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1 The central puzzle

Logophoric pronouns obligatorily occur in embedded attitude contexts, and must refer to the bearer

of the attitude (1). These contrast with plain pronouns.

(1) Logophoric pronoun in Ewe

a. Kofi
Kofi

be
say

yè
LOG

dzo
leave

‘Kofii said that hei/*j left.’

b. *Yè
LOG

dzo.
leave

(2) Plain pronoun in Ewe

a. Kofi
Kofi

be
say

e
3SG

dzo
leave

‘Kofii said that hei/j left.’

b. E
3SG

dzo.
leave

‘He left’

It has been claimed that LOG is an overt instantiation of PRO, which has the same distribution.

(3) Johni claimed [PROi/*j to be clever].

Central puzzle:

Logophors (in Ewe) have the distribution of obligatorily controlled PRO, but unlike PRO

(and contra previous assumptions), they can be interpreted de re as well as de se

How is this gonna work?

1. Both PRO and LOG are syntactically licensed by the same feature-checking operation.

This accomplishes the following:

⇒ Restricting LOG and PRO to embedded attitude contexts

⇒ Requiring coreference with the attitude holder

2. The difference between PRO and LOG is a function of the availability of a local concept

generator (syntactically, a ResP)

⇒ The ResP makes the de re reading available for LOG, but not PRO

⇒ The concept generator is adapted to ensure the attitude holder is picked out

3. The availability of the insertion of a ResP is a function of economy forces during acquisi-

tion. Learners do not use it without positive evidence.

⇒ Learners are argued to have independent evidence that LOG can be wrapped in a

ResP from long-distance binding, but do not have this for PRO
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2 The data

Let us recall the de se and de re contrast, as made salient by the following examples:

(4) Scenario 1 (de se belief)

John has just found an old paper that he wrote. He reads it and is proud of what a good

paper it is. He says, “I am clever.”

(5) Scenario 2 (de re belief)

John has just found an old paper that he wrote, but he doesn’t realize that he is the author

of the paper. He reads it and is impressed by what a good paper it is. He says, “Whoever

wrote this paper is clever.”

PRO can only be interpreted de se, whereas he can be interpreted either de se or de re:

(6) a. John1 claimed PRO1 to be clever

3 Scenario 1

7 Scenario 2

b. John1 claimed that he1 will win

3 Scenario 1

3 Scenario 2

With respect to these contexts, the logophor yè patterns with the plain pronoun

(7) John
John

be
say

yè
LOG

le
COP

cleva.
clever

‘John1 said that he1 was clever.’

3 Scenario 1

3 Scenario 2

However, as shown in the initial examples, it behaves like PRO in that it must corefer with the

attitude holder, and must be embedded in an attitude context (or refer to the attitude holder from

the previous utterance)

⇒ Our first goal will be to capture these distributional facts
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3 Syntactic distribution of LOG

The attitude verb checks the [log] features of PRO and LOG (Heim 2002; von Stechow 2002, 2003).

(8) a. [CP1 λw [w John claimed[log] [CP2 λx[log]λw [w PRO2[log] to be clever]]]]

b. [CP1 λw [w John claimed[log] [CP2 λx[log]λw [w yè2[log] was clever]]]]

In the absence of the feature checking (i.e. outside of an attitude context), Neither LOG nor PRO

will be licensed.

⇒ We also capture the fact that both PRO and LOG are locally bound by the attitude holder.

However, this analysis only predicts the de se reading of LOG.

⇒ Our next goal will be to capture the de re reading of LOG

4 Interpreting LOG de re

We need a concept generator (no res movement required)! But it’s crucially going to include the

additional condition in (9c). In other words, we add the condition (stipulation) that if the concept

generator variable y is locally bound by x, then G(x) = G(y).

(9) Gis a concept generator for x in w if ...

a. G is of type < e,< s, e >>

b. For all y, G(y) is a y-concept for x in w

c. For all y, if there is w′ such that < y,w′ > ∈ DoxAlt(x,w), then G(y) = G(x)

The concept generator is introduced in a projection, the ResP, which wraps the pronoun. This

derives the following de re LF:

(10) a. [Λw [John [[say W ][ λG [1 [Λw [LOG1 G] [is clever W ]]]]]]

b. [λw : ∃G<e,<s,e>>. G is a concept generator for John in w & ∀w′ ∈ Say(Kofi, w), G(y)

is clever in w′]

c. [λw : ∃G<e,<s,e>>. G is a concept generator for John in w & ∀w′ ∈ Say(Kofi, w),

G(John) is clever in w′]

In order to derive the de se reading, we just get rid of the gymnastics with the ResP and the concept

generator.

However, the analysis has nothing to prevent PRO in English from being wrapped in a ResP and

being interpreted de re

⇒ Our next goal will be to block the de re reading of PRO
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5 Preventing ResP with PRO

The logophor allows a long-distance antecedent (11), but PRO does not (12).

(11) Marie
Mary

be
say

Kofi
Kofi

xOse
believe

be
COMPL

yè
LOG

na
give

yè
LOG

cadeau
gift

i. ‘Mary said that Kofi believed that she gave him a gift.’

ii. ‘Mary said that Kofi believed that he gave her a gift.’

(12) a. Kofii believed that Maryj claimed [PROj to have given himi a gift]

b. *Kofii believed that Maryj claimed [PROi to have given herj a gift]

Why can LOG be long-distance bound? It does not need to be passed-features (which must occur

locally) in order to be interpreted.

⇒ LOG has third-person features lexically, but PRO does not have lexical features (as evidence

by the fact that PRO can be interpreted as 1/2/3, but LOG only 3)

⇒ Feature passing occurs phase-by-phase (i.e. locally – see Kratzer 2009)

⇒ PRO requires a binder within it’s CP. LOG does not, so LOG can be long-distance bound

The fact that LOG can be non-locally bound, means the LOG must be construed de re with respect

to the local attitude holder, which motivates the presence of a ResP around LOG.

⇒ Learners never have independent evidence that PRO can be wrapped by a ResP, and never

posit it for reasons on economy.
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