundvariablereading:

(18) a. Ja
I

ljublju
love

moju
my

ženu,
wife,

i
and

Ivan
Ivan

tože.
also.

‘I lovemy wife, andIvan also(lovesmy wife).’ (coreferential)

b. Ja
I

ljublju
love

svoju
self’s

ženu,
wife,

i
and

Ivan
Ivan

tože.
also.

‘I lovemy wife, andIvan also(loveshis wife).’ (boundvariable)

Let’sbeginby formulatingtheconstraintsbehindtheRussiandata.If all goeswell,
ourconstraintsshouldaccountalsofor thegeneralizationsillustratedin [7]–[11] about
English,andfor theSwedishandAlgonquiandatato follow.

Towards an analysis. Given thatargumentsareassociatedwith variablesandthat
thesevariablesareassignedto individuals,therearethreepossiblerelationsbetween
a pronounand a (potential) antecedent:boundanaphora(they are coindexed,i.e.
associatedwith onevariable),coreference(distinct variables,which areassignedto
the sameindividual), and disjoint reference(distinct variablesassignedto distinct
individuals).Writing argumentsasA, B. . . , variablesasx, y.. . , andindividualsasa,
b.. . , I will usethemnemonicnotationin [19]:

(19) a. Boundanaphora: Ax — Bx (x→ a)

b. Coreference: Ax — By (x→ a, y→ a)
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c. Disjoint reference: Ax — By (x→ a, y→ b, a 6= b)

ThereforeBinding Theorycannotbebasedsimply on coindexing.We neednot only
constraintsonanaphoricrelations,markedby thecoindexationof argumentsin certain
syntacticdomains,but alsoconstraintsgoverningthe interpretationof thecoindexed
arguments.

Assumethat the inputs aresyntacticstructureswith variablesandassignmentto
intendedreferents.Theconstraintsystemdeterminesthemostharmonicoutputcor-
respondingto agiveninput. Theinput candidatesetarelogical forms,with anycoin-
dexationandwith any assignmentof individuals to variables.Supposein particular
thefollowing constraints:

(20) Constraints:

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

b. OBVIATION : An obviativeandits coargumentshavedisjoint reference.

c. PROX: A proximateis a boundanaphor(i.e. it is indexedto thesame
variableasits antecedent).

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

Theseconstraintsaccountfor thegapsnotedabove,but do not yet sufficeto select
a uniqueoutput in all cases. The choicebetweenremainingcandidatesis adjudi-
catedby two markedness(economy)constraints,which respectivelypenalizefeatu-
ral (semantic)complexityandmorphologicalcomplexity. Featuraleconomyselects
anaphorsoverpronominals(theassumptionis that thelatterhavericher intrinsic fea-
turecontent),andmorphologicalexonomyselectssimplepronounsovermorphologi-
cally complexpronouns(asin Burzio 1998).

(21) ECONOMY

a. FEATURAL ECONOMY: Avoid pronominals.

b. MORPHOLOGICAL ECONOMY: Avoid morphologicallycomplexpro-
nouns.

Let usassumethat thepronounsof Russianhavethesamepropertiesasthecorre-
spondingpronounsof English,exceptthat the reflexivessvoj, sebjahaveno person
features.As in English,then,thereflexivesareproximate,andthepronominals,such
asmenja,moju, areobviative.Thetableauin [22] indicatestherelevantpropertiesof
the input logical forms using the notationin [19]. Candidatesets1 and2 illustrate
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coargumentreflexives,with the boundanaphoraandcoreferentialreadings,respec-
tively, andcandidatesets3 and4 illustratenon-coargumentreflexives(possessives,in
this case)with thesametwo readings.For eachof theseinput readings,threeoutput
candidatesaregiven: thecandidatewith apronominal,thecandidatewith ananaphor,
andthenull candidate(thesyntacticgap).

(22)
B

D

O
B

V
IA

T
IO

N

P
R

O
X

P
A

R
S

E

E
C

O
N

O
M

Y

1a. x→ a Jax ljublju menjax *! *
1b. ☞ Jax ljublju sebjax
1c. ∅ *!

2a. x→ a, y→ a Jax ljublju menjay *! *
2b. Jax ljublju sebjay *!
2c. ☞ ∅ *

3a. x→ a Jax ljublju mojux ženu *!
3b. ☞ Jax ljublju svojux ženu
3c. ∅ *!

4a.☞ x→ a, y→ a Jax ljublju mojuy ženu *
4b. Jax ljublju svojuy ženu *!
4c. ∅ *!

Gapsin the output, which violate the PARSE constraint,arisewhen higher-ranked
constraintsexcludethealternativecandidates.Thus,a coargumentreflexivedoesnot
getacoreferentialreading;contrastcandidateset2 with candidateset4.

2.3 An obviativereflexive

Swedishsig. We comenow to generalization[5]. The existenceof obviative re-
flexiveshasbeendemonstratedin severallanguages,notablyHellan’s classicstudyof
Norwegiananaphora(1988). I will draw my examplesfrom Swedish,whosesig is
very similar to Norwegianseg(Diderichsen1937)andDanishseg(Vikner 1985).

Unlike morphologicallycomplexreflexivessuchasEnglishhimself, baresigcannot
haveacoargumentasits antecedent.7

7 Thereis a classof verbsfor which thisstatementdoesnothold (see3.8below).
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(23) a. *John
John

föredrar
prefers

sig.
refl

‘Johnprefershimself.’

b. *Johni
John

ber̈attade
told

för
for

Perj
Per

om
about

sigi,j .
refl

‘Johni told Perj abouthimselfi,j .’

In the finite domainwithin which sig mustbebound,it canhoweverbe freely ante-
cededby ac-commandingsubject,aslongasit is notacoargument.This is illustrated
in [24] by ECM andsmallclauseconstructionsandby possessivesandcomplements
of nouns.

(24) a. John
John

anser
considers

sig
refl

ha
have

blivit
become

bedragen.
cheated

‘Johnconsidershimself to havebeencheated.’

b. John
John

betraktar
regards

sig
refl

som
as

expert.
expert

‘Johnregardshimselfasanexpert.’

c. John
John

älskade
loved

sina
refl’s

barn.
children

‘Johnlovedhis (own)children.’

d. John
John

hittade
found

en
a

bild
picture

av
of

sig
refl

i
in

tidningen.
newspaper-the

‘Johnfoundapictureof himself in thenewspaper.’

Thesubsystemof Swedishpronounsof interesthereis built from threeclassesof
morphemes:(1) the pronominals(han, hon, honom,henne,hans,hennes“he, she,
him, her,his, her (poss.)” etc.,(2) theobviativesimplereflexivesig, with its posses-
siveform sin, and(3) själv, which canoccuron its own andbecombinedwith either
thereflexivesor thepronominals,like Germanselbst, Frenchmême, Spanishmismo,
Italian stesso(Giorgi 1983),Russiansam(Klenin 1980).

Sig is subject-orientedandallowslong-distancebinding:

(25) a. Generaleni
general-the

tvingade
forced

överstenj
colonel-the

att
to

hjälpa
help

sinai,j
self’s

soldater.
soldiers

‘The generalforcedthecolonelto helphis soldiers.’

b. Hani
he

hjälpte
helped

sini
self’s

damj
lady

att
to

få
get

eld
fire

på
on

sini,j /hansi,∗j /hennes∗i,j
self’s/his/her

cigarrett.
cigarette
‘He helpedhis dateto light his/hercigarette.’
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In [25] theshortbinding is alsopermissiblebecausethegenitiveandthePRO subject
of the infinitive clauseare not coarguments.But becauseof the disjoint reference
requirement,[26] is unambiguous:

(26) Generaleni tvingadeöverstenj att hjälpasigi,∗j .
‘The generalforcedthecolonelto helphimself.’ (‘himself’ = thegeneral)

Contrast[27], wherelova “promise” is a subjectcontrol verb,andneitherreadingis
acceptable:

(27) Generaleni lovadeöverstenj att unders̈okasig∗i,∗j .
‘The generalpromisedthecolonelto examinehimself.’

Herethe Obviationconstraintapplieswithin the lower clause,blocking coreference
of sig andPRO(generalen). Thesubjectrequirementon theantecedentof sig blocks
it from beingcoindexedwith översten, so the sentenceis ungrammatical.Thus,the
coindexationin [27] is ruledoutby [20].8 ThesedatasupporttheclaimthatObviation
is asemanticconstraint.If Obviationwereasyntacticconstraintoncoindexing,long-
distancebinding (acceptablein Swedishas [26] shows)shouldbe able to makean
“end run” aroundObviation, referring to its coargument(PRO) indirectly by being
boundto its antecedent(generalen, in this case).Somespecialstipulationwould then
haveto excludetheunwantedcoindexationin [28].9

(28) *Generaleni lovadeöverstenj att PROi unders̈okasigi.

Unsurprisingly, thevariousformsof thepronominalhonomarealsosubjectto Ob-
viation, like their Englishcounterparts.Sothesentencesin [29] arealsoungrammat-
ical;

(29) a. *Johni älskarhonomi.
‘Johni loveshimi.’

b. *Johni ber̈attadeför Perj omhonomi,j .
‘Johni told Perj abouthimi,j.’

and[30] is unambiguous,andhasthesamemeaningastheversionwith theanaphor
sig in [26]:

(30) Generaleni tvingadeöverstenj att unders̈okahonomi,∗j .
‘The generalforcedthecolonelto examinehim.’

8 Supposewe assigngeneralen= xk, översten= xl, PRO= xm, sig = xn, where(by the
coindexingin [28]) xk = xm, xk = xn. At thelevelof interpretation,supposeweassign
individualA to variablexk. Then,sincexk = xm, A mustbeassignedto xm, andsince
xk = xn, A mustbeassignedtoxn. But assigningA bothtoxm andtoxn violates[20b].
On theotherhand,theacceptable[26] canbeassignedan interpretationin accordwith
[20].

9 Perhapsrequiringpreferenceto begivento thecloserof two eligiblebinders(asin Hellan
1988:178,Hellan1990).
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The function of själv. Wheresigandhonomareexcludedby Obviation,asin [23]-
[26], theycanberenderedgrammaticalby thesimpleadditionof själv:

(31) a. Johnälskarsigsjälv.
‘Johnloveshimself.’

b. Johni ber̈attadeför Perj om sigi själv.
‘Johntold Perabouthimself.’

c. Johni ber̈attadeför Perj om honomj själv.
‘Johntold Perabouthimself.’

d. Generaleni tvingadeöverstenj att unders̈okasigj själv.
‘The generalforcedthecolonelto examinehimself.’

Of course,ECONOMY still applies,so that honomis blockedby sig. Thus,[30] (on
the indicatedcoindexing)remainsungrammaticalevenwith själv added,becauseit
losesto [31d] on ECONOMY.

Sj̈alv is a pronominaloperatorwhich excludesother contextuallydeterminedor
implicit entities(EdmondsonandPlank1978,König 1991). In particular,emphatic
P själv means“P, ratherthansomeoneelse”,i.e. “P personally”.In thecombinations
sig själv andhonomsjälv, theeffectof själv is to negateObviation.Sidesteppingthe
interestingquestionhow to derivethis function of själv from its emphaticmeaning,
we canthink of it ashavinginherentlythe feature[−obviative],which it addsto sig
andhonom(while leavingall their propertiesintact, including the[+anaphor]feature
of sig). Therefore,additionof själv rendersthesentencesin [23] grammatical.But,
eventhoughcombiningwith a pronounto negateObviation is perhapssjälv’s most
importantfunction in the language,it canvery well beusedelsewhereaswell, either
redundantly, or for emphasis.Thisaccountsfor theappearanceof själv outsideof any
bindingcontext:

(32) a. Detgäller honomsjälv.
‘It concernshim [not someoneelse].’

b. Honomsjälv kännerjag inte.
‘Him, I don’t know.’

c. Kungensjälv lovadeatt komma.
‘The king himself [not (just) someoneelse]promisedto come.’

d. Kungenlovadesjälv att komma.
‘The king promised[personally, onhis own] to come.’

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

In eachexampleof [32], omitting the själv yields a grammaticalsentence.In fact,
whereverthesimplepronounhonomor sig is permissible,it is usuallypossibleto add
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själv, if clarity or emphasisrequireit:10

(33) a. Johnbetraktarsig själv somkompetent.
‘Johnregardshimselfascompetent.’

b. Johnansersig själv hablivit bedragen.
‘Johnbelieveshimself to havebeencheated.’

c. Johnhittadeenbild avsig själv i tidningen.
‘Johnfoundapictureof himself in thenewspaper.’

d. Generaleni tvingadeöverstenj attbefallalöjtnantenk attrakahonom?i,j,∗k
själv.
‘The generalforced the colonel to order the lieutenantto shavehim
himself (or: . . . by himself).’

Oneof thevirtuesof thepresentapproachis thattheseotherusesof själv neednotbe
treatedasunrelated“emphatic”reflexives.More thanjusteconomyis gainedthereby.
If therereally aretwo självs, wewouldexpectthattheycouldoccurtogether. But this
is not possible,see[34c]:11

(34) a. Ministernangrepkungensjälv.
‘The ministerattackedthe king himself [no lessa personagethanthe
king].’

b. Ministernsjälv angrepsig själv.
‘The ministerhimselfattackedhimself [lesserofficials attackedthem-
selvestoo].’

c. *Kungenangrepsig själv själv.
‘The king attackedhimself [no lessapersonagethanhimself].’ 12

10 If this is equallytrue in Dutch,thenKoster’s objectionsto thecoargumentconditiondo
notgothrough(Koster1986,328).In sofar astheyarebasedoncasesof optionalzichzelf
outsideof thecoargumentdomain,theycouldbeinterpretedin thesamewayassuggested
herefor Swedish.

11 On the English emphaticreflexivehe himselfsee(Bickerton1987). The literatureon
emphaticreflexivesis dividedon thequestionwhetherthe “emphatic”andordinaryre-
flexive usescanbe subsumedunderthe samelexical element.The unitarianview that
I am assumingherehasbeenarguedfor Triquema3?ã13 (Hollenbach1984),for Dutch
zelf (Everaert1986:42),for Italian stesso(Napoli 1989:335),and for Old Englishself
(Mitchell 1985,section475,Ogura1989:46,who notesthatself “hasno reflexivefunc-
tion by itself” (p. 23), andLevinson1991). The contraryposition is takenfor Persian
by Moyne(1971),for Chineseby Tang(1989),andfor Norwegianby Hellan(1988:63).
Hellan suggeststhat the two wordsselv differ in stress,but this claim deservescloser
examination.At leastin Swedish,it doesnot seemto betrue(nor in Dutch,accordingto
Everaert,voce).
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If therearetwo distinctelementssjälv, this is mysterious.If we takethe“reflexives”
sig själv, honomsjälv to besimply “emphatic” själv associatedwith sig andhonom,
thedatain [34] areasexpected.

A further consequenceis that coreferencebetweenthe subjectandthe possessive
counterpartof sig is allowed,becausetheyarenot coarguments.Soin [35], thebare
possessivereflexivesin canreferto thesubject:

(35) Johni angrepsinai vänner.
‘Johnattackedhis friends.’

Unlike the Russianpossessivereflexive(see[17], [18]), the Swedishpossessivere-
flexive is ambiguousbetweenthe boundvariableand coreferentialreadingsin the
local domain,andcorrespondinglythenon-reflexivepossessive(e.g.*hans in [35]) is
thenexcluded.This contrastis predictedby our analysis(see[42] below).

The possessivereflexivecan be reinforcedwith the adjectiveegen“own” (corre-
spondingto själv), if emphasisor otherreasonsrequireit:

(36) Johni angrepsinai egnavänner.
‘Johnattackedhis own friends.’

For thesamereason,in [37], coreferencebetweentheobjectPer andthegenitivepro-
nounhansis permitted.Obviationis inapplicablebecausetheyarenot coarguments,
andBlocking is inapplicablebecauseobjectscannotantecedereflexives.

(37) Vi gavPeri hansi lön.
‘WegavePerhis salary.’

It alsofollows thatsig without själv is fine in [38], againbecausetheconjunctsof
the co-ordinateNP arenot coargumentsof the subject,the coargumentratherbeing
theentireconjoinedNPsigochMaria, asin [38a].13 Naturally, sincetheantecedentof
sigmustbeasuperior(e.g.c-commanding)subjectit cannotbefoundin acoordinate
phrase,asin [38b].

(38) a. Hani ber̈attadeom sigi ochMaria.
He told abouthimselfandMaria.

b. Mariai och
{

*sini
hennesi

}
vänj ber̈attadeom hennei,j .

‘Maria andherfriend talkedabouther.’

Finally, Obviationdirectly accountsfor thegapseenin [39], which(like its English
analog[43]) cannotbehadby Blocking alone:

12 Though[34c]couldconceivablymean‘Thekingattackedhimselfby himself/onhisown’,
with adverbialsjälv havingscopeovertheVP, to theextentthatthismakessense.

13 Also in Norwegian,sentenceslike Frisørenbarberersegog kundene“The barbershaves
himselfandthecustomers”arefully acceptable.Cf. Hellan(1988:105).
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(39) Johni ochLisaj föraktar?honomi/?∗honomi själv/*sigi /*sigi själv.
‘JohnandLisadespisehim(self).’

The analysis. Honomandsig are[+obviative]; sig is moreoverreflexive,i.e. speci-
fiedasrequiringa(subject)antecedentin thefinite domain;själv is anoperatorwhich
exemptselementsfrom Obviation,makingthem[−obviative] (i.e. proximate). The
systemis thusfully compositional,in that själv makesa unitary contributionto the
pronounsit combineswith, which is relatedto the intrinsic meaningwhich it has
outsideof thosecombinations:

(40) a. sig: [+reflexive,+obviative]

b. sig själv: [+reflexive,−obviative]

c. honom: [−reflexive,+obviative]

d. honomsjälv: [−reflexive,−obviative]

We arenow readyto lay out the constrainttableauxfor Swedishsig in the local
domain.Tableau[41] showstheanalysisof reflexiveobjects,first of thecoargument
type,suchas[23], andthenof thenon-coargumenttype,suchas[24].
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(41)
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Coarguments(e.g. [23])

1a. x→ a sig *!
1b. ☞ sig själv *
1c. honom *! *
1d. honomsjälv **!
1e. ∅ *!

2a. x→ a, y→ a sig *!
2b. sig själv *! *
2c. honom *! *
2d. honomsjälv *! **
2e.☞ ∅ *

3a. x→ a, y→ b sig *!
3b. sig själv *! * *
3c. ☞ honom *
3d. honomsjälv *! **
3e. ∅ *!

Non-Coarguments(e.g.[24])

4a.☞ x→ a sig
4b. sig själv *!
4c. honom *!
4d. honomsjälv **!
4e. ∅ *!

5a.☞ x→ a, y→ a sig
5b. sig själv *! *
5c. honom *!
5d. honomsjälv *! **
5e. ∅ *!

6a. x→ a, y→ b sig *!
6b. sig själv *! * *
6c. ☞ honom *
6d. honomsjälv *! **
6e. ∅ *!
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Theconstraintsaccountstraightforwardlyfor thecoreferentialversusboundvari-
ablereadingsof reflexives.As candidatesets1 and2 in tableau[41] show, Johnhatar
sig själv, like its EnglishequivalentJohnhateshimself, predicatesof Johnonly the
propertyof “‘self-hating”, not thepropertyof ‘John-hating”.

Tableau[42] showsanotherconsequenceof theobviativecharacterof theSwedish
reflexive: the ambiguityof the reflexivepossessivein the local domainbetweenthe
boundvariableandcoreferentialreadings,andtheexclusionof thecorrespondingnon-
reflexive(see[35]). Beingobviative,thereflexivesin is not subjectto PROX, henceis
availablein bothreadings,andpreferredto thenon-reflexivehansby ECONOMY.

(42)
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1a. x→ a Johnx angrephansx vänner. *!
1b. ☞ Johnx angrepsinax vänner.
1c. ∅ *!

2a. x→ a, y→ a Johnx angrephansy vänner. *!
2b.☞ Johnx angrepsinay vänner.
2c. ∅ *!

In this way our analysisunifiestwo differencesbetweenSwedishandRussianwhich
havehitherto beenignored,or at besttreatedasunrelated:that simplecoargument
reflexivesareunacceptablein Swedishandacceptablein Russian,andthatpossessive
reflexivesareambiguousbetweenthe boundanaphoraandcoreferentialreadingsin
Swedish,but haveonly theformerreadingin Russian.

2.4 Collectivevs. DistributiveReadings

Thesecondcoargumentdisjoint referenceeffect,statedin [4], is illustratedin [43].

(43) a. Wepreferme.

b. I like us.

Suchsentenceshavesometimesbeenclaimedto be ungrammatical(Higginbotham
1985:576,Lasnik1989:151).But asReinhart& Reuland1993pointout,only thedis-
tributive readingis excluded,while thecollectivereadingis fine,andcanbebrought
out clearly in appropriatecontextssuchas[44]:

(44) a. By anoverwhelmingmajority, wepreferredme.

b. Wehavea terrific team.I really like us.
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Thegroupdenotedby theplural expressionmustparticipatein theeventasa single
collectiveentity, andnotasseparateindividuals.Thus,[44a] meansthatthechoiceis
madeasa group,perhapsby a collectiveactof voting, and[44b] meansthat I like us
quateam— not thatI like all (or evenany)of my teammatesindividually. In contrast
to caseslike [44], thedistributiveinterpretationis readilyavailablein non-coargument
contextslike [45].

(45) I wantusto havegoodreputations.

As ReinhartandReulandpoint out, this suggestsasemanticversionof PrincipleB.

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

(46) a. *Johni andMaryj aretakingcareof himi

b. Jim Joneskilled themall with poisonedKool-Aid.

Sincecoreferencemustbe with respectto the whole groupdenotedby the plural or
conjoinedNP’s, anddisjoint referenceis distributiveover themembersof thegroup,
thereis actuallyno fully acceptableway to expresscoreferencewith respectto oneof
themembersof thesetdenotedby theantecedentin sentenceslike [43]. This is agap
in thelanguage’s expressiverepertoire.

Secondly, the distributivity of disjoint referenceis bidirectional,as [20b] entails.
Disjoint referenceis distributiveoverthemembersof thegroupregardlessof whether
thegroupis referredto by theantecedent([43a]) or by thepronoun(split antecedent
caseslike [43b]). Consequently, collective interpretationallows for partial overlap-
ping of referencewhetherthe group-denotingelementis the antecedentor the pro-
noun,asin [44].

In contrast,outside of the coargumentdomain, the distributive reading of the
pronominalsis fully acceptable,aslong asthereis no possibility of a reflexive(see
[47]) or Pro (see[48]). For example,in [47a], thepronominalus is not excluded(for
it is not a coargumentof its antecedentI), nor pre-emptedby a reflexive(ourselvesis
excludedsinceit hasonly partially overlappingreferencewith I ).

(47) a. I believe
{us

*ourselves

}
to havebeencheated.

b. Richardi andPatj bothregard
{

himi/herj
*himself/*herself

}
asinnocent.

c. I preferto call usrapestatistics.(Letter,NYT21.4.1991.)

d. Johni andMaryj bothhaveapictureof
{

himi/herj
*himself/*herself

}
.
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e. In spiteof
{

me
*myself

}
, wewill succeed.

f. Both Johni andAnnj musthavedecidedto promoteeveryoneexcept{
himi/herj
*himselfi/*herselfj

}
.

(48) a. I wantusto befriends.

b. Johni andMary preferhisi goingto themovies.

c. NeitherJohni nor Maryj hadenoughfilm for herj to takethepictures.

d. Maryi andI werewaiting,shei havingarrivedslightly beforeme.

The correctdistributionof the distributiveandcollectivereadingof plurals is ac-
countedfor by the previouslydevelopedconstraints. [49] showshow I like us has
only a collectivereading(candidateset1, x→ a, y→ b), andlacksa distributedread-
ing (candidateset2, x→ a, y→ a+b+c. . . ), andhow *I like ourselvesis excluded.

(49)
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Coarguments: I like .

1a.☞ x→ a, y→ b us *
1b. ourselves *! * **
1c. ∅ *!

2a. x→ a, y→ a+b+c. . . us *! *
2b. ourselves *! * **
2c. ☞ ∅ *

2.5 Gaps

AnotherargumentthatObviationandEconomyareseparateconstraintscomesfrom
gaps.Obviationprohibitspronominalsfrom referringto coargumentsevenin places
wherethebindingconditionsdo not allow anaphorsto beusedin their place.In fact,
in thecoargumentdomain,gapsin thedistributionof reflexivesareneversimplyfilled
in by pronominals.For example,in [50], themis ruledout by Obviationeventhough
themselvesis alsoimpossible,split antecedentsbeingimpermissiblein local binding
domains(I symbolizesplit antecedentsby theplusnotation,e.g.themi+j).

(50) Johni confrontedBill j with
{

*themi+j

*themselvesi+j

}
.
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Sincetheexclusionof thepronominalin [50] cannotbedueto blockingby areflexive,
suchsentencesgive independentevidencefor Obviation.

In [51] and[52], thepronominalis againruledout by Obviation,eventhoughthe
reflexive is also impossible,for the prominencerequirementson the antecedentare
not satisfied.

(51) a. I showed
{

*himi

*himselfi

}
to Johni in themirror.

b. I showed
{

*himi

*himselfi

}
Johni in themirror.

(52) a. Mary talkedabout
{

*himi

*himselfi

}
to Johni.

b. Mary talkedaboutJohni to
{

*himi

*himselfi

}
.

c. Johni andMaryj bothadmire
{

*himi/*herj
*himselfi/*herselfj

}
.

Strikingly, a pronominalcannotrefer to anobjectcoargumentevenwhereobjectan-
tecedentsfor reflexivesaredisallowedgenerally, asin German:

(53) Die Mariai hat
{

sichi,∗j
ihn∗i,∗j

}
demHansj genaubeschrieben.

‘Maria describedself/himexactlyto Hans.’

For this reason,[54] and[55] exactlyreversethepatternof [47] and[48]:

(54) a. I believe
{

*me
myself

}
to havebeencheated.

b. Richardi regards
{

*himi

himself

}
asinnocent.

c. I call
{

*me
myself

}
CaptainNemo.

d. Maryi hasapictureof
{

*heri
herself

}
.

e. In spiteof
{

*me
myself

}
, I will succeed.

f. You musthavedecidedto promoteeveryoneexcept
{

*you
yourself

}
.

(55) a. I want(*me) to beyour friend.

b. Johni prefers(*hisi) goingto themovies.

c. Maryi didn’t haveenoughfilm (*for heri) to takethepictures.

d. Mary waswaiting, (*she)havingarrivedbeforeme.
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Theseare local binding domainswherethe pronounsare not coargumentsof their
antecedent.Thepronominalsareblockedby reflexivesin [54], andby PROin [55].

Summingup: thepatternof distributionof anaphorsandpronominalsresultsfrom
the joint applicationof two independentprinciples,ObviationandBlocking. Obvia-
tion explainsthecontrastbetween[43], [50] and[47]-[48], andBlocking explainsthe
contrastbetween[54]-[55] and[47]-[48]. Violation of eitherObviationor Blocking
by itself producesa deviantsentencebut the crispestungrammaticalitycomesfrom
joint violation of both.

2.6 MorphologicallymarkedObviation

Finally we turn to generalization[6]. MorphologicallymarkedObviation,at leastas
instantiatedin AlgonquianlanguagessuchlanguagesasCreeandOjibwa (Dahlstrom
1986, Schwartzand Dunnigan1986:292,Grafstein1988, Grafstein1989, Aissen
1997), is also a manifestationof coargumentdisjoint reference,but one that falls
within “syntax” as traditionally demarcated.Theselanguagesdistinguishbetween
two setsof pronominalaffixes,obviative(themorphologicallymarkedcategory),and
proximate. Above the clausallevel, the useof proximatesand obviativesis deter-
minedby discoursestructure,thebasicgeneralizationbeingthatproximateformsare
reservedfor the currentdiscoursetopic (or topics, sincein certaincasestheremay
bemorethanoneconcurrenttopic). A switchof obviationserves,typically, to fore-
groundanothertopic. Within a clause,obviationis rigorouslycontrolledby thecon-
straintthattherecanbeatmostoneproximatethird personargument.14 Forexample,
in theseOjibwaexamples(from Grafstein1989)theobviationmarkeris obligatoryin
thecoargumentcasein [56], but determinedby theabovementioneddiscoursecondi-
tion in [57] and[58]:

(56) a. John
John

o-wa:bam-a:-an
3-see-3-OBV

‘Johni seeshimj ’

b. *John
John

o-wa:bam-a:
3-see-3(PROX)

‘Johni seeshimi’

(57) a. animoš
dog

o-gike:nda:n
3-know

bo:̌zẽs
cat

ga:zo-d
hide-3

‘The dogknowsthatthecatis hiding.’

14 Dahlstromnotesthat,althoughonly animatenounsbearovertobviativemarkingin Cree,
the verbalsyntaxshowsthat inanimatenounsalso areobviativeunderthe appropriate
conditions.
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b. animoš
dog

o-gike:nda:n
3-know

bo:̌zẽs-an
cat-OBV

ga:zo-ini-d
hide-OBV-3

‘The dogknowsthatthecatis hiding.’

(58) a. Mary
Mary

o-gi:-ǒji:ma:-an
3-PAST-kiss-OBV

John
John

o-gosis-an
3-son-OBV

‘Mary kissedJohn’s son.’

b. Mary
Mary

o-gi:-ǒji:ma:-an
3-PAST-kiss-OBV

John-an
John-OBV

o-gosis-ini
3-son-FURTHEROBV

‘Mary kissedJohn’s son.’

Which argumentis obviativeandwhich is proximatein this casedependson the
inflectionof theverb,therulebeingthatthesubjectof adirectverbis proximate,and
the subjectof an inverseverb is obviative(Dahlstrom1986:110).Fromthe point of
view of discourseorganization(thoughnot syntactically!),inverseformsarecompa-
rableto passives,andsowecansaythattheproximateis assignedto thesyntactically
moreprominentargument(Dahlstrom,ibid.).15

Theclause-internaldistributionof Algonquianendingsfollows if we assumethat
only theobviativeendingsaresubjectto theOBVIATION constraint.

TheobviativeendingshavethesamepropertyasEnglishpronouns,of notallowing
coreferenceof coarguments.Theproximateendings,like reflexives,arereferentially
dependent,but unlike them,their antecedentneednot be confinedto a syntactically
defineddomain.Rather,it is a discoursetopic, which canbeintroducedat anypoint
in a discourseandmaintainedacrossanarbitrarily long stretchof it. Theproximates
thusfall in with a largeclassof pronouns,discussedin thenextsection,which have
the property that they cannotintroducea discoursereferent. It is the referentially
dependentstatusof proximatesthat is theprimary regulatorof distributionof proxi-
matesversusobviativesacrossclauseboundaries.Obviativesarereferentiallyinde-
pendent,i.e.unrestrictedasto howtheycanpick uptheir reference.Henceproximates
blockobviativesin discoursein Algonquian,in muchthesamewayasreflexivesblock
pronominalsin thebindingdomain.

Consequently, althoughthe obviativesare analogousto familiar pronouns,their
surfacedistributionis muchmorerestrictedbecausetheyareblocked,butby themore
widely licensedmorphologicallyunmarkedcategoryof proximates.In effect,theyare
confinedto coargumentdisjoint referencefunctionwithin clauses,andin discourseto
new topics. From this perspective,both obviativesandproximatesfit perfectly into

15 Otherdiscourse-relatedfactors,suchasempathy, seemto play a role aswell, Dahlstrom
suggests.
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thetypologyof pronominalcategories,andbothhave,in fact, familiar counterpartsin
English.

An importantadditionalpieceof evidencethat obviation and blocking are inde-
pendentconstraintsin Ojibwa aswell comesfrom a key observationof Dahlstrom
(1986). Shenotedthatundercertainconditionsa narrativecanmaintaintwo concur-
rentproximates.16 In suchcases,preciselywhenbothareclausemates,oneof them,
the syntacticallylessprominentone,obligatorily becomesobviative. In the subse-
quentdiscourse,boththenresumeagainasproximate.

3 TheTypologyof Pronouns

3.1 Antecedentdomain

In order to fleshout the typology, we mustspecify the domainswithin which pro-
nounscanrequiretheir antecedentto be located.Theyaredefinedby a hierarchyof
constraintswhich imposesuccessivelymorerestrictiverequirementson the locality
relationbetweentheanaphorandits antecedent.Thedomainsform a strict hierarchy
of inclusion:

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

Thehierarchyis constitutedby four binarydivisions:

(60) a. A pronoun may be REFERENTIALLY INDEPENDENT or REFEREN-
TIALLY DEPENDENT. Referentially independentpronounscan (but
neednot) introducesomethingnew into the discourse.For example,
theycanhavedeicticanddemonstrativeuses.Referentiallydependent
pronounscannotintroduceanythingnewinto thediscourse:theymust
haveat leasta “discourseantecedent”.

b. ReferentiallydependentpronounsmaybeREFLEXIVE or NON-REFLEXIVE.
(Referentially independentpronounsare necessarilynon-reflexive.)
Reflexivepronounsneeda syntacticantecedent.Non-reflexivepro-
nounscan(but neednot) gettheir referencefrom context/discourse.

c. Reflexive(hencereferentiallydependent)pronounsmay be FINITE-
BOUND or NON-FINITE-BOUND. (Non-reflexivepronounsareneces-
sarilynon-bound.)Finite-boundpronounsrequireanantecedentwithin

16 For example,shecites the sentence“When they (PROX) arrivedthere,he (PROX) had
alreadyshotthebuffalo.” (p. 114).
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the samefinite clause.Non-finite-boundpronounscan(but neednot)
haveanantecedentwithin thesamefinite clause.

d. Finite-bound(hencereflexive and referentially dependent)pronouns
may be subjectto the requirementthat they be LOCALLY BOUND, or
not. Locally boundpronounsrequirean antecedentin the first acces-
siblesubjectdomain.Non-locally boundpronounscan(but neednot)
havea “long-distance”antecedent.

Herearesomeillustrativediagnosticcontextsfor theantecedentdomain.Thecate-
gory of apronounis definedby themaximumdomainin which its antecedentmaybe
found.Thecontextsdefineahierarchyof five domains.

(61) a. Referentiallyindependent:
It’s !
Weneedto talk about , , and .

b. Referentiallydependent:

1. Non-reflexive:
Johni is here.I saw i. (discourseantecedent)

2. Reflexive:

i. Non-bound:
Johni thoughtthatI would criticize i.
Johni wassad.Why didn’t Mary love i?17

ii. Finite-bound:
A. Non-locallybound:

Johni askedmeto criticize i.

B. Locally bound:
Johni criticized i. (reflexive)
Johni showedBill j i,j in themirror.

Thus,himcanappearin [61a],soit is referentiallyindependent.It canappearin [61b]
butnot in [61a],soit is referentiallydependent.Himselfcanonly appearin [61b2iiB],
soit is locally bound.

The five pronountypescross-classifywith the obviation property [±Obviative],
togetheryielding tenlogically possibletypesof pronominalelements.Thefull typol-
ogy, with a representativeexampleof eachtype,is givenin [62].

(62) Thepronountypology

17 Thisis thelogophoriccase,in thestrictsenseof anelementwhosereferenceisdetermined
in relationto thespeech,thought,or pointof view representedin 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 domainspecificationswhat Binding
Theory hasso far classedtogetheras pronominals,i.e. [−reflexive] elements,and
secondly, it treatsObviationasanindependentcross-classifyingpropertyof all types
of pronouns.

Two likely functionalrequirementson pronounsareEXPRESSIVENESS andCON-
TRASTIVENESS, definedasfollows. A pronominalsystemis expressiveif it provides
themeansto markbothcoreferenceandnon-coreferencein anydomain(aspresum-
ably all languagesdo). This is the caseif the languagehasat leasta referentially
independentpronoun,anda non-obviativeone. Formally, is is equivalentto the as-
sumptionthatPARSEuniversallyoutranksECONOMY. A pronounis contrastiveif it is
obviativeor referentiallydependent,i.e. if its relationto its antecedentis constrained
in someway. I makethefollowing conjecture:

(63) a. Expressiveness:All pronominalsystemsareexpressive.

b. Contrastiveness:All pronounsarecontrastive.

[63b] implies that the gap in the top ([–O]) line of [62] is systematic:referentially
independentpronounsareuniversallyobviative. A non-obviativereferentiallyinde-
pendentpronoun,if it existed,would be a “universal pronoun” which had neither
coreferencenor disjoint referencerestrictions,and in particularcould be usedboth
asa demonstrativeandasa reflexive. Thus,[63a] guaranteestheexpressivenessof a
language’s pronominalinventory, [63b] complementsit by ensuringthefunctionality
of eachelementin theinventory.

Themostrestrictedcategory, obviativelocally boundreflexives,mightat first sight
seemnon-existentaswell. If obviation is definedasbefore,thena pronounof this
typewouldbevirtually useless,for theobviationrequirementprohibitsit from having
a coargumentantecedentwhile its local binding requirementcanonly besatisfiedby
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anantecedentin thesameclause.On theotherhand,it is preciselyfor locally bound
reflexivesthat we needto specify subject-orientation,so as to distinguishbetween
reflexiveslike Englishhimself, whichcanbeantecededby objects,andreflexiveslike
Germansich, which requiresubjectantecedents.It is tempting,therefore,to takelo-
cally boundsubject-orientedreflexivessuchasGermansichasbeingobviative. This
moveat onestrokefills the emptyslot in the typology andaccommodatessubject-
orientationwithoutaddinganextrafeatureor parameterto thesystem.Theintuition is
thatalthoughreflexiveswhich mustbelocally boundcannotliterally satisfythecoar-
gumentdisjoint referencerequirement,theycansatisfya relativizedform of it, which
requiresdisjoint referencefrom all coargumentsbut thestructurallymostprominent
one.Formalizingthis ideais howevernot a trivial matter.

3.2 Referentiallyindependentpronouns

A pronoun,qualexicalelement,is referentiallyindependentif andonly if it canintro-
ducenewdiscoursereferents.It doesn’thaveto introducenewdiscoursereferents;in
factthepresenttypologyexcludesthepossibilityof pronounsthatcannot gettheir ref-
erenceanaphorically, andasfar asI knowtherearenone.18 Referentiallyindependent
pronounsinclude,by definition,all pronounswhich allow a deicticor demonstrative
use,whateverotherusestheymayhavein addition.19

Theresultingtypologyof pronouns,thoughricher, is actuallymoreconstrainedin
what it predictsaboutthe rangeof possibleanaphors.What needsto be specified
aboutapronounis whetherit is obviative,andwhatantecedentdomainconstraintit is
subjectto. Blocking and,for obviativeelements,thedomainof obviation,arefixed.

In sections3.3–3.8below I documentexamplesof the different antexedentdo-
mains,with specialattentionto thecategoryof referentiallydependentnon-reflexive
pronouns,which arenot countenancedin traditionaltheories.In section4 I thenturn
to a numberof empirical issuesraisedby the claim that the domainof obviation is
universallyfixed.

18 The“contrastivepronouns”describedin Heath(1983)comeclose,but theyseemto be
regularpronounsplusa focusclitic.

19 I takedeixisin a narrowsensewhich doesnot include“ambientreference”,e.g.(A to B,
in referenceto a manrunningtowardsthemwavinghis handsexcitedly): Whatdo you
think hewants? Herethepronounis not introducinga newelementinto thediscourse;
rather,it is alreadypresentin virtueof thesituation.— I think thatmy view is not really
inconsistentwith the idea that all pronounsare referentiallydependent,(e.g. Roberts
1987,Partee1989). Somedistinction correspondingto referentialdependencyin my
sensewouldhaveto bedrawnin anycase.
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3.3 Referentiallydependentnon-reflexivepronouns

Identifying thecategory. Manylanguageslackreflexivepronounsentirelyandsim-
ply usepersonalpronounsin their place,suchas Manam(Lichtenberk1983:126),
Jiwarli (Austin 1989), Gumbaynggir(Levinson 1991), Old English, and Frisian
(Tiersma1985).Evenmorecommonly, personalpronounsfill in for missingreflexives
in somecategories,e.g.non-thirdpersonin German,animatesin Chamorro(Chung
1989),andgenitivesin English.Thesecanbeconsideredreferentiallydependentpro-
nouns,of the non-obviativevariety. The obviativecounterpartsof this categoryare
modernGermanmasculineandfeminineer, sie in referenceto inanimates,andneuter
esin referenceto animates,andmodernEnglishit asopposedto he,she,they.

Threemain diagnosticsdistinguishreferentiallydependentpronounsfrom refer-
entially independentpronominals,all flowing from the requirementfor a discourse
antecedent.

First, sincetrue deixis (pointing) introducesnewdiscoursereferents,referentially
dependentpronounscannotbeusedin astrictly deicticway.

(64) (Pointing:)

a. I meanhim overthere.

b. Ich meineihn da. (Pointingto aboy.)

c. *Ich meineihn da. (Pointingto a table.)(OK: Ich meinedenda.)

d. *I needIT, not IT. (OK: I needthis,not that.)

Secondly, sincepronounsheadingrestrictive relative clausesintroducenew dis-
coursereferents,referentially dependentpronounscannotheadrestrictive relative
clauses:

(65) a. Hewhohesitatesis lost. (OK asrestrictive)

b. *Er, derzögert,ist verloren.(cannotberestrictive)

c. Der(jenige),derzögert,ist verloren.Or: Werzögert,ist verloren.

d. *It which hesaidis true.

e. Thatwhich hesaidis true.Or: Whathesaidis true.

A third criterion is that referentiallydependentpronouns,like true reflexives,do
not appearfreely in predicativepositions.

(66) a. Themysteriousbenefactorturnedout to behim.
*The mysteriousobjectturnedout to beit.

b. I wish I couldbecomehim!
*I wish I couldbecomeit!
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This follows if we assumethat elementsin predicativepositionscannotbe referen-
tially dependent.20 I will assumethattheyarenot referentialat all.

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

Old English. In Old English, the personalpronounshē hēo hit “he, she, it”, in
additionto their freepronominaluse,arecapableof referringto anyargumentof the
sameclause:

(67) a. &
and

he
he

hine
him

&
and

his
his

deode
people

gelædde
brought

to
to

mærsianne
celebrate

‘and hebroughthimselfandhispeopleto celebrate’(Bede5 19.468.7)

b. ponne
then

wolde
would

heo
she

ealra
of

nyhst
all

hy
latest

bapian
her

&
bathe

pwean
and wash

‘(having first washedtheotherservantsof Christ thatwerethere)then
shewould lastof all batheandwashherself’ (Bede4 19.318.20)

c. ac
and

mid
with

inneweardre
inmost

heortan
heart

monic
often

mid
with

hine
him

sprecende
speaking

smeade
reflected

‘in his innermostheartheoftenarguedwith himself’ (Bede2
8.124.22)

d. pætte
that

nænig
no

biscopa
bishop

hine
him

odrum
others-DAT

forbære
advance-SUBJ-3P

‘that nobishopshallput himselfaboveothers’ (Bede5.278.27)

It turns out that they haveexactly the propertiesof referentiallydependentpro-
nouns.

First,Old Englishpersonalpronounsarenot useddeicticallyasin [64].

Second,it appearsthat Old English hē hit hēo cannotheadrestrictive relative
clauses.Althoughgrammarsdo not seemto noteit, Old English,hehēohit asheads
of relativeclausesseemto requirespecificcontextuallyidentifiablereferents:21

20 This is superficiallycontradictedby constructionslike John is not himselftoday. But
himselfhereis not referential.Rather,it meanssomethinglike “the way heusuallyis”.
If therewerea referentialdependencybetweenJohnandhimself, thesentencewould be
contradictory.

21 Adherenceto this rule improvesthe editor’s translationin manyinstances,e.g.BlHom
19.32, 167.35,169.4, 197.3, ÆCHom II 8.4, 24.12, 124.27,CP 57.18, 20, Bede2
9.132.27. In eachof thesecases,the contextmakesclear that the headhe refersto an
establisheddiscourseantecedent,confirmingtheclaimthattheOld Englishpersonalpro-
nounsareunrestricted.
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(68) He
he

ongann
began

on
in

dære
this

menniscnysse,
humanity

sede
who

æfre
ever

wæs
was

and
and

æfre
ever

bid
will be

God
God

‘He [Christ], who ever was and ever will be God, beganin humanity.’
(ÆCHomii.8.4)

In contrast,thedemonstrativepronounsēsēopætwith arelativeclausecanbegeneric:

(69) Sede eowgehyrsumad, hegehyrsumad me(ÆCHomii.50.7)
Hewhoobeysyou,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 thesimplepro-
nounsin predicativeposition. That is, sentenceslike [71] do not seemto beattested
in Old English:

(71) a. *Wenemagonhie weorpan.
‘Wecannotbecomethem.’

b. *Secumawæsic.
‘The guestwasI.’

c. *dæthuselis gastlicehe.
‘In aspiritualsense,theeucharistis He.’

In principle,OE hē hēohit couldbeusedto refer to anydiscoursereferentonceit
hasbeenintroduced.However,thereseemsto havebeena tendencyto usethemin
referenceto theprimarydiscoursetopic. To markachangeof topic, thedemonstrative
pronounsēsēopætis typically used.The“subject-changing”functionof OEsē, noted
in (Mitchell 1985:129for exampleslike [72], is thenprobablyreallya topic-changing
function:

(72) Hi habbad mid him awyriedne engel, mancynnesfeond, and se hæfd
andweald...(ÆCHomii.488.14)
They havewith them a corrupt angel, the enemyof mankind,and he has
powerover...

It is important that referentialdependencyis not reducibleto a pronoun’s abil-
ity to be stressedor focused:referentiallydependentpronominalscanvery well be
stressedandevenbeput into focusposition,providedonly thattheyhaveadiscourse
antecedent:

(73) a. First Max kissedthemonster,andthenit kissedhim.

b. Ersthatdie Maria denMax gek̈usst,unddannhater siegek̈usst.
‘First Maria kissedMax, andthenhekissedher.’
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c. Ihn hatsiedochgek̈usst!
Surelyshekissedhim!

In Old Englishaswell, contrastiveuseswereadmissibleaslongastheywerereferen-
tially dependent(asin [73]):22

(74) pa Cwenashergiad hwilum on da Nordmen ofer done mor, hwilum pa
Nordmenon hy (Orosius)
Sometimesthe Finnsmakeraidson the Norwegiansacrossthe mountains,
sometimestheNorwegianson them[i.e. on theFinns]

Thereforereferentialdependencyis not thesameas“weakness”in thesenseof Rigau
1986andothers:it maybethatall “weak” pronounsarereferentiallydependent,but
theconversedoesnot hold.23

Nor arereferentiallydependentpronounsnecessarily“logophoric” (Hag̀ege1974,
Clements1975,Sells1987,Zribi-Hertz 1989,KoopmanandSportiche1989,Pollard
andSag1992). That is, thereferenceis not necessarilycharacterizedin termsof the
speech,thought,orientation,or pointof view representedby thecontainingdiscourse,
asfor examplethelogophoricreflexivein [75] is:24

(75) . . . theKommandanti hadtakengoodcareto readthereportsabouthimselfi
that Verkrampj hadsubmitted.(Tom Sharpe,RiotousAssembly, Pan1973,
p. 12)

Obviation: Turkish vs. Greek. Another pronounplausibly analysedas referen-
tially dependent,of the [−obviative] type, is Turkish kendisi. It can be bound
sentence-internally, but when not so bound, it “must pick out an individual that is
alreadyin thedomainof discourse,andcannotbeusedto introduceanindividual into
the domainof discourse”(Enç 1983); it “cannot be accompaniedby a demonstra-
tion”.25

22 Similarly in Middle English:

It liketh hymat thewrastlyngfor to be,
And demethwhetherhedobetor he(Chaucer,PF165)

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

24 First personpronouns,andto someextentalsosecondpersonpronouns,arean impor-
tantspecialcase.Theyappearreadilyoutsideof “representedthought/speech”contexts
(ReinhartandReuland1991).

25 Enç credits someof theseobservationsto an unpublishedpaperby N. Tölek. Enç
(1989:76)on theotherhandstatesthatkendisicanbedeictic;I assumeshemeans“free”,
for kendisiis not,apparently, acceptablein “pointing” contexts.
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Greeko idhios (Iatridou 1986)probablyalsobelongshere. C. Condoravdi(class
lectures1988)pointsout that it doesnot needto beboundwithin its sentence:

(76) O
the

Yanisi
Yanis

mas
us

simvulepse
advised

na
to

figume
leave

amesos.
immediately

O
the

idhiosi
same

tha
PRT

efevge
left

argotera.
later
‘Yanisadvisedusto leaveimmediately. Hewasto leavelater.’

It doeshoweverrequireat leasta discourseantecedent,so that its deictic use, for
example,is inadmissible,andit canhavea boundvariableinterpretation(e.g.with a
quantifiedantecedent).Sinceit neednotbesyntacticallybound,its antecedentcanbe
anobject:

(77) O
the

Yanisi
Yanis

ipe
told

ston
to

Kostaj
Kostas

oti
that

i
the

Maria
Maria

agapai
loved

ton
the

idhioi,j,∗k.
same

‘Yanistold KostasthatMaria lovedhim.’ (‘him’ mustbeYanisor Kostas)

SoGreeko idhioshasthehallmarksof a referentiallydependentpronoun.But unlike
the other referentiallydependentpronounscited here,o idhios is restrictedto em-
phatic/contrastive(focused)uses.It is [+obviative], andabsolutelycannotrefer to a
coargument:

(78) O
The

Yanis
Yanis

agapa
loves

*ton
the

idhio
same

/
/
ton
the

eafton
self

tu.
his

‘Yanisloveshimself.’

Thegenitivetu idhiu alsoprefersto beboundoutsideits clause:

(79) O
The

Yanis
Yanis

agapa
loves

tin
the

mitera
mother

??tu
his

idhiu
same’s

/
/
tu.
his

‘Yanisloveshis mother.’

This can’t beby obviationbecausetheyarenot coarguments.In fact, thedevianceis
weakerthanin the coargumentcase[78], andis presumablydueof blocking of the
morphologicallycomplextu idhiu by thesimplereflexiveclitic tu in thelocaldomain.

Child language. Theprovisionof thecategoryof referentiallydependentpronouns
with an unrestrictedbinding domainin the typology of [62] suggestsa simple ex-
planationfor someotherwisepuzzling acquisitiondata. Children, in a wide range
of experimentaltasks,havebeenfound to violate principle B moreoften thanprin-
ciple A (GrimshawandRosen1990),andthey seekto assigndiscourseantecedents
to pronounsin preferenceto interpretingthemdeictically (ibid. p. 200). Presumably
childrenfacedwith thetaskof interpretingsentenceslike TheSmurfis talking to him
(perhapsin the absenceof a plausibledeictic context)resortto the assumptionthat
him is a [−obviative]pronounafterall. Giventhat referentiallydependentpronouns
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canhaveanunrestricteddomain,thiswouldnotreflectadisregardof UG principlesof
Binding Theory, but simply a temporaryresettingof theObviationparameterfor this
pronounto its markedvalue[−obviative],underthepositiveevidenceprovidedby the
experimenter. As we havejust seen,this hypothesiswould havebeenright on target
for therealEnglishdataof a thousandyearsago.26 I suspectthatsimilareffectsoccur
evenwith adult speakers.In soliciting grammaticalityjudgmentsI havenoticedthat
evensomeinformantswho unhesitatinglyreject long-distancebinding at first, begin
to waverafterbeingsubjectedto repeatedinstancesof it.

Other instances of referentially dependent pronouns. Many pronounswhich
havebeendescribedasrequiring“topic” antecedentsprobablybelonghere. For ex-
ample,Saxon(1986:210)statesthatDogribwe-(thecounterpartof thefamousNavajo
bi-) “seemsto beappropriateonly in situationswhere[its] referenthassomestatusas
adiscoursetopic”; andfor Koreancaki it hasbeenclaimedthatthereareno syntactic
constraintson theantecedent,but it is normallythediscoursetopic (Hong1989);caki
itself cannotapparentlyintroducea newdiscoursetopic.27

As discussedin section2, theproximatepronounsof Algonquianseemto berefer-
entially dependentpronounsaswell.

Standardversionsof BindingTheorywouldhaveto saythatreferentiallydependent
pronounsareambiguousbetweenpronominalsandanaphors,i.e. thattheyareentered
in thelexiconwith two distinct featurespecifications,both[−anaphor,+pronominal]
and[+anaphor,−pronominal].This kind of homonymyis suggestedby Koster1986
for hemin certainDutchdialects(p. 325),andfor theEnglishpossessivepronouns(p.
343). Giventhe featuresthatstandardBinding Theoryprovides,thepronominaland
theanaphormustbelistedseparatelybecausethereis noway to subsumethemunder
asingleunderspecifiedlexical entrywith neutralizationof therelevantfeatures.28

26 GrimshawandRosen(1990)alsoreportevidencethatchildrentendto rejectpronominals
moreif the coargumentantecedentis quantified,acceptinge.g. Is mamabear washing
her?morereadilythanIs everybearwashingher?Thisfits well in thepresentaccountin
thatthelattersentence(havingaquantifiedantecedent)mustbeacaseof boundanaphora.
Thechildrenmakingthis distinctionwere,so to speak,learningRussian(seesection2
above).Theexpectationwouldthenbethatthedistinctionwouldemergein olderchildren
with anestablishedsystemof reflexives.

27 Of course,it is notalwayseasyto distinguishunrestrictedpronounsfrom logophoricpro-
nouns,andtheremaybeintermediateandmixedcases.TheexamplethatSaxoncitesdoes
suggest,though,thattheantecedentDogribwe-is notsolelydeterminedby logophoricity,
andHongexplicitly arguesthesamefor caki, althoughlogophoricity, “empathy”andthe
like doplaysomerole (seealsoCho1985).

28 Chunghasarguedthat this apparentlyunhappyconsequenceis actuallya fortunateone.
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The remaining types have been identified as different kinds of long-distance
anaphorsin theliteratureandcanbedealtwith briefly here.

3.4 Finite-boundreflexivepronouns

Thesepronounsrequireac-commandingantecedentin theRootdomain,i.e.possibly
the subjectof a superordinatefinite clause.Icelandicsig is of this type (Thráinsson
1979).

An obviativereflexivethatmustbeboundin this domainis Marathi aapan. (Joshi
1989,Dalrymple1993):

(80) Jane-nei
Jane-ERG

John-laaj
John-ACC

kal.avle
informed

ki
that

aapan. i,∗j
self

turangaat
prison-LOC

aahot
was

‘Janei informedJohnj thatselfi,∗j wasin prison.’

Malayalamt.aan (Mohanan1982) is alsoobviativeandrequirean antecedentin the
Finite domain. TheEskimonull pronoun(Bok-Bennema1984)seemsto beanother
instanceof this type.

3.5 Non-locallyboundreflexivepronouns

This categoryis representedby Swedishsig, which maybeboundout of aninfinitive
clausebut not out of afinite clause:

(81) a. Generaleni tvingadeöverstenj att hjälpasinai,j soldater.
‘The generalforcedthecolonelto helpself’s soldiers.’

b. Generaleni sadeatt överstenj skullehjälpasina∗i,j soldater.
‘The generalsaidthatthecolonelshouldhelpself’s soldiers.’

Sheshowsthat in Chamorro,certainlanguage-specificsyntacticconstraintssingle out
thoseconfigurationsin which the ambiguouspronounsarebound(coindexedwith a c-
commandingor precedingantecedent),and arguesthat this constitutesevidencefor a
covertdistinction betweenpronominalsand anaphorsin that language(Chung1989).
Supposehoweverthat the pronounsin questionbelongunambiguouslyto a categoryof
pronounwhichhavethepropertythattheymaybebound(coindexedwith anantecedent)
in somelocal domain,but neednot bebound. Thenthegrammaticalconstraintswhich
Chungdefineson anaphorscanbe reformulatedasconstraintson coindexation,anddo
not requiremultiple lexical entries.In otherwords,ratherthanreferringto thedistribu-
tion of elementswith anyparticularsetof intrinsicallyspecifiedpronominalfeatures,the
conditionscanrefer to boundandfreeusesof pronouns.This hastheadditionalvirtue
of avoidingthe needto postulatelexical homonymyin a whole seriesof pronouns(in
Chamorro,savingus from havingto saythatall animatepronounswould besystemati-
cally homonymousbetweenpronominalsandanaphors).
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3.6 Locally boundreflexivepronouns

Most complexreflexivesareof this type. Their morphologyrevealstheir origin as
strategiesfor defeatingObviation. In one type, the reflexive is maneuveredinto a
non-coargumentposition, as in reflexivesof the form POSS+N (whereN = ‘head’,
‘body’ etc.). In theother,its Obviationis annulledby anelementsuchasself.

3.7 Variation

Let us assumethat the hierarchyof binding domainsis inducedby a setof succes-
sively morerestrictiveconstraints.For concreteness,let BD2 be the constraintthat
requiresthe antecedentto be in the samefinite clauseandlet BD1 be theconstraint
that requirestheantecedentto be in thesameclause(locally bound).Then“optional
reflexivization” in Swedishis derivedby allowing the rankingof BD1 to vary. The
glossesfor the four candidatesetsare: (1) ‘Johnconsidershimself to be intelligent’,
(2) ‘J askedM to criticize him’, (2′) ‘J askedM to criticize herself’, (3) ‘J thinks M
will criticize him’, (3′) ‘J thinksM will criticize herself’.29

29 The PROX constraint,which playsno critical role in thesecases,is omittedfrom these
tableauxfor reasonsof space.
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(82)
Swedish:Long-distancesig B

D
2

O
B

V

E
C

O
N

B
D

1

1a. ☞ Ji anserIP[ sigi varaintelligent ]
1b. Ji anserIP[ honomi varaintelligent ] *!
1c. Ji anserIP[ sigi själv varaintelligent ] *!
1d. Ji anserIP[ honomi själv varaintelligent ] **!

2a. ☞ Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserasigi ] *
2b. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserahonomi ] *!
2c. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserasigi själv ] *! *
2d. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserahonomi själv ] **!

2a′. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserasigj ] *!
2b′. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserahonomj ] *! *
2c′. ☞ Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserasigj själv] *
2d′. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserahonomj själv ] **!

3a. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserasigi ] *! *
3b. ☞ Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserahonomi ] *
3c. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserasigi själv ] *! * *
3d. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserahonomi själv ] **!

3a′. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserasigj ] *!
3b′. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserahonomj ] *! *
3c′. ☞ Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserasigj själv ] *
3d′. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserahonomj själv ] **!
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(83)
Swedish:Local sig B

D
1

B
D

2

O
B

V

E
C

O
N

1a. ☞ Ji anserIP[ sigi varaintelligent ]
1b. Ji anserIP[ honomi varaintelligent ] *!
1c. Ji anserIP[ sigi själv varaintelligent ] *!
1d. Ji anserIP[ honomi själv varaintelligent ] **!

2a. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserasigi ] *!
2b. ☞ Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserahonomi ] *
2c. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserasigi själv ] *! *
2d. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserahonomi själv ] **!

2a′. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserasigj ] *!
2b′. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserahonomj ] *! *
2c′. ☞ Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserasigj själv] *
2d′. Ji badMj IP[ PROj kritiserahonomj själv ] **!

3a. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserasigi ] *! *
3b. ☞ Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserahonomi ] *
3c. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserasigi själv ] *! * *
3d. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserahonomi själv ] **!

3a′. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserasigj ] *!
3b′. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserahonomj ] *! *
3c′. ☞ Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserasigj själv ] *
3d′. Ji tror CP[ Mj skakritiserahonomj själv ] **!

3.8 Attackvs. defend

Havingseenhow theclassof pronominalanaphorsexemplifiedby Swedishsig sup-
portstheexistenceof anindependentObviationconstraint,wenowdrawon its distri-
butionalpropertiesfor anotherpieceof supportfor thespecificallysemanticcharacter
of Obviation.Hellan(1988:108ff.) notedapuzzlingdifferencebetweenthetwo verb
typesillustratedin [84], representedby angripa “attack” vs. försvara“defend” (I use
againSwedishexamplesthroughout).30

(84) a. Hanangrep
{

*sig.
sig själv.

}
‘He attackedhimself.’

30 A similar contrastis reportedfor Dutch(Everaert1986:204).
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b. Hanförsvarade
{

sig.
sig själv.

}
‘He defendedhimself.’

Verbsof theattacktyperequirethecomplexreflexivesig själv, aswould beexpected
by whatwehavesaidsofar. Verbsof thedefendtypeunexpectedlymayhavethebare
simple reflexivesig. Replacingattack in [26] by sucha verb thereforerestoresthe
ambiguity:

(85) Generaleni tvingadeöverstenj att försvarasigi,j .
‘The generalforcedthecolonelto defendhim/himself.’

Additional examplesof eachtypeof verbaregivenin [86]:

(86) a. Verbsrequiring long reflexives:hata sig själv ‘hate oneself’, föredra
sig själv ‘prefer oneself’, unders̈okasigsjälv ‘examineoneself’, förstå
sig själv ‘understandoneself’

b. Verbsallowing short reflexives: tvätta sig ‘wash (oneself)’, raka sig
‘shave(oneself)’,gömmasig ‘hide (oneself)’,räddasig ‘saveoneself’,
förnedrasig ‘demeanoneself’

Hellan(1988:109ff.) proposesto explainthedefendverbsasbeingintransitivesof
inherentlyreflexiveform, analogousto suchinherentlyreflexiveintransitiveverbsas
ångrasig ‘repent’, skyndasig ‘hurry’. Thereasontheycanhavebaresig thenwould
be that their sig is not an argument,hencea fortiori not a coargumentof anything.
Hellan’s mostconvincingpieceof evidencethat defend-type reflexivesaresyntacti-
cally intransitiveis that theypatternwith intransitiveverbsin beingableto occurin
presentationalconstructions:

(87) a. *Det tvättademig engruppsoldatervid stranden.
‘Therewashedmeagroupof soldiersby theshore.’

b. Det tvättadesig engruppsoldatervid stranden.
‘Therewashedthemselvesagroupof soldiersby theshore.’

c. Det sattengruppsoldatervid stranden.
‘Theresatagroupof soldiersby theshore.’

Thereis howeverat leastasgoodevidencethat thedefend-type reflexivesarealso
syntacticallytransitive,with sig functioningasa real object. First, the reflexivecan
beconjoinedwith a full lexical NPobject:

(88) Hantvättadesig ochsinabarn.
‘He washedhimselfandhis children.’

Secondly, unlike thesigof inherentlyreflexiveverbs,thesigof defend-typeverbscan
havea long-distanceantecedent(contrast[89] with [85]).

(89) Generaleni tvingadeöverstenj att skyndasig∗i,j .
‘The generalforcedthecolonelto hurry.’
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Third, while inherentlyreflexiveverbscan’t sharetheir sig, eitherwith eachother
(see[90a]) or with defend-type verbs(see[90b]), defend-type verbscando so freely
with eachother(see[90c]):

(90) a. *Han ångradeochskyndadesig. ‘He repentedandhurried.’

b. *Han ångradeochrakadesig. ‘He repentedandshaved.’

c. Hantvättadeochrakadesig. ‘He washedandshaved.’

The data in [85], [88], and [90] only makesenseif defend-type reflexivescan be
transitivetoo.

So defend-type reflexivesmusthavea dual argumentstructure,transitiveand in-
transitive(asHellan himself suggests).That is, sig with theseverbsis ambiguously
eitheran objector an intransitivizing clitic which lexically saturatesthe object’s θ-
role.

It follows that thebaresig in thetransitive[90c] is a coargumentof its antecedent,
in apparentviolation of Obviation.Sotheability of defend-typeverbsto takebaresig
cannotbe explainedsolely by their intransitivity, for the transitivevariantsof these
verbshaveexactlythesamepuzzlingproperty.

Thereis moreevidencethatpointsto thesameconclusion.Consider[91]:

(91) Frisören
barber-the

rakar
shaves

vanligtvis
usually

sig
self

(själv)
(himself)

först
first

och
and

kunderna
customers-the

efter̊at.
afterwards
‘The barberusuallyshaveshimselffirst andthecustomersafterwards.’

Clearly [91] is transitive, for eachof the conjunctssig and kundernahasto be an
argumentin its ownright, yetsjälv is not requiredin thefirst conjunct.Moreover,sig
canbecleftedwith defend-typeverbs,andnotwith inherentlyreflexiveverbs.Clefted
sig obviouslyhasto beanargument,yet canstandon its ownwithout själv:31

(92) Detvar sig (själv) somhanförsvarade/*̊angrade.
‘It washimself thathedefended/repented”.

The conclusionis that defend-type verbsprobablyhaveboth a transitiveandan in-
transitivevariant,but thereflexiveform of both is exemptfrom Obviation. We must
look elsewherefor anexplanation.

SinceObviationisaconstraintonsemanticinterpretation(section2) it is reasonable
to look for asemanticsolutionto theproblemposedby thedefend-typeverbsaswell.
Thekeyassumptionwill bethattheir internalargumentsareproximate.Thisproperty

31 Seevon Bremen(1984:220)for more evidencethat sig can haveargumentstatusin
Swedish.Thesecondsentencemightbeacceptableasa correction.
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will be usedto explainboth why they canbe intransitiveandwhy, whentransitive,
their reflexiveobjectneedsno själv.

Supposethe specialpropertyof defend-type verbsis that their objectsare inher-
ently proximate,i.e. [–obviative]. Then,if thereflexivepronoun,normallyobviative,
is proximatein [84b], it is free to becoreferentialwith the subjectthere. As for the
intransitive versionof theseverbs, let us assumethat it is the result of lexical re-
flexivization. Clearly lexical reflexivesarealwaysproximate. If follows that lexical
reflexivizationis availablejust for this classof verbs.

Thedifferencebetweenthe defendandattackclassesundoubtedlyhassomething
to dowith whethertheactivitiestheydenotearestereotypically“other-directed”.The
following contrastis suggestive:

(93) a. John’s defense(possibly= “John’s defenseof himself”)

b. John’s attack(6= “John’s attackon himself”)

Thedefend-verbstypically denotephysicalactivities,two importantsubclassesbeing
“grooming” verbssuchas“wash” and“shave”andverbsdenotingpositionandorien-
tationsuchas“rise” and“lean”, independentlyof agentivity(Kemmer1993). Along
the lines of the pragmaticaccountssuggestedby Faltz (1976),Kemmer(1993),and
Levinson(1991),onecould say that the suspensionof Obviation is inapplicableto
stereotypicallyother-directedactions,which thereforewould not requiresjälv to pre-
vent Obviation if coreferenceis in fact intended,andfor the samereasoncould be
intransitivizedby θ-role fusion.

While this is not implausibleasanexplanationfor theoriginsof thedistinction,it
seemthatit mustbeviewedasgrammaticizedto someextent,at leastin theScandina-
vian languages.If it werepurelypragmaticin nature,it shouldbedefeasible:that is,
it shouldbepossibleto coercea baresig by appropriatemanipulationof thecontext
or situation.For example,if själv is motivatedby a defeasiblepresumptionof other-
directedness,thenin adiscussionwherespecificallyself-hatredis thetopic it oughtto
bepossibleto sayhatasig, without själv, which is not thecase,I believe.32

4 RealandApparentComplementarityFailures

Formulationsof Binding Theorydivergegreatly in how muchoverlapthey allow in
thedistributionof anaphorsandpronominals.Thepredictionsrangefrom strict com-

32 However,it is sometimespossibleto accommodatebaresig by focusingon a particular
meaningof theverb.A strikingexampleis theobservationof Hellan(1988)thattheverb
meaning“admire”, normallyanattack-typeverb,allows thebarereflexiveif it refersto
admirationof thephysicalself (thenonstativesense,asin “Johnwasadmiringhimselfin
themirror.)
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plementarity(e.g.Chomsky1981)to severaldifferentkindsof restrictedoverlap(e.g.
Huang1983,Chomsky1986,Dalrymple1993)to quasi-independentdistribution(e.g.
WexlerandManzini 1987,who allow pronoun-specificdomainparametrizationsfor
PrincipleA andPrincipleB, thoughrestrictedby certainglobal constraints;seebe-
low.) Strict complementarityis surely too strong: most languagesshow “optional
reflexivization” in at leastsomecontexts.But obviouslynot everyconceivablekind
of variationactuallyoccursin languages.Thequestionis how to constrainthevaria-
tion in a principledway. Theproposedapproachto anaphorahassomedirect conse-
quencesin this respectwhichareborneout by thecross-linguisticdata.

Considerin particularthedistributionof ordinarypronominalelementsin relation
to thatof reflexives.Becauseof ObviationandBlocking, theyshouldneveroverlapin
localdomains.Wemustnowconsidersomeapparentclassesof systematicexceptions
to this claim.

4.1 Snakesentences

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

(94) a. Johnsawasnakei nearhimi/himselfi.

b. Maryi wrappedtheblanketaroundheri/herselfi.

Sometheoriesof anaphorahavebeensetup in suchawayasto predictthis variation.
Thepresentapproachimplies that thereis no freevariationhere,but a structuraldif-
ference.ThePPcanbeeitheranargument,(anadverbialor aprepositionalobject),in
which casewe geta reflexive,or functionally partof thepredicate,in which casewe
getapronominal.

Evidencefor thisview comesfrom caseswhereonly thepronominalis possibleand
caseswhereonly thereflexiveis possible.Theyhaveclearlydistinguishablestructural
characteristics.Thefollowing descriptivegeneralizationshold:

(95) a. A reflexive is possibleif and only if a referentialexpressioncan be
substitutedfor it.

b. A pronominalis possibleif andonly if thePPcanbepredicatedof the
object.

This is illustratedby thefollowing bits of discourse:

(96) a. Johni aimedthegunat *himi/himselfi.

1. *The gunis at him now.

2. Lasttimeheaimedit atFred.

b. Johni broughtthegunwith himi/*himselfi.
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1. Thegunis with him now.

2. *Last timehebroughtit with Fred.

In [96a], John’s gun is not “at him” (no predication)but it is aimed“there” (locative
argument),so the reflexiveis obligatory. In [96b], on the otherhand,John’s gun is
“with him” (predication)but it is notbrought“there”, sothepronominalis obligatory.

Wecantestthesegeneralizationon thefollowing contrasts(Kuno 1987:66):

(97) a. Johni wroteto Mary about*himi/himselfi.
(*Mary is abouthim. HealsowroteaboutFred.)

b. Johni referredMary to *himi/himselfi.

c. Johni comparedBill with *himi/himselfi.

d. Johni addressedtheletter to *himi/himselfi.

e. Johni fell in love with *himi/himselfi.

(98) a. Johni hasmanyfriendsaroundhimi/*himselfi.
(Many friendsarearoundhim. *He alsohasfriendsaroundFred.)

b. Johni left his family behindhimi/*himselfi.

c. Johni hasanair of aloofnessabouthimi/*himselfi.

d. Johni haspassionin himi/*himselfi.

e. Johni hasno gumptionin himi/*himselfi.

That the reflexiveis obligatory in cases[96a] and[97]) is not surprising. This is
whatwouldbeexpectedonmosttheories,includingthepresentone.It is thepronomi-
nalcasessuchas[96b] and[98] whichrequireanexplanation.A smallclauseanalysis
is implausible,for reasonsdiscussedby Chomsky(1981)andothers.For example,it
would not accountfor thefact thatthepronounin this constructionhastheproperties
of aboundanaphor,asrevealedby obligatorysloppyidentity andnon-substitutability
of epithets:

(99) a. Johnbroughtthegunwith him, andsodid Mary. (unambiguous)

b. *Johni broughtthegunwith theidioti.

It would alsofail to generalizeto caseslike [100], wherepredicationis presumably
out of thequestion:

(100) Johnlookedaroundhim.

Anotherpeculiarityof sentenceslike [96b], [97], and[100] thatneedsto beexplained
is thefact thatthepronouncannotbestressed.

I will assumethat the argumentstructureof thesesentencesspecifiesthe PP as
containingaproximatenon-reflexivepronoun,which(astheconstraintsdictate)must
be interpretedasa boundanaphor. This is a remnantin ModernEnglishof themuch

43



wider proximateuseof the pronominalsin Old andMiddle Englishseenin [74] ff.
Semantically, thePPin effect joins with theverbinto acombinationthatfunctionally
constitutesa singlepredicate.That is, Johnleft his family behindhim is parallel to
Johnleft his family behind, andsoon. In contrastthereflexivein Johnaimedthegun
at himselfis anindependentargument:

(101) a. Readingof [96a]: λyλx [ x aimedthegunaty ] (John)

b. Readingof [96b]: λx [ x broughtthegunwith x ] (John)

Thepeculiarityof theconstructionis that theboundanaphoris expressedby a clitic
pronounagreeingwith thepredicate’s subject.

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

4.2 Processingfactors

A similar prima facie problemfor Blocking approaches(including the ECONOMY

constraintadoptedhere),which on closeranalysisturns out to be an argumentfor
Obviation,appearsin severallanguagesincludingSwedish.EventhoughBlocking is
the norm in Swedish,it is sometimessuspendedfor possessivesin casualusage,so
thattheycan,contraryto thegeneralrule,coreferwith thesubjectof thesameclause.
This happensparticularlyunderthreeconditions(Wellander1959:234ff.).33 First, if
thesubjectis passivized,especiallywhenit is alsonon-human:

(102) Ordet
word-the

realismi
realism

är
is

här
here

taget
taken

i
in

sitti/dessi
self’s/its

ursprungliga
original

bem̈arkelse.
sense

‘The word “realism” is hereunderstoodin its original sense.’

Secondly, if thepronounprecedesits antecedent(i.e. if it is containedin a topicalized
constituent):

(103) Nere
down

i
in

Skåne,
Scania,

hos
at

sini/hennesi
self’s/her

väninna
friend

friherrinnan
countess-the

C.,
C.,

hade
had

honi
she

ådragit
contracted

sig
self

en
a

luftrörskatarr.
bronchitis

‘Down in Scania,at self’s/her friend the countessof C’s (place),shehad
contractedbronchitis.’

And third, if thepronounis “distant” from its antecedent:

33 Wellander’s studyis basedon sentencesculled from journalisticprose. His materialis
reviewedanddiscussedfrom a generativesemanticsperspectiveby Hellberg(1980).
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(104) Hani
He

hade
had

träffat
met

hennej ,
her,

då
when

de
they

båda
both

var
were

helt
quite

unga,
young,

hos
chez

sini/hansi
self’s/his

gamle
old

vän
friend

B.
B.

‘He hadmet her, whenthey both werequite young,at self’s/hisold friend
B’splace.’

If this is aprocessingeffect,wewouldexpectit to occurin otherlanguagesaswell
wherethesameconditionsobtain. In fact, similar variationin genitivesoccursunder
correspondingconditionsin otherScandinavianlanguages.Counterpartsfrom Dan-
ish prosearecited in Diderichsen1937:52-53.OneIcelandicconsultantjudgedthe
pronominalto bea marginaloption for the Icelandicversionsof all threesentences;
theotherdid sofor [102] andrejectedit for [103] and[104]. In Russian,theposses-
sivereflexivesvoj, evenwith a third personantecedent,cansometimesalternatewith
thepronominalundersimilar specialconditions(Yokoyama1975).

Wellanderfurtherobservesthatwhenseveralof thesefactorscoincide,thepronom-
inal “can satisfyevena morefastidiouslinguistic intuition”:

(105) Flickani
girl-the

tvingas
is forced

just
just

under
under

sini/hennesi
self’s/her

ömt̊aligaste
mostsensitive

ålder
age

att
to

byta
change

skola.34

school.
‘The girl is forcedpreciselyatself’s/hermostsensitiveagetochangeschool.’

(106) . . . faster
. . . aunt

Lottai,
Lotta,

som
who

av
by

familjen
family-the

mot
against

sini/hennesi
self’s/her

vilja
will

och
and

trots
in spiteof

sini/hennesi
self’s/her

ungdomsk̈arlek
youth-love

giftes
wasmarried

bort
away

med
with

brukspatron
factoryboss

på
on

J.
J.

. . . auntLotta, who wasmarriedoff to the factory bossat J. by her family
againstself’s/herwill andin spiteof self’s/heryouthful love.

Presumablywhat is goingon hereis thatunderconditionsof processingcomplex-
ity the syntacticblocking effect is weakened.Crucially, the sameconditionshave
no weakeningeffecton Obviation. Thus, in sentencescomparableto [102]–[106],
non-possessivepronominalscannotbeunderstoodascoreferentialwith acoargument
subject,asin [107]:

(107) Läsareni måstekonfronterasmedsigi själv/*honomi själv.
‘The readermustbeconfrontedwith himself.’

34 HereWellanderpointsout thatthepronominalis morenaturalwhentheadverbialclause
is separatedby commas.
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Thefact thatEconomyis sensitiveto syntacticandprocessingfactors,while Obvi-
ationis unaffectedby them,is anotherargumentthattheseconstraintsaredistinct.

4.3 Is theDisjoint ReferenceDomainUniversal?

I havearguedthat the Obviation rule is universal,in the sensethat if an elements
is obviative, is is alwaysdisjoint in referencefrom its coarguments.Can disjoint
referencealsoapply in somedomainlargerthanthecoargumentdomain?It hasbeen
explicitly claimedthat it can(e.g.Harbert1986,Wexler andManzini 1987,Kapur,
Lust, Harbert, and Martohardono1993, Sells 1991). The existenceof suchcases
would requirespecifyingadditionallanguage-specificsyntacticor semanticdisjoint
referencedomains,againstthe spirit andletter of the presentproposal. Let us look
at someof the instanceswheredisjoint referencehasbeenarguedto apply in larger
domains.

Sells(1991)suggeststhat thepronominalsassubjectsof gerundsin sentenceslike
[108a]areungrammaticalbecauseof adisjoint referencerequirement,whichdoesnot
applyto subjectsof “factive” gerunds,asin [108b]:

(108) a. Johni prefers(*hisi) goingto themovies.(= [55b])

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

He proposesthat disjoint referenceactuallyappliesnot just to coargumentsbut in a
moreinclusivesemanticdomain,the“situateddomain”. If thiscanreplacethecoargu-
mentdomainasthedomainof disjoint referenceuniversally, theaboveresultswould
gostill go through.But it is notclearthatthismodificationis necessary. Sells’central
evidencefor non-coargumentdisjoint referencecould alsobe dealtwith in another
way. Supposethat nonfactivegerundslike [108a] are control structures,function-
ally equivalentto infinitival complements(Kiparsky andKiparsky 1971:357).They
wouldthusbehandledby Economyratherthanby anextensionof disjoint referenceto
awiderdomain.As far asI amaware,theonly potentialdifficulty for this proposalis
thatsomespeakers,accordingto Sells,excludecoreferenceevenin caseswherecon-
trol is presumablyout of thequestion.Suchspeakers,then,would rejectsentencesof
thetype:

(109) *Mariaj told Johni abouthimi losingthebet.

HereaBlocking accountis alsopossible:for speakerswith thesejudgments,wemay
supposethathim is blockedby his.

In a numberof systemswith long-distancebinding, thedisjoint referencedomain
is saidto be theFinite clause.Icelandicis reportedto besucha system(Thráinsson
1991,Kapuret al. 1990),a particularlyinterestingonebecauseit allowsreflexivesto
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beboundin theRootdomain.It seems,though,thattheremaybemorevariationin us-
age,at leastfor somespeakers.My consultantexactlyreplicatedtheSwedish/Russian
patternof “optional long-distancereflexivization”wesawin [25]:

(110) a. Jóni neyddiGunnarj til ad skipaPálik ad rakahanni,j,∗k.
‘JohnforcedGunnarto orderPaulto shavehim.’

b. Hanni hjálpadi vinkonuj sinnii ad kveikja ı́ sigarettunisinnii,j /hansi,∗j/-
hennar∗i,j.
‘He helpedhis dateto light self’s/his/hercigarette.’

And Hyams(accordingto GrimshawandRosen1990:202)hasfound thatadult Ice-
landic speakerspresentedwith suchsentencesactuallypreferassigningthepronom-
inal a long-distanceantecedentto interpretingis asreferring to somediscourseele-
ment.

In Gothic, reflexivesare almostalwaysusedin the Finite domain(Kapur et al.
1990),but thereis at leastoneexampleof a coreferentialpronominalin this domain,
so the caseis not clear-cut.35 For Russian,Peshkovskij1956:164statesthat, while
reflexivepronounsareoptionalin long-distancebindingin modernRussian,theywere
requiredtherein earlierstagesof Slavic. Latin is sometimessaidto bea languagein
which long-distancereflexivesareobligatory, but asthe grammarsmakeclear, they
aremerelypreferred,with variationconditionedby pointof view (logophoricity).The
following exampleshowsthat a pronominalcanvery well haveanantecedentin the
finite domain.36

(111) ut
that

eum
him

in
in

Syria
Syria

sisterent,
place-Subj-3Pl

orabat
begged-3Sg

(Tacitus,H. 2,9)

‘He begged(them)to placehim in Syria.’

Thecross-linguisticsimilarity of long-distancebindingpatternsis underscoredby
preferencesthatlook like processingeffectswhich influencetheaccessibilityof long-
distancebindingrelations,whichseemto work verysimilarly in unrelatedlanguages.
In multiply embeddedinfinitive constructions,it is relativelyhardto get the interme-
diatesubjectasa binder(överstenin [112]; the lowestsubjectis of courseineligible
by Obviation).

(112) Generaleni tvingadeöverstenj att befallalöjtnantenk att rakasigi,?j,∗k.
‘The generalforcedthecolonelto orderthelieutenantto shaveself.’

35 Mark 1.10Gasahvusluknanshiminansjah ahmansweahakatgaggandanana ina “He
sawtheheavensopenupandtheHoly Ghostcometowardshim [pronominal]like adove”
Diderichsen1937:59.

36 SeeKühnerandStegmann(1966),p.610-612,whoalsosuggeststhatthestrivingto avoid
ambiguityis involved.
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The identical effect hasbeenreportedfor Czechand Russian(Bı́lý 1981) and for
Chinese(Battistella1989,Tang1989:109,115).

We see,then,that thecontextsof “optional reflexivization” examinedheredo not
invalidatethe Obviationconstraint,but on the contrarysupportit. Needlessto say,
manyotherempiricalchallengesremainto bemetbeforetheuniversalityof coargu-
mentObviationcanbeconfidentlyaccepted.

4.4 Conclusion

The distribution of pronominalsand reflexivesreflectsboth Obviation,hereargued
to be a universalconstraintwhich requirescoargumentsto havedisjoint reference,
andBlocking, heretakento beaneconomyconstraint.Theseconstraintswereshown
to interactwith a hierarchyof binding domainconstraintsto generatea typology of
pronouns.Theconstraintsystempredictsthecategoryof obviativereflexives,previ-
ouslydescribedempirically in somelanguages,andexplainsasurprisingrelationship
betweentheblocking of coargumentreflexives,in thenon-coargumentcase,theam-
biguity of thosereflexivesbetweenthe boundanaphoraand coreferentialreadings.
Theconstraintsystemalsopredictsthenovelcategoryof referentiallydependentnon-
reflexivepronouns,for which weprovidedcross-linguisticdocumentation.
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