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i. in reperting any vesl-world situstion there are in general two
upproaches that a speaker may take. On the gne hand, he may choose to report
the events under discussion subjectively, sccording to his own perceptiom of
them; in such a case he, as the speaker, assumes responsibllity for the lin-
guistic characterization. (n the other band, he may choose to maintaln his
distonce from the events he ls reperting, and depict them through the #yes,
as it were, of another person. In this case he will cast his description of
the events In terms which {he sssumes) reflect the other person's perception
of them, and select the linguistic forms appropriate to this purpose.

Discourse factors of this sert may net only determine the lexical and
syntactic choices that a speaker may make but may also, In some langusges,
control his choice of grammatica! form. This is true of those languages that
smgloy logophoric pronouns’ to distinguish reference to the individual whese
spoach, thaughts, or feelings are reported or reflsctsd in a given linguistic
context, [rom reference to other ndividuals,

Seversl languages of The enstern branches of Niger-Congo are known to
wmplay logophoric pronouns whick are norpholegically distinet from persomal
and reflexi Far in Ewe, the promoum yb is used exclu-
sively to designate the individual [other than the speaker) whose spesch,
thoughts, feelings, or general state of consciousness mre reported or ref-
lected in the Linguistic comtext in which the pronoun occurs. This proncun

* 1 would like to expross my particular thanks to Mra. Lily Baeta Mallet for
helpful diseussion of meny of the examples discussed in this papar. Much
of the data is drawn from materials collected during fleld research con-
ducted in Anyako (Volta Regiom), Chana, in 1969-70, The Ewe exanples
cited in this paper wers later roviswed in comsultation with Jobn Amenyo
fof Kpedze and Ho), und Kodzo Ghowonyo [of Keta), both currently students
at M, I.T,, to whom 1 owe several improvements. 1 would alse 1ike to thamk
€. E. Bazell, David Perlmutter, and Donma Jo Mapoli for commenting om
various earlier drafts, This study expands upon a previously unpablished
pnTm' originally presented at the dth Anmual Confersmca on African Lin-
guisties, held st Queens College, H.¥. im 1073,

1. This terw is introduced in Haghge (1974,
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(1) Kofi be yb-dzo Yiofi said that ho (Kefl) lefc!
say LOG-leave -
(2) Kofi be me-dzo Eofi said thar I lefr’
(%) Kofi be e-dzo ‘Kofi said that hefshe (FFofi) left'

Purthermore, unlike the case in many other languages, the Ewe logopharic pro-
moun is morphologically distinct from the reflexive form [with whichk, as In
(5), it may cocccur):
{4} ¥ofi 13 o dokui "Eafl loves himself?
love

(5) Kofi be ye-13 yB dokui "Kofl said that he (kofi} loves himself’

Other West African languages making use of logophoric prensuns or personal
prosouns in a distinctive logepheric fumction include Tdena smd Yoruba
Ii\ns:rmg.lsﬁ}, Tgho [Carrell 19707, Avatime (Kevin Ford, personal com-
munication). and Mundang and Tuburi {Haghge 1974). Such specinlized forms
appear to be largely restricted to Wiger-Congo,” although as we shall see
below, some languages gutside Africe employ refiexive proncuns and zevo-
anaphora in similar functiom.

Z.0.1. What may be termed the logophoric use of reflexive pronouns has
been observed in a number of languages outside Africa, and has long besn
documentad for Latin and classical Gresk, vhere it 32 osually termed "indirect
reflexivization", The indirect reflexive, like the logophoric promoun of Ewe,
pormits a speaker to svoid anbiguity of reference in many cases. Woodeock
(1858, 24) cites as an example the ambigrous English sentence (6] and its un-
ambiguous Latin snalogue (7], ln which the reflexive pronoun sibi refers unl-
quely to Cicera, and the nonreflexive personal pronoun ewn o soseone else:

(&) Mr. Smich sald that he kad insulted him

(7} Cicero dixit cum sibi meledixisse 'Cicero; said that he, (cum) had
insulted him; (sipi)’

1 The classification of Tuburl remains in guestion.
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[Subscript indices will bo used In these and a1l Follewing examples to in-
dicate snaphoric relations between logopherie promouns snd their sntecedents,)

In vraditional descriptions of “indireet reflexivization" there is con-
siderable disagreement concerning the conditions under which am amaphoric
ralaticn may be established between the reflexive pronoum amd an antecedent,
In particular, writers vaciilace om the guestion of whether the antecedent
mist be the subject of the main verb of the higher clause. In & standard re-
ference work, Ernout and Thonas state: 'le réfléchi est dit indivect, lorsque,
dana une proposition subsrdennde représentant ls pensde ou 1'imtention du sujet
du werbe principal, i1 reavoie & ce dernier” (Ernout and Thonas LPS1, 1563,
They subsequently peneralize this statement by Tecogrizing not only “grem-
matical subjects® hut “real subjects” {sujets réels] us possible antscedents
of the refiexive (p. 156). Sinilarly, Klihner states that the antecedent of
the reflexive is the "{gremmatische oder logische) Subjekt des regierenden
Satzes" [(Kuhkner 1912, 607}. Other writers, however, Including Allem and
Gregnough (1894, 182-4), Woodcock (1959, I4) amd Hoha (1963, 101) require an-
tecedents to be gramatical (surface) subjects, while apother (Rlemanm 1920,
23} ploces ne gronmaticel comdition om the antecedent at all,

1§, as suggested by Chomsky {1965, 23, 707, we interpret terms such as
sujet _rie_l and logische Subjekt as designating the subject of the initial Line
of the derivation (or the subject in desp structure), we csn find much support
for the view thar “logical™ or "real” subjeets nay be antecedents of the latim
indirect reflexives, for instance:

{B} A Caesare (...} invitor {...]) sibi ue sin legatus

{Cicerc, Epistulae ad Atticum ii, 18, 5)
't am invited by Caesar; to be lieutenant to him, (sibi)!

However, it is not difficult to find further examples showing that any
grammatical condition om the antecedent of the reflexive is superfluows.
Apparently, a nominz] standing in any relationship whatssever to the main verb
of the higher clause cam be the antecedent of the "indirect" reflexive, pro-
wided the semantic conditions (those approprlste to logephoric proapums, as
stated above] are wet. A few examples will be sufficient to klluscrate this
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poine:’

(9} Vos ex M. Favonio sudistis Clodium sibi dixisse (...)periturum
Milonen (Cicero, Oratis pro Milone 44)
'you heard from M. Favonius; that Clodius has sadd to himg (zibi)
that Milo was to die'

[10}) Elogium recitasti-de testamento Cn. Egnasd patris (...1 Idcirce
se exheredasse filium [Ciearn, Oratlo pro Cluentlo 135)
'you cited the passage from the will of the elder Egnatios
that for this reason he, (se) disinherited his son'

4 [stating}

[11) Legati ab Ardes questi (...] ersnt sibl In monte Albano Latinis
carnen (...] datam nom esse (Livius 32, 1)

"delegates From Ardea (L.e. from the Ardeans,) had conplained thar
the flesh (of the animals sscrificed) om the Alban Mount had not
been given to u‘“i (aibi]”

Further exanples are cited by Klemin (1975, 115), who states: “despize
occasional claims to the contrary, there is no subject condition on latin ref-
lexivization".

As these examples and the later discussion will sugpest, tha logophoric
promoun of Latin differs primarily from the logophoric pronoun of Ewe mot in
function, but racher in the fect thar in Latin, it is howophonous with the
peflexive pronoun, It is perhaps this fact which has led to the confusion and
disagreement conceming the subjecthood condition inm Latin,

2.1.%.  The reflesive promouns of ¢lassicsl Greek are onployed, like those
of Latin, in logopheric fumction, although their use is wore floxible i sone
respects. Authors again disagree as to whether there is a subjecthood con-
dition (Smyth 1973, 222; Bizox 1947, 30; Musbere 1072, 62). Of particular in-
terest here ate the archaic veflaxive promouns ¥ and TPSS retained in Attic,
where they are reserved, in general, for "indi " ivizationm, -
ing with the mewer forms which are used for “direct” reflexivization [Humber:
1972, &3).

3 FEilbmer (1912, 60&) sugpests the follewing "source” for (91: M, Favonius
vobis dixit ..., but this cannot be understeoed s representing the “deep
BtrRcTUTE m\ym {8} im any srrictly synesctic semse.
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2.1.3, A nimber of athar 1 eaploy Teflexive f in logo-
phoric fusecion, although in many cases under nore restricted circunstances.
Thaze langueges include Japanese (Fumo 1972, Kuroda 1073), Tcelandic
(Thriinsson 1976), ltalian [Napoli 1977), and English (Kuno 1972, Cantrall
1974, yuno 1975).%

In English, the sceurrence of veflexive pronouns in subordimate clsuses
in anaphoric relation to nominals in higher clauses is (except when this con-
figuration results from the deletion of an antecedent in the subordinate
elause Ltself) restricted to 8 fow, rather specific comstructions. Some
characteristic examples, adapted from Kuno 1975, follow:

{17) ®. Mary said te Joha that physicists like himself were a godsend
b. *Mary said about John that physicists like hinself were o podsemd
(13} 3. Mary told John that as for himself. he wouldn't be invited
b, "Mary sald of Joha that as for himself, he wouldn't be invited

As Kuno points out, the difference &n acceptability of such pairs depends on

the semantic consideration of "whose point of view is expressed by the clause
that coneains [the rsflexive]™ in the (#) oxamples, John may b understood

as having understood or reflected upon the proposition uttered by Mary, while
in the (b) examples such an Enterpretation is umlikely.

2.2.1. Thers are certain othér means which lamguages employ in disanbi-
guating the reference of substitute-forns, In English and other languages,
"2ero-substitutes” may give rise to contrasts such as those we Ffind im the
following examples, paralleling the Dwe sentences cited in (1]-[3):

14} a. John wanted § to lewve

b.  John wanted me To leave
e. John wanted him to leave

() und {2} have o common interpretation: due to the obligatory operstion
of Equi-NF Delevion (or the analogous Lnterpretive rule), the “zero! anaphar
4 Most of these writers discuss other phenomena that are correlated with

Teportive contexts: aee also, for che ease of latin, Evnout snd Thooas
1951, 356 ff,
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in  (1bg)  refers exclusively to John, and thus could be zaid to be logo-
phoric in Funetion, while him in [142) cammet refer to John. Nevertheless,
these facts do mot motivate the sercing up of a Yzero” logophoric pronoeun
for English., However we view the arigim of the zero clement, this element
s not specialized in function to comtexta representing the exporience or
perception of persons other than the speaker: cf. I wanted P to leave, or,
with & third porson sntecedent, it bofits John @ te he placed in nominacion
by the Mayor, Farchermore, wa obrorve that the "zern element
upder stress, in the sane function, with the reflexive pronoun: Jobn wanted
only himself to leave; and with other verbs, the refloxive promoum is obli-
gatory: Jobn belicved himself ta be the legitimate hedr.

2.2,2. Chomsky [1971, 211y, citing examples discussed by Abmajlan and
Jackendoff (1370}, calls attention to the fact that in English, "stress plays

alearnates

a role in determining how the reference of pronoums can be interpreted,”
Thus, in (15), him vefers to Bill if ir is unstressed, but it may refer either

to John or to sowecne othber than Bill if is stressed:

{15} Jdohn hit Bl end then George hit him

Chomsky suggests that a principle of surface structure interpretation may be
involved,

Cantrall (1975), citing this and sinilar examples, proposes that the
exphssis on hin puarantess “umexpected reference”, where "expected” rafersnce
depends upon fuch diverse factors as order of sppearance, grasmatical Canc-
tion sesantic sssocistions, aml the 1ike. Cantrall furthermore clains that
in exsmples such as the following, he ntarpreted as referring to Jokm or
Bi11, according to which preceding roun it most clasely approximstes in “pro-
ninence™, am undefined perceptual characteristic imvelving stress, piteh,
length, and isolation by juncture, provided that "semamtizally detevnined
associatrions and other factors are more or less mewtral" (p. 381:

(16} John told Bill thar he would he my partner

1f it were in fact the case that Paglish speakers comsistently agreed wich
these Judgnents, such examples would suggest that stress night play a marginal
logophoric rale in English. However, Cantrall comeedes, in respect to this
and similar examples, that “other factors are never really meutral, nar coms-
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slstencly ebserved from speaker to spesker. Test subjects differed idio-
syneratically in their tendencies to determine coreferents in each of the
following ways, at least: grammatical function, relational function, order,
distance, relative position im the utterance, and pitch, mor to meation per-
ception (and indeed, creation) of semantic assoclatioms” {p. 45). The exis-
tence of such a gamut of uncontralled {and perhaps uncantrollable) Eactors
weakens the hypothesis considersbly, and, in the case of substitutre-forms,
appears to make the attewpt to assign s reguler, rule-governed disambiguating
function to pitch or stress phenosena in Emglish a rather doubtful enter-
prise,

2.5, It 1z thersfore with the "indirect reflexive promouns” of Latin,
classical Greek and other languapes that the logophoric promouns have the
closest affinity. The evidence they pravide for the role of discourse fac-
tors in grammar ploces the study of "indireet reflexives" in a new light.

As we saw earlier o (4] and (5] {and a5 we see in more detail in aection 3,
belaw), the legephoric promoun of Ewe is sorphologhcally umrelated to the
raflexive form, and these twn fored are quite dissimilay in temes of the
syntactic and semantic condivions governing their cccurrence, Wa have no a
priori reason, therefore, To expect the "indirect reflexive™ proncuns of
latin and Greek to share any important grammatical functions or other charse-
teristics with the "direct reflexive” forms. That the logophoric amil ref-
lexive pronouns of latin and Greek are in fact homophonous, and share cértain
distriburional features, can be attributed to dlachronle factors (the assign-
wont of & new grammacicsl function to an siresdy-svailsble prammatical form),
ond necd not lesd ug to lEpose upon ore form the analysis appropriste to the
ket

3. The pronorinal systes of Ewe [exclusive of the logophoric prasaun)
is summarized in the following table. These forms, and all subsequent exam-
ples, represent the Anla [Agl3] dialect which serves as the basis for the

§ Instrumental investigation carried out by John Soremsom at M.I.T, has
failed to provide any confirmation for at least one testable interpre-
tation of Cantrall®s claims, Experimental vasks deslgned by Cooper [1576)
invalving sentences Jike Kate told Jane that she didn't need to pass
French, while also failing to support Canfrall 's claims, suggest that
Speakers may lengthen the durarion of & noun by m s meoe when it is
reforred te later in the same sentence by a pranoun
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Literary langusge, speken over o wide portion of the cosstal sren of the
Volta Region, Ghano, Tone is oarked, following the conventions given in
Bagini (1967}, only to distinguish snong words that are otherwise hosophones.
Since the lopophoric prongun i= otherelse homophonous with the high-toned
hird person singular strong formm in Anlo, it 1= distinguished in this paper
by the grave sccent, representing nonhigh tone.

Talble 1t Ewe persosal profound

a b e a
L 5g. nye e m nye
2 6g. v ® (nk) wh wh
3 88 ye (ri) © (W) e (il %
1 pl. nfaun nfe al uia
2 pl. niawo ni= ui mia
3 pl. woawo wo wo e

w:  strong [independent) forms
bt weak subject forms
£! weak ohject forms
d: weak genitive Fforms
Some further Temarks follow,

a) First and second persen singular and second person plural pronouns
have nonhigh teme throughout, Firse and third persen plural pro-
nouns have high tone throughsut. Third person singular pronoums
have high tane, except for wh and the chject forms &, i. Wonhigh
tare i: generally realized as mid or low tona .m::or:lin; to the con-
text; high tone is realized as extra-high in sume contexts.

b} Allomorphic variants are given in parenthesas, ¥i varies quite
freely with ye as the stromg or sbsoclute third person ingular
form, the censtraints varying from speakar to speaker; the Standard
Ewe form eys 12 rare, 0 eolumn 2, & and e nre in conplementary

6 For & Mller acrourt of Anlo Sone see Clements (19770, sod (in press).
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diztributlon with ok and wb, the former accurring, in gemeral, only
in shselute sentemce-initial position, the latter sentence-imternal-
1y. In colusn 3, the object pronoun ¢ hes the allomorph i after che
stem vowels f1, u, e, of; before the object prenoun, the stem yowels
fe, o/ are in tum realized s [i, ul,

£} The strong forms mys, wb Frequently occur with the prefis p-, sspe-
cially in sentepce-initial pesition; these prefizes do not oeeur in
written Ewe,

d) The vowel e, when occurring as the final (or oaly) vowel in a per-
sonal subject prommm, regularly becomes [n] immedlately hefore the

future or supjonctive temsc prefixes L e and is 20 transcribed;
it usually TH b di inati

, espeeinlly if it agress
in tome with the following prefix, thus, me+a + [nal,

In the sxamples chat follew the personsl pronuns will be plossed as “FRO™ and

the logophoric pronoun as "LOGT.

Meflexives are formed in Bwe by neans of the sous dokul 'self’, to whleh
the gemitive forms of the personal pronouns are either suffixed (in the case
of the first and second person simgular foms) or prefixed {in the case of the
Temaining forms):

(17}  dokui-nye "myself!
Aokl =wi *yoursel £1
e dokul *himself, herself, itself’
nia dokui ‘ourselves’
mia dokui *yourselves"
wa dokui ‘themselves®

1% 45 ot only the morphological form of the proncuns but their order with res-
pect £ l_lehll that shows these geflexive Forms to b Trus instances of genitive

T

In addition, the stem vowels fa, 2/ hecane [&, o] rospeetivaly befors the
object promoun, 1 have not indicated this morphophonomic alternation in
th transcription; the standand ofthography indicates the first but not
the second of them.

B These prefixes differ in tone (Clements 1972).
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canstructions, in which gokui serves As the head noun; coupare the follow-
ing, in whieh dyi (Stondard Ewe dei) is o postpesitionsl nown serwing as the
head of the genitive comstruction:

[18] dyi-mye "on me
dyi-ub fon you' (8g.)
e dyi 'on him, her, 1t*
nfa dyi ‘on us®
nia dyi om yau’ {pl.)
war dyi ‘on, theat

The reflexive forms in Ewe are used much as are the reflexive forms in
English, replacing the corresponding persanal pronoun when the antecedens
wocurs In the same clause:

(19) Kefl 18 &  aokul "Kofl loves hinself'
lave PRO self
of, *Eofl 15 y& "Kofiy loves hinsoif;!

They are therefore mutuslly exclusiwe with the logephoric pronoun, which
requires ity antecedent to be in another, higher clause:

[20] Kofi he ye-dzo kol said thot he, lefe!

say LG-leave

*¥ofi bo e dokui dio

say PRO self  Reave
Unlike English, bowewer, dokel is restricted fo a purely reflexive function,
and does pot serve for emphasis, for which purpese the podifier 7ut2 is used
Instesd;

{21]  Kafi yutore ghlo-e *Rofi said it himself?
say-PRO
With These preliminaries cut of the way, we may turn To & cloger =muni-

sstlcn of The logophoric proncun yé,

4. Tn his 1907 gramsar of Bwe (snly «lightly revised for the 18930
English trsnsiation), Westermann described the logophoric promouns yi
i=ingular}, ybwo (plorai) in the following way (I tramslate, adapring tho
arthegraphy ©0 that used here]:
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Should the subjec: of the naim senvence recur in any second or

third persen proseainal form {nominative, genitive, or accusa-

tive) in an object cisuse, when the nain sentence comtains &

verb of saylng, believing, thinking, wishing, wancing, arder-

ing. ete,, it is expressed by yé, yofe in the singular, yiwo,

riwoge in the plural, (Mestermann 1907, 573
(The form fe is merely the gemitive morpheme.) We shall see in the ensuing
discussion that these conditions are neither necessaty nor sufficient for
the appearance of yd-, yiwo; in particular, the subjecthood comdition is
superfluous, since may be non-subj a5 long as the semantic

conditions ure met {examples will be glven below). However, this deseri-
pPtion will serve as o useful point of departure for cur examinstion of some
of the main properties of these forms,

4, W o s J the dent of pé, yewo
may be either 3 second or a third person form. We have already seen an
exaugle with a third persen entecedent (20), Following are cxamples with
sacend person antecedents:

(22y &-be yé-n-va "yoeu; said you, [sg.] would come!
FRO-say LOG-T-come
(23) dube  yiwo-a-va fyouy said you, s (pl.) would come'
PEO-say LOG-T-come
These examples differ enly in that (72) has the singuler fors yé while (23}
has the plural form ydwo, As [23) shows, sn snaphoric relatiom may be a1
tablished between yiwo and & preceding nomingl when the reference of the
nominal is included in that of the logopheric form. Thus we also find:
{24) Kofi kps be yewo-do go “he, saw that tlmrHJ had
see that LOG-coms out  cone out'
In (241, the use of yiwo instesd of the third person plursl form wo indi-
cates that the persen referred ta by tha subject promoun s 4z included
amang those that had come cut. Compire:
(25} Keofl kpo ke wo-da o) 'Kuﬁi saw that i‘.-hvrj had come aut'
=ee that PRO-come out
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in which the third person plursl propoun we woull normslly be understood as
exeluding Fofi from its reference.

LB, Westermann further states: “thess promouns would therefors wppess
to Introduce indirect speech, although 4n sotuel fect thay fntroduca direct
speech; for y (plural géwo) 48 'T, we', eo.z.: Bbo yl-uwm 'you sRid you
warted to come' (literally, 'you smid: I shall come®).” This view led
Westermann to analyze the legophoric prooouns as First persen forns.,

Howsver, Westermasn's analyeie, if interpreted Llitersily, csonol b
muintained. If it were correct, thers would be oo formal eomtrast betwsen
firset and Sndirect discourse in Pwe, PFub thers 18 euch & contrast: xﬁ_ is
used exclusively in indivect discourae {and other types of reposbive ccotexte),
whilo it S0 replaced, in direst dlscourve, ¥ the apsropelate firet peroom
singuler form. This point can be illustrated by the following synooymous edan-
ples, the first exemnlifying indirect discourse, fhe secomd, direct discourse:

(26) Kofi ghls mmwo be yi-s-dyl pga-a  na W
speak ta PRO that 150-F-neck nonay-D for TRO

'Fori, esid to them that bey would gseek the money for them!

(27) Eofi ghls ou we be: ma—d&wi ga-a ns wi
‘Eofi pald to them: "I'1l sesk tha money ror pou''!

In the sxumple involving direct dfscowrse, na is the coalesced fovm [ace
remark (&) following Teble 1} of tha first person subject propoun me and Khe
tense prefix a-, and rerers, 86 does yi in the precedlng sxaapls, to Koff, In
aecordanze with the wsual riles governing indirech didcourse, the sscond paresi
plural prosoun mi of {2T) is repleced by the third persen plural foom wo in
(25}, Bence, there oan be 1lbble Goubt that Bwe distinguishes {ndivact dlas-
course from direck dmcourse,

We mlght alternatively sitempt £2 interpret Westernann's resarka as
suggesting o fschrenic anelyels, or perkaps & somewhat whstract synekwenie
analynis, sugmestive of Bma'e direct diseopas analysia of the raflaxivae
proama zitan in Japsress {Komo 1972),  In fmct = diachronic dewdvation of
¥& from the skrong firet person singulsr promoun (nge » e * ye) £ not pho-
netdeally inplansible, and some dislects in fact displey the gendtivel Tarm
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re. teansparently derived from nye, in the fumetion of the first person sin-
gular divect object of werbs in affizal comstructionz. It is neverthelsss
clear that indirsct d#iscourse canmet be identified with direer diseouwse In
Ewe, and thet we mest ook elsewhare for evidemce comgerning the grammatical
status (a5 first, seeond, ar third person forms) of the logophoric pronoums.

sich evidence comes from an explevation of the symtox of yb, ylwo, ond
ehis evidence, while net comclusive, suggests that in tevms of the internal
logie of Ewe pramwar, yb and ybuo fall together with thivd person forms. Ler
us consider First the bebavior of the Sopophoric promouns In genitival con-
strections. As earlier examples [17}, [18) hawe shosn, the first and sacond
perzon aingular pronoums behave sinilacly In genitival constructlon with
gokui und postpasitional noung such ag dyi in that these pronouns, alome,
follow rather than precede the head noun of the constructian. Y&, on the
other hand, precedes these nouns:

(28] yb apkui hin-, her-, your-, itself'
yi dyi ‘on him, har, you, it'

Bokut and dyl are exaeples of inallenable nowns; with alisnable mouns the
genitive paradipgm i3 somewhat differsnt. Onee sgain, however, the first and
second parYson pronouns pattern tegether In chat, while all pronouns preceds
the head noun, cnly these two forms stand imaediately before it, without an
intervoning stcutrence of the genitive morpheme o or wo:

(293 mye ga ny money '
Wi gR “your money'  (8g.}
aja ga "hls money
nfa g0 g "our maney!
mig g0 ga "pour money' {pl.}
wo e g ‘their money'

The logapborie form yb once sgaim Follows the pattern of the third persom sin-
gpulur, and we find: yd 7o ga. '

4.5, In the Ewe dlalect described by Ansre (19663), the logophoric pro-
naun is restricted to subiect positisn. In 4nlo and in the standard or lites
rary language, the logephoric promoun (as noted in the earlier citatienSfrom
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Westermanm) may occuT in gny grammatical function; see the examples cited in
Westermann {1930], and further cxamplos below.

4.4, While it is not gemerally the case, as we shall see, that the an-
tecedent af y&, yewo must be 3 gramsatical subject, the logopharic pronoun is
not wsed to establish coreference with a noninal designating, in indirect dis-
course, the person speken to; see the following exampie:

(30) me-ghla na Eafi be e-du dyi [ told Kofi that he had won'
PRO-3ay to that PRO-win

tiere, the logophoric proncum may not replace & as the subject of the verb of
the subardinate clawse, even when this pronoun refers to kofi. Simitarly, in
8 more complex example, the logophoric promoun unambiguously establishes the
corract a8signment of coréference (note that the forn ye which doss mot bear
the grave accent in this exsmple 1s not & logophorie pronoun, but a personal
pronoun; cf, Table 1):

(51) Tsali ghls ma-e be ye-o dyi yb gake yi-kpe dyi
iy to-PRO that PRO beget L0G but LOG-be victor
“Taaliy told himg (i.e,, his father) chat he, begot him,
but he, wus the victer
Only Tsall, the source of the reported discourse, can be the antecedent of the
Iogopharic proncun, and hence there is no possibility of confusion.

4.5. Like che "Indirect refloxlves™ of other langusges, the lopophoric
prenoun of Eve Is net restricted to the imwediately subjacent clause, but may
occur In clauses at any depth of embedding:

(321 Kofi bu tame be  e-le be  ye-a-yi age

bow head that FRO-be [necessary) that LOG-T-go home
'Kofl; thought that it was necessary that he; should go hone'
(33} e-ws susi be  yhkea-pi aje ne yb-a-va ya-tu  xs
PRQ-make mind that LOG-T-go home so that LOG-T-po P-build bouse
*he; made up his nind thet he; would go home in order that he,
might (o) build » hoose'

4.6. We have so far examined contexts In which the logophoric pronoun is

abligatory, There are inm addition certain enviromments in which it 1s eptional



at least for some speakers:®
(i) clauses of purpose:

(34) e-yi  be yhea-va-kps Ksku  'he went to see Noku'
FRO-ga 50 that [OG-T-P-ser

(35} e-do  ga be [ ‘he went aut to eat!
PRO-0 OUT 50 ThSt LOG-T-sat thing

Purpose clauses such as these can be formally distinguished from the cbject
clauses illustrated in the previous examples, Ohject clauses commute with
nominals and may normally be prosominelized; purpose ¢lapses do not exhibit
this behavier. Object clasuses sre invalved In verbal serict subcategoriza-
tion, functionlng semantically as the "srguments" of verhdl “predicates’
hence, 1ike direct and indirect objects, they are usually ebligatory. Purpose
elauses, on the other hand, do nat furction as sesantic “arguments”, smd are

and

alwiys cptional constituents of the sentence.
{81} clauses of consequeace or effect (with alternations such as the
following) =
{36) Eofi wo-wa-m be Ksku va  yk gha
RED-do-A that cona LOG sida
"Kofi, iz arranging for Xoku to come to hin, !
(37) Kofi wo-e be Mskuwa ® gba
da-FRO that come FRO side
*kofi had Koku come to him'
For some speakers. the logophoric is the only possible form in (38), while
the persomal pronmm is the cnly possible form in (37). The difference bet-
wgen the teo sentences lies only in the fact that the former i3 in the pre-
sent continsous tense, while the latter 1s in the past tense. In the presept
tense, Koku's coming is not yet a matter of objcctive fact, but remains in the

% For other speakers the logophoric proncuns may be obiigatory in these con-
texts as well,
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sphere of Kofi's intention; thus the logophoric form is appropriate. In the
past tense example, hewewer, it is objectively the caze that Koka came to
Kofi, Hence the speaker doe: mot report this evemt In teres of Kofi's per-
ception of it, but wather in terms of his own.

Like purpose clauses, elauses of cocpsguetics ate Poreally distinguishalle feom
object clouses (for instance, they may not he pronomianlized, and they may

not occur as the constituent immediately to the right of the copula in psendo-
clefe constructions). It is not of inmedlate concern here how these distimc-
tions are reflected in o formal grammr of Ewe; it Is sufficient 19 observe
that however these distinctions are formulated, it will be possible o dis-
tinguish the contexts in which the logophoric pronoun is ebligeatory from thede
in which it is either opticnal, or else subject to semantic conditioning of
the sort discussed An connection with (36) and (37).

4,7, There are other comtexts im which the lopophoric pronoun may not
oceur, even when the appropriate semantic conditions appest to be sarisfied.
One such environment is the relative clsuse; logophorie forms are prohibited
from occurring in such clauses Lf the santecedent is not also comtained in that
clause:

(38) Ama g0 gk nyonuvd bl dze e ghs dyi
set eye girl WU stay PRO side om
"Aws ser eye on (remembered) the pirl who stayed with her!
Hero, vb cannot replace the pronoun e even if its intended antecedent is Amu,
in spite of the fact that the sense of the seatence entails that Am is ref-
lecting upom the glrl in question., Me cannot singly say, however, that the
logophoric propoun is barred from relative clauses, since we #ind
{3%] Ame gblo be  yi-do oku nyomuvl hi dze yE  gho dyi
say that LOG LoG
'mi sald that SM‘ remenbered the g!rl who stayed with htr{'
Another type of structure in which the ipgephoric pronoun is notmally pro-

hibited, even when semarticully ropriate, 18 the "sisultansous” clause, that
i3, a clause which follows & verb of perception:




{40] Kofl se  Ksku wd-no e daoem
hear PEO-be FRO Insult-A

"Rofl heard Koku dnsulting him®

nee again, it is sufficiont to esbed this example under & vern of saying for
the Logophorle jroneun 16 appear:

(41} EKofi ghls be yé-se Esku wi-na yd deu-m
"eafl; said chat Iu,. heard Eoku Insuiting hing !

Eince we already know that clauses enbedded under werbs of suying, think-
ing, ete. provide-appropriste contests for the logapharic promsun, examples
(33} and (41} are not problemstic., However, it is not casy to see why the
logophoric forms should be prehibited from (32) and (40, Ome might search
for a semantic explanation slong the following lines. In sentences containing
Telative clauses, such as (38), the linguistle characterization of the head
moun provided by the relative clavse is normally imputed to the speaker or
sirrator, und not to individuals named in the seatence, Thus, in [38], Ama
=ight well remenber Abla, evem while forgetting (or mot reflecting an the fact)
that Abla had stayed with her; thiz informotion might, for instance, be sup-
slied by the spesker in grder to allow the heavor to identify the girl in
zuestlon more exslly {thus, the hearer might not happen to know Abla's name,
wre.). A similar sceount could be effered for [40). Hers, we would normally
wndarstand the speaker to be the one providing the description of what Kofi
hesrd. Kofi night believe himself to be hearing something quite different; or
¥okn might be insulting him in u language uzintetligible to him, (Conpare tha
superficially similar (24} where, uniike the ones under dlscussion, the sub-
Jeer [Kofi) is necessorily awars of the state of affairs described by the
speaker; the sentance is falee If Eofi 13 usaware that he {and his companions)
5ad come out]. Accordleg to this asccunt, thes, the lagophoric forms are pro-
aibited in sentences 1ike (38) and [40) because the contexts in question are
=9t genulne reportlve contexts: they do not provide o choracterizotion of an
event ar a state of affairs from the poine of viow of an individual pamed in
the discourse.

While this eaplanation does rot seem entirely implausible, it is difffculr
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to reconcile with the fact that in west other lamguages employing pronouns
in logophoric function, relative clouses are usually found to admit the Togo-
phoric forms (for the case of Latin see KBhner 1912, 607 ££; for Japapese aae
tuno 1972, passis; and for Tuburi sec Haghpe 1974, 298-9). Furthermore, as
we ghall see below, this accomt is not sufficient ta esplabn certain other
clause types in Ewe in which the logophoric promoons may not occur. Tt will
be suggested that ull these Iinguistic contexts share a formal feature that

permits an altarnative lanaticn for the rence of the logopheric
fomms,

5. In this section ue examine in greater detail the guesticn of to what
extent grasmatical conditiens such as "subjecthood" may be involyved in con-
trolling the socurrence of the logophoric promoun. The statement by Westermamn
cited carlier would appesr to lim¥c the sccurrence of yi and ybuo to sentemces
im which the antecedent is the subject of a higher clause. We shall see that
such a condition would in fact be somewhat toco strong.

5.1. The subject of the verb se 'to hear' may usuwally be the antécedent
of a logophotic pronoun, Consider the following examples:
(42) hma se  be yk-3a runana
hear that LOG-receive gift

'ml heard that !'hg‘ ‘had received a gift*

(43} Amn se be me-kpa b le asi-n ome
PRO-see LOG at market-0 in

*Ana; heard that T had seen her, at the sarket!

tn (423, the logophoric propoun is obligatory in the imtemded interpretation.
In [43), it is opriomnl: the personal pronoun -e may be wsed in its place,
with the same meaning, Mow abserve:

{44) mo-se  teo Kofi ghs be  yh-xa runana

FRO-hear Erom side that LOG-receive gift
'L heard from Kofi, thar he, had received a gife'

In thiz séntence, the subject s not & possible antecedent, as it is a first

person form, For some speakers, the logophoric pronoum may be used as in (443
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for other speakers, however, (44] L& unacceptabls, and the personal premoun
mast be used in place of the logophoric pronoum to convey the same meaning.
For speakers who find (44) acceptable. (45) is ambigwous:

(45) Amia se s Kafl gho be  yhexa MARANE
hear from side that LOG-receive gift
‘Ama; heard from Kofl; that B'lli.l"hﬂj had received & pift'
For the second group of speskers, [(45] L5 unambiguous; yb my only Tefer to
Ara,

These exemples suggest twe observations. First, while the logophoric
farm 15 obligatory for most verbs, such as ghlp 'to say’, which subcategorize
clouse complenents, it fa eptionsl in seme cases such as {43) with the verd
2 ‘to hear', 1f reference to the subfect is inremded. Secondly, for at least
sane speakers, the object of the prepositiunyl werb tso 'from' my be the am-
tecedent of & logophoric pronoun, contraty 1o any striet subjecthood condition.

Analogous exanples may be constructed with other verbs:

{46] Kefl za aghal¥ tso gho-nye be  y-a-va e kpe ma @
receive Tetter from side-PRO that LOG-T-come cast hlock for RO

"l-'oﬂ‘ got a letter from me saylng that hey should come tast blocks

for me"

(47} mo=xs aghal® tso ¥ofl ghs be  ma-va ma kpe
PRO-receive letter from side that PRO/T-come east block
na oy
far LOG

'T got a leteer from KOE{‘ saping that I should come cast blacks

for M'i'
48] Kamii no agbolf tso Kofi gha be yE-a-wa  me  kpe
receive letter from side that LOG-T-come cast hlock
na-e
far-PRO

"Ewami gor a letter from ):r.ufil saying that hei should come cast
blocks for him'
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(49}  Romi xo aghal® tsa Kofi ghs be  wb-s-va
receive letter from side that PRO-T-come
me  kpe A yé

cast bloek for 106G

"Kunmi got @ letter from ivl’!i saying thet he should
como cast blocks for him,*

The examples provide further confirmation of the comclusions drown in Tegard
to (42}-(45). While there Is some variation in speaker veaction to these ex-
amples, (46 is disfavored by most; speakers who do not accept it requive the
pordsmal pronoun Wb in place of the logophoric preonoun, Some (but not all}
speakers find (47}, (48}, ond (49) entirely acceptable. For =such speakers,
Fou is the only possible antecedent of yk in (48] and {487,

In examples [44)-(28), the object of the prepositiomal verb tso playe
ths thematic function of "source®, in the sense of Gruber [1978) and others;
here, it designates the individusl who is understood as hawing produced &
certain Instance of reported diseourse, These sxanples show that mominals
Tupcthoning as “seurces™ of reported discourse may under certaln clrcunstances
be chosen as antecedents to logophoric pronmms in prefersnce to grammatical
subjects. This result is, of course, quite comsistent with the gemeral] cha-
racterization of logophoric pronouns as forms which designate the individusl
or individuals whose speech or thought, etc., is transaitted in & givem re-
portive context.

5.2, Further evidence apainst a subjecthood condition on the legophoric
pronouns comes from the examination of certain types of sentences with clanses
of purpose. Let us first comparc the following examples, which are identieal
except for the pronounss

{50} qevi-a xo tehatio be ve-a—ga-da
child=D receive punishment s that LOG-T-Petell
alekpa ake o

lie  again NEG

"the child, reccived punishnent so that he, weuldn't tell
lies again'
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[51) dewi-a %% tohehe be wi-a-ga-da slokpe ake o

FRO

‘rhe chlld recalved punishment so that he wooldn't tell
lies again®

There Is & rather scriking difference in meaning hetween these two versions,
In (50}, we understand by the use of yi that the child valumtarily Teceived
punishment, in the belief that this would cure him of his untruthfulness.
(While some speakers find (507 scwewhat strange, they atcribute thiz to the
unlikelitood of such a situation ever occurring]  Although (517 may be in-
terpreted the samd way as (50), its more likely interpretation ia that the
child was punished against his will, in the belief (on the part of semsome
else) that this would cure him of telling lies. These differences in imter-
pretation ave consistent with owr gemeral characterization of the use of lo-
gophoric forns;  the use of yb In (50) informs us that the context in which
“it occurs (the purpose clsuse) desigmates sn istention on the part of its an-
tecedent.

Consider now:

[52) devi-a xas tohehe tso fofo-a  gbs be wi-a-go-da
child-0 from father-D side
alakpa ne y& ake o
o LOG

Ythe child received punishment from his fﬂﬂuri 50 that he
wouldn't tell lies to him; again’

In this sentence, the sntecedent of yk, fofon, 15 not the subfect, but rather
{as in the sxsmples of the last section] the object of tse "from'. (Hors, the
logopharde proncun is optiomal, cven for thoss speakers wha othersise require
their uso in purpose clausesd.

Tt is unlikely that the antecedents of the lopopharic promouns in (44),
{45) (with Hofi as antecedent), (47), [48), (49), and {52) can be analyzed as
deep structure subjects in uny well-mecivated sense, Consider, for instance,
the difficulties Inhewent in any attespt to devive [44] Ffrom the strocturs un-
derlying:
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[53) Kofi ghlanam be yhexa nunEna
say  to PRO that LOG.receive gife

'Kofiy tald me that ke, had received a gift!
or (52) fron & structure such as that underlying:

(54) Kofi e to ma gevi-a be wh-a-ga-da...
pull ear to ehild-D so thut PRO-T-P-t=ll
'Kofi pumished the child so that he wouldn't telli..'
The syntactic rules in guestion would be of highly unusual types, involwing
the insertion of new verbs, the insertion and deletion of prepesitions, and
ather rodical wodifiestions To the Huch an app h, theref
must be rejected,

5.5. Another set of problems for sny proposed subjecthood comdition in-
volyes @ clase of "psychological" werbs and verbal idioms expressing emotional
states and attitudes. In sentences imvelving such verbs and idiwns, the “ex-
puriencer’ is often the object, as in the following example:

(53] dome we wo

belly burt PRO

*they were angry'
In some cases Ewe permits a pumber of Iexically related, but syntactically con-
TEasTive éxpresdions to express the same concept. The Eollowing sentences, For
instance, constyucted from the lexical items dyl "heart' [Standard Ewe dzi} and
g2z 'to straighton, set right', aTe symonymous in the sense 'T anfuas happy's

(56)  a. dyi dzom

RO
b. e-dzo 4yl nam
PRO- ko PAO
®  we-kgo  Gyidzo
PRf-nee happiness
4. w-go dyides  nam
FRO-put-forth happiness to PRO
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OF particular interest is the grammatical role of the first person singular
personal pronoun: m, me, in (36a) it is the direct object of the verb; in
{56b] and [56d) it i the object of the prepositional verb pa "to, for'; and
in [56c) it is the subject of the verh kpa 'to see’.

In subordipate clauses following verbal expressions of this sort, yé may
weeur optionally, n which case it is co-referentinml with the noninal refer-
ring to the experioncer of the psychological state or sttitude (in the fol-
lasing exsmples, Ama):

(37) a. dyl dzs Ama 3
b.  e-drs dyi na Ama be yi-dyl  vi
. hmn kpa dyidza that 10G-bear child

e-do dyidis oo Ams 4
'hna, was happy that she, bore a child®

ALl speakers, of those consulted, foumd (57c) scceptable, snd most found the
ramining exanples acceptable oz well, These facts provide no problem for a
semantical ly-based description of the logopheTic pronoums: tThe relation bet-
ween Ama and the esbedded clause is the same in all cases, since these sen-
tences are synonymeas, However, it would be difficult to find & single syn-
tactic generalization charscterizing the antecedents of yi In a1l the examples
of {37], other than the fact that they are probably all strietly Subcatego-
rlzed by the main verh, Only in {57¢) is Ama the suhject of the higher
clanse, and this sentencé camnot plauslbly be taken s the source of the other
sentences.

b. The exasples of section & demonstrate that semsntic eonsiderations
may override syntactic considecavions in determining the possibilities of
secarrence of the legophoric prenoun in Ewe.

Tmever, while semantic conditions may be of prinary relevance in des-
ribing the behavicr of the logopheric farms, they are mot sufficient; there
are categorical constraints prohibiting the ccoutrence of yi that eperate
@ven when the semantic conditions are clearly satisfied, While earlier ea-
anples (28], (40 allowed am altermative ceplanation, sxamples such as the
following, synonynous pait show that monsemsncic factors must be imvelved in
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ot least some cases:

[58] e-dzo dyi na Ama be yE-dyi vi (= 570)
PRO- LOG

‘it made Aray happy that sbey bore a chizd'

(59) ye wo widyidyi-s dea dyl ma Ana
PRO GEN child-bearing-T

"hey having & child aade Ama happy'

In (59}, yo 15 not the (Jow-tored] logoephoric pronoun, but rather the (high-
taned) streng form of the third person singular promoun [Table 11, The logo-
pheric pronoun cannot be used in this sentence, lowever, there iz no general
restriction prohibiting the cccurrence of logophoric pronvuns in gerusdive
nominads, o5 we can see by embedding (52) under & verb of saying:

{60)  fna ghls be  vb w0 vidyidyl-a dza dyl na vb
say that LOG oG

‘awa, sald that her, having a child made her, happy'

Let us consider pessible explamations for the unscceptablility of the lLo-
gophoric pronoun im (58). We first of all notice that im (593, uniike in
other examples discussed se far, the antecedent of the pronoun occurs te its
right rather than to its left, Since (55) is acceptable, we know that there
i3 np general constrain in Ewe requiring amtecedents to precede pronouns
standimg in anaphoric relstion to them. It might nevertheless be possible
that such A precedepctd constraint holds for Logophoric pronouns only.

In order to test this proposal we would have to investigate clause types
in which logophoric propouns are independently known te occur ({such as temsed
sentences), amd construct a sentesce in which such o clause precedes o main
elguse containing the amtecedent. Now, while such sentences are possihle in

Bwe (cf, Ansre 19668, 1231-1), they are of oxtremely restricted occurrence.

ta {and in ity with my own cbservations), such
eoRstructions are “of recent origin and ate Tarely found in everyday speech”
[Westermann 1930, 158}, Westersamn cites the example:



(61} bens wamagaT sl meghe o
50 that they-should-net-renaln behind ¥EG
quti la, wode wofe awuws 41 hefu  du

they-resove their clothes  and-run

'in order that they should not resain behind, they tock off
their clothes and ran'

One Ewe speaker consulted in this study regards such sentences as character-
istic of written Ewe only, "as in translations from Emglish™.'? While one
could, therefore, test for the possibility of using a logophoric pronoun im
such gentonces, 1t I8 diffleult to see what conclusions could be drawn (what-
ever the response) for the problem neder discussion. If iz were foumd that
Ewe sprakers comsistently Tejected the logophoric promoum in such semtemces,
this might simply be ascribed to their unfamiliarity with this type of sen-
tence in calloquinl speech. On the other hand, &f the togophoric pronoun
were allowed or cven Tvrofﬂrrud.” this might mevely raflect & recent, Emglish-
infloenced tendency to generalite backward snaphora to a new class of cases.
As far as 1 have beem able to ine, there is no i way of test-
ing the proposal that logophoric pronouns (unlike per=omal pronouns) are sub-

ject to a precedence comstraint. Given this fact, it would be preferable not
to inveke this explanation if some altevnative, independently-verifiabls =x-
plaparion could be found.

Such an explanation does seem possible. If we examine the femtences in
which the logophoric proncun L8 allewed, and contrast them with those examples
((38), (407, {59)) in which they are prohibited even when the semantic con-
ditions appasr to have bean satisfied, we Find that they share a charscteristic

in comman: W)l cecur in elsuses Lok A by tha "

2 " pa for ona
of %8 allomsrphe, bena, ne),  The exsmples dlssllewing the Logophoris fovns
imvolye vlauses of otber types (relative, rimaltamecus, gerundivel.

This chaeTvation Sugpests thal a closer examisation of the syntactic na-
ture of the “complementizer” be might be of interest. The examples cited 32
far in this study {llustrate two principal uses of this form: First, as an

10 Elsewhere West has against the tendency for
Ewn semrences ta be constructed according to Furopean models [Westersann
1843, 22-3), & vendency which 18 particularly notable in written Ewe.

‘1 The speaker cited Just abowe did, in fact, find the logophoric promoun
yiw preferable to the persanal promous wa in (613, 8
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apparent main verb, synonymous with the verb gblo ‘to =ay, speak® ({207,
{32, (23)), and secondly, as 4 “complementizer” introducing tensed subordi-
nate clauses, It would be natuwral to ask whether these uses are in any way
related.

The stromgest hypothesis weuld be that be 15 A main verb in all ceeur-
rences. lawewer, this hypothesis rums ipto difficulty once we compare the
behavier of be, in apparent function as a main verb. with that of true main
werbs such as ghls 'to say, #peak’. While true main verbs take {with few
exceptions) the full set of inflectional forms, be is highly restricted in
this yespeet. Compare:

{62) a, ma-gbls be Kofl le afe me  *T will say that Kofi is at

PRO/T-say be hewe in home®
b. me-ga-ghlo be Kofi le afe me  '1 said again that Sofl is
PRO-P-say at hane'
¢, me gha-ghlo-n be Kofi le afe se 'I'm saying that Kefl is
PR RED-say-A at home®
(63) a. “ma-be Fofi le aje me
B, *me-ga-be Tofi le afe ne
. *me be-be-m Kofi le age me
Gols shows all the syntactic characteristics of main verbs, inflocting for
tepse [62a), preverbs (67b), amd mspect [62c]. Be, on the other hand, is
Mghly "dsfective”, Lnflecting For few if smy of thess forma.'’ This ia true

ot only when be is the sole verb in its clause {63), but also when it follows
another verb, as the exanples of {62) illustrate (movmally, all verbs in se-
quonce show concord for tense and aspect categories; see Nestermann 1930, 136
ff. and Ansre 19665),

The pesition I will take here iz that be has the synchronic status of o

I2 Sone speakers allow bena as & maln verb in the same sends as be, but
vegard this forn as "emphatic” or “bookish". Ope spesker found (63a,b)
seceptable, [ argue below that be is symchronically a prepositional
werb. Westormann remarks of such verb that they “may mow be conjugated
in certaln temses and moods omly, others not st all” (1930, 130). He
considered be to have the dusl funetion of main verb and prepositiomnl
verh, without cqmnnn[ upan its general failure to "conjugate” in
elther of these functions,
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propasitional verk (or “verbid™, to use the term suggested by Gilbert Answe).
In other words, be Is assigned to the grammatical category "verb?, hut never
cecurs a5 & main verb, due to a lexicsl restriction limiting it to the fume—
tion of preposition. 1In this respect be is, of course. not unique, since

a5 Westermann and Ansre have shown [see the references of the 1ast paragraph),
all apparent "prepositions" in Ewe are verbal in status, and most can be shown
‘to derive historically from mnis verbs.

There is phonological evidence supporting this analysis. As T have shown
elsewhere (Clenents, in press), the tone rules of Anlo operate within syntactic
Somniae which presuppose the gperstion of A eymtectic resijustment (Erec-re-
stroctir-ing) rule which ndjeins prepositionsl yerbte to the left alster of the
FF node fmmedistely dominating them;

A
L] ;p - B\"HP

This rule appiies nat omly to the prepesitional verbs 1isted by Ansre [1966a,
1B66b) but alse te be. If this rule 15 o be stated in its most gemeral form,
therefore, be must be assigned the status of & prepositlonal verb.
Furthermore, as has been pointed out by Loxd tlws}." be Tetains the se-
mantic properties of the main verb “to =ay' even when fumctioning as a prepo-
sivional verb, " this can be seen clearly in examples such as the following:

(64) Kofi ghe  be phome-du-ge © 'Eaff refused to eat [iT}'
refuss  [DG-NIG-sat-A NEG

A5 the sense of the verh ghe 'to refuse’ is imhetently nepative, ons might

wonder why the subordinafe clause would Tequirs an apparently redundant ex-

pression of negation. This usage is consistent, however, if we assign to be

3 semantie analysis similar ee that of ghlo "ta say'; a literal gloss of this

example would Them be something like "Kofi refused, saying he would mot eat it
If be has the s status of & prepesitional verb, then how do we

13 Lord cites these facts in suppert of her claim that be originated diachro-
nically ms a werb; this claim is of course nor inconsistent with my claim
that be retains its status as a verb in the synchronic grammar of Ewe.
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explain the existence of sentences such as Kofi bo yé-va ‘Kofl, sald hey
cape' T Such senteoces do not, under my analysis, contain main verbs, Rather,
they are derived from umderlying structures containing the main verb ghls,
which is deleted by an options] rule. Thus, T postulate devivations such as
tha foiloving:

(5]

np""'-‘s_““u

D,

i
NE |
L]
Kafi  ghla  be yiu va
+

L]
It sust further be stipulated that this rule applies just im case ghla is un-
inflected (and thus past tense in meaning], in order to account for the fact
that be, as an apparent maim verbk, is understood as a past tense form.

There is ovidence for the existence of another rule deloting o main verb
before be. Some uwhu_flnd sentences such as the following acceptable, in
which the verh dyl (Standasd Ewe d1) has not its usun] meaming 'to want, seek?
but A derived meaning ‘to be about to happen’:

{661 e-va-dyl he yi-a-he domaane vi-¢ na i

FRO-P-wint LOG-T-draw hunger cone-PRD to PRO

it wanted to draw hunger To ws, te bring us hmg
i.8, 'Wo were about to fall ints humgry timea'. Speakers who find sentences
such 48 (66) acceptable [these imclude speakers of the Anla dialect) also
accept sentences such as the following:

(67) axs-2 bo yh-a-ghl Vthe house is shout o hraak!
house-T LOG-T-break
(68) tyd be yh-a-dra 'it's about to rain'

rain LOG-T-fall



[69) nye afs be yeea=ve m 'I'n beglnning to feel pain
PRO faot LOG-T-hirt PRO in my foor'

Sentences (67)-(69) are interpreted just as LF they contained the main verb
dyl in the sense "to be about to happen'. Tn such sontences, be ia "defec-
tive' just 43 when it occurs im the aense ‘to say'. The fset that (67]-(£5)
are interpretahle in a present-time sense correspends to the fact that the
uninflected forn of dyi may also have a present-time sense (the preverh va
excludes this sense in (66)). ALl of these facts can be sxpluined if we as-
sune that (47)-(6%) are derived from structures comtaining dri as the main
werb, Notiee, finally, that the sense correspanding to the werb dyi is ex-
eluded |f the subject i3 animave; thus

{70 avu=a be yi-a-ge 48 xa  me
dagsD L0G-T=enter into house in

canonot be interpreted in the sense ‘the dog wants to enteér the house' or "the
dog is shout To enter the house', and in fact cannot be imterpreted at all
unless the dog im quesciom should be 8 character i a fable, in which case it
would have the meaning 'the dog sald he would emter the house'. Thus, the
postuleted ghla- and dyi- deletion rules do ot Taise the preblem of irreco-
verahle deletion: ghls may delete only &f the subject is animate, smd dri
may delete only if the subject is inanimate.

Given this analysis of the form be, it i not surprising to find that
logophotic proneuns are restricted to clauses which it imtreduces. e s a
verbal prepasition which (uniquely in Ewe) subcategorizes object clauses that
chaructorize the thought, spoech, and petceptions of individuals other than
the speaker-nasrator; only in such clauses can an individusel other than the
speaker talk (or think) about himself.

7. 'The factors controlling the occurrence of the logephoric pronoun
are, as we have seem, primarily semantic, We can, however, cheerve the re-
sult of a process of "gramaticalization™ of this semmntically-based phemo-
nenon in sentences which do oot themselves meet the semantic comditions go-
versing the occurremce of the logsphoric promouns, but which mirror the struc-
ture of sentences which do, Comsider (71a) ard [ts negative counterpart (71h):



{71) a, ®ofi oya be me-kpo b f:uﬂi knew that T had seen hiui'
kpow  PRO-ses LOG
b, %ofi me-nya be me-kpo ye o ‘Kofl, dide't know that 1 had scen
hiny!

The legopheric promcun is obiigatory in (71a) and (for mest speskers] im
i71b} as well. HNevertheless, in {71h] the spesker explicitly denies know-
ledge of a certain state of affalss ta Kofl (the fact that he had seen him),

In examples such as this y¥ canmot be said to refer to an individual
whose thought or speech is represented in the clause in which it oceurs. But
such sentences can in same sense be suid to be "modelled on" sentences in
which this wowld be true; ¢.g., in the case of (T1b]), its affirmative commter-
part (71a). Such behavior appesrs to he characteristic of logopherie pro-
mouns in other languages as well fcf. Kuno 1971, 185 on Japancse: ‘once the
conditions for the sppesrance of zibun sre mer [in & given sentence]. its me-
gative form s sutomalically deemed acceptable™),

R. The antecadent of the logopharic pronoun in Ewe need not occur im
the same sontence, but may OCcur Boveral sentences earlier. Tn such caszes,
the sentence containing the antecedent wlIl end in = clause intreduced by be,
cepresenting the speech or theught of the Individual or Individusls designa-
ted by the sntecedent, and the subsequent sentence{s) of the discourse will
continue to present the events described by the marrator from the point of
wiew of the same individual or individuals. Thus the entire pazsage fron the
occurrence of be up to, and including, the clause containing the logophariz
promoun constitutes @ single reportive context,

The follawing excerpt frem 8n oral retelling of the tale "The Monkeys
and the Moon™ provides an example of such sm extended reportive comtest. 1
provide a laose interlinear translatlon, comtinulng to gloss the logophoric
pronoun s Log:*?

{72) Mo mme et¥a wodui veviF he

The three of thes they planned firmly thet

F N —
14 1 reproduce this texy In pereative anle style, making no attempt to
regularize it in accordance with the aorms of written Ewe.
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yEwnade dyinua tan me.
LOG would take cut  the woon  from the water.

Me yEwodii toa me ko u,
When LOG had taken it oot of the water,

yEwnakon whina yews guta piwa si,
106 would 1ift it (so that) it would be LOG's,

ale be whano qidim na yhwa  yesiogd
so that it would be shining for LOG  always

le 23 me. Ne 35 do ks a, Aving
in the night. When night fell, the moon

didin ne yiwo, ke vivityl
would be shining  for 108, and darkness
mega dodoge na yhwe  veadekerl o
would nor come again for WG ever.

"The three of thnl Tesalved that thef_vt would take the
moon cut of the water. When :hey] had taken it out of
the water, they, weuld 1ift it up so that it would be
theles;, sa that it would be shining for them; always
in the night. Whem night came, the moon would be shiniag
for them, , amd darkness would never again fail on them..*

@. We have examined an area of gramar in which discourse factors -
specifically, the speaker's imputation of certain linguistic characteriza-
tions te individuals ather than himself - control the chaice of certain gram-
matieal forms, It appesrs that such Factors are in play mot only in the
grammar of Ewe and other languages of Africa, but in several orher languages
of the warld &s well (see section 1),

logophorie proacuns can be characterized cross-linguiatically in the
following way:

(1) logophoric pronsuns are Testricted to reportive comtexts
transaitiing the words or thought of an individual or in-



dividuals other than the spesker o narrator;!”

(11} the antecedent does not occur in the same reportive
context &s the legepheric pronpun;

{dii) the ant dent desi tes the indivi or individuals
whase words or thoughts are transpitted in the reportive
contest in which the logopheric proneun cocurs,

Logophoric pronouns may in sdditiom (in at least some languages) ocour inm
séntences which are "modelled on™ sentences in which the comditions for their
occurrence are satisfied (see section 7). In addition, particular lsmguages
place idiosyncratic restrictions on the occurrence of logophoric forms. In
Ewe, the pronouns y#, ylwo are restricted to reportive contexts introduced
by be, and may have sccond- amd third-person (but not First-person) antece-
dents. In Latin and Japanese, on the other hand, the antecedent of the loge-
pharic "indirect reflexives” may only be third-person promouns.

It appears that there are no universal syntactic conditions on the occur=
rence of logopharic pronouns, Tt ia unlikely (as we have nlready seen in
Latin and Ewe, and 23 Yump has d d for that any
impases a strict subjecthood condition on its logophoric fowws. The proposal
of subjecthood conditions in earlier descriptions may have resulted from a
failure to draw & sufficiently clear distinction between the logaphoric and
non- logaphorie uses of reflexive promouns (the latter being subject, in soms
languages, to subjecthood conditions), and from the fact that sntecedents of
logopheric forns tumn out to Be subjects quite often, due to the high fre-
quency of verbs meaning 'say', 'ask’, 'think', and so forth. An interesting
prolen for future TesesTeh concerns the extent to which symtactic conditions
Ruth #f precedence, comand, snd the intervemtion constraint may comtrol the

of In the case of Eue, 85 wa have already
seen, the condithon of precsdence, by itself, connot be shoesm to play a role
in controlling the occurrence of the logephoric pronouns. It has not yet been
determined whether there is any independent meed for a condition prohibiting

15 In English, however, the speaker may be the “antecedent” if we take the
reflexive pronouns as logephoric in function in sentences like As for

myszlf, 1'11 stay home.
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@ legophoric pronoun from both preceding snd commanding 1ts antecedent,
That the intervention comstraint (Grinder 1970), which msy be semamtic in
nature in any case, plays no strict Tele in Ewe is demonstrated by examples
such ws the following, Im which 2 possible antecedent invervemes between r_i
and ts troe antecedest (in reading (a)):

(73)  ¥ofi xo-e se  be Ama gbls be yh-Fu-1
receive-TRD hear S8y LOG-beat-PRO

A. ‘'Kofi; belicved that Ama said that h-li baat her!
b.  "Rofi balieved thot mi said that a.'het beat him®

Both readings appear to be equally salient for tho speakers consulted,

Some further syntastic conditions nay play a secondury cross-linguistic
rale, at least in some languages. Tho earlier examples have demonstrated in
several cases that nominsls fulfilling the themstic role of “source” of s re-
poried discourse are more sasily intorpreted by some spenkers as antecedents
of logophorie pronouns £ they are subjects of the main werb, rather than ob-
Jects of the prepasitien 1so "frem'. One speaker consulted (vhose judgeents
do ot seen, ln this respect, to be widely characteristic of Ewe speakers)
tended to reject nop-subject antecedents in pearly all cases. It may be the
case, then, that the grammatical Telation of & givem nominal to the wsin verd
may influence judgments of scceptabllity for somo spaakers, and it is con-
ceivable thet this ig true of languages other than Ewe.

The grammatical status of logop ralses some Intoresting
guestions for the study of promouns in general. Tn his well-known analysis
of the personal promouss, Bemveniste [1956) draws a categorical distinction
betwesn first- and second-person forms on the one hand, and third-person
forna on the other. In his analysis, the latter forms belong ta the spherc
of symtaz, while the former are characteristic of what he terms “instances

of discourse”, that is, the discrete, always-unique scts by mesns of which
language is actunlized in specch. The fom I is definable as "the individual

who utters the present | ef di the linguistic instance
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1 12im, 10 wnize you is “the individual spoken to in the present instance
of discourse containing the linguistic imstance you® (218). In contrast,
the third person represents the unmarked sesber of the correlation of persom,
since third persom pronouns do not refer to the individuals participating in
the instance of discourse, but ¥elate to the "shjective” altuation; and um-
lke first- and second-person forms, do not covary im reforenze in & given
sentence according to who is uttering it te whom:

Thus, in the fornal class of promcums, those said to be of the
“third person” are, by their function and by their naturs, com-
pletely different frow I and you. As has long been seen, farms
Iike he, bim, thar, otc,, only serve as abbreviuted substitutes
("Pierre {5 slek; he hos o feve
or ancther of the materisl elements of the utterance... Hence
the function of these substitures bears mothing in comson with
that of the indicators of person. (221}

i they replace or relay ane

Tt 1% difficult to find & place for the logophoric pronouns in this
schema. Tt is clear that they are not ta be classified as third persom forns,
sines they do ot meet the criteria given by Berweniste: they do not ocour
in contexts relating to the "objective™ sizuation, but rather are restricted
to contexts which report asother person's interpretation of a given situation.
Their use i3, in fact, quite parallel to that of first person forms except
that while First person pronouns refer to the spaaker in present instances
of discourse, logopharic pronaums refer to the speaker in reported instances
of discourse. But It is no casier to classify logophoric promouns with the
"Mimdicators aof persen®. Unlike Pirst- snd second-persen promouns, logopkoric
pronouns do mot covary in reference in @ given semtepce according to the par-
ticipants in the discourse, but rather, 1ike third person forms, "replace or
Teldy oad of aBother of the matirial elesents of the utterance”. Logophoric

16 Page mumbers are cited from Benveniste 1971, Compare Bloomfield's for-
malation: "I replaces any singulsr substantive expression (this domain
gives us the class-meaning of I, provided that this substantive expres-
sian denotes the speaker of the very utterance in which T is produced
{Bloonfield 1933, 243},



pronouns stand hal fuay between either pole of the correlatlon of persom,
and offer clear ewldence of the intricate manner in which grasmatical fomm
may be dependent upon discourse structure,

10, The analysis of logophoric promouns suggests the need for a more
complex view of discourse structure than that which obtains at present. A
mire adequate view = already suggested in the work of (uinme (19643, HKumo
(19872}, Banfield [1973), Jackendoff (LOTL), and others - would recognize the
fact that a muleiplicity of discourses may he embedded within a singie utter-
ance. each imputable to a specific Individual or individuals, and each charac-
terized, in language-particmlar ways, by the chofce of appropriate linguistic
forns,
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