Chapter 6

Anaphors and Agreement

6.1 Introduction

Many languages ban nominative/subject anaphors. This chapter déetewveral pos-
sible explanations for this fact. Sections 6.2 and 6.3 discuss, respedineinaphor
Agreement Principle of [Riz90] and its modified version by [Wo099], whsctiaimed
to account for the lack of subject anaphors, supplementing the Bindiegry iCho81].
Section 6.4 shows that Georgian anaphors represent a counteriexamipoth ver-
sions of the Anaphor Agreement Principle. Section 6.5 refers to an ditermxpla-
nation within the Reflexivity Theory of [RR93] offered in [AE99]. Secti6ré argues
that the Reflexivity theoretic explanation in [AE99] for the Greek subjeetphors
cannot be adopted for Georgian, as was previously suggested iG]]Exee03]. For
[Eve01, Eve03] following [AE99], it is the internal structure of the amapin a given
language that allows such a language to have subject anaphors. $etaifers data
illustrating subject uses of reflexives in Georgian which cannot be ieguldy the in-
ternal structure of anaphors and the related anaphoric properties etorirary to what
is argued by [Eve01, Eve03]. Instead of concentrating only on time ébthe anaphors
it is suggested in this chapter to pay attention also to the verb classes whictbatlow
the reflexive phraseossrtav- and the reciprocartmanet-as their subject argument.
In Section 6.7 the chapter will be summarized.

6.2 Anaphor Agreement Effect

Taking some lItalian and Icelandic data into account [Riz90, p. 32] arthat¢ghere
could be “an intrinsic incompatibility between the property of being an anaghdr
the property of being construed with agrement.”

The Icelandic and the Italian data illustrate that when an anaphor is marked by
nominative and, therefore, triggers agreement like any nominativdoes in these
languages, the sentences are ungrammatical (6.2.1a, 6.2.2a). But ifiteoenare
marked by a case other than nominative (i.e., accusative in example 6.2.4brsdtie
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200 Chapter 6. Anaphors and Agreement

in example 6.2.2b) and, thus, do not trigger agreement, the sentencearareagical:

6.2.1.EXAMPLE. (lcelandic, [Mal84])

a. *Jon; segirad sig; elski Maria.
Jon saysthatSELF.NOM lovessuBJMariaAcc
“Jon says that he loves Maria.”

b. JBn; segirad Maria elski sig;.
Jon saysthatMariaNOM lovesSUBJSELF.ACC

“Jon says that he loves Maria.”

6.2.2.EXAMPLE. (ltalian, [Riz90, p. 33])

a. *Aloro; interessanasolo se stessi
to thembDAT interest.®L only themselvesiom

“They're only interested in themselves.”

b. Aloro importasolo di se stessi.
to thembDAT mattersonly of themselvesEN

“They only matter to themselves.”

The anaphor in Example 6.2.1a is a subject and the sentence is ungrammatical,
while the same anaphor in object position (6.2.1b) is fully grammatical. This could
give rise to the idea that there are certain positions (i.e., object positiongiatesi
with anaphors in which they can appear, as opposed to other positiongimavie can
never find anaphors.

According to [Riz90], what precludes a nominative anaphor is the poesef
agreement. On the basis of this he formulates a generalization which “halgs qu
systematically in natural languages” the following way:

The Anaphor Agreement principléAnaphors do not occur in syntactic
positions construed with agreement.

As [Riz90] shows, not the subject/non-subject status of an anaphwicisbut the
presence/absence of agreement ([Riz90, p. 33]). As is illustratedample 6.2.3, an
anaphor becomes available in subject position if it is marked by a hon-noveirate,
consequently does not trigger agreement. And an object anaphonescmgrammat-
ical if marked nominative, consequently triggering agreement (Example6.2.4

6.2.3.EXAMPLE. (lcelandic, [Mal84])
HOn; sagdiad  sig; vantadi peninga.
she said thatseLF.AccC lackedsuBimoney
“She said that she lacked money.”
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6.2.4.ExAMPLE. (Icelandic, [Mal84])

*Sigga; telur a9 mér  liki Sig;.
Sigga thinksthatto melikes.SUBJSELF.NOM

Therefore, it does not matter whether a reflexive is a subject or ant@sgument.
The most important condition is that the reflexive is not associated to agneeme

Contrary to [And82, Mal84] who suggest that the ungrammaticality of nonviaati
anaphors is related to the lack of the nominative form of the long-distafiezives
in Icelandic, [Riz90] supposes that there has to be “a deeper syntaaimpatibility
[between anaphors and agreement] than just the lack of a form in thpaasigm”.

In order to explain the incompatibility of anaphors and agreement, [RizODhsla
that the agreement affix, assumed to be pronominal [Cho81], and tiph@mwaill
clash whenever forming a chain. Both members of the chain are never adadfy
binding conditions simultaneously. Since the agreement is pronominal, it iscsubje
to the Principle B and is required to be locally free while the anaphor has tdysatis
principle A and is required to be locally bound. Under these consideratignseing
anaphors are correctly predicted to be ungrammatical.

Since anaphors are incompatible with agreement, anaphors in the abtagmee
ment should be grammatical, as predicted by the principle. Chinese, whicrdge-
ment, is a support for the hypothesis since it allows subject anaphors:

6.2.5.EXAMPLE. (Chinese from [Hua82] cited in [Riz90, p. 40])

Zhangsapshuoziji;  hui lai.
Zhangsansaid himselfwill come
“Zhangsan said he will come.”

Thus, according to [Riz90], anaphors are incompatible with agreement.

6.3 Modified Anaphor Agreement Effect

The Anaphor Agreement Effect proposed by [Riz90] is discussed/@op9], in which
the author first gives a short overview of the arguments offered BA{R in support
of the principle. Then to the Chinese example 6.2.5, brought by [Riz90] frtua82],
[Wo099] adds such languages as Khmer, Viethamese, Korean antbThgiport the
idea that nominative/subject anaphors are expected in languages vatireement.
All of these languages allow subject anaphors while they lack agreement.
Additionally, [Wo0099] proposes that not only agreeing subject anegphce un-
grammatical but object anaphors will also be excluded in languages witbt clgjeee-
ment. Data from object agreement languages support this predictiose Tdrguages
show that the normal object agreement cannot be used when the olgecamaphor.
Some of them behave like, for instance Swabhili, in which anaphors can agdyetr
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anaphoric agreement (Example 6.3.1a) but not the normal object agreé@axam-
ple 6.3.1b) while others, like Inuit, employ intransitive constructions refleatinlg
subject agreement for expressing reflexivity (compare the reflexample 6.3.2a em-
ploying the intransitive verb form to the normal transitive verbal marking 31:2&'):

6.3.1.EXAMPLE. (Swahili, [Vit81])

a. Ahmeda-na-ji-penda mwenyewe.
Ahmed3s-PRESREFL-love himself (emphatic reflexive)
“Ahmed loves himself.”

b. *Ahmeda-na-m-penda mwenyewe.

Ahmed 3s-PRES30-love himself (emphatic reflexive)
“Ahmed loves himself.”

6.3.2.EXxAMPLE. (Inuit, [BB91])

a. Angut immi-nut; taku-vug.
man himselfDAT seeiNDIC.3SG
“The man sees himself.”

b. Angutip arnaq taku-vaa.
ManERG WOManABS SeetNDIC.3SG.3SG

“The man sees the woman.”

[Wo099] argues that if a language still allows agreement triggered byaphar,
like the languages with object agreement do, then the agreement will exdjubie
special—not normal object agreement characteristic to these languaigaspecial
anaphoric form of agreement (see, for instance, 6.3.1a). [WodB@%, modifies
Rizzi’s principle as follows:

The Anaphor Agreement Effdotodified): Anaphors do not occur in syn-
tactic positions construed with agreement, unless the agreement is anapho-
ric.

INote also that the subject of the transitive verb in 6.3.2b is marked ezgatiile the subject in
the reflexive example in 6.3.2a is not, which reflects how the reflexdtiers are classified within this
language, namely, as intransitive.

Many ergative languages do not use the ergative construction whesbjbet is an anaphor (cf. for
instance, the Inuit 6.3.2a vs. 6.3.2b). However, [W0099] argggsnst the ungrammaticality of object
anaphors to follow from ergativity. By illustrating an examples from Erggee((i) from [Lan73] cited in
[Wo099, p. 268]) the author shows that not all ergative languagestdjact anaphors in ergative construc-
tions. Enga is in fact an example which supports the anaphor agregmieciple in that the language
allows object anaphors while not having object agreement:

i. Baa-netangepi-ly-a-mo.
he€RG self hit-PRES3S.SG-AUG
“He is hitting himself.”
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As [Wo0099] notes, there are counter-examples to the modified versioe @fith
ciple. There are languages with object agreement that still have obggahers, such
as Tamil, Modern Greek, Georgian, Albanian, Jacaltec, Selayaresgu&ronesian
language spoken in Indonesia) and French. [Wo099] tries to showfdnatifferent
reasons, the languages in question are not real counter-exampléso99] argues
that, for instance, in Georgian the features of the agreement morphenwt datch
those of the anaphor and the agreement is a default form of agreetimesit i the
technical sense, no agreement). For instance, a reflexive objextephr Georgian
always triggers 3rd person object agreement even when it is boutttebyst or 2nd
person antecedent (Example 6.3.3). Thus, only the possessor withieffénéve NP
is coindexed with the antecedent, while the agreement between the mbjand the
verb is triggered by the whole phrase:

6.3.3.EXAMPLE. (Georgian, [Har81])

(me) cem-s tav-s  v-a-k-eh.
1SG.NOM 1POSSSG-DAT self-DAT 1ANoMm.SG-PRV-praiseTs
Lit.: I myself l.praise.him/her

“| praise myself.”

[Wo099] groups Albanian and Georgian together because they both detult
agreement strategy to avoid the violation of the Anaphor Agreement effecAl-
banian, like in Georgian, the anaphors trigger 3rd person agreemaieweh the per-
son of the antecedent:

6.3.4.EXAMPLE.

a. Veta mé dhimset.
selfNOM CL.1SG.DAT feel.sorry.for.®RESINACT

“| feel sorry for myself.”

2Jacaltec is only mentioned but not discussed in any detail in [W0099].n Feen those object-
agreement languages that are considered in [Wo0099] only Albané@eeek will be mentioned because
they are similar to Georgian, the main focus of this dissertation. In gefWwral99] tries to argue that
the languages employ default agreement for their object anaphothanagreement in technical sense
does not hold. As for the French past participle, default agreemantat in question as such. There the
reflexive clitic gets the same agreement as a non-reflexive one éseeftix-e on the past participle form
décrit-ein (i) vs. (ii)). One of the solutions found in [W0099] was to argue that,amnjiar84]'s account,
the reflexive clitics’- is not an object clitic but an intransitivizing morpheme while the agreerseom
the verb form in (i) is instead triggered by the surfacesubjectCécile, moved from the object position:

i. Céciles'etait décrit-e commechaotique.
CecilerReFL-wasdescribed=Em as chaotic

“Cecile described herself as chaotic.”

ii. Cécilel'a décrit-e commesympathique.
Cecileher-hagdescribedrEm as friendly
“Cecile described her as friendly.”
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b. Dritées i dhimset vetja.
Drita.DAT CL.3SG.DAT pity.3SG.PAST.INACT selfNOM

“Drita pities herself.”

[Wo099] argues that the subject-verb agreement relation in the Albarénpges
6.3.4a (from [Hub85]) and 6.3.4b (from [Mas91]) is a manifestation oflafdult”
agreement, and that such agreement does not count for the AnagiesmAent princi-
ple, because the agreement morpheme is an inert slot filler, not indicatired agree-
ment.

According to [Wo0099], Greek uses a different strategy to avoid thephaeAgree-
ment effect. As Example 4.3.16 (repeated as 6.3.5) illustrates, in Greelexivefl
NP consist of a definite determinetiof), a possesson{u) and a headdaftor) and it
triggers some kind of non-anaphoric agreement (here the accusaéigeyline, singu-
lar clitic ton), contrary to the predictions of both versions of the Anaphor Agreement
Principle [Riz90, Wo099]. However, as [Wo099] argues, the Greesle s no counter-
example to the Anaphor Agreement principle. As already discussed t88]lahe
element that agrees with the antecedent is, in fact, the embedded pessésdix-
ample 6.3.5 it is not the anaphany) that is doubled by a clitic but the whoter (ton
eafton mi.

6.3.5.EXAMPLE. (Greek, [lat88])

Eghag ton; xero [ton eaftoy mu;];.
[ CL.ACC.MASC.SG KknOwDET.ACC.MASC.SGREFL POSSGEN.1SG
“I know myself.”

Although the way the verbal complex agrees with subjects/objects is differen
Georgian and Greek (agreement marking vs. clitic doubling) they both entipéoy
same mechanism with regard to the reflexivee—the whole phrase gets clitic-doubled
in Greek (Example 6.3.5) / marked in Georgian (Example 6.3.6) but not tlsepsise.
The agreement mechanism remains the same irrespective of whether thieesament
of Georgian possessors as embedded anaphors is adopted andetinggan is put into
the same group as Greek according to the coindexing (cf. 6.3.5 vs. 6.3.6):

6.3.6.EXAMPLE.

(me) [Cem-s tav-s]; v-a-k-eb.
1SG.NOM 1POSSSG-DAT self-DAT 1ANoM.SG-PRV-praiseTs
Lit.: I myself l.praise.him/her

“| praise myself.”

It could be argued as well that Greek employs, in fact, the same “defaidea
ment” strategy as Georgian. In both languages, the whole reflexiveglat not its
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possessive) is in an agreement relation with the verbal complex (clitic in seafa
Greek and a person marker in the case of Georgian). The agreenudthtoeocalled
a default agreement in the sense that these agreement markers saatcang do not
vary with regard to the person feature of the antecedent. For instanGeeéak, the
clitic “triggered” by the reflexive with the 1st person antecedent in Exam®de will
be the same Accusative, Masculine, Singular as the clitic triggered by tarivefivith
3rd person, feminine antecedent in Example 6.3.7:

6.3.7.EXAMPLE. (Greek, [lat88])

I Mariaton thavmaziton
DEFIN.NOM.FEM.SG Maria CL.ACC.MASC.SG admires DET.ACC.MASC.SG
eaftontis.

REFL POSSGEN.FEM.SG

“Maria admires herself.”

The same holds for Georgian, the reflexive phrase with 1st persoceaietat (Ex-
ample 6.3.3) will trigger the same object agreement as the reflexive with Zaan(E
ple 6.3.8a) or 3rd person antecedent (Example 6.3.8b):

6.3.8.EXAMPLE.

a. Gen) Sen-s tav-s  (-a-k-eb.
2SG.NOM 2POSSSG-DAT self-DAT 2ANoM.SG-PRV-praiseTs
Lit.: You.sGyourself yousa.praise.him/her

“You praise yourself.”

b. (is) tavis tav-s  ()-a-k-eb-s.
3SG.NOM 3REFL.POSSSG self-DAT 3BpaT.SG-PRV-praiseTs-3ANon -SG
Lit.: (S)he himself/herself (s)he.praises.him/her

“(S)he praises himself/herself.”

Greek and Georgian reflexive constructions are treated the same wWaydiy1]
who is calling them “inalienable possession anaphors” (the term comegABa9]
discussing the Greek anaphor). [Eve01] argues that the possdssif could not be
called an anaphor (for the Binding Theory), only the combination of thegssive and
the head noun have anaphoric properties (cf. the examples 4.3.17 ¥.66339a vs.
6.3.8a, 6.3.9b vs. 6.3.8b):

6.3.9.EXAMPLE.

a. *sen [Sen-s] ()-a-k-eb.
1SG.NOM 1POSSSG-DAT 2ANOM-SG-PRV-praiseTs
“You praise yourself.”
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b. *is; [tavis;] (-a-k-eb-s.
1SG.NOM 1POSSSG 3BpaT.SG-PRV-praiseTs-3Anom.-SG
“(S)he praises himself/herself.”

Following [AE99], who showed thatd is an anaphor” is not equivalent ta"
agrees with its antecedent”, [Eve01] argues that the element that agthesn an-
tecedent as a result of an anaphoric relation should be distinguismedHfecanaphoric
element itself.

This means that when considering what exactly is an anaphor in Geotgan,
phraserossttav- as a whole should be distinguished from its determiner, namely, the
POss Perhaps it is theosswhich shares the features with the antecedent, however,
the determiner alone is unable to serve as an anaphor (cf. 4.3.17 vs.6633%, vs.
6.3.8a, 6.3.9b vs. 6.3.8b) but only the combination of both the determiner ahddle
of the phraseav-.

6.4 Georgian and the (Modified) Anaphor Agreement Effect

It will be shown here that there is no reason to assume that Georgian defadt
agreement strategy. If the language would have had such a stratéyyit dgreement
would hold only in the cases where the phrdsa-s tav-d9s a reflexive like it is in
Example 6.3.8a (otavis tav-sin Example 6.3.8b). However, Example 6.4.1 shows
that the same phrase also triggers 3rd person agreement when usaaapbiorically,
either as a body-part (6.4.1) or in object camouflage (5.2.1, 5.2.9):

6.4.1.ExAMPLE. (From [Ami03, p. 105])

(me) sarleSi Sen-s tav-s v-xed-av, tan-s
1SG.NOM mirror-in 2POSSSG-DAT headbAT 1ANoM.SG-SeeTs body-DAT
Ki vera.

while/butcannot
“I see your head in the mirror, but | cannot see your body.”

Therefore, the agreement is regular, triggered by the phi-featucdispéon of the
head of the phrasev- 3rd person, singular. It is clear that not the anaphoric status
of the phrase is responsible for triggering the 3rd person agreemerg gxdmples
6.3.3, 6.3.8a, 6.3.8b but the referential properties of the whole phraselynthe per-
son feature (3rd) of the head of the phrase+). The fact that agreement both in Greek
and Georgian is always 3rd person singular, irrespective of thegalinfes of the an-
tecedent, is due to the morphosyntactic properties of the specific type plhaia
expressions these languages use, not to their referential (angpdtatics [Eve01].
Therefore, Georgian still remains a counter-example for the Anaphoeehgent Ef-
fect. The language has object agreement and also object anaphicngrigger neither
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anaphoric agreement, nor default agreement but instead only norjeet agreement,
contrary to the Anaphor Agreement Effect [Riz90] or its modified verfigoo99].

Observe that Georgian not only allows agreeing object anaphorssouagreeing
anaphors in subject position, contrary to what [Wo099] claims. In d&ogsseorgian
data [Wo0099] argues that the language does not allow subject asaphloe author
relates their ungrammaticality to the fact that Georgian allows “default” agneteime
the construction where the anaphor is an object but not in the construdtiene it is a
subject ([Wo0099, p. 272]). However, certain verbs in Georgianashow the usual
subject-object asymmetry for binding (cf. 6.4.2a vs. 6.4.2b) and the reflphrase in
subject position, by the way, triggering the subject agreement (seedipefZon Set
agreement markea on the verb forng-a-cam-&) is perfectly grammatical with them
(Example 6.4.2a):

6.4.2.EXAMPLE. (From [AEQQ])

a. Sen-ma tav-ma g-a-@am-a
2POSSSGERG SelfERG 2Bnon.SG-PRV-torture-Agra.SG.AOR.INDIC
(5en).
2SG.NOM

Lit.: Yourself.sGit.tortured.yousG you.sG
“Something related to you made you suffer.”

b. Gen) Sen-i tav-i ()-a-cam-e.
2SG.ERG 2POSSSG-NOM Self-NOM 2AgRa.SG-PRV-tormentAOR.INDIC
“You tormented yourself.”

“You made yourself suffer.”

Thus, the Georgian reflexive phrasessrtav- can appear both in object and in
subject positions triggering an agreement which has been argued inrSeéetito be
neither anaphoric nor default. Thus, the very phrase is a counterpdséo the original
Anaphor Agreement Effect [Riz90] as well as to its modified version [98)o

6.5 Reflexivity Theoretic Explanation for Subject Anaphors

It has been established that the standard Binding Theory does natgfragghtforward
account for the nominative/subject anaphor gap. Rizzi’'s hypothe&9(QRand its
modified version [Wo099] have been designed to account for that idapever, the
Georgian reflexive expression is a problem for both the original Aoaplgreement
Effect [Riz90] and its modified version [Wo0099] since, as argued irti&e®.4, the
expression triggers a regular agreement (not a default one asldrgi#/0099]) and

3See Footnotel5 in Section 5.4.
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contrary to both versions, it can appear as an object (Example 6.4.@®ven as a
subject (Example 6.4.2a).

In [AE99] an explanation is given for the fact that Greek allows a nonmiasgub-
ject anaphor with certain verbs. [AE99]'s explanation is formulated withénRbflex-
ivity [RR93] Theory. Treatment of the Georgian data through the refiigxdramework
(like that of the Greek by [AE99]) also seems to be possible.

As was already noted in Chapter 4, and, in particular, in Section 4.2, in tihexRe
ivity framework binding is not directly about the relative distribution of amas vs.
pronominals, as it was in the standard Binding Theory, but about reflgxidicates.
It should be repeated here that the two non-structural conditions afXRéty such as
Conditions A and Conditions B given earlier in Section 4.2 which make cleat ivha
means for a predicate to be reflexive and reflexive-marked:

e A predicate igeflexive iff two of its arguments are coindexed.

e A predicate (formed ofP) is reflexive-markedif either P is lexically reflexive
or one of P's arguments is @aELFanaphor.

As was already noted, unlike in the standard Binding Theory, in Reflexikiy
configurational effects of anaphora are not attributed to the ConditioaadACon-
ditions B (which are non-structural and, thus, do not refer to the noticonemand)
but to the Condition on Chain Formation based on the notion of Generalized Cha
Condition defined in Section 4.2 and repeated below:

e Condition on A-chain: A maximal A-chaifay,...,a,) contains exactly one
link oc; which is 4R.

e An NP is +R iff it carries a full specification for phi-features (person, number,
gender) and structural case.

In Reinhart and Reuland’s view [RR93], every lexical element is stibjes-Chain
Formation under the conditions given above. The Chain Condition interditt<hve
Reflexivity Conditions A and B, and in the example below it will be explained tiosy
works exactly. Nominative anaphors are excluded by the Chain Conditidaruhe
assumption that anaphors are typically [-R]. To illustrate this, considexdram@es in
6.5.1a, 6.5.1b:

6.5.1.EXAMPLE.
a. The manpleases himself
b. *Himself; pleases the man

In 6.5.1a, 6.5.1b the predicates are both reflexive and reflexive-thaekesfying
Reflexivity Conditions A and B. In other words, as far as the Reflexivipditions are
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concerned, both 6.5.1a and 6.5.1b are grammatical. The ungrammaticality df 6.5.1
is due to a violation of the Condition on A-chains because in 6.5.2b the heae of th
chain is [-R] since the English anaphamselfis not fully specified for phi-features, as
argued for by [RR93].

6.5.2.EXAMPLE.
a. [(the man)[+R], himself; [-R]]
b. [himself [-R], (the man) [+R]]

So let us turn the argumentation around. If in a language a sentence likb 6.5.1
would be grammatical, the Chain Condition, apparently, has not been viokiéethat
is only possible if the anaphor is marked [+R]. As claimed in [AE99], this is Heec
in Greek. O eaftos tus headed by a noure&ftog which acts as a [$ELF] element,
satisfying the Reflexivity conditions, while, at the same time, it is fully specifoed f
phi-features (masculine, 3rd person, inflected for number/case)béing [+R].

In Example 6.5.3a which illustrates a subject reflexive there can be no violaftio
the Chain Condition because the two coindexed elenterdadtu Petrudo not form
an A-chain.

6.5.3.EXAMPLE.

a. [O eaftos tu;]; tu aresi  [tu Petru].
Theself his cCL.DAT like.3sGthe PetrosDAT

“Himself pleases Petros.”
b. [(O eaftos ty); (+R)] [(tu Petru) (+R)]

Recall that for proper A-Chain Formation, it is obligatory that the chain &lbd
by [+R] element. In 6.5.3a (see also 6.5.3b) batts that could potentially form a
chain are characterized as [+R]. Note, however, that the predicatg.Bags reflexive-
marked but not reflexive, therefore not satisfying Reflexivity Condgié [RR93]. It
is not reflexive because its arguments are not co-indexed, but itegikefimarked be-
cause one of its arguments is an anaphor with the featsieL | (see Definition 4.2.2).
To account for this, [AE99] assume that the head of the reflexivesphuadergoes
covert head incorporation, with subsequent possessor raising)(@y.4oun incorpo-
ration analysis the possesdorand the objectu Petruare co-arguments. Therefore,
eaftos tuconfines with condition A.

6.5.4.EXAMPLE.

[O t;tu;]; tu [eaftog-aresi][tu Petru}.
The his cL.DAT self-like.33G thePetrosbAT
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As is well-known, overt noun incorporation is restricted to subjects of cunsative
verbs [Bak88]. According to [AE99], it is expected that covert naucorporation
will be restricted likewise. Since nominative anaphors in Greek are resttiztenac-
cusative verbs (while being unavailable with unergative/transitive yénbsncorpora-
tion analysis makes it possible to account for the verb class restriction isthibution
of nominative anaphors in Greék.

6.6 Georgian and the Reflexivity Theoretical Explanation

The Georgian reflexive phragessttav- is exactly of the same feature specification
as the Greek anaphor, namelysptF,+R] (see Subsection 4.3.2), the subject occur-
rences of the reflexive phrase could also be attributed to the featwiicgtéon and
the specific structure of the phrase, as it is done for Greek in [AE9@)eder, before
adopting the treatment of the “inalienable” type of anaphors also to Geofg&inthe
Georgian data will be thoroughly examined in this section.

First of all, in Example 6.6.1 the Chain Condition is not violated. Given the struc-
ture of the anaphor, there is no Chain Formation in this Georgian exampteaigoto
the English example just discussed—the two coindexed elerternssandpresident
cannot form an A-chain (see Condition on A-chain in Section 4.2): '

6.6.1.EXAMPLE. (Adapted from [AmiO4a, p. 429])

[tavis-ma tav-mg]; (-i-xsn-a
3REFL.POSSSG-ERG selfERG 3BnoM.SGPRV-save-2gra.SG.AOR.INDIC
prezidenti;.

presidentNom
Lit.: Himself/herself (s)he/it.saved.him/her president

“His own positive/*negative personal properties, and/or his paseaements/*fai-
lures, etc. saved the president.” (the only available reading is to be the dfard
situation rather than to survive physically)

Example 6.6.1 is grammatical, contrary to 6.5.1b. Note, however, that the gtedic
is reflexive-marked but not reflexive, therefore not satisfying éxafity Condition A
and B [RR93]. It is not reflexive because its arguments are not-co@addut it is
reflexive-marked because one of its arguments is an anaphor with thesf¢eseLF
(see Definition 4.2.2). To account for this, [AE99]'s analysis for Greeuld be fol-
lowed (6.5.3a) and, it could be assumed like the Greek (6.5.4) that the fie¢hd o
reflexive phrase undergoes covert head incorporation, with qubaépossessor rais-

ing:

4See, however, [RS04] arguing against the unaccusative analysifiexives in general.
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6.6.2.EXAMPLE.

*[tavis-ma; t;]; [tav-mg-(-i-xsn-a]
3REFLPOSSSG-ERG  Self-ERG-3Bnon.SG-PRV-save-3gra.SG.AOR.INDIC
prezidenti;

presidentNom

However, the difference between the Greek and Georgian exampjectigsly
in 6.5.3a and 6.6.1 is immense, in the sense that the Greek one exemplifies an unac
cusative verb while the Georgian one involves a transitive verb. Thertbegad incor-
poration that is feasible for Greek, gives an ungrammatical result forgsm, since
cross-linguistically, and in particular in Georgian, transitive subjects dancorpo-
rate (Example 6.6.2). The phrateris-ma tav-man 6.6.1 is marked by ergative, the
case of the subject argument in Aorist IndicativeN Series Il, see Table 2.4 in Chap-
ter 2) and triggers the Set A agreement marketriggered by the subject argument of
(ditransitives and unergativesimm Series II).

There is another issue that should be raised here. In [AE99], themarigication
that, just as in Greek, if in a language no Chain Formation is possible bechtrse
type of anaphor, the language will allow subject anaphors.

Analogically to Greek [AE99], works like [Eve01, Eve03] argue théatjeat ana-
phors are allowed in Georgian thanks to their structure and propertiesasH+R]
elements which are able to escape Chain Formation due to their internal structur

However, itis not clear how it is possible that the same type of anapmanstance,
in Georgian with the same ability to escape the Chain Formation, is grammatical in
subject position only with some verbs (4.3.21,5.4.1,6.4.2a, 6.6.1, 6.6.3, B8 H41b)
and not with others (3.4.11a, 3.4.13a, 6.6.5, 6.6.6, 6.6.7):

6.6.3.EXAMPLE.

tavis-ma tav-ma Sef)-aSin-a

3REFL.POSSSG-ERG self-ERG PV-3BNOM.SG-PRV-scare-3gra.SG.AOR.INDIC
kac-i.

man~NoMm

Lit.: Himself scared man

“The man got scared because of something related to himself.”

6.6.4.ExXAMPLE. (Georgian, adapted from [AmiO4a, p. 428])

tavis-ma tav-ma
3REFL.POSSSG-ERG SelfERG
ga#-a-oc-a kac-i.

PV-3BNOM-SG-PRV-sUrprise-3gra.SG.AOR.INDIC manNoOM
Lit.: Himself surprised man

“The man got surprised because of something related to himself.”
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6.6.5.EXAMPLE.

*tavis-ma tav-ma da{)-xata kac-i.
3REFL.POSSergself-ERG PV-3Bnxon.SG-draw-3Agrg.SG.AOR.INDIC manNoOM
Himself drew the man.

6.6.6.EXAMPLE.

*tavis-ma tav-ma ga{)-lanzy-a

3REFL.POSSERG Self-ERG PV-3BNOM.SG-CUrSe-AgRra.SG.AOR.INDIC
kac-i.

maniNOM

Himself cursed the man.

6.6.7.EXAMPLE.

a. *tavis tav-s  (-u-quar-s giorgi-.
3REFL.POSSSG self-DAT 3BpaT.SG-PRV-love-3Anon.SG Giorgi-NOM
Himself loves Giorgi.

b. giorgi-s  (-u-qvar-s tavis-i tav-i.
Giorgi-DAT 3BpaT.SG-PRV-love-3aNon.SG 3REFLLPOSSSG-NOM self-NoM
“Giorgi loves himself.”

The same can be observed in the languages with the same type of anaphor, f
instance, in Greek and Basque where only some verbs allow reflexdvassabject
(see 4.3.15a (here repeated as 6.6.8a), 6.6.9a for Greek and 6.6.12, 6.6.13a for
Basque) while others do not (see 6.6.9b, 6.6.10 for Greek and 6.6.5653b4,66.6.15
for Basque):

6.6.8.EXAMPLE.

a. [O eaftos tu;]; ton provlimatizi [ton Petro}.
Theself his cL.AcC puzzle-3G the Petrosacc

“Himself puzzles Petros.”
b. [(O eaftos ty); (+R)] [(ton Petro) (+R)]

6.6.9.EXAMPLE. (Greek, from [Ana99])

a. Tin Maria tin provlimatizi/enoxli/anisihio eaftos tis.
DEFIN MariaAcC CcL-ACC puzzles/bothers/worries DEFIN REFL-NOM her

“Maria is puzzled/bothered/worried with/at/by herself.”

5Georgian subject experiencer verbs take a dative experiencenbfgatand a nominative theme as an
object (6.6.7b). Thus, the reflexive phraaeis tav-gn 6.6.7a is the subject argument of the corresponding
verb.
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b. *Tin Maria dentin thavmazi/aghapai eaftos tis.
DEFIN Maria.Acc not cL-Acc admires/likes  DEFIN REFL-NOM her

Herself does not admire/like Mary.

6.6.10.ExAMPLE. (Greek, from [Ana99])
*Ton eaftotu tu aresi o Petros
the REFLPOSSACC CL.DAT like-3SG DEFIN PetrosNoMm
Himself likes Petros.

6.6.11.EXAMPLE. (Basque, X. Artiagoitia, personal communication)

neureburu-a-k hilko nau.
my headbET-ERGI t.kills.me AUX
Lit.: Myself kills me

“Something like my personality, the things | do and worry about. . . that is giming
kill me.”

6.6.12.EXAMPLE. (Basque, from [Art03, p. 630])
Niri batez ereneure buru-a-k ematen dit beldurra.
1SG.DAT aboveall my.ownheadbET-ERG give IMPERF AUX fear
“Above all it is myself that causes me fear.”

6.6.13.EXAMPLE. (Basque, from I. Laka’s Basque Grammar Page)
a. Egunotan,neure buru-a-k kezkatzen nau.

dayDET.in my.ownheadbET-ERG worry.HAB me.has.it

“These days, my(own)self worries me.”
b. *Neure buru-a-k ikusi nau ni.

my.ownheadbET-ERG seenme.has.if

“Myself has seen me.”

6.6.14. EXAMPLE. (Basque, [Art03, p. 622])

*Bere buru-a-k Mirandehil zuen.
his headpeT-ERG Mirandekill Aux

Himself killed Mirande.

6.6.15.ExAMPLE. (Basque, I. Laka, personal communication, 2001)

*Bere buru-a-k Miren maitedu.
her headbET-ERG Miren.ABS love has

Herself loves Miren.

Saresiis a subject experiencer verb [Ana99] taking a dative experienc@sabject and a hominative
theme as an object. Thus, the anaphor in 6.6.10 is the subject argoftleatverb.



214 Chapter 6. Anaphors and Agreement

If only the structure of an anaphor would matter (enabling to escape thie Ebtia
mation) then, the anaphors in these languages (or in any language withnrtaeygee
of anaphor) would have to be grammatical in any position (subject or objesition)
in any context irrespective of the verb semantic class. While the data shatithis is
not the case in either of the above given languages, additional assusat@®neces-
sary. As was already mentioned, [AE99] argue that, ultimately, the distinctibveten
unaccasative and unergative verbs is relevant: the former allowirjgcsumaphors,
the latter barring subject anaphors. The distinction is linked to the fact that-n
incorporation from subject position is generally excluded. In the cas@atcusative
verbs, noun-incorporation is allowed because the subjects are undérlpbjects.
However, as the examples 6.6.1-6.6.4 (as opposed to the examples 6.6)5Ha%,6
it is not an unaccusative vs. unergative distinction that is responsib{edt allowing
subject anaphors in Georgian.

Therefore, it should be concluded that it is not the structure of anhemayhich is
responsible for the grammaticality of subject anaphors (contrary to [AE899reek
and [Eve01, Eve03] for Georgiah)Note, furthermore, that if the form of an anaphor
matters (“inalienable possession” type, [AE99]) reciprocals shouldkpeated to be
barred from subject positions, since they are not of the “inalienablsgge®n” type in
Georgian and have rather a different structure than reflexivesSeset®n 3.6.2 and the
examples 3.6.3a and 3.6.5). However, as the examples 3.6.40a, 5.5.1, 66164
and 6.6.18a illustrate, Georgian does allow the recipredahanet-as a subject (cf.
3.6.40a vs. 3.6.40d, 5.5.1 vs. 5.5.3, 6.6.16a vs. 6.6.16b, 6.6.17a vs. 66418a
vs. 6.6.18b):

6.6.16.EXAMPLE.

a. ertmanet-f)-tanj-av-t ivane-s-a da meri-s.
RECG-NOM 3BpaT.SGtormentTs-PLpaT IvaneDAT-EV andMeri-DAT
Lit.: Each.other it.torments.them Ivane and Meri

*Each other torment(s) Ivane and Meri

“[Something related to] each other makes Ivane and Meri suffer (i.e. ghgiress,
etc.).”

b. ivaned da meri{)  (-tanj-av-en ertmanet-s.
lvaneNoM andMeri-NOM 3BpaT.SG-tormentTs-3Anon.PL REC-DAT

“Ilvane and Meri torment each other.”

6.6.17.EXAMPLE.

a. amxanag-eb-8-a-xar-eb-t ertmanet-£
friend-PL-DAT 3BpaT.SG-PRV-happyTS-PLpaT REC-NOM

"[Reu01] relates the subject anaphor gap to the phi-feature deficiéramaphors. Since Georgian
anaphors are not phi-feature deficient, their distribution is not inconsisith [Reu01]'s approach.
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Lit.: Friends it.makes.them.happy each.other
“Something related to each other makes the friends happy.”
b. From [Tui98, p. 133], example (77)

amxanag-eb-i ()-a-xar-eb-en ertmanet-s.
friend-PL-NOM 3BpaT.SG-PRV-happyTs-3Anom.PL REC-DAT

Lit.: Friends they.make.them.happy each.other
“The friends make each other happy.”

6.6.18.EXAMPLE. (Georgian, adapted from [Tui87, p. 300])

a. am gogo-eb-s ertmanet-i)-a-ineres-eb-t.
this.DAT girl-PL-DAT REC-NOM 3BpaT.SG-PRV-interestTS-PLpaT
Lit.: this girls each.other it. makes.them.interested

“Something related to each other interests these girls.”

b. es gogo-eb-i ertmanet-9-a-interes-eb-en
thisNOM Qirl-PL-NOM REC-DAT 3BpaT.SG-PRV-interestTs-3Axowm.PL
zyapr-eb-it.
talePL-INST

Lit.: this girls each.other they.make.them.interested with.tales

“These girls are getting each other interested in folk tales.”

Furthermore, note that, apparently, the reciprocal being coindexed withosice-
dent does not create a chain condition violation.

All this might suggest that there is not a simple primitive concept anaphois-A d
tinction between reflexives and reciprocals has to be made (for the similarseie
also [Eve00]), just like it is made for different types of reflexives FRRRR93, Saf96,
AE99]. If this is accepted, there should be a distinction between refleaive recipro-
cals and it should be agreed that in the distribution of the subject reféxiver form
is a relevant factor:

If a language has a subject anaphor, the anaphor will be “non-prioiad’.
i.e. its form (structure, properties) is relevant [AE99].

8Note that [Tui98]'s original example (78) on page 133 (brought in thistriote as (i) gives the
reciprocal as a determiner. However, the reciprocal can be gioeanty as a determiner but also as a
head of the phrase as in 6.6.17a or in 3.6.40a:
i. amxanag-eb-§)-a-xar-eb-t ertmanet-iamb-eb-i.

friend-PL-DAT 3BpaT.SG-PRV-happyTS-PLpaT REC-GEN NewsPL-NOM

Lit.: Friends it.makes.them.happy each.other’'s news

“Each other’'s news makes the friends happy.”
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This is in accordance with the data, since all the languages reported in the liter
ature having subject reflexives also have non-pronominal anagfBessjue (6.6.12,
6.6.13a), Modern Greek (4.3.15a, 4.3.16, 6.3.7), Dargwa [Kib97],a¢BY00],
Albanian (6.3.4a and also [Hub85, Wil88]), Toba Batak [Sch84, CHG3hwever,
a cross-linguistic examination is required t establish whether the reverésnisha
case—whether languages having non-pronominal anaphors alhvaystise phenom-
enon of subject anaphors. If the answer is “yes”, then the reasbawifg subject
anaphors could lie in their structure. If not, then either the structure ofrtapter is
not relevant at all, or there is also something else apart from the strwdhich needs
further investigation.

Perhaps it is not the structure of the anaphor but the semantic/struatopalfes
of the classes of verbs that make it possible for reflexives to appeasiagect.

In Georgian irrespective of the structure of the anaphor, whether it inaien-
able type reflexive (the reflexive phrasessttav-) or a non-inalienable type reciprocal
(ertmanet}, it can surface as a subject with verbs of certain characteristics.

The next chapter will be devoted to assessing the verb classes allowatigiglisg
the reflexive phrase and reciprocal as their subject argument. Beslisvghapter will
be summarized in Section 6.7.

6.7 Summary

While some authors have related the non-existence of nominative/sub@gtas to
the lack of the nominative forms in the paradigm of anaphors [And82, Nlai@ders
have proposed the gap in the paradigm of anaphors to be related withoasistency
between anaphors and agreement. [Riz90] has called this the Anaptesment Ef-
fect discussed here in Section 6.2. The principle, according to whigthanedo not
occur in syntactic positions construed with agreement, has been claimedz90]R
to be working cross-linguistically. Via applying the principle to wider data inicigd
some languages having object agreement, [W0099] modified the principlewaledg-
ing its cross-linguistic character. Section 6.3 dealt with the Anaphor Agneefiect
modified by [W0099], which says that if anaphors trigger an agreemenggteement
will be exclusively either anaphoric or “default”.

Section 6.4 has argued that Georgian represents a counter-exampttorer-
sions of the principle. Namely, it was argued that the agreement trigggraidaphors
in Georgian is neither anaphoric nor default, but instead is a normalragrée Addi-
tionally, it was argued that apart from agreeing object anaphorsg@acalso allows
agreeing anaphors in subject position with certain verbs and verb gsastinthat the
agreement is neither anaphoric not default. Thus, the cross-linguidticenaf the
principle becomes doubtful.

Section 6.5 discussed another explanation for the presence/absémegap in the
paradigm of anaphors by [AE99]. To be more precise, [AE99] htered an expla-
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nation as to why nominative/subject anaphors were not banned in Greelauthors
have claimed the Greek anaphor to beftF,+R] which makes Chain Formation with
the antecedent unavailable. If there is no Chain Formation, consequéuatity Eorma-
tion violation is not an option. And if in Greek there is no Chain Formation violation,
the anaphors can appear in any position. The far reaching predictiondnp[iRE99]

is that if in a language no Chain Formation is possible because of the typaufiamn
the language will allow subject anaphors.

Later [Eve01, Eve03] have tried to extend the explanation of [AE99]falsGeor-
gian and argued that, because of its structure and properties, $iEeH+R] type
anaphoric phraseosstav- (see Subsection 4.3.2) is unable to form an A-Chain and
thus, it could appear in any position, including the subject position.

Section 6.6 has argued against adopting the treatment of the Greek datadg} [
also for Georgian. Even for Greek (and also for Georgian), if thecaira enables
the anaphors to appear in subject position it has to be possible for theaartabe
a subject of verbs of any semantic class. However, this is not true in &hesk
or Georgian. Additionally, the Georgian reciproeatmanet; which is of a different
formation and not at all a [SELF;,+R] anaphor, is also allowed in subject position.

Since it is not the structure and the anaphoric properties of the reflpkirase
possHav- and the reciprocagrtmanet-that are shared but the verb classes and verb
reading which allow them as a subject argument, it was suggested in Seétiort&ke
into the consideration the verb classes and verb readings allowing themaean.

In Section 6.7 Chapter 6 was summarized, and the next Chapter 7 will continue
with a detailed discussion on subject uses of the Georgian reflexivegros s-tav-
and those of the reciprocattmanetand thereby looking into the verb classes allowing
the phenomenon.





