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1 Three types of anaphors
1.1 Introduction

The referentially dependent pronouns of Homeric and GlakSreek are typologically com-
monplace, but pose challenges to theories of binding anphami reference. Instead of a sin-
gle anaphor category posited in classical Binding Thearyhe two types that Reinhart & Reu-
land (1993) call SE- and SELF-anaphors, Greek (like mangrddnguages) distinguishes three
types. Anaphors of the third type, which I'll refer to BSSCOURSE ANAPHORS are well known
from a large number of other languages (English, GermarkiJurModern Greek, Fijian, Malay,
Manam, among others). Yet they have caused a lot of thealttonble (Cole, Hermon & Huang
2006). Because they need not have a structural antecetlegthave been variously treated as
pronominals or logophors. But they differ from pronominaighat they serve as true reflexive
anaphors whenever a dedicated reflexive is either lackitigeitanguage altogether, or prohibited
by some constraint in a given environment. | show this fore&na this section and in section 4
below. And, as | show in section 5, they are quite unlike Idgwjc pronouns or logophoric uses of
reflexives, which could plausibly be farmed out to the theafrgliscourse. It follows that no bind-
ing theory that equates them to pronominals — including ¢wersophisticated theory of Reinhart
& Reuland 1993 and Reuland 2001 — can provide a coherent atobthe discourse anaphors,
and that they also cannot be separated from sentence granithaut loss of generality, despite
the methodological convenience and/or theoretical miitimahat such a segregation of sentence
grammar and discourse may have in other areas. Rather, ¢h@ygoin the province of a theory
of anaphora and pronominal reference that deals with botlesee structure and the organization
of discourse. | also argue that the relation of referengglethdency t@¢-feature composition and
accentual properties is more complex than has been thought.

My analysis builds on an earlier effort (Kiparsky 2002) twvellep a parametric theory of pro-
nouns, which has turned out to apply well to Gréekhe descriptive generalizations for Homeric
and Classical Greek are set forth in the remainder of thissedollowed by a comparison of
theoretical approaches in sections 2 and 3. The heart ofgluent is in sections 3.2, 4, and 5.

To keeps things straight, I'll useNAPHOR as a collective term for any referentially depen-
dent expression, reservirREFLEXIVE for those anaphors which require a structural antecedent.
Anaphors andPRONOMINALS (referentially independent pronouns) together compiisecate-
gory of PRONOUNS Descriptively, the taxonomy that has to be made theoledase of looks
like this:2

In addition to trawling the texts on Perseus, | consulted/grg thorough monograph of Petit (1999) for Homeric
Greek reflexives, and Powell (1933, 1934) for Herodotus amdcydides. | also learned a lot from Peels’ (2007)
perceptive study of long-distance reflexives in Herodotrsch Eric Reuland kindly brought to my attention.

2In Kiparsky 2002 | posited an additional intermediate damkirgely for the sake of certain super-long-distance
reflexives that can apparently allow an antecedent outditteed finite clause. | now think the class of reflexives in
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reflexive (needs antecedent) non-reflexive (discourselremmpp

locally bound long-distance

1.2 Homeric Greek

In Homeric Greek,BARE REFLEXIVES bear case, person, and number features. The third
person singular bare reflexive is made from the pronomieah&t: Sg.Gen.éo, ol, Sg.Acc.ée,
¢, Sg.Dat.ol. The plural forms ins¢-, and the first and second person forms, are shared with the
personal pronouns, e.g. (2f). The reflexives require a stibjgecedent (overt or null) within the
same finite domain, either in the same clause, as in (2adv,a¥ross an infinitive clause boundary,
either ECM as in (2d,f,g), or object control as in (2h). Theeantecedent requirement holds for
the reflexive possessieéc, ¢1), c6v, which agrees with the head in gender, case, and number, like
an adjective (see (2c)).

(2) BARE REFLEXIVES finite domain

a.

i Yap abre Binv ol TUTEOC  OEVKDY Il. 1.404
hePrt Prt might-Acc Refl-GEN father-GeN stronger-Nom

for heg is mightier tharhis; father

qupt € manthvac Il. 15.574, 4.497

aroundhim peer-RART

glancing warily aroundhim

. TOTE 0t ZeLgi 'Extopy  0&dxev fi XEQPUAT]  popeEEty II. 16.800

then PrtZeus Hector-Dat give-PERF3SG PossRefl-FAT head-FIAT wear-INF
but then Zeusgave it (the helmet) to Hectoffor him;) to wear onhis; head

. oD TWwd gnow  ouolov ol guevar Aovobdv II. 9.305-6

notanyone-AC say-3% equal-Acc Refl-3S5DAT be-INF Danaans-PGEN
he claims none of the Danaans to be equdlito

. doTida Tapeiny oYy’ aro €o II. 13.163

shield-Acc bull-hideAcc hold-AoR3SG from Refl-GEN

he held the shield of bull’'s hide away fronim

EUE P TOAU TROPEPEC TEQOV Elval 0d.8.221

me-Acc say-1S% muchbetter-Acc be-Inf

| declare that am best by far.

pnot €& 0 E€oyo  maviwv  adovdTev xeyohdotou Il. 24.134
say-33% Refl-Acc Prtespeciallyall-PLGEN immortal-R.GEN is angry-3%

[Zeus] says that of all the immortahe is especially enraged

guestion might be a heterogeneous mix of discourse anaphdrbgophors; in any case they will not play a role in
the present discussion.



h. % T éxélevoey €0 uvroacPon cvdryxn Od.7.217
which Prturge-A0R3SG Refl-GEN remind-INF necessity-[AT
[nothing is worse than a belly] which forces one to remeniber

If the reflexive is aCOARGUMENT of the antecedent, it must be reinforceddiys- ‘self’, in-
flected for gender, case, and number. The two words form apltamMPLEX REFLEXIVE, which
can be syntactically separated by clitiesito- must also be added to the 1/2 person pronouns in
their reflexive use, as in (3d).

(3) COMPLEX REFLEXIVES coargument domain

a. e 0" avtov  Emotpuvel poryéoaovar Il 20.171
Refl-Acc Prtself-Acc rouse-3% fight-AORINF
and he rouses himself to fight

b. mopgueén vepéhn  muxdooca € ovtnyv  Il. 17.551
purple-DaT cloud-DaTt cover-RART Refl-Acc self-Acc
covering herself in a purple cloud

C. QUUVOUEVOL GPi3V T aOTRY II. 12.155
defend-RRT Refl-PLGEN andself-PLGEN

and defending themselves

d. ot Yo adThV mavtl  gloxerc 0Od.13.313
you-2SGAcc for self.F-Acc all-DAT make-like

for you make yourself look like everything (you take any shgpu want)

o

e. ch  évtivaoay € vty Il 14.162
well prepare-ARPART.F-Acc Refl-Acc self-Acc

having well prepared herself

f. ol T o0te  x0dog dpotto Il. 10.307
Refl-DaT andself-DAT glory-Acc win-OPT3SG

and to whoever would win glory for himself

The clitics¢o, €, ol — identical to the bare reflexive®, &, ol except for being unaccented
— refer to a discourse topic. Being referentially dependiérdy cannot be used deictically, nor
can they head restrictive relative clauses. But unlike xefées, they do not require a structural
antecedent.

(4) DISCOURSE ANAPHORS

a. oyedoley 0€ ol fiev 6hedpoc Il. 16.800
near Prt him-DAT wasruin

[Context: Zeusgave it to Hectqr] yet hig ruin was near (continuation of (2c))
b. v 61 pavtoolvny, TV ol TORE PolBoc Anohhwy Il. 1.72
self'sby divination  which him-DAT give-AOR3SG PhoebusApollo
[Calchas, who had guided the ships] by the art of divinatibictv Phoebus Apollo had
given him
C. dtaocVoiion 0€ ol olw eyvpol goav Il. 21.146
reckless deeds-MArthim-DAT alone-DxT hateful-PR were-IMPF3PL
[Context: Leiodes arose.] Reckless deeds were hatefultoriym.
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d. wodoc 8¢ ol dpxtog Eoal. Il. 10.304
reward Prthe-DaT certain be-MIDFUT3SG
[Context: Who is there who would promise me this deed and andmaplish it for a
great gift?] His reward will be certain.

Unlike anaphorsPRONOMINALS are referentially independent. They can introduce a new
discourse topic (though they need not do so), require nacadént, and can be used deictically
and as heads of restrictive relative clauses.

Each of the three types of Homeric anaphor has numeroudgiaialfamiliar languages. Bare
reflexives are SE-anaphors in the sense of Reinhart & Re@®8, comparable to Dutdichand
Swedishsig. The complex reflexives are what R&R call SELF-anaphors; Blaoge adtédv (later
Greekeautév) are analogous to Dutctichzelfand Swedistsig sjaly, in fact, the second compo-
nentavté- also functions outside of the pronominal system as an “etigha@edicate of identity,
e.g.avutov Pooiifio ‘the king himself’ (1. 7.179), just asjalv does. As for discourse anaphors,
though not as highly profiled in Germanic, they are represkby Englisht (as opposed tbe,
she which are pronominals). Another well-known example is@aner, sie which behave like
discourse anaphors when refering to inanimates and likegoninals when refering to animates.
The ones that also function reflexively, such as Old Endtisie, are more famous because they
pose a puzzle for binding theories; we will investigate a&stbdn of them below and show that
they have analogs in Greek.

1.3 Classical Greek

Two post-Homeric innovations transform the Homeric systato the system of Classical
Greek prose. The bare 3.Sg. reflexivdes ¢, of, as well as the 1Sg. and 2Sg. pronouéps,
o¢ in their reflexive function (e.g. (3d)), fused witlito¥, adtdv, adte into a set of new com-
pound reflexivegouto-, euauto-, oeauto-. In a second development fully completed only after
Herodotus, baredtot, adtdv, adtd replaced unaccented, ¢, ot as discourse anaphors, while
still keeping the emphatic use they already had in Homerig,o®tob Kopou ‘of Cyrus himself’
(Xen. Anab.1.2.21).

The loss of the simple reflexivés, &, ol caused the distinction between bare and complex
reflexives seen in (2) and (3) to be neutralized in the thirdg@e The new compound reflexives
that replace them in Classical Greek have the combinedhdistin of both; they simply require
a subject antecedent within the same finite domain, eithrarsame clause or across an infini-
tive clause boundary, and they don’t care whether it is agroaent or not. On the other hand,
coargumenthood still matters for the reflexives of the firgt aecond persons. In these persons,
compound reflexives must have an antecedent within thaiiselalf the antecedent is a coargu-
ment, the compound reflexives are obligatory, otherwis@kia first and second person pronouns
are also possible.

The outcome of these changes is that anaphors now diffaterietween four successively
larger domains, (A) coarguments, (B) clause-internalfi@g, (D) discourse. These are presented
in (5)—(8).

(A) If the antecedent is a coargument (and therefore neglsgdthin the same clause), the
reflexive is obligatory for all persons: in (5&}utdc ‘themselves’ could not be replaced bydic
‘them’, and in (5b) guautrv ‘myself’ could not be replaced bsu¢ ‘me’.

(5) Coargument

a. ol Yo yuvaixeg [...] €autdc EmXTEQPITTOUY Xen. Anab.4.7.13
the-R. Prt women-R Refl.F-R.Acc threw-down-MPF3PL
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the women threw themselves down

b. & ox év tdyel Eppud’ gpouthy  Tfjod’  amo otighou TéTpag Aesch.
but not in haste throw-Ao0R1SG Refl.F-Acc this-GeN from rugged  rock
PB 745

why did | not throw myself at once from this rugged rock?

(B) With a clause-internal non-coargument antecedentflexiee is obligatory in the third
person, as it is in (A). In the first and second person, thotlgdre appears to be an option.

(6) Clause-internal non-coargument

a. moAdag Aéyewy  avayxaoOicouor mepl Epautot Dem.De Cor. 4
often speak-NF force-FUTPASS1SG aboutmyself

| shall often be obliged to speak about myself

b. mepl €uol Bovhouan cinelv  Emigpdovov  pev dndec 6¢ Gorgias,Palamedes
aboutme want-1Sgsay-1Ss invidious-Acc but true-Acc Prt
| want to say something odious but true about me

(C) The third person reflexivexuté- can have an antecedent across a clause boundary, but it
must be within a finite clause. Non-reflexivétot, aitov, aitd, the pluralogpéwy, ogiol, opéac
(ogdc), and in Herodotus, the 3Sg. clitiev, also occur in this configuration, as in (7d,e,f); in
(79) the reflexive anaphatsuté alternates with the discourse anaphotov in parallel infinitive
clauses governed by the same verb. Again, first and secoadmegflexives are more restricted:
they cannot have a long-distance antecedent at all. For @rameflexive¢uoutol could not
replacezuot in (7f) (in the intended sense whetept uob is in the lower clause).

(7) Across clause boundary but within same finite domain

a. 0 & oxoloulely u’ Exéhevey EUTE Dem.Phormiol3
hePrtfollow-INF me-Accorder-IMPF3SG himself-DAT

He bade me follow him

b. cuvéneloe TOV 6fjuov co. QUAAXTYY  EQUTE doUvar Dem.Const.14.1
persuade-Aor3Sthe people-Acc... guard-Acc himself-DaT give-INF

he persuaded the people to give hianguard

C. €QUTH uev yenoocdal ExEhevey Exelvov e xol Aaxedorgovioug 6T
himself-DaT Prt use-NF order-IMPF3SG him-Acc andalsoSpartans-PAcc whatever

Bovlovtar Thuc. 7.85.1
want-3S35

He entreated him and the Spartans to do what they pleasedhwwvith

d. Aéyetaw  Sendfjvon f; Kiooo Kbpou  emdeilon 10 otpdtevua adtfi  Xen.
say-Pass3Sgsk-Inf  theCilician Cyrus-GeN show-INF thearmy-Acc her-Dat
Anab.1.2.14
the Cilician [queen] is said to have asked Cyrus to show the army to her

€. ToUC  QuYddag ExElcuoe obv a0t  otpatedecdou Xen. Anab.1.2.2
the-Acc exiles-Acc urge-AOR3SG with Refl-DAT wage war-NF
[Cyrus] urged the exiles to go to war together with him



f. dxolw mepl Euot  Omnpouévnv AAouc T€ AOYOUC
hear-1% aboutme-GeEN Theramenes-8c¢ other-R.Acc andwords-R. Acc
Braophuoug clpnuévon Dem. Letters4
slanderous-PAcc utter-FERFINF
| hear that Theramenes has uttered other slanderous stateat®ut me

g. 6 0 &xéleue adToUC  oixia € EWUTH  dl Tiic
hePrtorder-IMPERFSG them-Acc house-RAcc andRefl-DAT worthy-PLAcc the-GEN
Baothning olxodoufioon xal xpatval aUTOV  BopLYSEOLOL

dominion-GEN build-AoRINF andstrengthenqiF him-Acc spearmen-PDAT
He ordered them to build him houses worthy of his royal poaed to strengthen him
with spearmen.

(D) In discourse anaphorayté- is used in the oblique cases, as the functional counterpfrts
nominative), oi. For example, in (8a), the demonstrativeivwyv ‘their’ brings in a discourse topic,
which is then anaphorically referred to biroic. In the more complex (8b) — the continuation of
example (7e) — there are two concurrent foregrounded tp@igsis and the exiles, each referred
to by at6-.

(8) Discourse anaphora

a. €y Yo TEUARELS (O TE ENELY 10 éxelvwy;  mholov: A& ..]
have-1% Prt triremes with which overtake-NF thetheir-GENPL ship-Acc. But [...]
oUX EYWYE aUTOUG OLHEW Xen.Anab.1.4.8

not I-EmMPH them-R. Acc pursue-Fut-18
| have triremes for overtaking their ship. But | shall not gue them.

b. Umooyduevoc atoig), €l xoABC xoTanpEdEeley €p’ d  EoTpUTEVETO, UM
promising them-DaT if well accomplish-AROPT3SG for whatfight-IMPF3SG not
Tpocvey mavoeoVar mplv - adTolg  xotarydryol olxade. o} 0t NOEWS

before stop-FUTINF beforethem-Acc lead-AOROPT3SG home theyPrtgladly
eneidovro:  émlotevov  ydp adtd  Xen.Anab.1.2.2

obey-IMPF3PL trust-IMPF3PL Prt him-DAT

[Context: Cyrusurged the exilgs); to go to war together with hinj ¢; promising
them that, if he should successfully accomplish the mission for whichvires going
to war, he would not stop until hehad brought thefrhome. And theygladly obeyed,
for they trusted him

Perhaps surprisingly, neither of the Greek stages are easconcile with current theories
of binding and anaphora. | will attempt an analysis in two @, the very sophisticated one
of Reinhart & Reuland (1993) and Reuland (2001), and a ratiee naive proposal of my own
(Kiparsky 2002). Their affinities make for some instructa@mparisons, which in my opinion
come out in favor of the latter.

2 Binding, blocking, and obviation

My proposal (Kiparsky 2002, I'll call it Blocking and Obvian Theory, or BOT for short)
is based on the idea that the structural properties of pmesicand of anaphors in particular, are
exhaustively characterized by two parameters, whosengsettipecify (a) their anaphoric domain,
and (b) whether they a@BVIATIVE Or NON-OBVIATIVE .

(9) a. Antecedent domairin what domain is their reference determined?
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b. Obviation: Can they overlap in reference with a coargument?

The values of the domain parameter specify an upper bountleoddmain in which the refer-
ence of an anaphor must be determined. Pronominals havechalsmain and the parameter is
unvalued for them.

(10) Parameter values for domain specification of referentiddypendent pronouns

a. Within the same clause: clause-bound reflexives hengself
b. Within the same finite sentence: long-distance reflexiwgs Swedislsig.

c. Within a discourse or shared context, e.g. Modern Greakhios Turkish kendisj
Marathiaapan Malaydirinya.

They form a stringency hierarchy:

(11) The anaphoric domain hierarchy

\ clause-bound reflexive{slong-distance reflexivesdiscourse anaphorgpronominals

By separating reflexivity from the more general propertyasérential dependency, we predict
a class of referentially dependent non-reflexive anaphath,a well-defined profile that is quite
distinct from the familiar local and long-distance refleegy as well as from referentially indepen-
dent pronominals. This class of anaphors has long beenmemuhby descriptive grammarians
and typologists under the designatibrsCOURSE ANAPHORS The clitic anaphorso, ¢, ot in-
stantiate it in Greek. BOT offers a way to accommodate tms kif anaphor in binding theory.

BLOCKING dictates the use of the most restricted element availabdegiven context. The
principle of Blocking is not specific to binding theory, buiganeral principle of grammar (es-
sentially the same as the Elsewhere Condition). For exgnaplaphors are used in preference
to pronominals in contexts where the constraints on botho#irerwise satisfied, and anaphors
which require clausal antecedents are used in prefereraeagghors which permit long-distance
antecedents in contexts where the constraints on both hsvate satisfied. Burzio (1996,
1998) was the first to build Blocking explicitly into bindintgeory in order to account for the
(quasi-)complementarity between anaphors and pronomin@ther, conceptually different ap-
proaches to anaphor/pronominal complementarity are thikgatory reflexivization” transforma-
tion of Lees and Klima 1963, and R&R'’s principle that when aiatthat licenses a reflexive can
be formed, it must be, because it is more economical.

Within GB-style binding theories, extending and paranzétg the syntactic binding domain is
not very attractive because it creates an arbitrary asymrhetween Principle A and Principle B.
Why should anaphors have expanded binding domains, wherprioals do not (Cole, Hermon
& Huang 2006: 49-50)? BOT is not subject to this objectiom,ifothis approach only anaphors
havea syntactic binding domain, and there is no Principle B. Tloekwthat Principle B does in
other theories is apportioned between Blocking and tB&I®@rioN constraint, neither of which
can, for principled reasons, have a parametrizable domain.

Obviation requires coarguments to have disjoint refergiitadlan 1988, 1990, Dalrymple
1993).



(12) Obviation
A pronoun marked as obviative cannot overlap in referentle &scoargument.

Obviation is defined over the invarias¢manticdomain where argument structure is represented,
and it does not restrict the syntactic distribution of pron® but their semantic interpretation.
Thus, it enforces disjoint reference in (13a) and (13b), thiedcollective reading of the plural in
(13c) and the conjunct in (13d).

(13) a. John hates him. (there must be two people involved)
b. Each of the men hate him. (“*he” isn’t one of “the men”)
c. Ilike us. (*we™ must form a unit of some kind)
d. I'like me and him. (e.g. as a couple, or a team)

In Homeric Greek as well, it is the collective reading of thanjunction that licenses the bare
reflexive in a case like (14a). As the context indicates, tiaree is supposed to fall collectively
on the women. Our analysis predicts that this is the onlymégation of the sentence. Swedish
allowssigin analogous cases, contrast (14b) with (14c).

(14) a.ol TE T oioyog gyeve xal Eocopévnoly 6micow Ynhutéonot
Refl-DaT anddownshame-AcC pour-AOR3SG andto be-R. DAT hereafteffemale-R DAT
yuvoull 0d.11.432-4

women-R DAT
she has shed shame on herself and on women yet to be

b. Han berattade om sjgch sitt foretag. Swedish
He told about himself and his business.

c. *Han; beréttade om sjg(OK: om sig sjalv) Swedish
He told about himself.

R&R’s (1993) Condition B also applies to semantic predisaie a technically and conceptually
different way.

Lexical items, thoughganbe parametrically specified for whether they trigger Obwrat I'll
assume that [+Obviative] is the default and that pronouagh(pronominals and anaphors) as well
as verbal predicates may be lexically marked as [-Obvigtmeaning that their coarguments may
overlap in reference. The cross-classification of obviatiod the antecedent domain specification
for pronouns makes two important predictions. First, itices the existence of a class of obviative
reflexives, i.e. reflexives that are subject to a disjoinemefice requirement (e.g. Swedisikg,
Dutch zich, and Homeric accentefl), beside the unsurprising non-obviative reflexives (suxh a
Germansichand Classical Greekxtév). Secondly, it predicts non-obviative pronominals (e.g.
Old Englishhim, Malay dirinya, Turkishkendis), beside the unsurprising obviative ones (English
him, Classical Greelu).

For example, Germasichis [-Obviative], whereas Dutctichis [+Obviative]:

(15) a. Janbewundert/hasst sich. ‘Jan admires/hates lfiimse German
b. *Jan bewondert/haat zich. Dutch

And Old Englishhine, himwas [-Obviative], whereas Modern Englishm is [+Obviative]; con-
trast (36a) and (36b):



(16) a. peettenaenigbiscopahineodorum  forbaere Old English Bede5.278.27)
that no bishop him others-DATadvance-SUBJ-3P

‘that no bishop shall put himself above others’
b. *No bishop shall put him above others’

Obviation cross-classifies with the antecedent domairatcay.

(17) a. Russ.sebja |Malay dirinya| — Non-obviative

b.|||| Germarsich | Sw. sig | Gk. o idhios | him Obviative

Are there deeper principles that derive the parametengstfrom some independent proper-
ties of pronouns, rather than lexically stipulating them@® phrasal anaphors and transparently
compounded anaphors, there are. Elements susilfaigit6- are [-Obviative] markers that pass
their feature to the complex reflexives they form. These arteadly compositional. Complex re-
flexives of the form Bss+N (where N = ‘*head’, ‘body’ etc.) get around obviation by adkiof
syntactic Trojan horse that smuggles in the semantic coagtias a structural possessor. But
for simple anaphors, there exist only tendencies that adrthe form and function of anaphors
(Faltz 1977) but no absolute principles (Huang 2000), amdtéimdencies can be understood as
consequences of well-understood historical processgm(Bky 2008). As far as | have been able
to determine, obviation is an unpredictable lexical propef simple pronouns; attempts to reduce
it to ¢-feature composition, to morphological or phonologicalpgerties, or to any parameter of
the language at large, are unlikely to succeed, as | will@afguther in section 4. It is true that
long-distance reflexives are typically monomorphemic aadeha reduced set of morphosyntac-
tic feature specifications, but as we have just seen, ClESSieekeautéd- is a clear example of
a long-distance reflexive that is bimorphemic and inflectsafbomorphosyntactic features of the
nominal system. The rise of Homeric phrasaloadtév and its transition to the classical single-
word cautov neatly demonstrates both the diachronic origin of the ¢aticn, and its breakdown:
the characteristic trajectory is that complex reflexiveéseaas strategies for defeating the obviation
of the pronouns they come from, but when their compositional lost they may begin to act like
simple intrinsically non-obviative reflexives.

One might object on conceptual grounds to a theory in whiehndar-complementarity of
pronominals and anaphors is derived from the interactiotwof distinct theoretical principles,
Blocking and Obviation. In fact, this is a this is a virtue bétanalysis because it explains where
the complementarity fails. As an illustration of the indegence and interaction of blocking and
obviation in English, consider (18) and (19). In (18), Bloukis required to exclude the un-
grammatical sentences, for obviation is inapplicable beedhere is no coargument relation. For
example, in (18a), andmeare not coarguments, so the readome is excluded must be because it
is pre-empted bynyself

*
(18) a. I believ me to have been cheated.
myself

*him; }

b. Richard seems innocent t%himself .



. *you
c. You praise everyone except :
yourself

As for Obviation, we have already seen that it is indepengeeicessary for the semantics of sen-
tences like (13). This leads to the interesting predicti@teitherthe reflexivenor the pronomi-

nal is available in cases like (19). Héteemcannot be excluded by Blocking because the reflexive
themselvess not licensed (since split antecedents are excluded ftependent reasons), but Ob-
viation correctly rules it out.

(19) John discussed Bill with { themselves,;. }

*them; . ;.

If the antecedent of a reflexive is a coargument, the reflaxist be [-Obviative] (proximate),
and interpreted as a bound anaphor. Only “sloppy identgy\ailable in (20).

(20) John hates himself, and so does Fred.
= “Fred also hates himself” (sloppy)
#+ “Fred also hates John” (strict)

My impression is that this generalization holds for Greekvadi, though | have not made a sys-

tematic study of the Greek data in this respect. The follpngrample means, and presumably
could only mean, that the men also threw themselves dowrthabimen also threw the women

down (“sloppy” rather than “strict” identity).

(21) « Y3p YUVOIXES [...] gavtdc emxateppintouy,  xol
the-A.Nom Prt women-RNowm [...] themselves-FPAcc threw-down-MpPF3PL and
ol dvopec woaltwe Xen. Anab.4.7.13

the-ALNoM men-R.Nowm likewise
the women threw themselves down, and the men did likewise.

If the antecedent is not a coargument, however, the stading is available, in English. Since
coargument disjoint reference is universal, BOT preditéssame for Greek. predict the same for

(22) a. John considers himself competent, and so does Fred. ambiguou}
b. John has a picture of himself, and so does Fred. ambiguou}
c. Mary quoted every author except herself, and so did Bill. amigiguou}

To repeat: obviation applies in a semantic domain (coargishend constrains semantic inter-
pretation, whereas Blocking applies in a syntactic domath@nstrains syntactic representation.
And the two principles apply to different classes of elersgmiteracting with each other and with

other constraints.

Descriptively speaking, the strength of blocking decrsasi¢h the size of the domain. In long-
distance domains, variation between reflexive and nonxrelés observed in Swedish, Icelandic,
Latin, Czech, Russian, and Chinese, as documented in Kip&@02. The right way to think
of this variation is probably that it is caused by the intexfece of other factors. In her study of
Herodotus’ use ofwutdv, Peels (2007, Ch. 3) makes a good case that non-reflexivas@s evhere
long-distance reflexives are allowed (e.g. (7d,e)) are dusuth factors as speaker perspective,
intervention of other subjects (as in Chinese, see Cole 2086), and the avoidance of ambiguity.

We are now ready to spell out the Greek systems of anaphora.
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(23) Homeric

a. £o, €, ot must be bound within their finite clause.
b. £o, &, ot and the personal pronouns are [+Obviative].

C. a0to- is [-Obviative]. Adding it tc€o, €, of and the 1/2. person pronouns enables them
to have coargument antecedents.

d. Unaccentedo, ¢, ol are non-reflexive referentially dependent pronouns.

(24) Homeric| Domain  Obviation
€- Discourse +
g- Finite +
Eué - +
aUTO- - -

(25) Classical Greek

a. €auto- is non-obviative and must be bound within its finite clause.
b. guautéd-, ocowto are non-obviative and must be bound within their clause.
C. a0To- Is a [-Obviative] discourse anaphor.

(26) Classical Domain  Obviation
a0TO- Discourse -
EQLTO- Finite —
gpowto- | Clause -

Eué - +

3 Reinhart & Reuland
3.1 RT basics

Reinhart and Reuland (1993) put forward a sparser typolagy two types of anaphors:
SELF-anaphors, which bear the features [+SELF, —R], suéngishhimself and SE-anaphors,
which bear the features [-SELF, —R], such as SwesgighPronominals and referential NPs are
[-SELF, +R]. (Keep in mind that they use the terms ‘pronourd gronominal’ as synonymous
terms for referentially independent expressions.)

(27) SELF SE Pronominal
Reflexivizing function + — -
R(eferential independence)  — - +

R&R propose that the distribution of anaphors and pronolsiisgointly governed by a pair
of conditions on the relation between the reflexivity of adicate (defined in terms of argument
coindexation) and its formal marking on the predicate, and byntactic condition on AGCHAINS
(links between anaphors and their antecedents). The comslibn the relation between reflexivity
and reflexive-marking are reproduced in (28):

(28) a. Condition A: A reflexive-marked syntactic prediciteeflexive.
b. Condition B: A reflexive semantic predicate is reflexivarked.
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The definitions in (29) tell us what they mean.
(29) Definitions

a. ThesyNTACTIC PREDICATEformed of (a head) P is P, all its syntactic arguments, and
an external argument of P (subject).

b. ThesSYNTACTIC ARGUMENTS of P are the projections assignédole or Case by P.

c. TheseMANTIC PREDICATE formed of P is P and all its arguments at the relevant
semantic level.

d. A predicate iIREFLEXIVE iff two of its arguments are coindexed.

e. A predicate (formed of P) IREFLEXIVE-MARKED iff either P is lexically reflexive
or one of P’s arguments is a SELF anaphor (defined as “an andpdiois able to
reflexivize a predicate”).

SE-anaphors are pronouns, while SELF anaphors are DPs.Hlltec®ntained in complex reflex-
ives is an identity predicate of category N, which combinéh & determiner (pronominal or SE)
into a referentially dependent DP. SELF “reflexive-marks predicate of which it is a syntactic
argument, by covertly adjoining to its head and restrictiagnterpretation.

Long-distance anaphora is licensed by syntactic chains ehains — that connect an anaphor
to its antecedent. Configurational effects on anaphor banderive from constraints on A-chain
formation. A-chain can cross non-finite clause boundabigisnot finite clause boundaries. Anaphors
may appear outside A-chains, but in that case they are sud)fcto discourse factors, in partic-
ular to those governing their logophoric uses.

(30) a. A maximal A-chaind,...,a,) contains exactly one link —; — that is both +R and
Case-marked, and exactly ofienarked link. (RR 698)

b. An NP is +R (Referentially independent) iff it is fully spéed for ¢-features.

(30b) implies that whether a pronoun is an anaphor or a pramadns predictable from its mor-
phosyntactic feature composition. If it is specified for streted set of morphosyntactic features
(¢-features), it is anaphoric, because it cannot project dagandently interpretable argument.
Specifically, a SE-anaphor is a featurally deficient deteemiwhich like ordinary pronouns occu-
pies the head position of a DP. It is deficient if it lacks asteaumber and gender, and it may also
lack person and/or case. Although it cannot project an iaddently interpretable argument, it is
still a syntactic argument, since it is a pronoun, and tleeesfalls under Condition B.

3.2 RT on Greek

Let us consider what RT would say about the individual Graekphors discussed in the pre-
vious section. The compound reflexives,to-, éuouté-, oceautéd- of post-Homeric Greek are
anaphors, but what kind? On the one hand, RT tells us thatahmplex reflexives are SELF-
anaphors, for they are morphologically complex, they beaptfeatures of person, gender, num-
ber, and case, and they are not subject to condition B, anadtieeed strengthening by a SELF-
element. On the other hand, the theory also says that thelermgflexives are SE-anaphors, for
they are subject-oriented, occur in adjuncts and otherao@mgument positions, and function as
long-distance anaphors. But the theory is so construciadnih pronoun can be both a SELF-
anaphor and a SE-anaphor, for the two categories have iratdstgoproperties. The categorial
distinction between them cannot be neutralized in a sirglerhe. A given reflexive either has the
requiredp-features or it doesn’t have them, and it is either a detegnn a full DP. So RT ends

12



up having to claim that the compound reflexi¢asto-, éuouto-, oeautéd- of post-Homeric Greek
are two sets of homonymous pronouns.

Next, what about the Homeric Greek bare reflexi&esg, oi? They are specified for number,
person, and structural case, but not for gender. Thus, they ot meet the criteria for defectivity
either, because they bear at least ¢rfeature that SE-anaphors are not supposed to have. In fact,
the bare reflexives are specified for the same features asrsharid second person pronouns,
which certainlycan project independent arguments. And the bare reflexives arphmologically
identical with the third person non-reflexive pronouns,ahhalso project independent arguments.
Soitis hard to see how the third person bare reflexives cautddrphologically too impoverished
to project independent arguments.

R&R (1995) further suggest thphonologicaldefectiveness — in particular the lack of stress
or of stressability — also causes a pronoun to be anaphoit@y fiypothesize that even sim-
ple reflexives are somehow like SELF reflexives if they aresstable, noting that Germaichis
stressable and that it can refer to a coargument withougtstnengthened by a SELF element, in
contrast to Dutclzichand Scandinaviagig, which are neither stressable not can refer by them-
selves to a coargument. But for Greek, the accentual @iteyoes in the wrong direction. It is the
accentedbare reflexivé- functions as a SE-reflexive, while its unaccented cliticrterpart func-
tion as a discourse anaphor (which would have to be treatadpasnominal in RT). So, within
Greek, neitheg-feature composition, nor stress, or stressability, camhbecriterial difference
between SELF-reflexives, SE-reflexives, and pronominals.

What does RT have to say about the unaccented €etiti€, oi? It is certainly referentially de-
pendent, in that it cannot be used deictically, nor headicéise relative clauses, or introduce new
discourse topics in any other way. But unlike reflexives og¢slnot need an antecedent, not even
a long-distance one. In principle, it could refer to somegimot mentioned that is unambiguously
clear from the context. Pronouns of this tym@SCOURSE ANAPHORS are extremely common;
in fact, Englishit has the same properties, unlike the gendered pronmumandher. Note that
they are not necessarily “unstressablétan get contrastive stress under focus, and apparently so
can the discourse anaphors in Homer; the accent am(31) must be contrastive, for it is not a
reflexive since it does not have a subject antecedent:

(31) olvexa ot TEOTERY) B&XE yevoewov  dhewsov Od. 3.53
becausder-DaT first gave-AOR3SG golden-Acc cup-Acc
[But Athena rejoiced at the wise and just man,] because he thgvgolden cup tber
first [rather than to someone else]

To answer this question we will need to take a closer look atdiscourse anaphors. In the next
section we do this by turning to the 3Sg. object clitic.

4 Referentially dependent non-reflexive pronouns
4.1 Greekuw

In early Greek, Plurabgéwyv, ogiol, opéac (ogic), and the 3Sg. object pronouw function
as discourse anaphors, and also as reflexives, duly reggfavith «dt6- when locally bound to
a coargument. We will focus amv, which is a gender-neutral accusative singular cliticA&d.
opeac can be considered its plural counterpart and works in aarmidy; the following argumen-
tation could be essentially replicated for this pronqumis rare in Homeric, but (32a) illustrates its
local reflexive use witluité-, and (32b) illustrates howv serves by itself as a discourse anaphor.

(32) a.ovtév TAnyfiow  dexekinol  Soudooag 0d. 4.244
self-Acc him-Acc blow-PLDAT cruel-R.DAT overpower-RRT

13



disfiguring himself with cruel blows
b. melv v xal yTjpoc Enewoty II. 1.29
beforeheralsoold ageovertake-38
[I will not set her free.] Sooner shall old age come upon her.

Note in (32a) thatuv follows a0té-, which is the reverse order from that of the other complex
reflexives. The reason is that is always clitic and must lean on something to its left.

utv is common in the lonic dialect of Herodotus, which represamsome ways an intermediate
stage between Homeric and the classical language. Its dnges are illustrated in (33)-(35).

(33) wv as a local reflexive, coargument antecedent

a. xeheVew toug  mopluéac  [...] adtov  BraypdioVal pv Hdt. 1.24.3
order-INF the-Acc sailors-RAcc [...] self-Acckill-I NF him-Acc

the crew told him to kill himself

b. adthv v [...] gidan é¢ olunua omodol nhéov Hdt. 2.100.4
self.F-Acc[...] throw-INF into room-Acc ashes-GN full-Acc
[ The priests told of her that when she had done this] she thexgelf into a room full
of hot ashes

C. plhai wv €¢ v Vdhaooay Ewutov Ht. 1.24.5
throw-AORINF him the-Acc sea-Ac himself-Acc
he threw himself into the sea

In (33a) and (33b)uv is strengthened byitév, which is the usual anti-obviation predicate. In
(33c), though, it is strengthened not b6y but by éwutov. | conjecture that the reason is that
a0Tté- was in the process of losing its function as an anti-obviméibthis time, since the phrasal
reflexives had been fused in the singular into inherentlyojw@tive] complex reflexives, requiring

no further strengthening.

(34) wwv as a long-distance reflexive

a. xéteue U7} Ly avory o EVOEELY Olaxglvor  TOLW) TNV olPECLY
beg-IMPF3SG not him-Acc compulsion-DAT put-INF choose-NF such-Acc choice-Acc

he begged her not to compel him to such a chélde 1.11.4
b. cuvicica 00X aOTAV v uveopevov Hdt. 1.205.1
understand.F-4RT not her-Acc him-Acc want-RART

[Cyrus proposed to queen Tomyris, but she,] understandiaghte [...] wanted not
her [but her kingdom, refused]

(35) wwv as a discourse anaphor

a. v UEV 01N 00dev TpooieTd vy Hdt. 1.48.1
them-G=N Prt Prtnot onesatisfy-Pst3Sdpim-Acc.

[Croesus examined all the writings.] None of them satisfied h

b. 7 yuvn éEmopd ULy ECLovTaL Hdt. 1.10.2
thewomannotice-3% him-Acc exit-PART-AcCC

[Gyges sneaked out of the room.] The woman caught sight ofdsiime went out.
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After Herodotus, the non-reflexive uses of the pluratwv, cglol, ogdc are lost, anguy disap-
pears entirely.

In terms of our parametric approaghy must be a non-reflexive referentially dependent pro-
noun — a discourse anaphor. The relevant parameter spéoifidar anaphors only fixes the
upperbound of the domain in which the reference of the must be ifiedit The setting fopw
merely says that it must get its reference within the disseuNothing precludes it from hav-
ing a local or long-distance antecedent within a subparhefdiscourse. The theory does not
allow imposing a lower syntactic bound on the distance betnantecedent and anaphor. A lower
bound emerges through competition with other anaphors.efreal, when discourse anaphors
serve as reflexives, it is only when they are not blocked bytreranaphor. For example, a dis-
course anaphor will be blocked in those domains where a nestdated anaphors that require an
antecedent within the clausal or finite domain is availatiigsit does not occur in environments
whereitself is permitted. There are essentially two ways in which a diss®anaphor can function
as a reflexive.

The more obvious way for there to be no blocking is when them®icompeting more restricted
anaphor in the language. So, in languages without reflexinasobviative discourse anaphors can
fill in for them, and function effectively as reflexives. Thsswhat happens in languages whose
pronouns are built on the opposition between proximate dwihtve pronouns (rather than on
the opposition between pronominals and anaphors). Theseufsly include Algonquian (for a
BOT analysis, based on Grafstein 1988, 1999, see KiparsB®)2@Vhat Cole et al. (2006) call
“pronominal long-distance reflexives” (such as Maldiyinya and Turkishkendis), which lack
logophoric conditions, as they point out, are from this pecsive really [-Obviative] discourse
anaphors. Less exotically, this is what happens in thosm&ac languages that lost their inherited
reflexivesig-pronoun, notably Old English, Frisian, and early Dutch.

(36) a. & hehine& hisdeodegeleedddo meersianne  Old English Bede5 19.468.7)
andhe him andhis peoplebrought to celebrate

and he brought himself and his people to celebrate

b. ponnewolde heoealranyhsthy babian& pwean Old English Bede4 19.318.20)
then would she of all latest herbathe andwash
[having first washed the other servants of Christ that wesesfithen she would last of
all bathe and wash herself

c. Marie waskethar Frisian
Marig washe her
‘Marie washes herself’

The second way in which blocking can fail is when the disceuwsaphor successfully com-
petes with a more restrictive reflexive on the basis of an@teantage that it has over it. Specif-
ically, a discourse anaphor which is morphologically usgecified or which is a clitic can be
preferred over a more restricted reflexive anaphor for memeb economy. This is an instance of
the pervasive tension between feature subsumption (preferfor the more highly specified form)
and economy (preference for the simpler form), which unégrhuch grammatical variatiohln
Kiparsky 2005 | model its dynamics in OT and provide exampuieg from several languages.
Feature subsumption and economy are there formalized ioliti®us way as ATHFULNESS
and MARKEDNESS constraints, respectively.

3For example, in Sanskrit, the first and second person pliitial gronounsnas, vaswhich suppress the distinc-
tion between accusative, dative, and genitive case, doekis their more complex orthotonic counterpaatsrén,
asmdbhis, asrdkam, yusdn, yusndbhis, yusnidkam which express those case distinctions.
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The variation between the clitiov and the orthotonic reflexives in local domains is a clas-
sic instance of such variation between a simpler underBpeédorm and a more complex fully
specified form.

How would RT deal withuwv? Previous RT analyses of similar situations where dis@urs
anaphors are also used reflexively have explored a varietglations. We cannot appeal ¢
feature deficiency, singav bears number, person, and case. Could we exploit its isbretire
in the pronominal paradigm — the lack of a matching dativegf@ample — and posit that feature
values which are not contrastive in some sense don’t couma?seems out of the question because
utv mustcount as positively specified for accusative case, thirdgerand singular number, simply
in order to be restricted to the right referents and the ghtactic contexts. For example, it does
not occur as a dative object, it cannot have a plural anteteded it cannot have a first and second
person antecedent.

Another way out would be to suppose that accusative casejeatsin Greek is not a structural
case, as Reuland and Reinhart 1995 propose for Frisian, anldirl and Everaert 2010 for Old
English (dubiously, as we shall see in a moment). It seenas that this is not a viable analysis,
since the Greek accusative has all the hallmarks of a stalatase, including replacement by
nominative case under passivization.

Nor can the lack of accent or the clitic statusuof be made responsible for its referential
dependency, for Greek has a very full set of inherently ueaisd clitic pronouns thahustcount
as pronominals in RT.

In section 5 | show that its discourse anaphoric uses carmekplained away as logophoric
either, because they have none of the defining charactsrftiogophors.

Apart from the empirical and technical difficulties that $keanalyses face, they are unsatis-
factory for two general reasons. First, they end up spéjttitv into two or even three different
homonyms, without any independent evidence in the langu&geondly, they fail to provide a
unified analysis for the remarkably uniform and orderly hétraof discourse anaphors across
languages.

4.2 Parallels

To appreciate the typological parallels, and the full ektdrthe damage that RT does to the
analysis of them, let us briefly review the discourse anaptiat are analogous tov in the other
languages mentioned. For the Old English case in (36), Rbasgthat it has “the parametrically
fixed property of no structural case for the object”, so thsfpronouns do not have the full set
of ¢-features, and are hence referentially dependent. Butdhengption that Old English lacks
structural case is quite implausible, since it has the samuedase system as German, whose
accusative and nominative cases are certainly strucasd@éuland and Reinhart 1995: 251 them-
selves note), and for that matter the same case system as. Giike German, Old English has
a lexically marked class of verbs whose objects bear inhease, which is retained under NP-
movement processes, but apart from these, verbs assigtuséilaccusative case to their nominal
and pronominal objects, which is replaced by nominative capassives (Fischer 1992, Denison
1993: 104, Fischer et al. 2000). This is a standard diagnfuststructural case. In support of their
claim that Old English had no structural case, Reuland aretdevt cite van Gelderen (2000),
who however offers no evidence for it. Her suggestion thigpasives in Old English might be
adjectival, and that their agent phrases might really beunsental is refuted by every page of
Old English prose. True verbal passives with promoted natia subjects and specified human
agents are frequent in the texts from the entire OE periagy #ventive character diagnosed by
adjuncts that are incompatible with non-eventive readiagsh as manner adverbs (37a), temporal
adverbs that locate the event at a point or interval of timspacify its duration (37b), locatives
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(37c¢), true agentive phrases (37d), and simply by contéptaasibility (37e).

(37) a. Manner adverbsiit waes 04 swa geddit was then done soGen.1, 9, 15

b. Temporal and frame adverker pam de Romeburg getimbred waere syx hund wintran
7 fif, in Egyptum weard on anre niht fiftig manna ofslegen,esfithm hiora agnum
sunum'six hundred and five winters before Rome was built, fifty mesgravkilled in
one night in Egypt, all by their own son®rosius40.11

c. Locative adverbsHugo eorl wearp ofslagen innan Angles égarl Hugo was slain in
Anglesey’,Anglo-Saxon Chronicl&098

d. Agent phrasedVearp Roémeburg getimbred fram twam gebrodtReme was built by
two brothers’ Orosius2, 2

e. Common sens&\Veard his hors ofslagen pe hé on sde¢ horse that he was riding on
was killed’ (Chr. 1079). A non-eventive, adjectival reading would mean tletas
riding a dead horse.

Reuland & Reinhart 1995 make a somewhat similar claim fagi&ni, where pronominals like
him ‘him’ and har ‘her’ can be used reflexively, so that (38b) is ambiguous.

(38) Marig(F.) waskethar ;.
Marig washesherself/her.

Compared to German and Old English, Frisian has a reduced €a&$em, in fact so reduced
that the problem becomes not so much motivating the absdrsteuotural Case as the presence
of inherent Case. R&R’s argument rests on a contrast betiveeiobject pronouns in the third
person feminine singulahér vs. se and third person plurah@r, harrenvs. se. Sediffers from
har (and from other pronouns, suchlag) in that it cannot be locally bound:

(39) Marig wasketharselghar ;/se;
Marig washesherself/her/her

As ordinary objects with disjoint reference, batbandhar are allowed (examples from the inter-
net).

(40) marhy seachhar neten groetehar ek net.
but he saw her not andgreetecher alsonot

but he did not see her and did not greet her

hy miende wol dathyse meinommenhie,...marhy seaclse net
he rememberedvell thathe themwith taken had,...but he saw themnot

he did remember that he had taken them along, but he did ntihese

Following Hoekstra 1991, R&R base an account of these datiasoobservation thae(unlike
har, him, etc.) cannot occur in free datives or in locative PPs, aildigional restriction which they
attribute to a requirement feeto receive structural Case under government by a lexicggtion.
They further posit thabhar and him canonly get inherent Case, that Frisian has a subsystem of
inherent Case with only one member, and that a pronoun obgasing an inherent case of this
kind is ¢-defective, and bears the feature [-R], i.e. is referdgt@d@pendent as a result of which
reflexive uses ofiar are possible.
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But har and the other personal pronouns also have a pronominal utbegisjoint reference
with respect to the subject (as in (40a)), in which case tlzeynot bep-defective, hence cannot
bear inherent Case. Thus R&R analysis entails that Frisgeco pronouns (other thase) are
systematically ambiguous, bearing either the languagéésputative inherent Case, or a morpho-
logically identical accusative case which is structuralde not retained under passivization: ‘he
was called X’ ishy wurdt X neamdand not*him wurdt X neamyl This seems a high price to
pay for saving RT in the face of the Frisian data. In genehant RT forces us to posit massive
homonymy between reflexive and referentially independeorigquns, even when they are in every
respect identical.

A simpler explanation for the distribution of Frisiaeis based on the fact that it is unaccented,
unlike har andhim (Sipma 1913: 66, Tiersma 1985: 65). If we suppose that becsis unac-
cented it must lean enclitically on a lexical word to its Jefthich for syntactic reasons can only
be the verb or adjective that governs it, then it follows tlhaannot stand as a bare dative, or be
governed by a preposition. In short, instead of hypothegiain otherwise unmotivated inherent
Case for Frisian, and positing morphosyntactically défedivins for most of its pronouns (such
ashar, him, etc.), we can derive the distribution séfrom the fact that it is phonologically weak.
The special behavior @eamong Frisian pronouns turns out to be an instance of theglesation
that the clitic forms of pronouns are obviative, hence neduflexively, which we have already
seen in Greek.

In aresponse to criticism by Evans & Levinson (2009), Redil&rEveraert (2010) have further
clarified the RT treatment of languages without reflexivenpums by proposing an analysis of
Fijian, where “in the third person, a verb with the trangtimarkera and without an explicit object
is interpreted as having unmarked reference to a thirdusmgpbject which is noncoreferential
with the subject. If coreference or reflexivity is intendedfull object pronoun (e.gea, third-
singular object) is required, and although this might bernmteted disjointedly, it encourages a
coreferential reading” (Dixon 1988, 256).

(41) a. sa va'a-.dodonu-.ta.'inio Mika;
ASPcorrect Art Mike
‘Mike corrected him’ (*himself)
b. sa va'a-.dodonu-.ta’'ini"'ea,; 0 Mika
ASP correct 3sg+ObjArt Mike
‘Mike corrected himself’ (preferred) or ‘Mike correctednni

R&E’s idea is that Fijian licenses the reflexive interprietatof the overt pronoun in (41a) by a
“doubling” procedure, involving the adjunction of the fglifonoun’ea to a covert null pronoun;
the structure of (41a) would then really be as shown in (42):

(42) sa va'a-.dodonu-.ta'ini( ‘ealpp 0 Mika
ASPcorrect 3sg+0bj3sg+ObjArt Mike

‘Mike corrected himself’

The RT analysis again comes at a price: once covert doubfipgomouns is allowed, then addi-
tional constraints must rule out the ungrammatical contimna in (43), and the typology predicted
by the theory expands in unwanted ways.

4Actually most Frisian pronouns have unaccented forms2eSy.je [jo], 3.Sg. pm] (Tiersma 1985: 65); if these
have the same clitic status s& the expectation would be that they should have the samedfidigtribution.
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(43) a. *sa va'a-.dodonu-.ta’inifea ’'ealpp 0 Mika
ASPcorrect 3sg+0bj3sg+ObjArt Mike
‘Mike corrected himself’

b. *sa va’a-.dodonu-.ta’ini[ flop 0 Mika
ASPcorrect 3sg+0bj3sg+0ObjArt Mike
‘Mike corrected himself’

From the BOT perspective, Fijian has two vanilla pronourig:an obviative null pronoun (like
Spanishl), and comparable to obviative unaccented or weak pronowts & Frisiarsg Greek

¢€-), and (2) non-obviativéea, which may be interpreted as coreferential or disjointg(ldther
accentable pronouns such as Frisieem OId Englishhim, and Greek accentefl). The gen-
eralization that weak pronouns are obviative runs throdgthese systems. The preference for
coreferential interpretation déa is expected, though it remains unexplained why the blocking
effect is not stronger.

5 Logophoric use of anaphors

The final possibility for accommodatingv in RT that remains to be examined is that it is a
logophor. Almost all anaphors that appear to be bound frotsidela finite clause in Greek turn out
to be discourse anaphors rather than reflexives: unaccentetiomer, and:wté- in the classical
language. But in both dialects we do sometimes find reflexivgmsitions where they have no
syntactic antecedent, not even a long-distance one. Theetieal literature on anaphora refers to
this special use of reflexives a®GOPHORIG co-opting a term originally referring to a distinct
class of pronouns attested in some languages that confori@g} (from Clements 1975: 171,
see also Hagege 1974, Sells 1987, Zribi-Hertz 1989, Sigard$990, Reuland 2006, Thrainsson
2007).

(44) a. Logophoric pronouns are restricted to reportiveéexds transmitting the words/thoughts
of an individual other than the speaker/narrator.

b. The antecedent is not in the same reportive context asgiophoric pronoun.

c. The antecedent designates the individual whose wouoisjtits are transmitted in the
reported context in which the logophoric pronoun occurs.

Such instances of logophoric reflexives as | have found in étanGreek have the same prop-
erties as the logophoric reflexives reported for moderralugic and Faroese by Thrainsson (2007,
Ch. 9): non-obligatoriness, non-occurrence in speakiented clauses (e.g. adverbial or adjunct
clauses), human antecedents, non-factive predicateyiofysand thinking only, and restriction to
bare unstrengthened reflexives (that is, Icelastiand Homericz-). Whoever wrote down and
edited the Homeric MSS (presumably the Alexandrian schplanderstood Homeric grammar
well enough to see that they are not simply discourse anatubrreflexives of a special kind, and
took care to put the accent on them that reflexives require.

(45) a.0 & Ayoudv INNo enéodw, 6c TIc ol T énéowxe ol
he Prt Achaean-PGEN other-Acc choose-MP3SG who everRefl-DAT andsuit-3Ss and
0¢ Paocureltepoc éotwv Il 9.392
who kinglier is

let him [Agamemnon] choose another of the Achaeans who is morebiita him
and more kingly
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b. nepnin 0 £o avtol  Ev Eévteot dloc Ayhelg; €l
test-RASSAOR3SG Prt Refl-GeEN self-GEN in armor-R. DAT gloriousAchilles  whether
ol epopudooeie Il 19.384-5
Refl-DAT fit-AOROPT3SG
And the noble Achilles tested himself in his armor, whethd&tted him

C. 6oodxt & opunoele  TUAdLY  Adpdovidev [...] el nwc ol
whenevePrtrush-OpT3SG gate-R. GEN Dardanian-RGEN [...] if how Refl-DaT
xadUmepiey ahdhxoley Behéeoot Il. 22.194-6

from above defend-AOROPT3PL arrow-R.DAT

Whenever he would rush straight for the Dardanian gates], hoping they [the Tro-
jans] might defend him from above with arrows

(45a) could be rendered in English witlimself In context, its use is entirely appropriate. The
reflexive keeps the relative clause within the scope of thgenative, ensuring its intensional inter-
pretation: Achilles is implying that Agamemnon will find rame more worthy than him.

Icelandic allows long-distance reflexives whose antedsdare apparently in different sen-
tences (Thrainsson 2007: 472). It occurs in the special 6fpeported speech known as “free
indirect discourse”, which occurs in Classical Greek ad.weis naturally analyzed as subordi-
nated to ellipsed main clauses with a verb of saying or thigkivhose subject is the antecedent of
a long-distance reflexive. Here is a characteristic Greakgie.

(46) o 6¢ avtol Adnvaior Aéyouot, dixalwe e€ehdoot. [...] Ewutolg 8¢ yevéolor T0600TER
exelvov dvdpog dueivovag, [...] tabta 8¢ Adnvoiol Aéyouot. Hdt. 6.137.3-4
But the Athenians themselves say that they expelled [th&sB&lns] justly. [The expulsion
is narrated in a sequence of infinitive clauses.] They,fo\Lc) were much better men than
the Pelasgians. [...] That is what the Athenians stit. 6.137.3-4

Each ECM clause comes under the scope of an implégibuct ‘they say’. Greek seems to do

this only with sequences of infinitive clauses, whereas tieéahdic construction involves finite

subjunctive clauses. This does not necessarily indicaieGineek and Icelandic anaphors differ
with respect to their binding domain; it looks like it has wlith their respective syntax of indirect

discourse, perhaps involving different conditions undarch ellipsis of the governing predicate
is permitted.

Comparison of these logophoric uses of reflexives with tleipusly descriped uses ofv
as a discourse anaphor reveals fundamental differenceth pwithere is no explicit or implicit
governing predicate of saying or thinking, and the persped the narrator’s, not that of someone
whose speech or thought is represented. | concludethistnot a reflexive with a logophoric use.

R&R (2006) define the category ebcus LOGOPHORas a discourse anaphor that marks focus
or emphasis. It shares with other logophors the negatiyegptpthat it does not stand in a syntactic
relationship to an antecedent, but unlike them it is comfidviative), e.ghimself Germarsich
selbst and is available only in configurations where chain fororais structurally licensed. (47)
illustrates this type in classical Greek.

47) a. [Kpo?oog] NEOTNOE O TOV LOAWVY TVOL TEY GVTWY ELDUUOVEG TATOY EWMQUXEY, (G
10016 ye Mdvtwe dnododnooduevov eautd. Diodorus Siculus 9.27.1
And he [Croesus] asked Solpnvho of all living beings hefound most fortunate,
thinking that hewould in any case award this to himself
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b. [Keoioogi] éheye [...] ¢ te adtd tévta dnoBefrixol tfj nep excivog; [0 LoAwv] eire,
OUBEY TL UBAROV EC EWUTOV] AEYWY 1) 0UX €¢ mav To dvipeomivov Hdt. 1.86.6
[Croesus] said [...] that everything had turned out for hi®ndesus] as he [Solon] had
said, speaking no more of himself [Croesus] than of everydrubeing.

The subject of the participial phrasésododncouevov in (47a) andiéywv in (47b) isSolon An
unintended local binding relation is available in each casét7a), that Croesus expects Solon to
nominate himself (Solon) as the most fortunate creatutkerahan Croesus himself (the intended
meaning), and in (47b), that Croesus said that Solon waspaatkéng of himself (Solon), rather
than that Solon was not speaking of Croesus himself (theda® meaning). These sentences
illustrate R&R’s insightful observation that a “focus Iqg@oric” interpretation can successfully
compete with syntactic binding, as is indeed confirmed byahglish translations, whet@mself

is quite idiomatic. As far as | knowyv is never used a a focus logophor either.

As an aside, it is worth noting that Herodotus has severgimes of reflexives in finite com-
plement clauses headed bywc, expressing the intended goal of the event denoted by the mai
clause (Powell 1933: 217), such as (48):

(48) a.mowv droavta Gxwe ol Adfjvar  yevolato U EwUTE  TE Xl
do-PRT all-Accto the-R. Athens-R. become-AROPT3PL underRefl-DAT andalso
Aogeley  Hdt. 5.96.1
Darius-Dat

doing all he could to subjugate Athens to himsedhd to Darius

b. €BouleleTo onwe [...] Ewutod 10 €pyov €oTan Hdt. 3.154.1
plan-IMPERF3SG to [...] Refl-GEN theaccomplishmenbe-FuT3SG

he planned for the accomplishment to be his own

C. xot OAvyapylay O ogiowy avTolC HOVOY ETLITNOEIWS 0TS TOATEVGOUGL
for oligarchy-Acc PrtRefl-PLDAT self-PLDAT only for to live-FUT3PL
Yepameovtee Thuc.1.19.1
serve.RRT-PL

only to make themsubservient to thepty establishing oligarchies among them

These seem borderline cases between long-distance aaapitfocus logophora; if they are the
former, they would be the only finite clauses in all of the worfkthese authors out of which
reflexives can be bound. Either way, it is not clear why theysar common in just this type of
clause.

In any case, comparison of the logophoric use of reflexivéis thie discourse anaphoric uses of
uv immediately shows that they have nothing in common. Norexeféuw cannot be explained
away as a logophor.

This completes our argument. The bottom line is that Greglsj@ld English, Frisian, Fijian,
Turkish, and Malay in attesting a class of true anaphorsndisboth from reflexives and from
pronominals, whose characteristic is that they may but neeétiave a structural antecedent. This
class of anaphors requires an extension of binding thebmgtialong the lines of BOT, then to
something that equals and hopefully exceeds BOT’s empu@mzerage.
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