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Obligatory nonlocal binding
An exclusively long distance anaphor in Yag Dii
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Abstract Grammatical dependencies, including anaphoric binditagioms, are gen-
erally assumed not to ignore local relations and refer oalyanlocal relations.
Yag Dii (Niger-Congo/Adamawa-Ubangi, Cameroon) progi@®unterevidence to
this otherwise well established generalisation. Yag @i la complicated pronomi-
nal system, originally described by Bohnhoff (1986, 201@jh pronominal forms
whose distribution is determined by the nature of their egdent, their grammatical
function, and the type of clause in which they may appear. &@tef forms exhibits
an otherwise unattested form of nonlocality: the pronotrfioran and its antecedent
must be separated by at least one clause, and the preseruseocea of coreferent
phrases in the intervening clause does not affect its appearor distribution. The
relation between this exclusively long-distance pronahform and its antecedent
seems to violate otherwise well-established locality ¢k for anaphoric relations
and, indeed, for grammatical dependencies more genevedyprovide an analysis
of binding in Yag Dii which captures the binding requirerntgefor the exclusively
long-distance form in a locally constrained manner by egiee to an independently
motivated feature demarcating the domain in which the esxobly long-distance
pronominal must appear.

Keywords Binding, anaphora, locality, Lexical Functional Grammar

1 Locality in grammar

It is generally assumed that languages do not have gramahdgpendencies that
are exclusively nonlocal — there are no grammatical depezide that operate at a
minimum distance of two clauses away, for example (Fitipat2002, Sag 2010,
among many others). In the context of anaphoric bindingepast this assumption
amounts to the claim that pronouns never ignore their lomatlext. This is thesubset
principle of Manzini and Wexler (1987) for anaphoric binding domaimkich states




that larger binding domains always properly contain smallees, and th&ocality

Conditionof Dalrymple (1993), stated as: “binding constraints wagls refer to local
elements, never exclusively to nonlocal ones”. Referemtmctl elements in binding
may take one of several forms: an anaphor may require, afiodisallow a binder
in the local context. In all of these cases, the local conitexélevent for binding
conditions, in that the antecedent of an anaphor must, mayag not appear locally.

Binding patterns in Yag Di(Bohnhoff, 1986, 2010) seem to run counter to these
standardly accepted generalisations. The Yag Dii pronahsystem contains four
types of pronouns with different distributions dependinglee binding requirements
they must obey and the type of clause in which they must appéarset of pro-
nouns that Bohnhoff refers to asappear as subjects of certain subordinate clauses;
il pronouns cannot be used deictically, and a discourse atgBtis not acceptable.
However, the antecedent af must be the subject of a clause that is at least two
clauses distant. Abstracting away from linear order, theega configuration is as in

(2):
(1) gfantecedentofi ... [ ... s3[ 11 ...] ...]]

S3, the clause whose subjectisiapronoun, may be a complement clause, an adjunct
clause, a relative clause, or more deeply embedded w&himhe clause labelled
< is a grammaticised logophoric domain, which may be eithtgpizal logophoric
domain such as the complement of a verb such as ‘say’, or adinlte clause which
does not typically constitute a logophoric domain, such asitzordinate purpose
clause or a causal adjunct (Bohnhoff, 1986, 2010). Tipegonoun must be bound by
the subject ofl.

Thell pronouns are interesting from the point of view of localignditions be-
cause the subject & may be, but need not be, coreferential withlt is not the
presence or absence of a suitable binde®rthat is required by, but the pres-
ence of a suitable binder as the subjecsbfIn other words, th& pronoun ignores
the &2 context, and is sensitive only to the presence of a potdsitider inS1. This
sets the Yag Diil pronouns apart from more familiar long-distance anaphdrsse
distribution is affected by the presence or absence of aafiatéinder inS2.

In example (2) thel pronoun appears as the subject of a relative cl&3sgn
which hell will eat the Easter meylwhich is contained within the complement
clauseS2 (where is the housgs[in which hell; will eat the Easter meal with his
disciples?). The antecedent of is ‘teachey, the subject of the main clausi, and
a discourse antecedejis not acceptablé:

1 Bohnhoff (1986, 2010) describes the Western (mam be’) ciatentered around Mbé, Cameroon.
2 Glossing conventions for Yag Dii examples follow Bohnh(if®86, 2010):
CM clause-final particle DEM  demonstrative

DU dual FUT future
NEG negation PERF perfective
PL plural Q guestion marker

SG singular
DECL is used for declarative. Glosses for examples in other lagesi follow the source.
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) a[Akaw 0 o g[lig [ba ii & hen lali péaskakan
Teacher(hg) say house thathe.l; . eatthing eatingEastemwith
waa duuli bii vawuli maa) ba di tela?]”

child following his pL therewhen,that.itis.therewhere?”

‘si[ The teacharasks,p[where is the houses[in which heli; .; will eat the
Easter meal with hijdisciples?]]]’ (L. Bohnhoff, p.c., translation of Luke 22&)

An abbreviated functional structure (Bresnan, 2001; Daple, 2001) shows the
grammatical structure of example (2) and the relation ofithgronoun to its an-
tecedent, ‘teacher’, with the matrix clause labelidthe grammaticised logophoric
domains2, and the claus&3 whose subject is thie pronoun:

(3) [PRED ask 7
SUBJ teacher

PRED be.where

sl PRED house
coMP - PRED eat
SuBJ ADJ {SB[SUBJ i }}
oBJ meal

The clause containing thepronoun may also appear more deeply embedded within
2, as in example (4), whereis separated from its antecedent by two clause bound-
aries. In example (4)i is the subject of the relative claus§g, that hell created
and hid This relative clause modifies the objebingsof the subordinate purpose
clause(so that) they know the thingg[that hell created and hid] This subordinate
clause modifies th&2 clausethat | should teach everyone (so that) [they know the
things [that hell created and hid]] which is the complement of the matrix verb
say, whose subject ‘God’ is the antecedent of thpronoun.

(4) s Tayit®0 @ g[ba antl’'udnan ‘waapad s gaa hen g ba
God (hg) say thatl teachpersorall theyknowthing that
ki mbdg yag yg]l] no].
hel createhideDEM CM
‘s1[God said g[that | should teach everyone [so they know the thiggthat
hell; created and hid...]J]]’ (L. Bohnhoff, p.c., translationBphesians 3:9)

The structure of example (4) and the relationidb its antecedent is shown in (5):



(5) [PRED say

suBJ God
[ PRED teach 1
[PRED | 1
r PRED everyone
[PRED know
Sl suBJ they
ComMP 82| o\ 5; PRED thing

PRED create
SUBJ I

oBJ

ADJ
oBJ
ADJ {S%:

Example (6) is similar to example (2), but is unacceptahiéfo reasonsii does
not appear in a logophoric domain, and the only potentiadéimf theil pronoun is
in the next clause up and so not sufficiently distant:

(6) *Akaw © hQlig [ba ii la hen lali paskakan waa duuli
Teacher(hg) seehouse thathe.i eatthing eatingEastemwith child following
bii va walt méaa].
his pL therewhen
(‘The teacharsaw the house [in whichell will eat the Easter meal with his
disciples].) (L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

The complement of the veHjj ‘want’ is a logophoric domain, and so in example (7),
the logophoric domain condition is fulfilled. In (7a), as 6),(the subject of the main
clause is unsuitable as an antecedentifbecause it is too close. Singecannot take

a discourse antecedent, and there is no potential binderstisafficiently distant,
(7a) is ungrammatical. The grammatical version in (7b) amst a different type of
pronoun, &1 pronoun, which does not require a nonlocal antecedent.

(7) a *Va hii [ laakaali.
theymi want they.il go town.to

(‘They want to go to town.”) (L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)
b. Va hii [bi ladkaah.

theymi; want they.Bl; go town.to

‘They want to go to town.’ (corrected version of Bohnhoff889 113)

In example (8) thdl pronoun appears as the subject of an adjunct cl&3se
(hell doesn't leaviwhich is contained within a complement cla&®(even if hal;
doesn't leave, I'll see Moses’s thingrhe antecedent af is ‘Papa’, the subject of
the main claus&l:
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(8) st[Ba’'a 0 gaa o[s3[ koo i [Gu ni sj'] ba mihhg hen
Papa, (hg) knows timehell; leaveNEG eventhatl  seething
Maasawoo]].
Moseshis

‘s[Papaknows thaip[ss[even ifhell; doesn't leave], I'll see Moses’s thing]].’
(L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

The abbreviated functional structure in (9) shows the gratoal structure of exam-
ple (8) and the relation of thie pronoun to its antecedent, ‘Papa’:

(9) [ PRED know

suBJ Papa

PRED see
suBJ |

0BJ M's thing

PRED leave
ADJ 3 N
SUBJ I;

In example (8), there is no potential binderiofn S2. In contrast, the subject &
is coreferential with thé pronoun in the structurally similar and equally acceptable
example in (10). The syntactic structure for example (18himwvn in (11).

COMP &2:

(10) qt[B&’a 0 gaa o[s3[sey ii laa tée] ba bihhg hen Muldsa
Papg, (hg) knows time hell; goeswhen,thathg seethingMoses
woo0]].
his

‘Papa knows that [[wherhe.i; goes], hell see Moses's thing].
(L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

(12) rPRED know

SuBJ Papa

PRED see
SuBJ hg
0oBJ M'’s thing

{ {PRED go}}
ADJ SCH .
SUBJ I

Besides example (8), examples where the subjeBafoes not corefer with thie
pronoun appear in (2), (4), (12), (13), (14), (16), and (49the presence or absence
of a coreferential element ® does not have an effect on the distributiom ofather,

il ignores thes2 context in fulfilling its binding conditions.

COMP 2




(12) sl Yag gan 0 od naawakéé g[ba a 100 kan waa woOOYye,
mouthseer she tell ladywomary  thatshg leavewith child, her; DEM,
kanhen g[ba ki wadada ye.]]]
andthing  thatsheil; list.for-her; DEM...
‘s1[The seer told the woman s[that shg must leave with hgrchild, and the
things thatgs[shel; listed for hef]]]. (L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

(13) (Babaankéé ..0 ka moo ... kanmoo wayag)si[ wao ka
Harg  wife; shg takeword andwordcry herj.husbangdhg
baa waa:s[ gbanaaran beebi g li d>ggama’ad bi
continuallycry chief; they callhim;  hell; go.up catch.forhimy
mbee-i  pee, .. ]l
sheepem DEM
‘(Hare’s wife; ...tells aboutk [her; husbangs crying out continuallys[that the
chiefi calls him g[thathe.i; should go up and catch sheep for Rjih..
(L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

In examples (8) and (10), the binder of thepronoun is the subject that imme-
diately precedes it, but in other examples this is not the.dasexample (14), the
pronoun appears as the subject of a relative cla@8¢hat hell; gave (them) mongy
within the complement claus® (that they should call in the workees[that hell;
gave (them) money]Although the immediately preceding subject is the promatn
subjecttheyof S2, theil pronominal subject 083 must be bound by the subject of
the main clausé&l, the unexpressed subject sdys The grammatical structure of
example (14) is shown in (15).

(14) 0 fii ya, [0 g[ba wa beed bi
(he) returnscome, says thatthey; call.for him;

nan ba'ad gg[ba ki p& va siide maava yu],
manwork,  thathell; give them, moneyDEM PL FOCUS

moobi gaa hen ba kuw kbdh kansiide bii ma no]].
for hg knowthingthatthey, do-withandmoneyhis DEM CM

‘...(hg) returns g [sayss[that they should call in for him the workerg ss[that
heli; gave (therg) money], so hecan know the thing which thgyhave done with
his money]].

(L. Bohnhoff, p.c., translation of Luke 19:15)

3 The pronourve ‘them’ in the relative clause is a resumptive pronoun.



Obligatory nonlocal binding 7

(15) [PRED say 7
suBJ hg
[PRED callin 1
suBJ they,
oBL for.him;
Si: PRED workerg
comp PRED give
OBJ | suBy i

| oBJ them

OBJheme MONEy

A pronoun coreferential with the pronoun appears i82 in example (14), but not
in the similarly-structured example (2). As shown in B)is the subject of the rel-
ative clauses3 (in which hell will eat the Easter meal with his disciplesvhich is
embedded in the complement cla@e(where is the housg[in which heil will eat
the Easter meal with his disciples

In examples (2), (4), (8), (10), and (143 is an adjunct clause: a concessive
clause in examples (8) and (10), and a relative clause in phesn(2), (4), (12), and
(14).S3 may also be a complement clause witBi as in (13) and (16):

(16) s Nanba’'add 'Q g[moo’én da bi t66 ba ka vi bi
manwork (hg) say for whatfriend; his otherthathe; askhim
s[ba i sdaws alal])?
thathell; repay.him cm.Q
‘s1[The worker askeds[why his friend; asked him s[that heill; repay the
IOU1) (corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 119)

(17) rPrRED say

SUBJ worker

[ PRED ask

suBJ [his; friend];

Sl: 0oBJ [PRED himi}

COMP 2
PRED repa
SUBJ I
oBJ him;

Thus, thell pronominal forms exemplify an exclusively nonlocal depamy: they
must be bound by a subject at least two clauses distant. @rsitbution is not
affected by the presence or absence of potential binde®g,iby the relative linear
order of the subjects &1, S2, andS3, or by the argument/adjunct status of eitBer
or S3.

COMP S3:




1.111 1S NOT A STANDARD LONG-DISTANCE ANAPHOR

It is not possible to capture the exclusively long-distanatire of the binding con-
straints onl pronouns by means of standard binding-theoretic consstaimioes not
behave like a standard pronominal, in that it does not obd&y amegative binding
condition such as Binding Condition B (a pronominal must tee fin its governing
category: Chomsky 1981). pronouns require an antecedent in the same sentence,
unlike pronominals, and cannot appear without an ante¢e@&nourse] also does
not behave like a standard short-distance anaphor in opd@iimding Condition A
(an anaphor must be bound in its governing category), stnsaot locally bound.

It is well known that some reflexive pronouns can take norllangecedents; an
example is Chinesgiji, which can be bound by any commanding subject, whether
local or nonlocaft

(18) Zhangsan shuaVangwu zhidadLisi changpiping  ziji]].
said knew often criticized self
‘Zhangsansaid that Wangwpknew that Lis often criticized himself; \.
(Chinese; Huang and Tang, 1991, 264)

1l pronouns resemble long-distance anaphors such as Chiji@seequiring a binder

in the same sentence and allowing binding by a nonlocal ed&st. Howeveril
pronouns differ froneiji in disregarding potential local antecedents, and reqirin
binding by a nonlocal antecedent.

1.211 DOES NOT EXEMPLIFY SWITCH REFERENCE

Binding patterns fori pronominal forms may appear similar to familiar patterns of
switch reference, where clauses are marked to indicatdereree between argu-
ments, often subjects, of two different clauses. HaimanMuodro (1983) provide
example (19) from Pima (Uto-Aztecan), citing Langdon andnkéu(1979) and per-
sonal communication from Etheleen Rosero. The morphenesegtbSS enforces
coreference between the subjectofand the subject dfit, while the DS morpheme
indicates that the subjects of the two verbs are not coneffere

(19) a. Hegaluuvi ’'a-t 'am sohfihegaiceojc 'am s:.
that woman3-perf hit that manSS cry
‘The woman hit the man and sheried.’
b. Hegafuuvi ’a-t ’'am sohfiihegaiceojku-t (hegaiceoj)’am osa.
that woman3-perf hit that manDS that man cry
‘The woman hit the marand he (the man) cried.’
(Pima; Haiman and Munro, 1983, x)

The Yag Diiil pronoun differs from switch reference in Pima, howeverhiat theil
pronoun does not place any constraints on the reference auiject of the imme-

4 This is a simplification; for detailed discussion of bindicanstraints for Chinessiji, see Huang and
Tang (1991) and references cited there.
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diately higher clause. In contrast, switch-reference gén@perates locally: accord-
ing to Haiman and Munro (1983, xiii), “there seem to be no laaggs... in which
switch-reference is markezkclusivelybetween non-adjacent clauses. Thus, if a lan-
guage has switch-reference marking between non-adjalsersss, it will also mark
switch-reference between adjacent clauses.”

1.311 IS NOT OBVIATIVE

In some constructions in Spanish and other Romance languthgepronominal sub-
ject of a subjunctive complement clause cannot corefertivghmatrix subject (Quer,
2006); in the Romance literature, this is generally calleviation”.

(20) a. *Queremogueganemos.
want.lPL thatwin.SUB.PRS 1PL
("‘We want to win.’)
b. Queremosgueganen.
want.lPL thatwin.SUB.PRS3PL

‘We want them to win.’ (Spanish; Quer, 2006, 662)

Analyses of Romance obviation constructions generallyrassthat the binding do-
main for the subordinate subject pronoun is extended to taixnclause (but no
further). Extending this analysis 1o pronouns would be incorrect in two respects:
such an analysis incorrectly predicts thiatlisallows a local binder, while in fadt
neither disallows nor requires a local binder; and the aisigrovides no means of
enforcing coreference with a more distant binden) asquires.

1.411 1S NOT A PRONOMINAL ANAPHOR

To ensure the presence of a nonlocal antecedeni fave might attempt to state
the binding requirements for as a combination of a local noncoreference require-
ment (as we expect to find with pronominals) and a nonlocafeoence requirement
(as we find with long-distance reflexives): that iiswould be an overt pronomi-
nal anaphor, which must be locally free but bound in a largenain, as originally
suggested for the Malayalam pronaaanby Mohanan (1981) or the Scandinavian
pronounsegby Hellan (1988) (see also Dalrymple 1993 and Kiparsky 200R%)-
hanan (1981) provides examples (21a) and (21b) to showdhatmust be bound,
and example (21c) to show that the bindetadn may not be a coargument of the
same predicate — that imanmust be bound within the sentence in which it appears,
but may not be locally bound:
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(21) a. *@an aanaye nulli.
selfNoMm elephantacc pinched
‘Self pinched the elephant.’ (Malayalam; Mohanan, 198}, 13
b. [taan aanaye nulli  emo] kutti raajaawinootmara n’nu.

selfNoM elephantacc pinchedthat child king.DAT said
‘The child told the king that sejfpinched the elephant.’
(Mohanan, 1981, 17)
c. *moohantaane aaradask’k’unnu.
Mohan selfAacc worships
‘Mohary worships himse|f (Mohanan, 1981, 15)

Such an approach does not produce the right resuit fbowever. We cannot ensure
that the antecedent of appears at least two clauses removed by requiritig be
free in theS2 domain but bound in the entire sentence, sincan appear whether or
not there is a potential binder in ti82 domain.

Refining the condition to disallow particular types of binglen S2 does not help.
Yag Dii has three types of pronounsi( AN, andsl, to be described in Section 2) that
are in principle potential binders farin S2. Sincell must appear in a grammaticised
logophoric domain and must corefer with the logophoric eedent, any potential
pronominal binder foni within the logophoric domain must also be a logophoric
pronoun. As we will show in Section 3, thei and AN series are antilogophoric,
and cannot appear in the logophoric domain when corefalesith the logophoric
antecedent. This leaves orgy as a potential binder far in S2. In (10), repeated
here, the subject @ is aBi-type pronoun, and there is no problem with coreference
between the! subject 0fS2 and thd| subject ofS3.

(22) Baa 0 gaa g[x[sey ii laa tée] ba bihhg hen Mulsawo0o].
Papa (hg) knows timehe.l; goeswhen thathg seethingMoseshis
‘c[Papa knows thaig[ss[whenhell; goes],he Bii’ll see Moses's thing].
(L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

2 The Yag Dii pronominal system

The pronominal system of Yag Dii is exceptionally comphaith four main classes
of pronominal forms morphologically realised as indepeanigeonouns, pronominal
affixes, and verbal auxiliaries formed on pronominal b&segronouns share some
properties withAN pronouns, which usually appear as subjects of suborditeatees,
and also share some other properties witbronouns. Here we provide a description
of the pronominal system of Yag Dii, situating thepronouns in the overall system
and demonstrating important commonalities and differermeeong the four classes
of pronominal forms.

5 We set aside a fifth class of ‘hypothetical’ verbal auxikarivhich are morphologically similar to the
mi verbal auxiliaries; see Bohnhoff (2010) for discussionhis tlass.
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Following Bohnhoff (1986, 2010), we refer to the four maipég asvi, AN, BI,
andil forms, named after the first person forms of each seriesr Tistribution is
roughly as in Table $.

Table 1 Distribution ofmi, AN, BI, andii forms.

acceptable in nonlogophoric only in grammaticised
domain, antilogophoric logophoric domain with
in logophoric domain logophoric antecedent
subject M1 in declarative main clauses,| BI,
AN in imperative main clauses,| 11 in some subordinate clauses
AN in most subordinate clauses,
nonsubject| Mi BI

Logophoric vs nonlogophoric domaiA major division in the pronominal system is
between what Bohnhoff calls the ‘nonlogophorici/AN sets and the ‘logophoric’
BI/ll sets. Thesl/il sets appear only in a grammaticised logophoric domaiaior
domain, and cannot be used for deictic reference.gildomain is triggered by five
types of subordinate clauses, including typical logophddmains such as indirect
speech as well as domains not usually associated with lagimity, such as purpose
clausesB! pronouns are found in indirect quotations, indirect ordstdbordinate
desiderative clauses, affirmative purpose clauses, arghladjuncts introduced by
ka or ba (see Section 4 for more discussion of the logophoric domaihggammati-
cised logophoricity in Yag Dii). Note that th® domain includes both complement
clauses (indirect quotations, indirect orders) and adjelacses (subordinate desider-
ative clauses, affirmative purpose clauses, and certaislafi causal adjunctsgi
pronouns appear only within tree domain, and must corefer with the subject of the
clause that contains th® domain (the ‘logophoric antecedent’): Bohnhoff (1986,
2010) refers to this as threference conditiomr REF COND TheMi/AN forms may
also appear in thel domain, but may not corefer with the logophoric antecedent
when they appear there.

Subject vs nonsubject pronoun formms andBi pronominal forms can appear either
as subjects or as nonsubjeais. andil forms appear only as subjects. Subject forms
in all four types can encode future/nonfuture tense andadative/imperative mood,;
they then appear in a fixed position after the full subjecaphrand before the verb,
in what Bohnhoff calls the PN-ML-TE (person-number-moodédphoricity-tense-
emphasis) position. Bohnhoff (1986, 2010) analyses thases as tensed pronouns,
noting that they are transparently related to the free puorsets in the case of the
Mi andBI pronouns, and Nordlinger and Sadler (2004a,b) adopt tHgsisaf these

6 Bohnhoff (2010) uses the term “factative” for what we calettarative” in the following. The term
“factative” is commonly used in descriptions of West Aficeanguages for the unmarked form signaling
past or perfect tense for nonstative clauses and presese fen stative clauses (Welmers, 1973), but
Bohnhoff (2010) uses the term for both perfective and ingmife declarative clauses, distinguishing
factative from imperative and hypothetical mood.
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forms as tensed pronouns in their discussion of nominaétévardlinger and Sadler
observe that it can be difficult to distinguish tensed pranfaums from verbal aux-
iliaries with pronominal agreement marking, and point dw#tttan analysis of such
forms as tensed pronouns is best motivated for languageésiahwhe relevant forms
bear case, appear in multiple positions within the clausd/aa bear a grammati-
cal function other than subject. In Yag Dii, however, thésens cooccur with full
pronominal and nonpronominal subject forms, always appéar the full subject
phrase and before the verb, and do not bear case, suggéstirtgey are best anal-
ysed as verbal auxiliaries and not as tensed pronouns.flsp#gj if we assume that
clauses are best analysed as of category IP, these verhiguborms are of cate-
gory | and head the IP phrase. In functional terms, the foroméribute tense and/or
mood information at the clausal level as well as a prononsnbject with the binding
properties appropriate to each type of pronoun.

A related issue is whether third person verbal auxiliariestalways be treated
as contributing an incorporated third person pronoun; éfytare, free pronominal
and non-pronominal third person subjects must be treatéapéss or appositions to
such incorporated third person subject pronolifikis corresponds to the distinction
between what Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) ealhphoric agreemeninvolving
an anaphoric relation between a topic or appositional ghessl an incorporated
pronominal subject, angrammatical agreementn their exploration of grammat-
ical vs. anaphoric agreement in Chichewa, Bresnan and Mblbo(1987) demon-
strate convincingly that the Chichewa third person obggteement morpheme is
best treated as an incorporated pronoun (anaphoric agntemile the subject
agreement morpheme is ambiguously used for grammaticabaaghoric agree-
ment. Austin and Bresnan (1996) provide a thorough disonssi grammatical and
anaphoric agreement from a crosslinguistic perspectigematstrating the neces-
sity of treating many agreement morphemes as ambiguougbatgrammatical and
anaphoric agreement.

In fact, the treatment of third person forms as anaphoricramgnatical agree-
ment in the presence of a full noun phrase subject does reaitaffe analysis of the
binding patterns we examine here, since bound pronounstdmaocur with an overt
full subject phrase in the clause. Hence, for clarity andseziancy with Bohnhoff’s
presentation of examples, we assume that all verbal atiggig@ontain incorporated
subject pronouns which may show anaphoric agreement whttr siominal phrases
in the sentence. However, further research may reveal ligatdrrect analysis of
Yag Dii third person forms involves ambiguity between graatical and anaphoric
agreement (as in Chichewa), if evidence is found that hittitperson noun phrases
behave as subjects and not appositions in Yag Dii.

3 Nonlogophoric pronouns

The nonlogophoric pronounsi andAN are distinguished in terms of the syntactic
environments in which they must appear: rougly,pronouns appear in imperatives

7 Thanks to Lee Bohnhoff for extensive discussion of thiséssund for important observations about
differences between grammatical and anaphoric agreeménstiand second vs. third person forms.
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Table 2 mi andAN pronominal forms (Bohnhoff, 1986, 2010).

mi andAN verbal auxiliaries:

main clause| subordinate
unmarked | nonfuture future unmarked unmarked

Mi Mi Mi AN AN
1sG -h/mi min mih an
1INCL.DU -a/ba ban ban ba | aa
2sG -m/mg min mdh am
3sG 0 wah, sh, si ah a
1EXCL.PL V) von vohn 00
1INCL.PL ba...vi ban...vi ban...vi ba...vi | aa...vi
2PL vi vin vih i
3PL va van vah tH

Mi free pronoun and affix (non-auxiliary) forms:

Mi Mi Mi
emphatic, Mi final, kinship

non-kinship poss| obj emphatic | poss

1sG mii -n/mi mi -n

1INCL.DU baa ba ba

2sG moo -m/mj md -m

3sG w00 -Wa Wt -ga

1EXCL.PL vO0 )

1INCL.PL baa vi ba vi | bavi

2PL vii vi

3pPL Voo va | valy

and in most types of subordinate clauses, whilepronouns appear elsewhere, in
non-imperative main clauses and in some types of suboslgiatises. They do not
differ in binding requirements: neither pronouns noAN pronouns require a binder,
and both are antilogophoric when appearing in the grammatitogophoric domain.

A partial paradigm for the1i andAN nonlogophoric pronominal forms is given
in Table 2. The discontinuousNicL.PL forms (e.gba...\) can be interrupted by the
verbal complex (the verb or series of serial verbs and amgabipronouns). There are
additional emphatic and possessiveforms not listed here, as well as portmanteau
forms of the verbal auxiliaries incorporating a complenmar see Bohnhoff (1986,
2010) for the full paradigms. There are no nonsubjectorms. For present purposes,
it is sufficient to distinguish the members of thié andAN series listed in Table 2,
and in fact we will mainly be concerned with the four-way gfistion in distribution
involving the subjecmi, AN, BI, andii forms.

In examples (23-26), thai subject, object, and possessive pronouns are used:
(23) Subject and object in independent declarative clause:

Mi  hQ vi 0.

I.Mi seeyou.PL.Mi CM

‘| see you! (Bohnhoff, 1986, 110)
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Table 3 Distribution ofmi andAN subject forms (Bohnhoff, 2010, 89).

main clauses subordinate clauses
indirect quotafion, comparison clauses,
Mi:  declarative causal adjuncts introduced byoq

manner adjuncts, ‘until’ adjuncts
indirect order, relafive clause,

temporal/locative/conditional adjunct,

AN:  imperative desiderative clause, affirmative purpose
clause, concessive clause, causal adjunct
introduced byka or ba

(24) Subject and possessor in independent declarativeeclau
Mi hQ lig moo S’ .
I.Mi seehouseyour.sG.Mi already

‘I saw your house already.’ (Bohnhoff, 1986, 110)

(25) Subject of indirect quotation:
..ba md ladkaah
thatyou.mi go town.to

‘... that you go to town’ (Bohnhoff, 1986, 107)

In contrast, examples (26) and (27) requine subject pronouns (there are Aol
nonsubject pronouns).

(26) Imperative:
'Am laakaal
YOU.AN go town.to

‘Go to town!’ (Bohnhoff, 2010, 98)

(27) Temporal/locative/conditional subordinate clause:

Tow/se'eylya’am  laakaal tée...
iffiwhen/whereyou.AN go town.toDEM

‘Iffwhen/where you go to town...’ (Bohnhoff, 1986, 108)

Mi andAN subject forms appear in the environments listed in TabkenBpronouns
are required as the subject of imperatives and many typeshufrdinate clauses,
while Mi pronouns appear elsewhere. Beyond these tendenciesdtiesaot seem
to be any unifying synchronic generalization governing éngironments in which
either form appears; clauses requirizg subjects must simply be marked as such in
the synchronic grammar.

The set of clauses requirifgy subjects do not share properties of subordination,
tense, mood, morphological marking, grammatical role,inding relations involv-
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ing the subject of the clause. First, the distinction betweeclauses andN-clauses
cannot be defined in terms of subordination: thoughiReclause is often a subor-
dinate clause, thaN form is required as the main clause subject in imperatives, a
shown in example (26). Second, there are no special tensg],oomorphological
attributes which distinguisAN from mi clauses. Third, the1i/AN distinction does
not correspond to the argument/adjunct distinction: mitandAN can be subjects of
complement clauses (indirect quotationsi¥or indirect orders foAN) as well as ad-
junct clauses (for example, comparison clauses and madpercs formi, relative
clauses and causal adjuncts fov).

Fourth, the choice betweani andAN forms does not depend on binding rela-
tions with other elements in the sentence. Bathand AN are antilogophoric, and
may not be bound by the logophoric antecedent within the gbgdc domain. In
nonlogophoric domaingyN forms may appear with or without a binder in the same
sentence, and with or without a binder in the immediatelhaigclause. In (28), the
subject of the relative clause is aR pronoun, and there is no other phrase coreferent
with it in the sentence:

(28) M5 N si [bitg [8m  do-m-mu-li maa]]si .
You find DECL.PERF grave they.AN bury-you-thergin DEM DECL.PERF

‘You've already found the grave where they will bury you.
(Bohnhotff, 2010, 284)

The grammatical structure of example (28) is shown in (29):
(29) rerep find

SUBJ you
PRED grave

PRED bury

0BJ ‘s
ADJ SUBJ AN

OBJ Yyou

In (30), theAN form appears as the subject of an adjunct clause within tngsal
complement of the main verkay. In this example AN does not have a binder in
the immediately higher clause, though it is coreferent &ithrargument in the main
clause:

(30) Na'a 0 'od ba’a [[se'eyba 'a fii ya babbi  tée]
Mother (she) tells Fathey  time thathe AN;j returnscomesfield.fromthen]
ba bih d35 dubbli.
thatshg cookyamcm
‘Mother; tells Fathey that when he returns from the field, shewill cook the
yams. (corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 122)

Example (31) is structurally similar to (30), but the corefece relations are different.
The AN subject of the most embedded verturn, corefers with the\N subject of
cookin the immediately higher clause as well as with a nonsulojgbe main clause:
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(31) Naa 0 'od ba'a |[[se'eyba 'a fii ya babbi  tée]
Mother (she) tells Fathey  time thathe AN;j returnscomesfield.fromthen]
ba 'a dos dubbi.
thathe ANj cookyamcm
‘Mother; tells Fathey that when hereturns from the field, heshould cook the
yams. (corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 122)

The grammatical structure of examples (30) and (31) is shoWsR):

(32) rPrED say
SUBJ mother

oBJ fathey

PRED coOk

suBJ [(30) BIi/(31) ANj]
comp | ©BJ yams

PRED return
ADJ SUBJ AN;

In examples (30) and (31), then pronoun precedes the subject of the immediately
higher clause, and may but need not be bound by it. The sameei#f the order is
reversed: in examples (33) and (34), fnepronoun follows the subject of the imme-
diately higher clause, and coreference is allowed but rptired. Coreference with
the immediately higher subject obtains in example (33), niclv theAN pronoun is
the subject of a relative clause. In contrast, in examplé {84¢AN pronoun is the
subject of a subordinate desiderative clause, and doe®refec with the subject of
the main clause.

(33) Babaan® gaan [hen [a kan né]].
Rabbit heMi; knowsNEG thing heAN; dOeSNEG CM.NEG
‘Rabbit doesn’t know what to do.’ (Bohnhoff, 2010, 285)

(34) Naa 0 hii [ba'a a ghod bi sa].
Mother; shemi; want father; he ANj hit hersl; not
‘Mother; wants father not to hit her. (Bohnhoff, 2010, 102)

Thus,AN can appear with no binder, or with a binder in the same seatemaich
may but need not be in the immediately higher clause.

TheMmi/AN distinction might be thought of as similar to a specialisadeznark-
ing requirement forAN subjects of a certain class of clauses. This is reminiscent
of the requirement for genitive subjects of nominalisedssdimate clauses in some
languages; Givon (2009) provides the following exampleghis pattern from Ute
(Numic, Uto-Aztecan):
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(35) Finite main clause:

ta'wach yoghowch-ipakha-ga-'u.
mansuBJcoyoteoBJ kill- PERFhe/him

‘The man killed the coyote.

(36) Subordinate clause:

mamach  pucucugwa-pga[ ta'wach-i yoghowch-i pakha-pga-na-y].
womansuBJKNOW-REM man-GEN coyoteoBJ kill- REM-NOM-0BJ

‘The woman knew that the man (had) killed the coyote.
(Ute; Givon, 2009, 89)

However, this explanation does not extend to Yag Dii, sthegee is no morphological
evidence thakN-clauses are nominalized, or thetl pronouns are genitive: the Yag
Dii possessive pronoun paradigm is distinct from the subjgandAN paradigms,
as shown in Table 2.

4 Bl pronouns

According to what Bohnhoff (1986, 112) calls theference conditiongl pronouns
appear at any depth of embedding within a restricted sethurslinate clauses, the
grammaticised logophoric domain Br domain, labelle®2 in Section 1. Within the
BI domain,BI pronouns must be bound by the ‘logophoric antecedent’, themat-
ical subject of the clause immediately containing thedomain; if noncoreference
with the logophoric antecedent is intended, the correspgdi or AN pronoun is
used instead.

Table 4 presents the unmarked, nonfuture, and future forfntiseologophoric
BI series, and provides a comparison of nonlogophaii@nd logophoriai non-
auxiliary forms. Themi, AN, andBI pronouns can all appear as subjects in ghe
domain, andvi andBI pronouns can appear as nonsubjects. See Bohnhoff (1986,
2010) for the complete paradigm for tBeseries, including emphatic forms.

Within the B1 domainS2, thesi pronoun is used when coreference with the lo-
gophoric antecedent is intended; when noncoreferencteisdad, the nonlogophoric
Mi or AN forms must be used. In (37), tie domain is the subordinate clauteey
go to town and the antecedent 8f is the subject of the matrix vesant

(37) Vu hii [bi laakaah.
theymi; want they.BI; go town.to
‘They want to go to town. (corrected version of Bohnhoff889 113)

In example (38), coreference between the matrix and conmgésubject is not in-
tended, and thel pronoun cannot be used. Since the subordinate clause idiagdn
order, which is ariN-type clause, thaN pronoun is used:
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Table 4 mi andBsI pronominal forms (Bohnhoff, 1986, 2010).

BI verbal auxiliaries:

unmarked | nonfuture | future
BI BI BI

1sG bin bih
1lINCL.DU ban ban
3SG bl .
1EXCL.PL bin von
1INCL.PL ban...vi
2PL bifh
3PL

Mi andsl full pronoun and affix (non-auxiliary) forms:

Mi BI
emphatic, emphatic, Mi BI
non-kinship | non-kinship mi Bl kinship | kinship
poss poss obj obj poss poss
1sG mii -n/mi -n
1liNCL.DU baa ba ba
2s6 Mmoo bil s gy || -m bi
3sG wO00 -Wa -ga
1EXCL.PL Vo0 ) YA
1INCL.PL baa vi ba vi ba vi
2PL Vit vii/bii vi bi vi
3PL VOO voo/bii Vi valy | bilva
(38) Va  hjj ['um laakaal].
theymij want they.AN.; ; go town.to
‘They want others to go to town. (Bohnhoff, 1986, 114)

Thus, in aBl domain, use of a nonlogophoric pronoun produces an anplogc
effect: here, thedN pronoun may not corefer with the logophoric antecedent. The
antilogophoric effect holds only within thei domain, and only relative to the:
antecedent; th@N pronoun may in general be used in a subordinate clause tfecore
with the immediately higher subject, as long as noncoferenith the logophoric
antecedent is maintained. The antilogophoric effect isvshia example (31), whose
grammatical structure is shown in (32).

The Bl domain is triggered by clauses of various types: indirectations, indi-
rect orders, subordinate desiderative clauses, affirmativpose clauses, and causal
adjuncts introduced blga or ba. Some of these are typical domains associated with
logophoricity, but in fact a purely semantic or pragmatiesetterisation of binding
requirements foBl is not possible. Culy (1997) discusses the extension oflbgdc
marking from standard logophoric complements to adjuneth s purpose clauses
and causal clauses, and proposes that this is the resuirohgaticisation of an orig-
inal logophoric system (see also Hyman and Comrie 198 sems to be the case
for Yag Dii. Thus, as withAN-clauses, th@l domain must be syntactically marked
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as such, and cannot be defined in purely semantic terms. \dlesdisnorphosyntactic
commonalities in different types a&fi domains below.

There are several pieces of evidence that Yag Dii exhibigsngnaticised lo-
gophoricity, and that neither trea domain nor the antecedent Bf can be defined
in purely semantic terms. First, the antecedent of a truegdbgric pronoun is the
individual “whose speech, thoughts, feelings, or gendaetksof consciousness are
reported” (Clements 1975; see also Sells 1987): the angatéslidentified through
semantic and pragmatic means, not syntactically. In Yggibivever, the antecedent
of aBI pronoun must be a subject, and nonsubject antecedentstarernotted. This
is also the case in other partially grammaticised logomhsystems, including Ice-
landic (Sells, 1987; Bresnan, 2001).

Second, Schlenker (2003) observes that “a logophoric elest®uld not be al-
lowed to denote the speaker of the actual speech act”, ngpéman there should be
no first person forms of true logophoric pronouns. As seenainle 4, however|
pronouns instantiate the full pronominal paradigm, inalgdirst person forms.

Third, typical logophoric domains encode reported spetadyght, or percep-
tion, but thesl domain includes additional types of subordinate clausek as pur-
pose clauses or causal constructions (see Culy, 1997,doushion of similar pat-
terns in other grammaticised logophoric systems). Indeethll causal constructions
trigger aBl domain, but only those that are marked by particular comept@iners:
causal constructions introduced kg/ba constitute 81 domain (example 42), while
causal constructions wittmoq as in example (39), do not:

(39) Cause withmoa

Vi yaa bi ma’Q [au ', [moo va '0 ba
theymi; come theysl; grab.him leavecwm, becausg¢hey.mi; saythat.he
yayne].

crazycm

‘They; came to take himaway, because thegaid that hes crazy.
(Bohnhoff, 1986, 115-116)

The Mi pronoun is used as the subject of the subordinate claesause they said
that he’s crazybecause this is neithersa domain nor aN-clause: only causal con-
structions withka/ba allow BI or AN pronouns, not causal constructions witiea

There is an interesting overlap betweenghdomain and clauses that requing
subjects. As shown by the contrast between examples (37(3&)dcertain clauses
require AN subjects and also constitutea domain: in subject position of such
clauses, thesl pronoun is used for coreference with the matrix subjectjevthie
antilogophoric properties of th@N pronoun require noncoreference. The different
clause types are summarized in Table 5.

Bohnhoff provides example (40) to show that #iepronoun must be bound by
the closesteligible binder. The verbsayandtell both introduce &1 domain, since
their complements are indirect quotations. However, exarfd®) is not ambiguous;
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Table 5 Inventory of clauses requiringN subjects and clauses constitutingladomain

requiresaN subject, temporal/locative/conditional clause, relative

does not trigges! clause, concessive clause

domain:

requiresaN subject, indirect order, purpose clause, subordinate

triggersBl domain: desiderative, causal adjunct introducedkay
orba

requiresmi subject, indirect quotation

triggersBl domain:

the antecedent of thel pronoun must be Moses, the closest eligiblentecedent,
and not Mothef
(40) N&a 0 'od ba’'a [Mulsaba 0 '¢ [ba bin hii  1&ak
Mother; (she) tells Father Moses that(hej) says thathesl| . wantsto.go
kaal].
town.to
‘Mother; tells Father that Mosgsays that *shghe; wants to go to town.
(Bohnhoff, 1986, 118)

In example (41), the first person feature of the closest lbgdp antecedent does not
match the third person feature of taepronoun, and the result is ungrammaticality:
(41) *Na'a o '9d ba’a [ba mi'g [ba bin hjj |aak kaaH].

Mother (she) tells Father thatl say thatshesl; wantsto.gotown.to

‘Mother; tells Father that | say that sheants to go to town.’
(L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

Unlike theAN pronoun, whose appearance is restricted to subject podities|
pronoun may appear as a subject, object, or possessor witsn domain. In exam-
ple (42), the object of the subordinate veefusess aBl pronoun whose antecedent
is the subject of the matrix verdittack

(42) Yoob va kb 'aa [ ba h&  bi
ancestor.spirifgheymi; attackgrandmother because.sheefuseshem.si;
nanne].
food

‘Ancestor spirits, they attack grandmothg¢because sheefuses thefrfood.
(Bohnhotff, 1986, 115)

In example (43), both the subordinate subject and the psssesthe object arel
pronouns:
(43) Vu hii [bi mbaakan yulu bii nu].

theymi; want they.BI; sit  with headtheir.Bl; CMm

8 Example (40) also shows that the clause containing the lugripdomain Sl in Section 1, can itself
be embedded.
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‘They; want to sit with theirhead.’ (= ‘They want to be independent.’)
(Bohnhotff, 1986, 116)

Morphosyntactically, thai domain is usually marked either by the subordina-
tor/complementiseba or by the presence of a particular lexical predicate in the im
mediately higher clause; Culy (1997) discusses the impoetaf marking by partic-
ular complementisers in defining the logophoric domain imynanguages. Subor-
dinate affirmative purpose clauses seem to constitute apéra to this generalisa-
tion, since they do not contain special marking to indicategt domain, and need
not appear with a particular predicate in the immediatefhbr clause; these may be
positionally encoded.

(44) Subordinate purpose clause:
Ba'a 0 no'oy haghd bi ho paggi.
Father (hg) bendsdown heBI; seesanimalcm

‘Father bends down to see the animal.’
(corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 114)

Example (37) contains a subordinate desiderative claiggegled by the presence of
the verb ‘want’ in the matrix clause. Example (42) contaimsasal adjunct with the
subordinator/complementisied. Indirect quotations are also introducediizy

(45) Indirect quotation:
Baa 0 '9 [ba bih laakdddi.
Father (hg) says thatheBl; go forest.to

‘Father says that hewill go to the forest.
(corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 114)

In fact, indirect discourse may consist of a number of clapas in (46):

(46) ...+ od Yeésu:“Ba'a,i nii vbod® ba vbya, mooodo
theysay.toJesus: Sir, the.oneeldef our (hg) senduscome,so we
od vi bin maan ba vin don kii  biili ni.

say.toyouthat.hesl; is.worthythatyou enterhousehis Bl;.in NEG.
Moow00no ma, bin yaan kan 90 bii ni y& nmo.
for that cm thenthat.heBl; comeNEG with bodyhisBI; NEG herecwm
Amaaba i @ mooygy dagas)’, nanbii ye ban zaa 6.
but thatyousaywordcheekone only manhissi; thisthat.hehealscm

Moo bi am,ba bin kid 1 nii - bii  vatdggd, ba bin
for heBl; too thatheBl; hear.tathe.oneelderhis Blj PL earcm thatheBi;
di kan s00zé bii  ba kuau kid bi tbg maavs am.

is.therewith soldierhis BI; thattheyhearhim.Bl; earthis PL too

Ba ii od daga‘Am laaé teeban laa.
thatif.he.ll; say.toone: Yougo cmif, that.hego
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Ba i od too: ‘Am yaa @ téeban yaa.
thatif.he.il; say.toanother: You comecw if, that.hecome

Ba ii od nanbaadbii:  ‘Amkshen y& no tée, ban kb @
thatif.he.il; say.tomanwork hisBl;: You dothingthis cm thenthat.hedo cm

‘...they say to Jesus: “Sir, our eldéras sent us to you, to say to you thatise't
worthy for you to enter hishouse. That's why héasn’'t come here himseglBut
even if you simply say a single word, higorker will be healed. For héoo (says)
that he takes orders from hisuperiors; that hénas his soldiers that take orders
from himy, too. That if he says to one: ‘Go!’, then he will go. That if heays to
another: ‘Come!’, he will come. That if heays to hisworker, ‘Do this!’, he will
doit”

(L. Bohnhoff, p.c., translation of Luke 7:6b-8)

Each clause in these multi-clause indirect discourse setgmemarked with the sub-
ordinator/complementisdia, thus conforming to the syntactic criteria defininglia
domain, and contains®i pronoun that is coreferent with the logophoric antecedent
‘our elder’. Bresnan (2001) provides an extensive disaussf binding of logophoric
pronouns and partially or completely grammaticised logwjasystems in Icelandic,
Ewe, Latin, and other languages, noting that even in langsiagth grammaticised
logophoricity, logophoric pronouns can often appear ireegted indirect discourse,
as in the Yag Dii example (46). Following Bohnhoff (2010920we analyse these
examples as subordination to an unpronounced main claesépte, with only the
subordinatesl domain realised. An alternative analysis might treat thieserms of

a morphologically marked main-clause domain interpreted as indirect discourse
(see Dimmendaal 2001 for more discussion). For unifornaity] in the absence of
evidence that the conditions governing these multi-claxsenples are different from
the other examples, we assume that subordination is ingplvigh an unpronounced
main-clause predicate. In either case, with the presentieeofomplementizeina,

the syntactic criteria defining th® domain are met in these cases as well, even in
the absence of an explicit main clause predicate.

5 Subordinate clause logophoric pronounsii

Our primary interest is a fourth series of pronouns which aeelir, shown in Ta-
ble 6 and characterised above as the “exclusively longuaést” series. Like thel
series]I pronouns cannot be used deictically: they appear iBtttomain and must
corefer with the logophoric antecedent. In some contextfagt, either thei or the

1l pronoun may appear: “Initial concessive and cause clawsesdny speakers sim-
ply retain thesl forms, although some examplesiomay also be heard” (Bohnhoff,
1986, 121). Howevel| pronouns are unlikel pronouns in that they must appear as
the subject of an embedded clauS8)(within the logophoric domair&), and must
corefer with the logophoric antecedent (the subje&l19f at least two clauses distant.
Further, as shown in examples (8) and (10), itheronoun neither requires nor dis-
allows a coreferential pronoun in the intervening clausth@g! domain;ii ignores
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Table 6 Subject pronouns of all four pronoun types (Bohnhoff, 198%.0).

FAR PAST

mi AN 0 MARKER ka +11 | BI
1.sG -A/mi an kan
1INCL.DU -a/ba ba ‘aa kaa
2.5G -M/m5 | 'am B
356 0 3 i Kii bi
1EXCL.PL %) 00 koo
1INCL.PL ba...vi aa...vi kaa...vi
2PL Vi I .
3PL Vi "au i ki

potential binders irs2, requiring the subject dBl as its binderil is, then, an ex-
ceptionally long-distance anaphor, whose binding cood#tiseem to be exclusively
nonlocal.

Besides sharing binding properties with theil series is also similar in distribu-
tion and, in some cases, in morphological shape totheeries; indeed, Bohnhoff
(1986, 123) states that “in the same way that subjects are used instead 1of
subjects in certain clauses, 8osubjects occur instead @&fi subjects in (some of)
those same grammatical contexts”. BatAndAN pronouns are used only in subject
position of certain subordinate clauses within thedomain; there are nb object
or possessive pronouns. The subordinate environmentsishuine AN series must
appear were given in Table 3 and are repeated here:

(47) Subordinate clauses wiftN subjects: indirect order,
temporal/locative/conditional adjunct, concessive staaffirmative purpose
clause, causal adjunct introducedKayor ba, relative clause, desiderative clause
(Bohnhoff, 2010, 89)

A very similar list of subordinate clauses requiresubjects within the logophoric
domain:il pronouns are attested as the subject of an indirect ordam(abe 16),
in temporal/locative/conditional adjunct clauses (exe®d0 and 48), concessive
clauses (example 8), affirmative purpose clauses, causalas, and relative clauses
(example 2).

(48) 5[ 0 0 of s3[se’eyba i la fii ya babbi tée]
(she) says time thatshell; goesreturnscomedfield.fromwhen,
ba bin das  ghokii].
thatsheBl;.FUT cookpigeon
‘q1[She said thatg[s[whensheil; returned from the field], shet would cook
the pigeon]]. (Bohnhoff, 1986, 121)

Given this, it is tempting to analyde as just the logophoric version @i: il pro-
nouns appear in subject position of (mo&t) clauses, just likedN pronouns, and
are bound by the logophoric antecedent, just kgronouns. This seems to give
the correct result in many cases. However, examination sésaf overlap between
the AN andBI domains, shown in Table 5, reveals problems with this prapdhe
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complement of the venwantis an indirect order: indirect orders requi& subjects,
and are also al domain.AN pronouns (ex. 49a) as well as logophagicpronouns
(ex. 49b) appear in this domain.ilfwere simply required to appear inial clause
and to be bound by the logophoric antecedent, we would expeat pronoun and
not theB! pronoun in this environment. This is not possible, howeasrshown by
the ungrammaticality of (49c). In contrast, if the logopb@ntecedent is sufficiently
far away, thdl pronoun is acceptable as the subject of a purpose claudepas &
(49d).

(49) a. AN:
Ve  hjj ['am ladkaali.
theymii want they.AN; go town.to

‘They; want thatthey; go to town.’ (Bohnhoff, 1986, 114)
b. BI:
Vu hii [bi laakaal.

theyMi; want they.Bl; go town.to

‘They; want thathey; go to town.'(corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 113)
c. i1, logophoric antecedent too close:

*Vu hii [l laakaah.

theymi; want they.il; go town.to

(‘They; want thatthey; go to town.’) (L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)
d. 11, logophoric antecedent sufficiently distant:

Gbanaava vi [waa peé [ba hii  [1i pé-ga  €na?]]]

Chief they ask child; recall that.shgwant hell; give-hef whatQ

‘The chief asks that chilgwhat she wants thate.i; give he;?’
(L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

Theil pronoun is similarly unacceptable in examples (50c) and)(5&herell is in
aBl domain and is the subject of am clause, since there is no antecedenifdnat
is sufficiently far away in these cases:
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(50) a. AN:
Ny¥a 0 od bxa [ba &  d dubbi].
Mother (she) tells Fathey thathe AN; cookyamcm

‘Mother; tells Fathery thathe; will cook the yams.’ (L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)
b. BI:

Naa ©O od ba'a [ba bih ddd dubbi].
Mother; (she) tells Fatheg thatsheBl; cookyamcwm

‘Mother; tells Fathey thatshe will cook the yams.’ (L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)
c. i1, logophoric antecedent too close:
*Naa 0 od bd'a [ba ii dos duabbi].

Mother; (she) tells Fathef thatsheil; cookyamcm

(‘Mother; tells Fathey thatshe will cook the yams.’) (L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

(51) a. AN:
Babaan® s kOO ..mookéé bii [ba a gagan
Rabbit (he) skinsskin for wifej hisBI; thatsheAN; carry-together
waa wa-li].
child it-in

‘Rabbit skins out the hide for his wife.so thasheg can carry her child in it.
(Bohnhoff, 2010, 121)
b. BI:
Baa 0 no'oy haghd bi  ho paggl.
Father (hg) bendsdown heBI; seesanimalcm

‘Father bends down so thdig sees the animal.’
(corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 114)
c. i1, logophoric antecedent too close:

*Ba'a O no'oy haghq'ii  ho paggi.
Father (hg) bendsdown he.ll; seesanimalcm

(‘Father bends down so thédie sees the animal.’) (L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

These examples cannot be accounted for in terms of a noeceneke requirement
between the! pronoun and the next subject up, since, as shown in exanifgaiid
(48), coreference betweanand the next subject up is in fact possible.

It is also not possible to get around this problem by clainthmg a clause must
be either a logophorisi clause or a nonlogophoriN clause, but not both at once.
This would lead to the prediction that andAN pronouns cannot appear in the same
clause, but this prediction is incorrect: example (52) shidvatsl andAN pronouns
can appear in the same clause.
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(52) Babgaam® vi [moo’én péhvan tid waa bii gho mammeé
Rabbit (hg) asks for whatfirsttheyMij hold child his.BI; leavewater.in

maala?]'+ y& maa,ba vuan s60 '4] [ba it s00
Q? this herefocusthattheymi; fakecwm, that  they.AN; look.for
waa bii  pa bi dog ‘'yad'ays mo].
child his.BI; give him.BI; go.upnow herecm
‘Rabbit asks why they (Boar) held his child and let it fall in the water? (He
says) that theyfaked it, thatthey.AN; must look forhis.Bl; child and give it to
him.BI; now!’ (Bohnhoff, 1986, 118-119)

In sum,ii is an exclusively long-distance anaphor, and its antededest appear
at least two clauses away.

6 Summary: Distributions of the Yag Dii pronouns

The following generalisations govern the distribution loé four types of Yag Dii
pronouns:

(53) Mmi: can bear any grammatical function, except for subjeetrotlause; antilo-

gophoric inBI domain

AN: must appear as subject ®K clause; antilogophoric iBI domain

BI: appears only irBl domain; can bear any grammatical function (except for
some subordinate subject positions witlendomain); coreferent with lo-
gophoric antecedent

i1 appears only as subordinate subject within logophoricaloncoreferent with
logophoric antecedent

The status of the parenthesised portion of the conditiomiaeflects the uncertainty
discussed at the beginning of the previous section: in at BEame clauses within the
Bl domain, eitheB! oriI can appear, but it is not clear whether thendii pronouns
are in free variation in alkN-type clauses in thel domain.

7 Binding in Lexical Functional Grammar
7.1 Background assumptions

Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG) assumes that differepeats of the structure
of sentences of natural language are represented by differenal structures which
are related to one another by principles of correspondéieeconstituent structure
or c-structurerepresents word order, phrasal grouping, and phrasal doménrela-
tions, and the functional structurefestructurerepresents grammatical functions and
relations such as control.

In the foregoing, we have presented abbreviated functistnattures as an aid
to understanding the syntactic relation between a pronowhita antecedent. We
have used the f-structure to depict these syntactic relati@cause it is this structure
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that is of crucial importance in the statement of bindin@tiehs (Dalrymple, 1993;
Bresnan, 2001; Asudeh, 2004, 2012). LFG's binding theosya®s that binding re-
lations are properly stated in terms of functional reladisnch as subject and object,
relations that are native to f-structure. Pronouns mayiregusubject as binder, for
example, or may allow a binder bearing any grammatical fon¢iso long as the
structural superiority relation between a pronoun andrite@dent is met. Crosslin-
guistically, the domain in which a pronoun must be bound ee fis also defined in
terms of f-structural concepts, specifically predicatdjact, and tense. These three
concepts each correspond to some syntactically or seralipticomplete” entity: a
saturated proposition involving a predicate and its argusjea predication involv-
ing some property and a subject, and a temporally anchoogabpition, respectively
(Dalrymple, 1993). We will see that binding in Yag Dii reqes reference to an ad-
ditional feature defining the logophoric domain.

Another central tenet of LFG’s binding theory is that bingliequirements are
specified lexically rather than on a universal or languag¢ahguage basis. This is
clear in the analysis of languages with more than one reflegivch as Norwegian or
Marathi (Dalrymple, 1993): if a language has more than oflexige, each obeying
a different set of binding constraints, it is not possiblettte binding constraints for
reflexives for the language as a whole. As we have seen, tioptagic and nonlo-
gophoric pronouns in Yag Dii obey different constraintsvaimere they can appear
and where they must be bound, and so it is necessary to spieifing constraints
lexically, and associate the appropriate constraints @aith type of pronoun.

7.2 Binding in LFG

LFG provides a precise formal vocabulary for the statemé&nhiversally available
binding requirements. According to LFG’s binding theonpding requirements are
stated in terms of binding equations like the schematic guahown in (54), where
1 is the f-structure of the pronoumg is the semantic structure corresponding-to
and (s ANT) refers to the antecedent of the pronoun. According to thegon in
(54), the antecedent must be found within the binding dor(@# GFyo 1), and the
antecedent bears the grammatical functigr,, within this domain®

(54) General form of binding equations:

(To ANT)=(( GF GFpro ) GFant )o

DELIMITS GRAMMATICAL GRAMMATICAL
BINDING FUNCTION OF FUNCTION OF
DOMAIN PRONOUN ANTECEDENT

The f-structural relation between the antecedent and tvegom is shown in (55):

(55) [GFant [ANTECEDENT]
...GF* ... GFpro [PRONOUN

9 The symbolGF is an abbreviation defined as a disjunction over memberseo§éh of grammatical
functions §UBJ OBJ, COMP, ...): that is, it is any grammatical function. The supdmcasterisk GF*) is
the Kleene star, which allows zero or more occurrencesrof
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The outermost f-structure in (55) is the binding domainhimitwhich both the pro-
noun and its binder must appear. The general form of the hgndguation in (54)
derives the requirement for the antecedent to command tiveopn: the antecedent
must appear at the end of the singleton paith., while the pronoun appears embed-
ded within the binding domain, at the end of a possibly lonmth.

Binding equations for particular pronouns are further ggdised to encode bind-
ing domains delimited by the attributeg b (which marks the domain of a predicate
and its argumentsyuBJ(which marks a domain of predication involving a subject),
and TENSE (which marks the domain of a temporally anchored propasjtid his
is accomplished by the use off-path constraintswhich encode constraints on f-
structures which may contain the pronoun and its binderekample, the binding
equation in (56) uses the off-path constraiift> TENSE) to require the pronoun to
find its antecedent in the minimal finite domain containing pihonoun; the off-path
constraint has a limiting effect on the pronoun’s searctafoantecedent, preventing
the path through the binding domain from passing through-stnutcture with the
attributeTENSE

(56) Bound in minimal finite domain:

(to ANT)=((  GF GFproT) GFando
—(— TENSE)

Binding equations for all types of pronouns are specifiecha®4), with a single-
ton pathGF,n: within the binding domain determining the antecedent ofttumoun,
and a path of length one or more to the pronoun. As such, LF@diry constraints
conform to the Locality Condition for anaphoric binding ifiding constraints ... al-
ways refer to local elements, never exclusively to nonlocas”: Dalrymple 1993).
Since the binding domain is defined in terms of a patbre# or more grammatical
functions GF* GFyro), local elements are always included in consideration &srpo
tial antecedents. Of course, some local elements may kgiblelas antecedents for
particular pronouns because of additional requiremestscéested with the pronoun:
for instance, particular pronouns may require the antededebe not only a local
element, but also a subject. We will see examples of thisieldere the attribute
LOG is important in determining antecedenthoodgoandil pronouns. Importantly,
LFG’s binding theory disallows the specification of a longath which ignores local
elements and requires the antecedent to appear at leastamses away; encoding
such a requirement would require specification of a pathraftletwo or more, and
this is not allowed.

8 The BI requirement

In order to constrain the distribution of the four types ofgY@ii pronouns, we in-
troduce an additional binding feature which is relevantlé@ophoric binding. We
propose that th&él domain is marked oG +, and we add the oG feature to the
inventory of features that are universally available tostmain the binding domain.
Such a feature is necessary in the analysis of logophoritifgnnot only in Yag
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Dii, but in other languages with grammaticised logophatyieis well: it is directly

related to therLOG binding feature proposed by Bresnan (2001) in her discussio
logophoric binding, and is compatible with Strahan’s (200@11) discussion of f-
structural marking of the ‘perspective holder’ in logopiedrinding, though it differs
formally from Strahan’s proposal in that it does not impdse problematic require-
ment for the logophoric antecedent to control the searchafiyr pronouns that it
might be required to bind. It is also similar to thecoPHORICfeature proposed
by Asudeh (2009), which appears on all structures withinethidére logophoric do-
main, though under Asudeh’s analysis, unlike the curreopgsal, it is difficult to

capture the requirement f@1 pronouns to be bound by treosestiogophoric an-

tecedent. In a different analytical tradition, it is sinnila spirit to the null logophoric
operator which binds logophoric pronouns in Adesola’s @0nalysis of Yoruba
(Niger-Congo) (see also Koopman and Sportiche 1989) thautjffers in that the

LOG feature is not itself the binder of the pronoun: it merely ksahe matrix clause
of the logophoric domain in which the logophoric pronoun trappear.

In Yag Dii, the presence of theoG feature is enforced by the predicate or con-
struction which defines the logophoric domain (the mainstguredicate whose com-
plement is an indirect quotation, subordinate desidezativindirect order; thi&aor
ba marking on causal adjuncts; or the phrase structure rul&ingaa subordinate
clause as a purpose clause). In (544 is an abbreviation which stands for any of
the grammatical functions that the logophoric domain maarbeften, this will be
comP, the grammatical function of sentential complements. §dsuconstituting a
logophoric domairs2 appear as the value 6fg, and are marked asG +:

Sl LOG +
GFog :{ }

(57) suBJ [logophoric anteceden
.. Bl ...

We can now state the requirements associated witlsthgonouns by reference to
the feature. 0G:

(58) Binding constraints fosl:

(to ANTECEDENT)= (( GFiog GF* 1) SUB)g
(= L0G) —(— LOG) 3
1 2

The form of the logophoric binding equation is differentrfrahe nonlogophoric
binding equation given in (54), because in this case it isortgnt to identify the

logophoric domain (the f-structure marked with theG feature). In (58), the lo-

gophoric domain is the f-structure value of th&,y feature, and the logophoric
pronoun must appear within that domain. The numbers unddr el@ment of the

binding equation cross-reference the position in whichftflewing constraints are
imposed:

1. Logophoric domain: the logophoric domain must be markedwch. Formally,
the value of the attributeFqg, labelledS2 in (57), must be marked with theoc
attribute.
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2. Logophoric domain: thel pronoun may be embedded at an arbitrary depth within
the logophoric domain, but it must be bound by the closesipbgric binder: see
the discussion of examples (40-41) for evidence that thdleshar domain must
be chosen). Formally, the path through the binding domaiinge! pronoun may
not pass through another clause withc marking.

3. Subjecthood of antecedent: th’ TECEDENT of the pronoun is thesuJ of S1,
the clause containing the logophoric domain.

This combination of constraints encodes the binding remouénts for th&! pronoun;
importantly, it adheres to the generalisation that bindeguirements are specified
purely locally, and does not require a path of length two oreno

9 The AN requirement

The AN series of pronouns must appear as the subject of the clapes ligted in
Table 3. As we have noted, this is not a binding requiremertalyequirement con-
straining the form of the subject pronoun for the relevamiety of clauses. There
seems to be no independent syntactic criterion by whigrclauses can be identi-
fied: AN clauses must simply be marked as such. We accomplish thisabkimg the
subject ofAN clauses withaN +.

(59) [SUBJ [AN +H

AN pronouns are marked with an existential constraint regaithe presence of the
AN feature, as shown in (60), whilei pronouns are incompatible with that feature.

(60) Constraint oN forms, requiring the presence of tha feature:
(T AN)

10 Constraints onil

By appealing to theN andBi features which we have already introduced, we can
capture the commonalities in binding requirements betweeandii, and between

Bl andil, by requiringil to obey theAN requirements as well as tige requirements.

In (61), we associaté pronouns with the same existential constraint requirireg th
AN features as for theN pronouns (line 1 in 61), and the same binding equation as
for the BI pronouns (line 2 in 61). Simply combining the two constrajmis in (61),

is almost but not quite sufficient to encode the binding aairsts which are relevant
forii:

(61) Binding constraints fair (incomplete):

(T AN)

(to ANTECEDENT)= (( GFiog GF* 1) SUBJ)g
(= LoG) —(— LOG)
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This combination of constraints correctly allowsto appear in arbitrarily deeply
embedded N-clauses within the logophoric domaf, but also incorrectly allows it
in nonembedded clauses® (recall our discussion of examples 49-51 above).

To disallowii as the subject 082, we must impose an additional requirement
preventing thel pronoun from appearing in the highest clause within the dgoic
domain: this is the clause that bearss + marking. In other words) cannot appear
in aLoc-marked clause. The final version of the binding constrdmts are given
in (62):

(62) Binding constraints fait, final version:

(T AN)

(to ANTECEDENT)= (( GFiog GF* 1) SUB)g
(= L0G) —(— LOG)

—((SuUBJT) LOG)

As in (61), the first two lines of (62) duplicate the requirertsefor AN (il must
appear as the subject of am-type clause) and foei (iI must be bound within
the logophoric domain, and by the logophoric anteceders.tiilid line is new, and
unique toil: Il may not appear as the subject af@c-marked clause.

On this analysis, the nonlocal natureig$ binding requirements is captured by
means of the same feature that governs the distributiasi,odind in keeping with
the general form of LFG’s binding equations. The bindinguiegments forii are
surprising and complicated: must appear embedded at an arbitrary depth in a do-
main marked with the oG feature (the second line of (62)) but may not appear as
the subject of the highest clause in the logophoric domam ctause marked with
theLoG feature (the third line of (62). Thus, it may only appear inbeaded subject
position within the logophoric domain. It is not the longsdince nature of the bind-
ing requirements associated withthat makes it an unusual anaphor, but the seem-
ingly contradictory requirements that it must obey: it botljuiresLoG-marking in
an expanded domain (line 2), and disallows it in a local donfiéme 3). We do not
encode binding constraints anby means of a path requiring a distance of two or
more clauses between a pronoun and its antecedent, bebh&usseuld require non-
local specification of binding requirements, and this isailmwed by LFG's binding
theory. Our analysis achieves a local specification of caitgs on an apparently
exclusively nonlocal relation.

11 Conclusion

Yag Dii presents a complicated picture for theories of &aje binding. The distri-
butions of themi, AN, andBI pronouns are not unexpected, given standard locality
constraints on LFG’s binding equations and the ability tolotomains with infor-
mation about their syntactic properties. We have propdsaitie distribution of the

il pronoun can be stated in local terms by referencelto@feature, which is inde-
pendently motivated for Yag Dii'gl pronouns as well as for logophoric pronouns



32

more generally. Our analysis achieves a purely local spatifin of the binding re-
quirements fori, preserving the generalisation that grammars do not impomsiecal
grammatical constraints, and predicts the nonexistenothef possibilities — for ex-
ample, a hypothetical anaphor that must appear at least theases removed from
its antecedent.
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