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Readings: Full references and links are in References at the end. The Lee article is on the CD, 
and Nakao 2004 and Kiparsky 2002 are on the web. 
(1) (Lee 2003) Anaphoric R-expressions as bound variables  (Zapotec) 
(2) (Nakao 2004) A note on Japanese Anaphoric R-expressions 
(3) (Kiparsky 2002) Disjoint reference and the typology of pronouns (not on your CD, but 
available on the web) 
(4) (Cole et al. 2001) Introduction to their edited collection on Long-Distance Reflexives. 

1. Schedule for today and tentative schedule for final lectures 
 

Schedule today: 

Part I: Last two student presentations. Masha Kireeva’s presentation on Japanese anaphora 
and Alina Lobzina’s presentation on Hindi anaphora.  

Part II:  second guest presentation by Yakov Testelets on "Typology of Anaphoric 
Elements", to include Sections 6 and 7 (Long Distance-only reflexives, Long distance 
pronouns) of his April 22 handout, plus something about the remarkable bound-variable 
anaphoric R-expressions of Zapotec and Thai (Lee 2003), and Japanese (Nakao 2004).   

Part III: (Partee). Notes on issues that have emerged so far concerning semantic typology in 
anaphora.  (This handout) 

Schedule for the last three class meetings (subject to change): 

Lecture 14. May 20. Nominal and Temporal Anaphora. Parallels in binding vs. coreference, 
'donkey anaphora', pragmatic anaphora. Similarities and differences. Are tenses like pronouns? 
How the Kamp-Heim theory makes it easier to capture the parallels (Partee 1984). Recent 
research on temporal anaphora.  Readings: (1) Partee, Barbara. 1984. Nominal and Temporal 
Anaphora. Linguistics and Philosophy 7:243-286. 
http://bhpartee.narod.ru/Partee1984NomTemp.pdf , (2) to be determined. HOMEWORK #5 
(and any late homeworks) DUE May 20.  

Lecture 15, May 27.  Anaphora, Null Anaphora, and Ellipsis. Verb phrase anaphora and 
verb phrase ellipsis.  Null Pronominal Anaphora and its semantic properties across 
languages. “pro-drop”.  Is there a difference between null anaphora and ellipsis? If there is, 
what is the difference? How to test for the presence of a null anaphoric element? And is there a 
difference between ellipsis and something just not being there? I think so. Compare properties of 
English “He’s eating” and Russian “Nashla!” ‘I/she found [null pronoun or ellipsis]!’ = 'I/she 
found it!'  In seminar May 27: Discussion of your projects (which you will have given me May 
20).  Readings: (1) to be determined. Optional:  (2) Partee, Barbara H., and Emmon Bach. 1981. 
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Quantification, pronouns and VP anaphora. 
http://semanticsarchive.net/Archive/jAwNjhhM/BHP_Bach81QuantificationPronounsVPAnaph
ora.pdf ; (3) Partee, Barbara. 1989. Binding implicit variables in quantified contexts. In CLS 25, 
 https://udrive.oit.umass.edu/partee/Partee89_BindingImplicitVar.pdf , others to be determined.   

Lecture 16, June 3.  Property-type anaphora and related topics.  English Common Noun 
Phrase anaphora with one and null. Adjectival anaphora with such, takoj, etc. Adverbial 
anaphora with so, thus, there, then, thereby, therein.  Slavic tak. In seminar June 3: Discussion 
of electronic resources, other resources, networking, etc. Also all paperwork for ocenki and 
zachety – bring your documents, and I should also have a vedemost’. Readings: (1) Landman, 
Meredith, and Marcin Morzycki. 2003. Event kinds and the representation of manner. In 
WECOL 11. http://www.msu.edu/~morzycki/papers/takso.pdf ; more to be determined. 

OR Maybe more on optimality-theory approaches to typology of anaphora instead! 
Opinions welcome! (Reading: (Kiparsky 2002, Fischer 2004)) 

2. Semantic and syntactic typology of anaphora 

2.1. The semantic dimension of anaphora 
Reinhart wasn’t the first to point out the important distinction between bound variable anaphora 
and coreferential anaphora, but she is the key figure in seeing the significance of that distinction 
for an account of the syntax and semantics of binding.  
 

Reinhart’s central thesis (Reinhart 1983a, 1983b): The only type of anaphoric relation that is 
syntactically represented and directly constrained by principles of grammar is bound variable 
anaphora.  
 

Reinhart’s version of Principle B: Avoid a “coreferential” (non-bound-variable) interpretation 
of a pronoun if the same thing could be expressed with bound variable anaphora.  
 

Heim’s amendments to Reinhart’s central thesis ((Heim 1998), incorporated in (Büring 
2004)): There are bound variable analogs of Principle B cases, but these are cases of 
“covaluation”, with neither expression binding the other. 
 
(1) a. [Continuing from Reinhart’s example: Look, if everyone hates Oscar, then it surely 

follows that Oscar (himself) hates him.]  And, of course, this doesn’t hold just for Oscar, 
but for any arbitrary man: If everyone hates a man, then that man himself hates him.   

   b. Not only I dreamt that I was Brigitte Bardot and that I kissed me. 

Putting together Reinhart, Heim, Kiparsky, and maybe others, we can make a scale of 
semantic anaphoricity. 
 

1. Lexically Reflexive-marked predicates: the strongest kind of reflexive anaphora is not even 
expressed with an anaphoric DP but with a lexical operation changing a 2-place predicate to a 1-
place predicate (or an n-place predicate to an n-1 place predicate). Russian –sja in its reflexive 
uses is of this sort: it isn’t an NP or DP at all. (Bach and Partee 1980, Lubowicz 1999, 
Kapitonov 2007) 
 

2.  Local reflexive-marking by an anaphoric element: Requires syntactic binding, involves 
co-arguments (hence very local), necessarily bound variable interpretation. Reinhart and 
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Reuland’s SELF anaphors. Kiparsky’s “locally bound reflexives”.  Kiparsky lists English 
himself (not on its ‘exempt’ uses). 
 

3. Finite-bound reflexives.  Kiparsky’s second class: these require binding but the binder can 
be in a higher clause if the bindee is in a non-finite embedded construction. (Kiparsky lists 
Russian sebja, Swedish sig.)  
 

There is a confusing middle range that includes long-distance reflexives and bound-variable 
pronouns of various sorts. Kiparsky’s “reflexives” (his ‘middle’ class) may get both bound 
variable and coreferential readings. And ordinary English pronouns can have both bound 
variable and coreferential readings. Let me try to just indicate a hierarchy of ‘readings’ without 
labeling the elements that have them. 
 

4. Bound variable anaphora  (not necessarily local; but variable-binding is ‘more anaphoric’ 
than plain coreference or covaluation.) 
 

5.  “Covaluation” anaphora, including “coreference”, with a syntactic antecedent 
 

6.  “Pragmatic” anaphora, allowing but not requiring a syntactic antecedent. For it to really be 
anaphora, it should involve picking up the reference of something already salient in the 
linguistic or non-linguistic context. (Kiparsky’s “referentially dependent”, I think.) 
 

7.  Referential independence: This includes deixis and demonstratives when they are used to 
refer to things not already salient in the existing context. This is not anaphora;  Classes 1 and 7 
are not themselves kinds of anaphora, but mark off-the-end-points on a scale whose interior 
points are kinds of anaphora.  (Kiparsky’s “referentially independent”). 
 

Kiparsky’s insight: these cross-classify with +/- Obviative.  Obviativity is where “locality” is 
central.  
 

Diagnostics to make use of: Test for bound-variable readings – obligatory or optional. Test 
with non-referential antecedents, test for strict/sloppy identity, test with “only”-sentences. 
 Test for possible non-linguistic antecedents, possible referential independence.  
 Test for whether covaluation is possible in contexts where there is no binding 
configuration. (E.g. when the antecedent is one conjunct of a conjoined DP, or in a subordinate 
clause.) 

2.1. The syntax-semantics interface 
The importance of the discovery by Lee (2003) of the properties of anaphoric R-expressions in 
San Lucas Quiavini Zapotec (SLQZ): Read that paper carefully to see how cleverly she figured 
out in which cases a repeated DP must be interpreted as a bound variable pronoun and in which 
cases it can be interpreted as coreferential (or covalued). The generalizations that emerged give 
even greater support to Reinhart’s basic idea that the real Binding Principles are “about” bound 
variable anaphora, and not “about” coference.  For instance, when two identical DPs are in a 
syntactically OK binding configuration, the result is a bound variable reading of the ‘copy’; but 
when they are not in a syntactic binding configuration, then they act like two independent DPs, 
with at most pragmatic coreference.  
 
As both Heim’s work (Heim 1998) and Bach and Partee (Bach and Partee 1980) show, some 
version of Binding Principle A is needed in the syntax, because some of the sentences that 
violate it can be given perfectly good LF’s by various applications of Quantifier Raising: 
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semantic well-formedness is not enough. Bound variable anaphora also requires an appropriate 
“binding configuration” in the overt syntax.  
 
Notions that seem to play a role in defining the syntactic constraints on anaphora in various 
languages include the following:  
• Subject 
• Co-argument domain  (syntactic?) 
• C-command domain 
• θ-role hierarchy  (syntactic?) 
• Finite clause 
• Clause 

3. Kiparsky’s Typology of Pronouns   
(Repeated from Lecture 11, for reference.) 

Table (59), p. 25 

 
The table results from four binary divisions. 
(60)  a. A pronoun may be REFERENTIALLY INDEPENDENT or REFERENTIALLY DEPENDENT. 

Referentially independent pronouns can (but need not) introduce something new into 
the discourse – for instance via deictic or demonstrative uses (in the narrow sense). 
Referentially dependent pronouns cannot introduce anything new – they must have at 
least a “discourse antecedent”. 

    b. Referentially dependent pronouns may be REFLEXIVE or NON-REFLEXIVE. (Referentially 
independent pronouns are necessarily non-reflexive.) Reflexive pronouns need a 
syntactic antecedent. Non-reflexives can (but need not) get their reference from 
context/discourse. 

    c. Reflexive pronouns may be FINITE-BOUND or NON-FINITE-BOUND. (Non-reflexive are 
necessarily non-bound.) Finite-bound pronouns require an antecedent within the same 
finite clause. Non-finite-bound pronouns can (but need not) have an antecedent within 
the same finite clause. 

    d. Finite-bound pronouns may be subject to the requirement that they be LOCALLY BOUND, 
or not. Locally bound pronouns require an antecedent in the first accessible subject 
domain. Non-locally bound pronouns can (but need not) have a “long-distance” 
antecedent. 

 
The category of a pronoun is defined by the maximum domain in which its antecedent may 
be found. Here are some illustrative diagnostic contexts, which define a hierarchy of five 
domains. 

(61) (p.26)  a. Referentially independent: 

           It’s ____ ! 

           We need to talk about ____, ____, and ____. 

         b. Referentially dependent: 

           1. Non-reflexive: 
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             Johni is here. I saw ___i. (discourse antecedent) 

           2. Reflexive: 

              i.  Non-finite-bound: 

                Johni thought that I would criticize ___i. 

                Johni was sad. Why didn’t Mary love ___i?(logophoric in strict sense) 

              ii. Finite-bound: 

                 A. Non-locally bound: 

                   Johni asked me to criticize ___i. 

                 B. Locally bound: 

                   Johni criticized ___i. (reflexive) 

                   Johni showed Billj ___i,j in the mirror. 

 

The five pronoun types cross-classify with the obviation property [+/- Obviative], yielding ten 
logically possible types of pronominal elements. The full typology, with a representative of each 
type, is given in (62) (p. 27). 

The gap on the top right edge represents the absence of a non-obviative referentially 
independent pronoun: if such a pronoun existed, it would be a “universal pronoun”, able to be 
used both as a demonstrative and a reflexive. It is said to violate an “Expressiveness” universal, 
namely that in every language, all pronominal systems are expressive in the sense that they 
provide a means to mark both coreference and non-coreference in any domain. (Formally, it is 
equivalent to the assumption that PARSE universally outranks ECONOMY.)  

What about the potential gap on the bottom left edge? Are there obviative locally bound 
reflexives? Obviation should prohibit it from having a coargument antecedent while its local 
binding requirement can only be satisfied by an antecedent in the same clause. Kiparsky 
suggests that one can distinguish between German and English by calling the German locally 
bound subject-oriented reflexive Obviative to prohibit it taking a direct object antecedent, as 
English reflexives can. So in that narrowest domain, +/- Obviative can be used to indicate +/- 
Subject-oriented, which otherwise would need a separate feature. “Subject-oriented” is taken to 
be a relativized version of the coargument disjoint reference requirement (obviation).  

(62), p. 27: The full pronoun typology: 5 local domains × 2 values for [± Obviative] 
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There is much more in the paper, including examples of all the kinds of pronouns in the 
typology, but this much may give a hint of how Kiparsky’s ideas and their implementation in 
Optimality Theory can provide an interesting and potentially very fruitful approach to the 
typology of anaphora.  
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