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Abstract

Yag Dii (Niger-Congo/Adamawa-Ubangi, Cameroon; alsdechDuru) has
a complicated pronominal system, originally described bihoff (1986),
with four series of pronouns whose distribution is deteediby their gram-
matical function and the type of clause in which they app&ane series
seems to exhibit an otherwise unattested form of non-ltycadit least one
clause must intervene between the pronoun and its antetceaethe pres-
ence or absence of coreferent phrases in the interveningectioes not affect
its appearance or distribution. The nature of the relatietwben this very
long-distance pronoun and its antecedent seems to viola&vaise well-
established notions of locality of anaphoric relations,andeed, of gram-
matical dependencies more generally. We present an asalfyfie binding
requirements of this anaphor that relies on features astsakcwith different
parts of its binding domain, and compare our analysis toratée/es which
involve the specification of extended paths.

1 Locality in grammar

It is generally assumed that languages do not have gramahdépendencies that
are exclusively nonlocal — there are no grammatical depenee that operate at
a minimal distance of two clauses away, for example (Fitapga2002, Sag 2008,
among many others). In the context of anaphoric bindingepadt this assumption
amounts to the claim that anaphors never ignore their lomalext. This is the
Locality Conditionof Dalrymple (1993), stated as: “binding constraints waals
refer to local elements, never exclusively to nonlocal &nasd thesubset prin-
ciple of Manzini and Wexler (1987) for anaphoric binding domaistting that
smaller potential binding domains are always properly @ioved in larger ones.
Anaphoric binding patterns in Yag Dii appear to run couttehese standardly
accepted generalisations. There are several series obymerin Yag Dii, one
of which, glossed 2LD in the following, requires a very lodigtance binder. In
example (1), 2LD appears as the subject of a subordinateecfag repay the I0Y
which is itself contained within a subordinate claubis friend asked him that he
repay the IOU); 2LD must be bound by the main clause subject, two clausag:Aw

I am grateful to Lee Bohnhoff (personal communication, ®eto1991) for providing correc-
tions to mistakes in transcriptions and indices for the gdamtaken from Bohnhoff (1986), addi-
tional examples, and helpful comments on the patterns sigclihere. For comments on this paper, |
am grateful to Ash Asudeh, Miriam Bultt, Tracy Holloway Kintgan-Marie Marandin, the audience
at “Ling Lunch” Paris Diderot, June 2011, and the audienceFg11, particularly Louisa Sadler
and Doug Arnold.

The form glossed CM is a clause-final particle.



(1) Nanba’'ad) '¢ [moo’eén da bi to6 ba ka vi bi
manwork (he) say for whatfriendhis.LD; otherthatsb-hg askhim.LD;
[ba i SHAN "ula]]?

thathe.2LD; repay.him CM-Q
‘The worker asked why his.LDfriend asked him.LDthat he.2LD) repay
the IOU. (corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 119)

(2) rPRED say
suBJ [worker];
PRED ask
suBJ [his.LD; friend]
comp | ©BY [LD].;
PRED repay
comp suBJ [2LD];

The 2LD pronoun can be used whether or not there is a cordii@renonoun in
the intervening clause. As in (1), there is a coreferentibjext in the immediately
higher clause in example (3), but not in the equally accdptakample in (4):

(3) Baa ) gaa [[sey ii laa tée] ba bin hg hen
Papga, (he) knows time he.2LD, goeswhen,that he.LD;.will seething
MuUsawo0]

Moseshis

‘Papa knows that when he.2L[goes, he.LBDIl see Moses’s thing.’
(L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

(4) Baa 0 gaa [[ koo ii [Gu ni sl ba mih hQ hen
Papa, (he) knows time he.2LD, leave NEG even,that l.will seething
MUUsawo0]

Moseshis

‘Papa knows that even if he.2LPdoesn’t leave, I'll see Moses’s thing.’
(L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

(5) rPrRED know

suBJ [Papa]
PRED see
suBJ [he.LD/1]
0BJ [thing]

PRED leave
ADJ suBJ [2LD];

Thus, the 2LD pronoun is an exceptionally long-distancepbog and seems to
exemplify an exclusively nonlocal dependency: it must farevith a subject at
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least two clauses distant, and its distribution is not a#figdy the presence or
absence of intervening potential binders.

Binding patterns for the 2LD pronoun may appear similar toifiar patterns
of switch reference, where clauses are marked to indicateference between
arguments, often subjects, of two different clauses. Hailrad Munro (1983)
provide example (6) from Pima, citing Langdon and Munro @9&nd personal
communication from Etheleen Rosero. The morpheme glosSezh&rces coref-
erence between the subjectaf and the subject dhit, while the DS morpheme
indicates that the subjects of the two verbs are not conafere

(6) a. Hegaluuvi ’'a-t ’'am sohiiihegaiceojc ’'am sosa.
that woman3-perf hit that manSS  cry
‘The woman hit the man and sheried.’

b. Hegai'uuvi ’'a-t ’am sohiiihegaiceojku-t (hegaiceoj)’am sosa.
that woman3-perf hit that manDS that man cry
‘The woman hit the manand he (the man) cried.’
(Pima; Haiman and Munro, 1983, x)

Like other anaphoric processes, however, and unlike 2LR¢bweference always
operates locally: according to Haiman and Munro (1983),Xithere seem to be
no languages ... in which switch-reference is markgdlusivelybetween non-
adjacent clauses. Thus, if a language has switch-referaacking between non-
adjacent clauses, it will also mark switch-reference betwadjacent clauses.”

2 PRON and SUBORD pronouns

Yag Dii has four distinct series of pronouns, each with dedént distribution.
First, there is a basic series of subject, object, and psissegronouns, which we
will gloss as PRON; Bohnhoff calls this thmgi series, after the first person subject
and object forms. Second, there is a series of SUBORD pranfauiuise in subject
position of certain main clauses as well as many suborditiateses. The PRON
and SUBORD pronoun paradigms are given in Table 1. The diseaus lincl.pl
form ba...\si can be interrupted by the verbal complex (the verb or sefisgral
verbs and any object pronouns). Besides these forms, $dbjeats in the PRON
series (but not the SUBORD series) can appear with suffbdisdting future or
nonfuture tense. There are also emphatic forms correspgridieach member of
the subject PRON, future subject PRON, and SUBORD seriekthate is a sep-
arate series of possessive affixes for use with kinship tesees Bohnhoff (1986)
for further discussion of these forms. For present purpasesill be sufficient
to distinguish the members of the PRON and SUBORD seriesatteatisted in
Table 1.

The choice of PRON vs. SUBORD subject pronoun form dependis @m
the syntactic environment, and is not determined by remerds of coreference



PRON | PRON

subject| object
l.sg -n/mi | -n/mi
lincl.dual ba ba
2.s9 -m/ms | -m/md
3.sg 0 -Wtt
lexcl.pl A) YA
lincl.pl ba...vi | bavi
2.pl vi vi
3.pl Vit Vit

PRON | SUBORD
possessiveg subject
mii ‘an
baa ba
moo6 ‘am
wO00 ‘a
vO0O '00
baa vi ba...vi
vii I
VOO "au

Table 1: PRON and SUBORD pronouns, from Bohnhoff (1986, 1109,110).

main clauses

subordinate clauses

PRON: imperfective-factative,
perfective-factative

indirect quotation, comparison
clauses, causal adjuncts (“be-
cause...”) introduced bynog
‘until’ adjuncts

SUBORD: imperfective-hortative

indirect order, relativdause,
temporal/locative/conditional
clause, purpose clause, con-
cessive clause, causal adjunct
introduced byka or ba

Table 2: Distribution of PRON and SUBORD subject pronoumsmf Bohnhoff

(1986, 107-108).

or noncoreference with an element of the main clause. Thep&uBRON and
SUBORD pronouns are in complementary distribution, asiléetén Table 2. In

examples (7)—(10), the basic PRON subject, object, andepss® pronouns are

used:

(7) Imperfective-factative:
M5 laa kaal
you.PRONgo to.town
‘You go to town.’

(8) Indirect quotation:
..ba ms ladkaak
thatyou.PRONgo town.to
‘... that you go to town.’

(Bohnhoff, 1986, 107)

(Bohnhoff, 1986, 107)



@) Mi  ho vi 0
|.PRONSseeyou.Pl.PRONCM

‘| see you. (Bohnhoff, 1986, 110)
(10) Mi hg lig moo6 Si'h

I.PRONseehouseyour.Sg.PRONalready

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

Examples (11) and (12) require the SUBORD subject form. Werefer to the
domain in which the SUBORD form is used as the SUBORD domain:

(11) Imperfective-hortative:
'Am laakaak
you.SUBORD.musgo town.to
‘Go to town! (Bohnhoff, 1986, 108)

(12) Temporal/locative/conditional:
Tow/se’eylya’am laakaai tee
iffwhen/whereyou.SUBORDgo town.todemonstrative
‘Iffwhen/where you go to town... (Bohnhoff, 1986, 108)

SUBORD pronouns are found only in subject position; themoiseparate SUB-
ORD series of nonsubject pronouns.

The choice between PRON and SUBORD subject pronouns is metiged by
requirements of coreference or noncoreference with anezieof the main clause.
Though the SUBORD domain is often a subordinate clause, aClRRIBpronoun
is required as the main clause subject in examples (11) &)d (1

(13) "An laakaalaa?
must.l.SUBORDgo town.to.Q
‘Must | go to town?’ (Bohnhoff, 1986, 107)

In (14), the SUBORD pronoun appears within the complex elbasmplement of
the main verlsay It does not corefer with any argument in the immediatehhbig
clause, though it is coreferent with an argument in the mianse:

(14) Naa 0 'od  baa [[sééyba 'a fil ya
Mother; (she) says.toFathe;  time that he. SUBORD returnscomes
babli  tee] ba bin d3d  dubbi]
field.fromthen]thatshe.LOG cookyam.CM
‘Mother; says to Fatherthat when hereturns from the field, shevill cook
the yams.’ (corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 122)



(15) rrrED say
SuBJ [mother}
oBJ [father);
PRED co00k
suBJ [LD];
comp Id| OB [yams]
ADJ {subord{

PRED return
suBJ [SUBORDJ;

il

Example (16) is structurally similar to (14), but it contaiavo SUBORD pronouns.
The SUBORD pronoun subject adturn corefers with the SUBORD pronoun sub-
ject of cookin the immediately higher clause as well as with a nonsuhjette

main clause:

(16) N¥a 0 'od

babh  tee] ba ’a

cook the yams.’

[PRED say
suBJ [mother];
oBJ [father];

17)

PRED cook

oBJ [yams]

ADJ {subord{

comp Id

ba'a
Mother; (she) says.toFathes

time

[[ s’ey ba "a

fil ya
that he.SUBORD returnscomes

d3d dubbi]

field.from then]thathe. SUBORD cookyam.CM

‘Mother; says to Fatherthat when he returns from the field, heshould
(corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 122)

suBJ [SUBORDJ;

PRED return
suBJ [SUBORDJ;

}

Thus, the choice of PRON or SUBORD pronoun forms is deterchinepurely
structural terms: clauses of particular types require tiBGRD form of the sub-

ject pronoun rather than the

3 LD pronouns

PRON form.

Besides the PRON and SUBORD series, Yag Dii has a thirdsefibound pro-
nouns which are used only in certain subordinate domainsrefer with a subject
in a higher clause. We will gloss these pronouns with thellabe Table 3 aug-
ments the patterns in Table 1 with the nonemphatic subject and possessive
LD forms. As with the PRON forms, LD forms can appear with s for future
and nonfuture tense, and there is a separate series of pgesdesms for use with
kinship terms; see Bohnhoff (1986) for the complete paradig

According to what Bohnhoff (1986, 112) calls theference conditionthe LD
pronoun appears in a restricted set of subordinate clausiet we will call the LD



PRON | PRON PRON SUBORD LD LD LD

subject| object | possessiveg subject | subject| object | possessive
1.sg -n/mi | -n/mi mii ‘an bi -n/mi mii
lincl.dual ba ba baa ba bi ba baa
2.sg -m/ms | -m/mj moo ‘am bi bi bii
3.s0 0 -Wa w00 ‘a bi bi bii
lexcl.pl A Al vo0 '00 bi A vo0o
lincl.pl ba..vi | bawvi baa vi ba...vi bi ba vi baa vi
2.pl vi vi vii i bi bi bii
3.pl Vit Vit VOO U bi bi bii

Table 3: Pronouns including LD forms, from Bohnhoff (198671109,110,113).

main subordinate clauses
clauses
SUBORD only: imperfective- relative clause, concessive clause,
hortative temporal/locative/conditional clause
LD only: indirect quotation, subordinate
desiderative
both SUBORD indirect order, purpose clause, causal
and LD allowed: adjunct introduced bia or ba

Table 4: Distribution of LD and SUBORD subject pronouns.

domain, and must be bound by the grammatical subject of theselimmediately
containing the LD domain, which we will call the LD antecetem (18), the LD
domain is the subordinate clauteey go to townand the LD antecedent is the
subject of the matrix verwvant

(18) Va hij [bi laakaat]
they.PRONwant they.LD; go town.to
‘They want to go to town.’ (corrected version of Bohnhoff 869 113)

Bohnhoff (1986, 112) shows that the LD domain consists ofréudl quotations,
subordinate desiderative clauses, indirect orders, gerptauses, and causal ad-
juncts introduced bkaor ba. As shown in Table 4, there is some overlap between
the LD domain and the SUBORD domain. Where either pronourbeaimsed, the
LD pronoun is used when coreference with the LD antecedeintéaded; when
noncoreference is intended, the SUBORD form must be usezbrtrast with ex-
ample (18), the SUBORD form is used in example (19), sincgptbaoun appears

in subordinate subject position and the subordinate clesuse indirect order, one
of the environments in which the LD domain and the SUBORD darogerlap.

(19) Va hij [ ua laakaai]
they. PRON want they.SUBORD; ; go town.to
‘They want others to go to town.’ (Bohnhoff, 1986, 114)



Bohnhoff provides example (20) to show that the LD pronourstning bound
by theclosestLD antecedent. The verlssyandtell both introduce an LD domain,
since their complements are indirect quotations. Howeseample (20) is not
ambiguous; the antecedent of the LD pronoun must be Moseg|dkest eligible
LD antecedent, and not Mother:

(20) N&'a 0 '9d  ba’a [Mulsaba (0 '9 [ba bin hij
Mother; (she) says.toFather Moses that(he;) says thathe.LD; ,; wants
laak kaak]]
to.goto.town
‘Mother; tells Father that Mosesays that *shghe; wants to go to town.’

(Bohnhoff, 1986, 118)

Unlike the SUBORD pronoun, whose appearance is restricteslibject po-
sition, the LD pronoun may appear as a subject, object, csgss®r within the
LD domain. In example (21), the object of the subordinatéd vefusesis a LD
pronoun whose antecedent is the subject of the matrix attglok

(21) YQob Vi ko 'aa [ba ha) bi
ancestor.spiritghey.PRONattackgrandmother because.shefuseshem.LD,
nanne]
food

‘Ancestor spirits, they attack grandmother because she refuses tfeamd.’
(Bohnhoff, 1986, 115)

In example (22), both the subordinate subject and the pasise$the object are
LD pronouns:

(22) wa hii [bi mbaakan yad bii nuj
they.PRONwant they.LD; sit  with headtheir.LD; CM
‘They; want to sit with theiy head.’ (= ‘They want to be independent.’)
(Bohnhoff, 1986, 116)

The LD domain is not defined by properties typically assedatith logophoric-
ity, though its roots are likely based in an earlier logoph@ystem: Bohnhoff
(1986, 112) observes that clauses constituting the LD doriadli may have been
derived from underlying quotes”. Culy (1997) discussesttension of logophoric
marking from typical logophoric domains such as reportexbsh, thought, or per-
ception to adjuncts such as purpose clauses and causaslaumsl proposes that
this is the result of grammaticisation of an original logopb system; this seems
to be the case for Yag Dii. As Bohnhoff (1986, 113) notes,Ltbedomain “does
not seem to be limited to contexts containing a performatend, nor to a desider-
ative context, nor do such pragmatic/semantic notions ascefseceiver of the
information seem to govern the use of the series”. Nonstlbjeecedents of LD
pronouns are not permitted. Further, constructions thethge have very similar



meanings vary as to whether they introduce a LD domain: fangpte, causal con-
structions introduced bia/ba constitute a LD domain (example 21), while causal
constructions withmoq as in example (23), do not:

(23) Cause withmoa

Vi yaa bi ma’Q luu 4G, [moo va 0
they.PRON come,they.LD; grab.himleaveCM, becausehey.PRON say
ba  yayne]

that.hecrazy.CM
‘They; came to take him away, because thesid that he’s crazy.
(Bohnhoff, 1986, 115-116)

The PRON pronoun is used as the subject of the subordinaiseflacause they
say that he’s crazpecause this is neither a LD domain nor a SUBORD domain:
only causal constructions witte/ba allow LD or SUBORD pronouns, not causal
constructions withmoa

Morphosyntactically, the LD domain is usually marked eithg the subordi-
nator/complementisdra or by the presence of a particular lexical predicate in the
immediately higher clause; Culy (1997) discusses the itapoe of marking by
particular complementisers in defining the logophoric dioniramany languages.
Subordinate purpose clauses seem to constitute an excéptiois generalisation,
since they do not contain special marking to indicate the bBdin, and need not
appear with a particular predicate in the immediately higi@use; it may be that
these are positionally encoded:

(24) Subordinate purpose clause:
Baa ( no'oy haghd bi hod phgai]
Fathey (he) bendsdown he.LD; seesanimal.CM
‘Father bends down to see the animal.’
(corrected version of Bohnhoff, 1986, 114)

Example (18) contains a subordinate desiderative claiggeled by the presence

of the verb ‘want’ in the matrix clause. Example (21) consaincausal adjunct

with the subordinator/complementisied. Indirect quotations are also introduced
by ba:

(25) Indirect quotation:
Baa (0 0 [ba bin laakdd]
Father (hg) says thathe.LD;.will go forest.to
‘Fatheg 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 (26):



(26) ...wt od  Yésiu:“B¥a,i ni voo() ba viya, moodo
they say-toJesus: Sir, the.oneelder our (hg) senduscome,so we

od Vi bin maan ba vin don kii  biili né.
say.toyou that.he.LD is.worthythatyou enterhousehis.LD;.in NEG.
Mowoono ma, bin yaan kan 0§ bii ni yé m.
for that CM thenthat.he.L) come.NEGwith bodyhis.LD; NEG hereCM
Améaaba i Q@ mooygy dagas), nan bii ye ban zaa 0.
but thatyousaywordcheekone only manhis.LD; thisthat.hehealsCM
Moo bi am,ba bin kid i nii  bii va  thggh,
for he.LD,; too that he.LD; hear.tothe.oneelder his.LD; plural ear.CM
ba bin di kan sddze bii ba kua kid bi tbg maavu
thathe.LD; is.therewith soldierhis.LD; thatthey hearhim.LD; earthis pl
am.
too
Ba i od daga“Am laad’ teeban  1aa.
thatif.he.2LD; say-toone: Yougo CMif, that.hego

Ba ii od t00: “Amyaa @' téeban vyaa.
thatif.he.2LD; say-toanother: YoucomeCM if, that.hecome

Ba ii od  nan ba'ad bii: “Am k5 hen y& no" tee
that if.he.2LD; say-tomanwork his.LD;: You do thing this CM, then
ban kb .

that.hedo CM

‘...they say to Jesus: “Sir, our elddras sent us to you, to say to you that
he isn’'t worthy for you to enter hishouse. That's why hehasn’t come
here himself. But even if you simply say a single word, hisorker will be
healed. For hgtoo says that hdakes orders from hjsuperiors; that hehas
his; soldiers that take orders from hinoo. That if he says to one: “Go!”,
then he will go. That if hesays to another: “Come!”, he will come. That if
he says to hisworker, “Do this!”, he will do it (L. Bohnhoff, p.c.)

Each clause in these multi-clause indirect discourse segni®e marked with the
subordinator/complementiséa. We analyse these examples as subordination to
an unpronounced main clause predicate, with only the sudmisdl. D domain re-
alised. An alternative analysis might treat these in terfna morphologically
marked main-clause LD domain interpreted as indirect dissm(see Dimmendaal
2001 for more discussion). Under the second analysis,daddiscourse clauses
as in (25) and (26) would differ from the other LD domains iattiho syntactic
relation would be required between the LD antecedent (wivatld not be syn-
tactically present in the clause) and the LD pronoun; imktéadirect discourse
would have to be analysed specially, as true logophoridifigrent from the other



syntactically defined instances of the LD domain. For umifity, and in the ab-
sence of evidence that the conditions governing these 1eialise examples are
different from the other examples, we assume that subdrdimg involved, with
an unpronounced main-clause predicate.

An orthogonal issue related to determination of the LD agdeat is raised by
Bohnhoff’s claim that the LD antecedent must be phenounsubject of the im-
mediately higher clause, which, on his analysis, is alwagsent but sometimes
unpronounced. This would make Yag Dii a pronoun-incorppgalanguage in the
sense of Jelinek (1984): on this view, the subject of eveays® is a (possibly
unpronounced) pronominal, and what appears to be a fullpnoneminal subject
is treated as a dislocated topic or apposition to the prondarfact, it is likely
that full non-pronominal subject phrases are best treatedilbjects and not topics
or appositions, with unpronounced pronominal subject&ga®nly when there is
no overt subject phrase (see Austin and Bresnan 1996 forauttio discussion of
differences between these two analyses and argumentssag@nlelinek view).
The choice between the two analyses does not affect thesisalyovert pronouns
in the language, and so for clarity and consistency with Boff's presentation of
examples, we include unpronounced pronouns (represent@dim some exam-
ples, though we do not intend this as a claim that unpronalupognominal forms
are actually present in the structure.

4 Subordinate clause LD pronouns: 2LD

Our primary interest is a fourth series of pronouns which vilelabel 2LD, char-
acterised above as the “very long-distance” series, asrsiowable 5. Like the
LD series, 2LD pronouns appear in the LD domain and must epkeith the LD
antecedent. Like the SUBORD series, they are used only ife&uposition of
certain subordinate clauses within the LD domain. Therenar@LD object or
possessive pronouns. As shown in examples (3) and (4), tBep2anoun nei-
ther requires nor disallows a coreferential pronoun in thervening clause in the
LD domain. 2LD is, then, an exceptionally long-distancepdima, whose binding
conditions seem to be exclusively nonlocal: it must appesatha subject of an
embedded clause within the LD domain, and it must corefeh witsubject out-
side the LD domain, at least two clauses distant, withoutosing any binding
requirements in the intervening clause.

There are clear morphological parallels between the 2L2seand the SUB-
ORD series, as is evident from inspection of the paradignTabie 5. Their dis-
tribution is also closely related; indeed, Bohnhoff (19883) states that “in the
same way thatan [SUBORD] subjects are used insteadnaf[PRON] subjects in
certain clauses, sdi [2LD] subjects occur instead & [LD] subjects in (some of)
those same grammatical contexts”. In fact, in light of addal data unavailable to
Bohnhoff at the time the article was written, constraintdtwndistribution of 2LD
seem to be very close or identical to those for the SUBORDestilpronoun: 2LD



PRON| SUBORD| LD | 2LD
1.sg -n/mi ‘an bi ‘an
lincl.dual ba ba bi ‘aa
2.9 -m/mo ‘am bi i
3.sg 0 'a bi i
lexcl.pl \'A) '00 bi '00
lincl.pl ba..vi| ba...vi bi | 'aa...vi
2.pl Vi i bi i
3.pl Vit "au bi i

Table 5. Subject pronouns of all four pronoun types, from madif (1986,
107,113,120).

appears as the subject of a relative clause, temporaille@@inditional clause,
concessive clause, indirect order, purpose clause, oakadginct (though there
are no available data that allow a determination of wheth&i2 limited to causal
adjuncts introduced bka or ba, as in the case of the SUBORD pronoun series).
Bohnhoff does not provide examples of 2LD as the subject afrpgse clause or

a causal adjunct, though he states that it can appear theriact| however, he
notes (p. 121) that in some clauses, either the LD or the 2lddqamn may appear:
“Initial concessive and cause clauses for many speakedsietain thebi [LD]
forms, although some examples 'of [2LD] may also be heard.” Example (27)
shows 2LD as the subject of a relative clause within the LD aiom

(27) ...vi od i ki  aga:“Akaw 0 O [lig [ba ii

you say.tothe.onehouseself: “Teachey (he) say house thathe.2LD
la hen lali paskakan waa duuli  bii  va  wali maa] ba
eatthing eatingEastemwith child following his.LD; pluraltherewhen,that.it
di tela?]”
is.therewhere?”
‘... you'll ask the house owner: “The teacher asks, wherénéshouse in
which he.2LD will eat the Easter meal with his disciples?L. Bohnhoff,

p.c.)

In (28), 2LD is the subject of a temporal adjunct clause itiahposition within
the LD domain:

(28) 0 0 [[se'eyba ‘i la fii ya babh tee] ba
(she) says time thatshe.2LD goesreturnscomesfield.fromwhen,that
bifh dod  ghokii]

she.LD.will cookpigeon
‘She said that when she.2L,Deturned from the field, she.L,Dvould cook
the pigeon.’

(Bohnhoff, 1986, 121)



Another example of a temporal/locative/conditional cesusvith 2LD is given in
(3), a concessive clause with 2LD subject is given in (4),amdhdirect order with
2LD subject is given in (1).

5 Standard binding theory and 2LD

The following generalisations govern the distribution feé four Yag Dii pronoun
series:

(29) PRON: can bear any grammatical function, except for subject in 98B
domain; noncoreferent with LD antecedent if in LD domain

SUBORD: must appear as subject in SUBORD domain; noncoreferent with
LD antecedent if in LD domain

LD: must appear in LD domain; can bear any grammatical funceangpt
for subject in SUBORD domain within LD domain); coreferentiw
LD antecedent

2L D: mustappear as subject in SUBORD domain within LD domairefeor
erent with LD antecedent

The status of the parenthesised portion of the condition Drréflects the un-
certainty discussed at the end of the previous section: lieagt some SUBORD
clauses within the LD domain, either LD or 2LD can appeatr, ibig not clear
whether the LD and 2LD pronouns are in free variation in alB&®JRD domains.

It is not possible to capture the very long-distance nat@ithe binding con-
straints on the 2LD pronouns by means of standard bindiegrdtic constraints.
2LD does not behave like a standard pronominal, in that isdus obey only a
negative binding condition such as Binding Condition B (anmminal must be
free in its governing category: Chomsky 1981). 2LD pronousguire an an-
tecedent in the same sentence, unlike pronominals, anetappear without an
antecedent (setting aside the extended indirect discexesmples, which must be
marked withba and which we have proposed to treat as involving an unpracexin
main clause subject and predicate). Of course, 2LD doesamae like a standard
anaphor either, since it is not locally bound. To ensure tesgnce of a nonlocal
antecedent, we might attempt to state the binding requinésrfer 2LD as a com-
bination of a local noncoreference requirement (as we éxpdind with pronomi-
nals) and a nonlocal coreference requirement (as we findevitirdistance reflex-
ives): that is, 2LD would be an overt pronominal anaphor,clvhinust be locally
free but bound in a larger domain, as originally suggestedffaayalamtaan by
Mohanan (1981) (see also Dalrymple 1993 and Kiparsky 20d@hanan (1981)
provides examples (30a) and (30b) to show thah must be bound, and example
(30c) to show that the binder tdanmay not be a coargument of the same predi-
cate — that istaan must be bound within the sentence in which it appears, but may
not be locally bound:



(30) a. *man aanaye nulli
self. NOM elephant. AC(pinched
‘Self pinched the elephant.’ (Malayalam; Mohanan, 1983, 13

b. [taan aanaye nulli  emo] kutti raajaawinoetmaran nu
self. NOMelephant. AC(pinchedthat child king.DAT said
‘The child; told the king that selfpinched the elephant.
(Mohanan, 1981, 17)

c. *moohantaane  aaraadk’k’'unnu
Mohan self. ACCworships
‘Mohan; worships himself’ (Mohanan, 1981, 15)

Such an approach will not produce the right result for 2LDiyéeer. We cannot
ensure that the antecedent of 2LD appears at least two sleers@ved by requiring
2LD to be free in the LD domain but bound in a larger domain¢ei@LD can
appear whether or not there is a potential binder in the LDalopas shown in (3)
and (4).

6 ThelLD requirement

LFG binding requirements are generally stated in terms oflibhg equations as
shown in (31), wherg" is the f-structure of the pronoun, and is the semantic
structure corresponding to

(31) (t, ANTECEDENT)=(( GF* GFpro ™ GFant )
DELIMITS  GRAMMATICAL GRAMMATICAL
BINDING FUNCTION OF FUNCTION OF
DOMAIN PRONOUN ANTECEDENT

This constraint requires the pronodnto appear at the end of the binding path
GF* GFpro. The antecedent of the pronoun bears the grammatical imetint.

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

The binding equations can be further specialised to encade&plar binding re-
guirements. For example, the binding equation in (33) usesff-path constraint
—(— TENSE) to require the pronoun to find its antecedent in the mininmétefido-
main containing the pronoun; the off-path constraint pnév¢he path through the
binding domain from passing through an f-structure withdtigbuteTense

(33) (t, ANTECEDENT)= (( GF* GFproT) GFant)s
—(— TENSE)



(34) [GFant [ANTECEDENT]
GF* GFpro [PRONOUN

DOES NOT PASS
THROUGH AN F

STRUCTURE WITH A
TENSE ATTRIBUTE

For more discussion of LFG’s binding theory, see Dalrymd@93), Bresnan
(2001), and Asudeh (2004).

For the Yag Dii LD pronouns, we propose that the clause tbatains the LD
domain and the LD antecedent — thanding domain for the LD pronoun — is
marked with the attribute-value pditp-anT,+). This marking is enforced by the
predicate or construction which defines the subordinateadtois an LD domain
(the main clause predicate whose complement is an inditetation, subordinate
desiderative, or indirect order; tHea or ba marking on causal adjuncts; or the
c-structure rule marking a subordinate clause as a purpasss):

LD-ANT -+
COMP [...LD pronoun ...]

(35) |:SUBJ [LD antecedent]

It is important to note that thep-anT domain is not what we have been calling
the LD domain; instead, it is the clause containing both tBedomain and the
LD antecedent. We can now state the requirements for the bBoouns with some
minimal modifications to the form of the standard binding atipns:

(36) (1, ANTECEDENT)=((  GF* GForo 1) SUBJ ),
—(— LD-ANT)  —(+ LD-ANT) (¢ LD-ANT)
1 2 3

1. the clause containing the LD antecedent isghallest clause marked with
LD-ANT that also contains the pronoun (the path through the bindiomgain
to the LD pronoun may not pass through a clause wittant marking);

2. the clause containing the LD pronoun cannot heweant marking (LD
pronouns are not bound by a clausemate);

3. theanTeceDENTOf the pronoun is theusJsof a clause with.o-ANT marking.

This combination of constraints encodes the binding requénts for the LD pro-
noun, and enforces an appropriate degree of nonlocalitye arftecedent of the
LD pronoun is not a clausemate (since the antecedent mushappanLb-ANT-
marked clause, and the LD pronoun may not appear irbasnt-marked clause):
the antecedent must be the subject of theant-marked clause which properly
contains the LD domain in which the LD pronoun appears.



7 The SUBORD requirement
We propose that the SUBORD domain is markedsasoRrb,+).

(37) SUBJ [SUBORD PRONOUN
SUBORD +

SUBORD pronouns require the presence of that feature, WiRtleN pronouns are
incompatible with that feature. As with the LD feature, tmarking is enforced
by the main clause predicate or construction defining theailoras a SUBORD
domain. We can then enforce the requirement for SUBORD pnasito appear as
subjects osusorp-marked clauses with the existential constraint in (38):

(38) ((suBit) suBORD)

8 Constraintson 2LD

We now turn to the question of the binding requirements of 2t tempting to
analyse 2LD as just the LD version of SUBORD: we have seer2ltiatpronouns
appear in subject position of SUBORD clauses, just like SBB(ronouns, and
are bound by the LD antecedent, just like LD pronouns. Howewere needs to
be said in cases of overlap between the SUBORD and LD dom3orse clauses
are both SUBORD and LD:

(39) Va hij [ ua laakaal]
they.PRONwant they.SUBORD go town.to
‘They want others to go to town.’ (Bohnhoff, 1986, 114)

(40) Va hij [bi laakaat]
they.PRONwant they.LD; go town.to
‘They want to go to town.’ (corrected version of Bohnhoff 869 113)

The complement of the verwantis an indirect order, which is in the overlap
between the SUBORD and LD domains. Both SUBORD pronouns $8x.and
LD pronouns (ex. 40) are allowed in this domain. This meaasttie subordinate
clause subject position in these examplesusorp-marked, and the antecedent is
in anLb-ANT-marked clause. If 2LD were simply required to appear in a SRB
domain and to be bound by the LD antecedent, we would expe@Lb pronoun
to appear in (40). This is not possible, however: the LD promand not the 2LD
pronoun appears here.

It might appear that we could get around this problem by dlagnthat a clause
cannot be LD and SUBORD at the same time, but this would ledldetincorrect
prediction that LD and SUBORD pronouns cannot appear indheesclause. We
do find LD and SUBORD pronouns in the same clause, howeverxam@e is
given in (41).



(41) Babaan?) vi [ moo’en pénvan tid waa bii gho
Rabbit (he) asks for whatfirst they.PRON hold child his.LD; leave

mammémaala?]['i y& maa, ba van s60 'u] [ ba
water.in Q? this here focus that they.PRON fake CM, that
"t s00  waa bii pa bi dg 'va'ays
they. SUBORD.mustlook.for child his.LD; give him.LD; go.upnow here
no.]

CM

‘Rabbit; asks why they (Boar) held hishild and let it fall in the water? (He
says) that they faked it, thahey.SUBORD must look for his.LD; child
and giveit to him.LD; now! (Bohnhoff, 1986, 118-119)

The generalisation seems to be that there is an ‘exclusior’ Zor 2LD in the
topmost clause in the LD domain. 2LD is an exclusively lomgtahce anaphor,
and its antecedent must appear at least 2 clauses away.

We propose to introduce an additional feature marking thekause of the LD
domain as an ‘exclusion zone’ for 2LD, and constrain the 2lrBnpun so as to
prevent it from appearing there. We will use the featusepomaiN to mark the
exclusion zone for 2LD in the LD domain:

(42) [susa [Lp antecedent]
LD-ANT +
SUBJ ...
LD-DOMAIN  +

comp Id

SuBJ [2LD
comp subord L ]

SUBORD +

Notice that this marking is still purely local to the predi@r construction defin-
ing the LD domain: the matrix clause containing the LD domaimarked with

LD-ANT, and the LD domain itself is marked wittb-pomain. No marking of

more deeply embedded clauses or constraints involvingypuaamnlocal relations
are required. We can now state the binding constraints for &t follows:

(43) Binding constraints for 2LD:

(T5 ANTECEDENT)= (( GF* SUBJ 1) SUBJ )o
—(— LD-ANT) —(+ LD-DOMAIN) (+ LD-ANT)
1 (+— suBORD) 3
—(+ LD-ANT)
2

1. Aswith LD, the clause containing the 2LD antecedent issthallest clause
marked withLp-ANT that also contains the pronoun.

2. e Like the LD pronoun, the clause containing the 2LD pronounnca
haveLp-ANT marking (2LD pronouns are not bound by a clausemate).



e Like SUBORD pronouns, 2LD must appear as thesJ of a clause
with suBorp-marking.

e To enforce the nonlocal relation between 2LD and its antecgdhe
2LD pronoun cannot appear in a clause withpomain marking (i.e.,
it cannot appear in the highest clause in the LD domain).

3. Like the LD pronoun, thenTecepenT of the 2LD pronoun is the SUBJ of
a clause with.o-ANT marking.

On this analysis, the nonlocal nature of 2LD’s binding regunents fall out from
a combination of purely locally specified features.

9 An alternative analysis

As suggested by Louisa Sadler (p.c.), an alternative waynalyaing the bind-
ing requirements of 2LD is to directly encode the nonlocalureof the binding
relation. On this analysis, the binding equation assodiatith 2LD would be:

(44) Alternative binding equation for 2LD (to be rejected):

(T, ANTECEDENT)=

(( GF* GF GF SUBJ ™ SUBJ )s
—(— LD-ANT) —(— LD-ANT) 3 —(4— LD-ANT) (¢ LD-ANT)
1 2 (+ suBORD) 5

4

This constraint resembles the requirements for LD, exdggitthe path delimiting
the binding domain must contain at least three grammaticaitions GF GF suB):
this directly reflects the fact that there must be at leastatengse intervening be-
tween 2LD and its antecedent. The 2LD pronoun is requirechisyconstraint to
appear in the following environment:

The Kleene star in the portion of the path marked 1 means li@tportion can

be empty, so it will often be the case that the f-structuresllad f1 and the f-
structure labelledf2 will be the same, with only one clause (the exclusion zone
f3) separating 2LD from its antecedent. We can explicate thdibg constraints

in (44) as follows:

(45) SUBJ [LD antecedent]
LD-ANT +

f1 SuBJ [2LD]

...GF}... 1'2[(3':2 f3|:GF3 f4{suBORD +




1. Aswith LD, the clause containing the 2LD antecedent issthallest clause
marked withLp-ANT that also contains the pronoun. This is enforced for the
f-structure labelledf2 by the constraint on the portion of the path marked 1.

2. The f-structure labelled3 may not be.b-anT-marked. This is enforced by
the constraint on the portion of the path marked 2. This corapbof the
path is obligatory.

3. The portion of the path marked 3 is also obligatory.

4. The 2LD pronoun must bear the grammatical functosa. The f-structure
markedf4 may not havap-ant-marking, and it must haveusorbp mark-
ing. This is enforced by the portion of the path marked 4.

5. As with the LD pronoun, the LD antecedent must euay and it must be
in a clause with.o-ANT-marking.

This analysis has the advantage of requiring fewer featamdy Lb-ANT marking
andsusorDp marking are required, and we do not need to appeal to additiea-
tures such asp-nomMAIN. However, this advantage comes at the cost of allowing a
nonlocal path with a minimal length of three grammaticaldiions. Given that this
construction provides the only evidence we know of for gratical nonlocality,

we would prefer not to go down this slippery slope. Insteag pnopose that non-
locality of this nature is forbidden in grammatical destidp, and that functional
uncertainty paths are constrained by a general Localityciprie:

(46) Locality Principle: Paths in functional uncertainty expressions are of length
zero or more (Kleene star) or of length one or more (Kleens)pho other
options are available in grammatical description.

Given this Locality Principle, the alternative binding straint for 2LD presented
in (44) is disallowed.

10 Conclusion

Yag Dii presents a complicated picture for theories of &aje binding. The dis-
tributions of the PRON, SUBORD, and LD pronouns are not ueetgu, given
the general form of binding equations and the ability to ndolnains with infor-
mation about their syntactic properties. We have proposatithe distribution of
the 2LD pronoun can be stated in local terms, by introduciddjtepnal features
controlling the appearance of 2LD vs. LD at multiple levelstucture — govern-
ing a nonlocal relation by introducing a combination of lofestures to create a
local ‘exclusion zone’ for 2LD. Our analysis obeys the LdagaPrinciple, which
we propose as a general principle for functional uncertgaths in grammatical
dependencies.
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