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Abstract

Long-distance reflexives (LDRs) in Faroese are often compared to those in Icelandic, and
are even considered to have the same distribution (Thrdinsson et al., 2004). In this paper I
evaluate the extent to which this is true. The results from recent fieldwork show that there
are clear differences between the LDR in the two closely related languages, in particular
that Faroese speakers often reject LDR sentences that contain a non-third person, and that
Faroese LDR is often completely acceptable out of a non-complement clause. In addition,
initial findings suggest that there may be dialectal variation with respect to at least these
two aspects of LDR in Faroese.

1. Introduction'

The classic long-distance reflexive (LDR) in Icelandic, as shown in (1),
with the equivalent in Faroese, has an antecedent outside of its clause.

(1) a. Jon segir [ad Maria elski sig/bréour sinn]. ICELANDIC

b. Jon sigur, [at Maria elskar seg/beiggja sin]. FAROESE
John says that Maria loves self/ self’s brother

Faroese reflexives are often compared to Icelandic reflexives, and are
assumed to have very similar, if not the same distribution (eg Thrainsson et
al., 2004: 335, Thrainsson, 2007: 487). In this paper, I examine the extent
to which Faroese LDR can be said to be ‘the same’ as Icelandic LDR. I
start with a brief overview of Faroese anaphors generally.

1.1. Faroese reflexives in brief

Faroese has the typical Scandinavian set of third person anaphors, ie
pronouns hann/hon/tad 3sm/f/n, teir/teer/tey 3plm/f/n; and reflexives
seg/seg sjdlvan/sin simple/complex/possessive, all of which each decline
for case, person and number. The possessive may appear before or after the
possessed noun. In addition, it is very common for a prepositional
possessive phrase hjd scer/honum ‘by/with R.pative/him’ to follow the
possessed noun rather than the possessive reflexive or pronoun. Finally, a
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definite form of a noun is often used without any overt indicator of
possession.

The third person simple reflexives decline for gender and case
(Table 1). (The paradigms in Table 1-Table 4 come from Thréinsson et al.
2004.)

Table 1. Third person reflexive pronouns in Faroese

gloss ‘himself/herself/itself/themself/themselves’
(glossed as ‘R’ in this paper)

N ;
A seg
D s&r
G sin

The third person reflexive possessives decline for the number and gender of
the possessed NP, and case, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Third person possessive reflexives in Faroese

Singular Plural
M F N M F N
N sin sin sitt sinir sinar sini
A sin sina sitt sinar sinar sini
D sinum sin(ar)i sinum sinum sinum sinum
G sins sinar sins sina sina sina

The third person pronouns decline for number (singular, plural), gender
(masculine, feminine, neuter/both) and case (nominative, accusative,
dative, genitive), as shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Third person pronouns in Faroese

Singular Plural
M F N M F N
gloss  ‘he’ ‘she’ ‘at ‘they m.” ‘theyf.” ‘theyn.
N hann hon tad  teir ter tey
A hann hana tad  teir ter tey
D honum henni ti teimum teimum  teimum
G hansara  hennara  tess teirra teirra teirra

Finally, the ‘self” word may be used with pronouns and reflexive pronouns,
and is declined for number and gender of the referent, and case (Table 4).
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Table 4. Third person reflexive ‘self’ in Faroese

Singular Plural
M F N M F N
gloss  ‘he’ ‘she’ ‘at’ ‘they m.” ‘they f.” ‘theyn.
N sjdlvur  sjalv sjalvt sjalvir sjdlvar  sjalv(i)
A sjdlvan  sjilva sjalvt sjalvar sjalvar sjalv(i)
D sjAllvum  sjalvari  sjdlvum sjdlvum  sjdlvum  sjdlvum
G sjalvs sjalvs sjalvs - - -

In the local syntactic domain, which is equivalent to the coargument do-
main, Faroese shows the kind of complementarity between reflexives and
pronouns that is predicted in Chomsky’s original Binding Conditions
(Chomsky 1981, 1986), paraphrased in (2). (The square brackets indicate
my simplifications of theory-specific terms and concepts.)

2) a. A [reflexive] must be bound in its [clause].

b. A pronoun must be free in its [clause].
This complementarity is evident in the examples below. The bimorphemic
(‘complex’) reflexive in (3a) must refer to Hjalmar and not J6gvan, while

the pronoun in (3b) cannot refer to Hjalmar but can refer to Jogvan (or
some other, unspecified male).

3) a. Jogvan, sigur, at Hjalmar; elskar [seg sjalvan].;.
Jogvan says that Hjalmar loves R self
b. Jogvan, sigur, at Hjalmar; elskar [hann],.;.

Jogvan says that Hjalmar loves him

Notice that the possessive reflexive hjd ser ‘of R’ construction is inter-
changeable with the possessive reflexive sin (4a,b), ie it may have either a
local or a nonlocal antecedent, while the possessive pronominal hjd honum
‘of him’ construction may not have a local antecedent (4d), as it the case
for the other (possessive) pronouns (4c).

4) a. Jogvan, sigur, at Hjalmar; damar [sin bil]
Jogvan says that Hjalmar likes R’s car

ifj*

b. Jogvan, sigur, at Hjalmar; damar [bilin hja ser]
Jogvan says that Hjalmar likes car of R

ilj*

C. Jogvan, sigur, at Hjalmar; damar [hansara bil];;.
Jogvan says that Hjalmar likes his car
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d. Jogvan, sigur, at Hjalmar; damar [bilin hja honum]; ;.
Jogvan says that Hjalmar likes car of his

Throughout this paper, possessive sin should be taken to encompass hjd
scer, and possessive hansara/hennara should be taken to include hjd
honum/hjd henni.

Like the other Scandinavian languages, Faroese also has a simple
reflexive, and, like the other Scandinavian languages, this monomorphemic
reflexive can be used with either an ‘inherently reflexive predicate’ (5a), or
with a non-local antecedent, as an LDR (5b). (Hon vaskar seg sjdlva ‘she
washes R self’ is also possible, as in the other Scandinavian languages,
with a more agentive interpretation.)

5) a. JOgvan, vaskar ser,.;.
Jogvan washes R
b. Jogvan; sigur, at Maria, elskar seg; ;.
Jogvan says that Maria loves R

The basic view of Faroese reflexives is thus the same as that in the other
Scandinavian languages, and Icelandic in particular. However, Faroese
long-distance reflexives have not been as closely studied as those in for
example Icelandic, Norwegian or Danish. There are three primary sources
of material concerning LDR in Faroese. These are Lockwood’s (1964)
Introduction to Modern Faroese, the various works of Barnes but in parti-
cular Barnes (2001/1986), and the more recent book Faroese: An overview
and reference grammar (Thrainsson et al. 2004).

The point of departure for the present discussion is the statement by
Thrainsson (2007:487), that, “When it comes to true LDRs, Faroese is the
only Scandinavian language in addition to Icelandic where true LDRs of
the ‘Icelandic kind’ are systematically found”. This statement implies not
only that Icelandic long-distance reflexives are both prototypical and found
in a wider range of syntactic frames than the ‘middle-distance’ reflexives of
the other Scandinavian languages, but that Faroese LDR is ‘the same’ as
Icelandic LDR.

Neither Barnes nor Lockwood directly compare Faroese LDR to Ice-
landic LDR, although they both give examples that suggest that the only
difference between the two is that Faroese LDR is found in a broader range
of clause-types than ISL, specifically out of relative clauses. Barnes also
suggests that the use of non-third persons can interfere with Faroese LDR,
but gives evidence that this is not always the case (eg (28).

The primary goal of this paper is thus to ascertain whether Faroese
LDR is indeed essentially ‘the same’ as Icelandic LDR. Given the close-
ness of the two languages (phonological differences being the main ob-
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stacle to mutual comprehension), such a finding would not be unexpected.
However, given the variation in non-clause-bounded reflexivisation across
the Scandinavian languages generally, this matter requires careful investi-
gation before it can be said to be properly answered. In order to address this
question, I will firstly define the Icelandic-style LDR (SL), in §1.2.T also
present the data used as the basis for this comparison in §1.3. I then com-
pare Faroese LDR to ISL in the remainder of the paper, with a summary
and some final remarks given at the end.

While I will not suggest a complete theoretical description of Faroese
LDR here, I will note where the Faroese data suggests certain avenues for
such a description. Throughout this paper, I will use the general term seg to
refer to seg and seer, and sin to refer to all of the possessive forms, include-
ing hjd scer.

1.2. Icelandic-style LDRs

Features of Icelandic-style LDRs (ISLs) are summarised in (6) (based on
Thréainsson, 2007).

(6) a. [SLs occur over a finite complement-clause.
b. ISLs do not occur over an adjunct clause boundary.
C. The antecedent of an ISL must be a grammatical subject (not

necessarily in the nominative case).

d. The ISL may be in the subject or object position in the
embedded clause.

e. The antecedent of an ISL must be animate.

f. Both the objective ISL and the possessive ISL phrases have
the same distribution.

g. ISLs are in contrastive distribution with pronouns
In addition, the feature in (7a) is often cited (Anderson 1986, Holmberg

and Platzack 1995), even though it has been shown to be neither a neces-
sary nor sufficient condition in the licencing of LDR (Thrainsson 1976).

(7) a. ISLs occur with the subjunctive mood.
b. Embedding under a perspectivising predicate makes non-ISL
acceptable

However, given that Faroese no longer has grammatical mood, this condi-
tion will not be addressed in this paper. (7b) is also often cited, but there is
not the space to discuss this matter here (see Strahan 2009 for discussion).
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1.2.1. A potted summary of LDR research

Linguists such as Hoskuldur Thrainsson (1976, 1990, 2007), Joan Maling
(1984, 1986, 1990), Annie Zaenen (1990, 1983, Kaplan and Zaenen,
1989/1995), Stephen Anderson (1986), Eric Reuland (Reuland and Sigur-
jonsdoéttir 1997, Reinhart and Reuland 1993, Reuland and Koster 1991),
Eirikur Rognvaldsson (1986), Halldér Armann Sigurdsson (1986, 1990),
and Anders Holmberg and Christer Platzack (Holmberg and Platzack
1995), are among those who have shaped our understanding, both data-
wise and theoretically, of what a long-distance reflexive is, and all of these
people have used Icelandic to illustrate the properties and distribution of
the construction that is LDR.

A handful of other languages have also been reasonably intensively
studied with respect to LDR. These include: Norwegian (Dalrymple 1993,
Ladrup 2006, Bresnan 2001, Holmberg and Platzack 1995, Hellan 1988),
Chinese (Cole and Wang 1996, Huang and Tang 1991, Huang 1994),
Japanese (Sells 1987, Kuno 1987, Kameyama 1984, Huang 1994), Italian
(Giorgi 1991, Fischer 2004) and Latin (Benedicto 1991, Clements 1975).

The general conclusions of these studies are that there are several
domains in which reflexives may be bound, which are arranged in the hier-
archy as shown in (8). The second line of the hierarchy shows the label
often given to the kind of reflexivisation in each domain, while the third
line lists some example languages.

(8) coargument > non-finite > subjunctive > paragraph
local middle-distance ~ LDR logophoricity
English Norwegian Icelandic Gokana
Dutch Danish Italian Ewe

Icelandic is also frequently presented as the gold standard language of LDR
in studies of reflexives in other languages, for examples in comparison with
English (Fischer 2004:504, Bresnan 2001), Danish (Hagedorn and Jgrgen-
sen 2008), North Sami (Outakoski 2003:727), and so on.

Icelandic LDR 1is often presented as the definitive ‘long-distance’
LDR, such that theoretical accounts of LDRs exclude binding over a non-
complement clause boundary (Holmberg and Platzack 1995) (6a,b) and
require subject antecedents (Dalrymple 1993) (6¢). Theoretical accounts of
LDR also typically appeal to the concept of logophoricity to account for its
occurrence with the subjunctive mood (Bresnan 2001) (7a,b), and the
ungrammaticality of LDR with the indicative mood in Icelandic (7a). Even
in varieties of Icelandic and Norwegian which allow indicative LDR, the
antecedent must still be a logophoric ‘perspective-holder’ (Sigurdsson
1986, Moshagen and Trosterud 1990) (7b).
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The assumption therefore, that Faroese LDR 1s ‘the same’ as Icelandic
LDR, has consequences for our understanding of linguistic variation, our
theoretical predictions concerning what we believe to be possible in human
language, and the theoretical mechanisms we choose to describe it. I
suggest that it is more appropriate to speak of ‘Icelandic-style LDR’, than it
is to refer ‘LDR’ with its implication that the Icelandic-style LDR is the
only ‘real’ type. Now it remains to compare Faroese LDR with Icelandic
LDR, to evaluate the extent of the similarities and differences between
Faroese LDR and the features of Icelandic LDR as given in (6).

1.3. Data sources

In addition to the published material by Lockwood (1964), Barnes (2001/
1986), and the Faroese Overview and Reference Grammar (Thrdinsson et
al., 2004, henceforth 'FORG'), this paper is based on new Faroese data
obtained during two separate fieldwork sessions. The first of these is the
Faroese pilot overview project, and the second consists of a series of
individual and small group interviews conducted during the 2008 NORMS
fieldwork trip. The Icelandic examples come from the Icelandic overview
project, Thrainsson (2007), and from the author’s own fieldwork.

1.3.1. The Faroese pilot overview project

243 speakers completed a questionnaire on various topics of syntactic
interest in the first half of 2006. The project was conducted by Hoskuldur
Thrainsson and colleagues from the University of Iceland. The speakers
came from six different towns (the island is given after the slash, and the
number of speakers in brackets): Midvagur/Vagar (45), Tvgroyri/Suduroy
(38), Torshavn (Havn)/Streymoy (43), Klaksvik/Bordoy (36), Fuglafjgrour/
Eysturoy (38) and Sandur/Sandoy (43). These are the same places as were
visited in the NORMS fieldwork trip in August 2008. These two sets of
results should therefore be very comparable, although not all the data has
yet been analysed. In particular, the Faroese pilot overview project tested
the ISL features in (6a, b, g).

1.3.2. Recent NORMS fieldwork

40 speakers from the same 6 towns as were visited in the overview project,
plus two others, responded to a selection of questions from a questionnaire
focussing on LDR. The speakers were from: Midvagur/Vagar (8),
Tvgroyri/Suduroy (2), Vagur/Suduroy (1), Torshavn (Havn)/Streymoy
(10), Klaksvik/Bordoy (6), Fuglafjgrdur/Eysturoy (5), Svindir/Eysturoy (1)
and Sandur/Sandoy (7). The average age of speakers was 4543 years,
ranging from 15 to 74. 25 females and 15 males took part. 11 speakers had
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only elementary education, 4 had completed secondary education, 20 had
technical or professional education, and 5 had completed university educa-
tion.

A total of 146 LDR contexts were tested with the range of anaphors
given in §1.1. All interviews were audio recorded, although transcription
work is not yet complete. Most interviews were conducted with two or
three speakers simultaneously. I have found this technique to be of im-
mense benefit where I am not a native speaker of the language, as, when an
informant needs clarification, normally at least one of the other informants
understands me, and is then able to concisely describe the task to the first.

1.3.3. The Icelandic overview project

The large-scale project ‘Variation in Syntax’ was supervised by Hoskuldur
Thrainsson and his colleagues at the University of Iceland, surveying
numerous syntactic phenomena in Icelandic. The survey was conducted in
2005-7, involving around 1,000 speakers in 40 locations around Iceland. In
particular, the project tested the [SL features in (6a, b, g) and (7a, b).

2. Does Faroese have Icelandic-style LDR?

In this section, I will briefly compare the Faroese data from the overview
project and my recent fieldwork against each of the ISL criteria. The
Icelandic overview project data will be included where relevant. I will also
briefly look at two non-ISL, non-local uses of reflexives in Faroese, namely
non-finite LDR and reflexives in ECM/AcI clauses.

2.1. ISLs occur over a finite complement-clause

The most prototypical and oft-cited LDR is that out of a finite complement
clause (e.g. Thrainsson 2007), typically where the matrix verb is a verb of
speech or thought (sometimes referred to as 'logopohoric predicates', eg
Stirling 1993, Bresnan 2001). According to the FORG (p. 331), an ISL
such as that in (9) ‘is fine in Faroese’.

(9) Maria sigur, at td elskar seg.
Maria says that you love R

However, Barnes (2001/1986: 94-95) notes that the use of non-third
persons can reduce the acceptability of an LDR, as illustrated in (10).
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(10) *Kollfigroingurin lovadi mar sin besta seyd,
the .man from.Kollafjgrour promised me R’s best sheep

[um eg vildi hjalpa saer].
if  would help R

In support of this, the Faroese overview project revealed that only around
one-quarter of the informants thought the sentence in (9) sounded ‘natural’.
The results are given in (11) for (near) minimal sentence pairs of ISLs and
pronouns. Interestingly, while the two Faroese sentences containing a
reflexive [sentences F109, F130] are clearly unacceptable, they are not
astronomically worse than the equivalent Icelandic sentences (accepted by
around 35-44% of speakers)”.

(11) yes 7?7  no

F57 Ingi hopar, at td elskar hann. 83 11 6
Ingi hopes that you love him

32 Anna heldur, at hann hatar hana. 8 9 6
Anna thinks that he hates her

F109 Maria sigur, at ti elskar seg. 27 18 56

Maria says that you love R
Oli veit, at td elskar seg. 25 14 61

F130
Oli knows that you love R

Clearly, the versions of the ISL sentences with pronouns [sentences F57,
F32] are completely acceptable in Faroese (where 80% ‘yes’ is interpreted
as syntactically and systematically relevant), while the versions with the
reflexives are rather dispreferred, with only one quarter of speakers
accepting the sentences as ‘completely natural’, and well over half rejecting
them. This result is unexpected, if Faroese LDR is like Icelandic LDR.
However, if person does affect Faroese LDR, then these results are not
unexpected. And indeed, this finding was strongly upheld by my recent
fieldwork, as detailed in the following section.

Such a clash in persons has never been mentioned as relevant to LDR
in Icelandic, and my own investigations suggest that a change in person in
ISL sentences does not cause speakers to change their judgements, al-
though no systematic study of this has yet been conducted.

2.1.1. The effect of non-third persons on Faroese ISL

In my recent fieldwork, ISL sentences in Faroese received an overall aver-
age score of 0,60, while non-ISL LDR sentences received an overall aver-

* Results from the overview projects are presented as percentages, while numerical
results from my own fieldwork are average scores on scale from O (bad) to 1 (fine).
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age score of 0,59. This in itself seems to be a clear indication that Faroese
LDR is different to Icelandic LDR, where, based on the results of the
Icelandic overview project, the respective scores are approximately 44%
and 28,5%"°.

Looking in detail at the particular factors which are different between
Faroese and Icelandic LDR, I found a clear person effect in LDR sentences
for many, but not all, speakers. In Faroese, LDR sentences (both ISL and
non-ISL) containing only third persons received an overall average score of
0,75, while LDR sentences containing a first or second person pronoun
received an overall average score of 0,41.

Table 5 shows the averages across each island for LDR sentences con-
taining non-third person pronouns, versus LDR sentences containing only
third persons. Suduroy has a particularly low rate of acceptance of LDR
sentences with non-third person pronouns.

Table 5. Average LDR scores: non-third person versus only third persons’

All
Bordoy Eyst Sand St Sud Va
ordoy Eysturoy Sandoy Streymoy Suduroy Vigar .. .
3" person 0,87 0,71 0,71 0,78 0,68 0,72 0,75
Non-3“pers 046 0,32 0,45 0,48 0,18 0,37 041

The sentences in (12) show the rates of acceptance for several ISL senten-
ces tested, but the same effect is also found out of relative clauses (see
§2.2.1). ISLs with only third person NPs (a-d), an intervening second
person (e-g) and an intervening first person (h-i) are given. All DPs are
human names or singular pronouns. (In the interest of saving space, all con-
textualising sentences are omitted.) The values given are an ‘LDR score’,
ranging from O (completely unacceptable), to 1 (completely acceptable).
These scores represented average values based on the judgements of all of
my informants. The range of values under sin is due to the use of a range of
possessed nouns. Note that while seg is clearly an LDR, and seg sjdlva/n a
local reflexive, sin may be either.

? Several factors are responsible for the average rate of LDR acceptability in the Ice-
landic overview project, such as the inclusion of sentences with the indicative mood, the
inclusion of sentences with no perspective-holder, and the inclusion of perspectivising-
LDR. As predicted by the literature (eg Thrainsson 2007), LDR was impossible when
there was no perspective-holder, but even the other two types of LDR were accepted by
only around 40% of speakers.

* On the day I received these final proofs, I also discovered that half of the speakers I
consulted in Térshavn on Eysturoy were from Northern Streymoy. Thus, the Eysturoy
results reported here should not be taken as definitive. The other places are assumed to
be ‘clean’.
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(12) seg segsjalva X sin
3ps a. Magnus vildi hava at Gunnar skuldi tosa um X. 0,81 042 0,47-0,78
Magnus wanted that Gunnar should talk about X

b. Anna heldur, at hann hatar X. 0,88 0,23 0,80
Anna thinks that he hates X.
c. Hon sigur at hann elskar X. 10 0,17 0,53-0,83
She says that he loves X.
d. Hann veit at hon elskar X. 0,80 0,25 0,65-0,80
He knows that she loves X.
2ps e. Maria sigur at tu elskar X. 0,40 0,0 0,40-0,43
Maria says that you love X.
f. Olaf veit at td elskar X. 0,17 0,08 0,08-0,44
Olaf knows that you love X.
g. Hann hopar, at ti elskar X. 0,55 0,10 0,65
He hopes that you love X.
Ips h. Maria sigur at eg elski X. 0,15 0,08 0,35-0,50
Maria says that I love X.
i. Olaf veit at eg elski X. 0,35 0 0,13-0,28
Olaf knows that I love X.

An interesting observation here is that a typical definition of logophoricity
does not appear to explain the different levels of acceptability for these
LDR sentences with non-third person pronouns. For instance, logophoric/
perspective accounts of LDR predict that the predicates ‘say’ and ‘hope’
will be more acceptable than ‘know’, and while this is true for the third and
second person sentences here (12a-g), it does not seem to apply to the first
person sentences (12h, 1).

In providing an account of why the change in person causes LDR to
become unacceptable, we can observe the reactions of informants when
confronted with these sentences. Having a first or second person pronoun
in the embedded clause caused the speakers to expect a locally bound
reflexive. Since #i ‘you’ and eg ‘I’ cannot be antecedents for seg, seg
sjdlvan or sin, this caused much confusion for the informants. Notably, the
confusion was not because seg cannot have a non-local antecedent, but
because the first and second person pronouns were the only possible
antecedents for any reflexive within their clause. I believe that Barnes in
his study noted something similar, but his discussion is somewhat opaque”.

> ‘[Clonfusion in simplex sentences spreads from third to first or second person, while
in complex sentences confusion in the third person is dispersed by reference to the first
or second.” (Barnes 1986/2001:95) I believe the point Barnes is trying to make here is
that there is some processing factor that constrains the domain under (the immediate
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While there is not the space here to present a proper theoretical argu-
ment, I believe that an account of reflexivisation which is based on the
notions of prominence and perspective-holders would work very well for
these data. In Faroese, it appears that first and second persons are very
strong contenders for being the perspective-holder of any given domain,
thus the appearance of a first or second person pronoun would rule out any
third person antecedency for a nonlocal reflexive. This in itself implies that
either LDR binding does not occur primarily in the syntax, or that the
notion of perspective-holder needs to be incorporated into the syntax
(thanks to Peter Austin, p.c., for pointing out this second option). Hans
Martin Girtner (p.c.) points to Lesley Stirling’s work within Discourse Re-
presentation Theory (Stirling 1993) as providing a solution to this, although
she describes pure logophoricity and ISL, rather than the more extensive
and restricted Faroese LDR being looked at here.

There is a small problem with this analysis, for which I have no expla-
nation as yet. The sentence in (13) has a non-third person intervening NP,
but its level of acceptability is similar to that of sentences containing only
third persons. Interestingly, this sentence is also often accepted by Nor-
wegian speakers (Strahan 2003).

(13) seg segsjalva X sin
‘we’ Tréndur ynskti, at vit skuldu tosa um X.
Trond wishes that we would talk about X. 0,83 0,09 0,50-0,83

In conclusion, while Faroese LDR can clearly occur over a finite comple-
ment clause boundary, for speakers from Suduroy in particular, the pre-
sence of a non-third person (singular) pronoun in the lower clause makes
LDR impossible.

2.2. ISLs do not occur over an adjunct clause boundary

ISLs do not occur over an adjunct clause boundary (14). Holmberg and
Platzack (1995:95ff) in particular formulate an account of LDR that only
allows for binding out of a complement clause, not out of an adjunct clause.

(14) a.* Hjalmar hitti konuna, [sem heimsotti sig/brédur sinn]. IcEL.

b.* Hjalmar hitti kvinnuna, [sum vitjadi seg/beiggja sin]. Far.
Hjalmar met the woman who visited self/ self’s brother

c.* Marjun kemur, [um td ringir til sin]. FAROESE
Marian (will).come if you ring to R

clause containing?) a first or second person pronoun to be interpreted with respect to
that pronoun, thus excluding a third person reflexive.
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Results from the Icelandic overview project show strong support for this
idea, as shown in (15), where only 22% of speakers accepted the LDR out
of a relative clause.

(15) ICELANDIC yes ?  no
Hun gerir bara pad [sem passar sér]. 22 20 58

T3105
she does only that which suits R

However, there is evidence in the literature that this is not entirely accurate
for Faroese. Lockwood (1977) gives two examples of LDR out of finite
adjunct if-clauses (16). The first of these could be interpreted as being
within an ISL context (in the complement clause of the verb segdi ‘said’),
but the second is clearly an adjunct. Recall from (10) that Barnes (2001/
1986) says that (16b) is unacceptable with eg ‘I’ instead of hann ‘he’ as the
subject of the embedded clause.

(16) a. Ein dagin, sum hann st60 og rakadi kongi,
one day, when he was standing shaving the king,

segdi kongur vi0 hann, at um hann bl6dgadi seg,
the king said to him that if he made him (the king) bleed,

skuldi hann missa liv
he (the barber) should lose his life

b. Kollfigroingurin lovadi honum sin besta seyd,
the .man from .Kollafjorour promised him his best sheep

um hann vildi hjalpa seer
if he would help him

Barnes (op. cit.:94) explicitly ‘wonders whether the nature of the clause in
which the reflexive appears is as significant a factor as it is said to be in
Icelandic’. He notes that LDR out of adverbial clauses is often unaccept-
able (17a), but that it becomes better (17b) when the meaning is similar to
that of a more ‘prototypical’ (ISL?) reflexive (17¢).

(17) a.* Mortan hevdi givid henni négvar pengar,
Mortan would .have given her much money

um hon kundi lert seg tyskt
if she could.have taught R German

b.? Jogvan hevdi verid gladur, um Gudrun hevodi vaskad seer
Jogvan would.have been happy if Gudrun had washed R

C. Jogvan vildi, at Gudrun hevdi vaskad saer
Jogvan wanted that Gudrun had washed R
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The evidence in the literature then seems to suggest that Faroese LDRs are
most acceptable when they are ISLs, but that some non-ISL examples exist,
although there is some disagreement between in particular FORG and
Barnes. As I will show below, the difference in acceptability between com-
plement and adjunct LDR in Faroese is not as great as the difference in
acceptability between LDR in sentences containing only third persons and
sentences containing non-third person pronouns. In addition, there may be
place-related variation with respect to the complement versus adjunct LDR,
which may account for the disagreement found in published sources. I will
look at relative clauses and adverbial clauses in the next two sections.

2.2.1. Relative clauses

According to the results from the Faroese overview project, binding out of
a relative clause is completely natural for around two-thirds of speakers
(18). As with the overview results for binding out of a finite complement
clause, this result is a little unexpected, as ISL does not include binding out
of relative clauses (although Stirling 1992 includes some relative clauses as
'logophoric contexts'). Especially sentence [F45] is difficult to interpret in
any way as being more prototypical LDR than sentence [F63].

(18) yes 7 no

Malan sigur tad, sum passar henni. [henni = Maluni] 90 5 5

F115 . .
Malan says that which suits her

Katrin visti ongan, sum var gédur vid hana [hana = K] 70 13 18

F120 Katrine knew no-one who was good to her

F45 Hann bruikar tad, sum passar seer. 62 15 22
he uses that which suits R

F63 Hon visti ongan, sum var forelskadur { seer. 67 12 22

she knew no-one who was in.love with R

These results found in the Faroese overview project are very similar to
those found in my recent fieldwork, where reflexives in a relative clause
had an overall LDR score of 0,60. There appears to be some place-related
variation, as shown in Table 6, with speakers from Eysturoy, Streymoy and
Sandoy being generally more accepting of this kind of LDR than speakers
from elswhere.

Table 6. Average LDR scores out of a relative clause

Borooy Eysturoy Vagar Streymoy Sandoy Suduroy average
LDR score 0,53 0,75 0,52 0,65 0,64 0,54 0,60

My informants generally showed a slight preference for seg over sin as an
LDR out of a relative clause (Table 7), although, given the small differ-
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ences in acceptability, this is probably due to involve the plausibility of the
overall interpretation of the sentence, rather than an inherent binding
difference between the two reflexives. The biggest differences were in
Bordoy and Suduroy, the two most ‘outlying’ islands visited.

Table 7. Average LDR scores: seg vs sin out of a relative clause

Bordoy Eysturoy Vagar Streymoy Sandoy Suduroy average

LDR seg 0.67 0.80 0.60 0.68 0.59 0.63 0.65
LDR sin 0.50 0.75 048 0.65 0.64 0.48 0.59

With respect to the presence of a non-third person and the acceptability of
LDR out of a relative clause, there was one sentence which tested this in
my recent fieldwork, as shown in (19). Oddly enough, (19a) with seg was
accepted by some people, (three speakers, from Havn/Streymoy and
Sandoy), and (19b) with sin abba ‘R’s grandfather’ was also accepted as
‘completely natural’ by several speakers (in fact, all four speakers from
Havn/Streymoy who judged this sentence), with another being unsure.

(19) a.* Egvisti Mariu békina, sum var skrivad um seg
I showed Maria the.book which was written about R

b. % Eg visti Mariu bokina, sum var skrivad um sin abba
I showed M the .book which was written about R’s grandad

It is difficult to judge whether this sentence was rejected by the other
speakers due to the grammatical function of the intended antecedent, or the
presence of a non-third person pronoun. I will refer to these two sentences
in more detail in the section on the grammatical function of the LDR,
below.

LDR out of a relative clause, with only third persons, was accepted by
around half of my speakers, eg (20). (These sentences were also tested with
briikar ‘use’ instead of keypir ‘buy’, with similar results.)

(20) a. Hann keypir tey ambodini, sum passa sar. [0,54]
He buys those tools which suits R

b. Hann keypir tey ambod, sum passa sinum stjora. [0,44]
He buys those tools which suit R’s boss

We may note in passing that the kind of LDR 1n (20) is found in Norwegian
(Lgdrup 2006), where each of the three reflexives (seg, seg sjglv and sin)
may be bound out of a relative clause, where the relativised noun is
inanimate. Furthermore, similar sentences with an LDR out of a relative
clause were somewhat acceptable to speakers of Vestjysk Danish (Strahan,
in progress), and Hedmark Norwegian (recent fieldwork by the author).
However, while Faroese fits this pattern, my informants appear to prefer

128



TANIA E. STRAHAN

binding over animate relativised DPs (0,75) to inanimate relativised DPs
(0,37). While I suspect that this may be due to the plausibilty of the test
sentences, this pattern has also been noted for Swedish (Teleman et al.
1999, plus my own recent fieldwork in Torsby).

The fact that Faroese allows a reflexive to find its antecedent outside of
the relative clause containing it is another difference between Faroese LDR
and ISL, which prohibits this type of LDR.

2.2.2. Adverbial clauses

There is considerable variation among Faroese speakers as to the accept-
ability of LDR out of an adverbial when-clause, illustrated in (21).

(21) a.* Maria er so glad, td onkur ddmar sinar bollar. [0,16]
Maria is so happy when someone likes Rs bread-rolls

b.¥" Maria er so glad, td onkur ddmar seg. [0,61]
Maria is so happy when someone likes R

Only two speakers accepted sinar in (21a) with a nonlocal antecedent, both
from Havn, with everyone else clearly rejecting it, while over half of my
informants accepted the version with seg (21b). (Both sentences were
judged by 20 informants.)

In addition, several other sentences with reflexives in adverbial clauses
were presented to a subset of the informants, and were met with mixed re-
actions. The sentences in (22) were accepted by all three speakers in Tors-
havn, although the speaker from Suduroy thought both were dreadful.

(22) a. Hann smilist til hennara altid, ti at hon hyggur eftir saer.
he smiles to her always when (that) she looks at R

b.  Hann elskar Fridu, sjlvt um henni ikki damar seg.
he loves Frida even though she doesn’t like R

It appears that at least some speakers do not differentiate between comple-
ment and adverbial clause with respect to LDR binding, and that this may
be a matter, at least partially, of dialectal variation. Speakers from Havn
seem far more willing than others speakers to accept non-complement (and
non-relative clause) LDR.

2.2.3. The effect of non-third persons on LDR in different clause types

Comparing the acceptability of LDR out of a complement clause (ISL
style) with that out of relative and adverbial clauses, Table 8 shows that,
overall, these were all fairly uniformally acceptable to my speakers, except
for those from Suduroy and Sandoy, and, to a lesser extent, Eysturoy.
Notice that speakers from Vagar and Streymoy were relatively highly
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accepting of adverbial LDR, although this figure is skewed slightly towards
a range of sentences which were acceptable to a few speakers, rather than a
range of speakers who judged just a few sentences. Speakers from Eysturoy
were most accepting of relative clause LDR.

Table 8. Average LDR scores out of different clause types

Borooy Eysturoy Vagar Streymoy Sandoy Suduroy

Complement 0,46 042 0,52 0,62 0,55 0,71
Relative cl. 0,54 0,75 0,53 0,62 0,64 0,54
Adverbial - 0,33 0,63 0,54 0,17 0,10

Since person has already been established as a relevant factor in the accept-
ability of LDR, it is useful to separate out the factors of clause type and
person (Table 9). Teasing out the factors in this way highlights some inter-
esting differences. Firstly, excepting the anomalous non-third person
relative clause score for Streymoy, the person effect apples to LDR out of
all clause types. Secondly, only Sandoy and Streymoy speakers seem to
allow non-third persons with non-complement LDR at all. Also, speakers
from both Sandoy and Suduroy seem to have the neatest hierarchy with
respect to LDR and clause type, where ISL/complement clause LDR is the
most acceptable, and even some non-third person LDR is allowed,
followed by relative clause LDR, where non-third person LDR is worse or
unacceptable, and finally adverbial LDR, which also doesn’t permit non-
third person LDR.

Please bear in mind that the data presented in this table only gives an
indication of the differences, and should not be treated as statistically reli-
able at this stage.

Table 9. Average LDR scores: non-third person versus only third persons,
for complement and adverbial clauses

Island Bordoy @ Eysturoy Vagar Streymoy Sandoy @ Suduroy

Person 1,2 3 1,2 3 1,2 3 1,2 3 1,2 3 1,2 3
Complement 033 1,0 037 046 045 0,63 043 0,78 0,37 0,71 044 093
Relative cl. - 054 - 075 0 056 0,75 061 031 066 0 0,59
Adverbial cl. - - - /033 - 063 042 061 0 020 O 0,17

These patterns are easier to visualise in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Average LDR scores: non-third person versus only third persons,
for complement and adverbial clauses
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In summary, at least some Faroese speakers allow LDR out of a non-
complement clause. The variation in speaker responses may be the cause of
the variation in the literature as to the acceptibility of this kind of LDR in
Faroese. Finally, regarding possible dialectal variation, it appears that
speakers from Havn/Streymoy do not have the same interaction of clause
type and person as speakers from elsewhere, while this interaction effect
seems particularly pronounced in the south, on Sandoy and Suduroy.

2.3. The antecedent of an ISL must be a grammatical subject (not
necessarily in the nominative case)

In Icelandic, the antecedent of an LDR must be a grammatical subject
(23a), although the surface case may be anything (23b) (Thrainsson 2007).
The FORG states that, in Faroese, an object cannot be the antecedent of an
LDR out of a finite complement clause, because an object is not a ‘strong’
antecedent (24).

(23) a.* Egsagdi vio Hjalmar, [ad Gudrin elskadi sig/brédur sinn].

I told Hjalmar that Gudrun loved self/self’s brother ICEL.

b. Joni finnst [ad pu hafir svikid fodur sinn]. ICELANDIC
John.DAT reckons that you have betrayed self’s father

(24) Eg fortaldi Hjalmari, at Gudrun elskadi *seg/hann. FAROESE
I told Hjalmar that Gudrun loved R/him

While it is not entirely clear what the FORG means by ‘strong’ anteceden-
cy, the ability to be a perspective-holder (and to have other features associ-
ated with subjects in general such as being highly ‘prominent’) is probably
related.

LDRs with object antecedents were not tested in either the Faroese or
Icelandic overview projects.

Recent fieldwork seems to indicate that the grammatical function of
the antecedent may not be a factor in determining the acceptability of
LDRs in Faroese. As mentioned above, the sentences in (25a,b) do not
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appear to have been judged significantly worse than other LDR test senten-
ces with a first person singular pronoun (see (12h,1) above for comparison).

(25) a. Eg visti Mariu bdkina, sum var skrivad um seg [0,30]
I showed M the.book which was written about R
b. Eg visti Mariu bdékina, sum var skrivad um sin abba [0,45]

I showed M the.book which was written about R’s grandad

This construction, especially the possessive (25b), was particularly accept-
able to speakers from Havn, where all 4 speakers completely accepted this
sentence. The single speaker from Suduroy and all three from Vagar reject-
ed both (25a) and (25b).

These sentences have a relativised noun which is inanimate (see §2.2.1
above), which could be assumed to be contributing to the acceptability of
the LDR (given that this kind of LDR is acceptable in eg Norwegian,
according to Lgdrup 2006). However, given that the grammatical object
Maria in the higher clause in these sentences is not a thematic agent/actor,
these judgements are still decidedly unexpected. An anonymous reviewer
suggests that the indirect object could be a better LDR antecedent than a
direct object, but unfortunately I have no data to test this idea.

I actually did include two other LDR sentences with grammatical
objects which could have acted as antecedents. Unfortunately, both of these
test sentences with no interfering non-third person NPs and with ‘possible’
LDR object antecedents have a context biasing a subject antecedent
reading, and the Faroese seem to be particularly sensitive to context when
judging LDR (comparing my experiences with the same questionnaire in
Vestjylland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden with the Faroes). Given the
relative (and surprising) acceptability of (25), the question of whether
LDRs may have an object antecedent in Faroese cannot yet be declared
closed, but it does appear that having a subject antecedent may be another
feature of ISLs which is not a necessary condition of Faroese LDR.

24. ThelSL may be in the subject or object in the embedded clause

The reflexive itself may occur in the subject of the embedded clause in both
Icelandic and Farose (26), (27) (Thrainsson 2007, Thrainsson et al. 2004,
Barnes 2001/1986). There are many more, and more natural, examples of
this with the possessive reflexive than with the ‘objective’ reflexive seg, for
the simple reason that most verbs take nominative subejcts, and there is no
nominative form of seg®.

% This is not entirely accurate — the nominative form of Icelandic sig could be argued to
be the nominative forms of the pronouns hann, hiin, pao, ‘he, she, it’ etc with sjdlvur,
given that these occur ‘locally bound’ in constructions like Honum fannst hann sjdalvur
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(26) a. Martin segir [ad boKin sin fdist enn pa { verslunum].  IcEL.

b. Martin sigur, [at bok sin fast enn i handlunum)]. FAROESE
Martin says that book R’s can.be .gotten still in the shops

(27) a. Guoran segir [ad sér liki vel tonlist] ICELANDIC

b. (Guorun sigur, at) ser dimar vel musikk. FAROESE

Gudrun says that R likes well music

The LDR need not be in the complement of a logophoric predicate, as (28)
from Barnes shows (from a natural Faroese text). This is ungrammatical in
Icelandic (Asgrimur Angantysson, p.c.).

(28) Hann kann gera vid meg, [hvat saer lystir]. FAROESE
he can do with me what R likes

2.5. The antecedent of an ISL must be animate
The antecedent of an ISL must be animate (29).

(29) * Petta vandamal krafdist pess ICELANDIC
this problem demanded (it)

[ad vid hugsudum stodugt um sig].
that we thought constantly about it

According to my own data, this restriction does appear to hold for Faroese,
as shown in (30).

(30) a.* Figgjarliga kreppan kravdi, FAROESE
the financial crisis demanded

at politikararnir tosadu n6gv um seg.
that the politicians talked much about R

b. Maria kravdi, at granskararnir tosadu n6gv um seg. FAROESE
Maria demanded that the researchers talked much about R

The antecedent may be an animal (31a,b), although informants feel uneasy
about animals ‘hoping’ and ‘thinking’. It seems more as though the agents
of these predicates may be antecedents for LDRs, rather than that ‘any
animate DP’ may be the antecedent of an LDR. Comparing (30) and (31),
we observe that the LDR antecedent must fulfil both animacy conditions.

myndarlegastur ‘He, thought he, self, was the best-looking’, where finnast takes a dative
subject and a nominative complement (judgement thanks: Jéhannes Gisli Jénsson).
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Hundurin hopar, at Magnus elskar seg.
the.dog hopes that Magnus loves R

Filurin heldur, at madurin hatar seg.
the.elephant thinks that the .man hates R

2.6. The objective and possessive ISL phrases have the same

distribution

It is difficult to state categorically that the possessive and the objective
LDRs in Faroese have the same distribution, since it appears that non-
syntactic contraints are important. In some minimal pairs, there is indeed
little difference between the two reflexives (32). However, in other
minimal pairs, seg is much more preferred than sin (33), while in others the
reverse is true (34).

(32) seg, sin equally good

a.

b.

Hann bad Mariu vaska saer. [seg 0,92]
he asked Maria to.wash R
Hann bad Magnus taka sina hdgvu og fara. [sin 1,0]

he asked Magnus to.take R’s hat and go
Hon kendi ongan, sum var gédur vid seg/systur sina.[seg ,97]

she knew no-one who was good to R/sister R’s [sin 0,97]
Anna heldur, at hann hatar seg/systur sina. [seg 0,88]
Anna believes that he hates R/sister R’s [sin 0,80]

(33) seg much better

a.

b.

Beintu damar ikki félk, sum flenna at seer. [seg 0,90]
Beinta likes not people who laugh at R

Mariu damar best folk, sum flenna at sinum skemtisggum.
Maria likes best people who laugh at R’s jokes [sin 0,43]
Hann brdkar tey ambodini, sum passa saer/sinum stjora.

he uses those tools which suit R/R’s boss [seg 0,75, sin 0,43]

Maria er so glad, td onkur ddmar seg/sinar bollar. [seg 0,61]
Maria is so happy when someone likes R/R’s buns [sin 0,16]

(34) sin marginally better

a.

b.

Hann hopar, at td elskar seg/beiggja sin. [seg 0,55, sin 0,65]
he hopes that you love R/brother R’s

Maria sigur, at td elskar seg/systur sina. [seg 0,38, sin 0,43]
Maria says that you love R/sister R’s
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C. Eg visti Mariu bokina, sum var skrivad
I showed Maria the.book which was written
um seg/abba sin. [seg 0,33, sin 0,43]
about R/grandfather R’s

d.  Hann keypir tey ambodini, sum passa saer/sinum stjora.

he buys those tools which suit R/R’s boss [seg 0,25, sin 0,33]

None of the test sentences contained an NP-encased LDR, so the question
of the presence of an overt subject, and the comparison of a DP with a
clause cannot be addressed here.

2.7. 1ISLs are in contrastive distribution with pronouns

While at least some speakers allowed that a pronoun could be used to refer
to the same nonlocal referent as an LDR, many speakers insisted that using
a reflexive in such cases was far preferable. It is difficult to judge in these
cases whether there is in fact complementarity or contrasitivity between the
LDR and a pronoun. My belief is that the syntax does not play a substantial
role in Faroese LDR, thus the issue of complementarity is not a simple
matter for the informants to decide. The sentences in (35) were judged by
at least some speakers to be acceptable with both an LDR and a pronoun.

35) a. Hon sigur, at hann elskar systur sina/hennara.
she says that he loves sister R’s/hers
b. Gunnar segdi Fridu, at hon kundi Izna bilin hja szer/honum.
Gunnar told Frida that she could borrow car.the of R/him
c.  Hann brikar tey ambod, sum passa sinum/hansara stjora.

he uses those tools which suit R’s/his boss

d. Magnus hyggur ikki at redufilmum, ti at teer reda seg/hann.
M. looks not at horror films because that they scare R/him

2.8. Other non-local uses of reflexives

2.8.1. LDRs — non-finites

According to FORG (p333), a reflexive is required if the antecedent is the
‘local’ subject, as is the case with the upstairs object of object-control
verbs, eg (36a,b) bad ‘bade’, and the upstairs subject of subject-control
verbs, eg (36¢,d) lovadi ‘promised’.

(36) a. Jogvan bad meg raka seer/honum.
Jogvan asked me to.shave R/him

b. Jogvan lovadi mer at raka saer/*honum. (promised)
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C. Eg bad Jégvan raka szer/*honum.
I asked J to shave R/him
d. Eg lovadi Jogvan at raka *seer/honum. (promised)

Lockwood gives several examples of non-finite LDR, with both the
objective seg (37a) and possessive sin (37b) reflexives.

(37) a. hann bad hana vaska saer
he asked her to wash him (most likely)
he asked her to wash herself (also possible)

b. hann bad hana vaska seer sjalvari (addition of feminine self to
avoid ambiguity, according to Lockwood)
he asked her to wash herself

Interestingly, Lockwood states that, in order to disambiguate the referents
in (38a), a pronoun could be used to refer to the local antecedent (38b).

(38) a. hann bad hann taka higvu sina og fara
he told him to take cap R’s (the speaker’s) and go

b. hann bad hann taka higvu hansara og fara
(hansara/his = the cap of the one told to go)

I am not aware of other instances in the anaphora literature of this ‘reverse
Binding Condition complementarity’ between pronouns and reflexives,
where a pronoun has a local antecedent and a reflexive a non-local one.
This particular example is even more striking, since both the local and non-
local DPs are masculine pronouns, that is to say, using the pronoun to refer
to the local DP does not have a gender-disambiguation effect. I have some
evidence of my own to support Lockwood’s example, in that nearly half of
my informants reported that a pronoun could have a local antecedent on at
least one occasion, even when pressed to reconsider their judgement. I
conclude that something other than simply syntactic binding conditions is
controlling the distribution of anaphors in Faroese.

I tested non-finite LDR with contextualising sentences to bias the
informant towards selecting either the local or the nonlocal entity as the
antecedent, as shown in (39) with sin and in (40) with seg.

(39) a. [ veitsluna hja Gunnari kom ein madur, sum gjgrdi 6nadir.
to the party of Gunnar came a man who made a .kerfuffle

Gunnar bad hann taka hiigvu sina og fara.
Gunnar asked him (to) take hat R’s and go

b. Gunnar hevdi keypt eina hugvu til gentu sina { Danmark.
Gunnar had bought a hat for girlfriend R’s in Denmark
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Hann bad Magnus taka sina higvu og
He asked Magnus (to) take R’s hat and

fara til Danmarkar vid henni.
go to Denmark with it

(40) a. Magnus kom skitin aftur av skipi.
Magnus came dirty back off the .ship

Adrenn Maria vildi mussa hann, bad hon hann vaska ser.

Before Maria would kiss him, asked she him (to) wash R
b. Magnus kom troyttur og skitin aftur av fjalli.

Magnus came tired and dirty back from the mountains

Hann bad Mariu vaska ser,
He asked Maria (to) wash R

so at hann kundi hvila seg { baOnum.
so that he could rest himself in the .bath

It was found that nearly all Faroese speakers used the contextualisation
sentence as the primary cue for identifying the antecedent of the reflexive.
Only one speaker (of 40) had any real difficulty seeing anything other than
the syntactically local NP as the antecedent. I conclude that LDR over a
non-finite clause boundary is completely acceptable in Faroese, with both
seg and sin. Seg sjdlvan was not tested as an LDR in Faroese over a non-
finite boundary, and should probably be investigated.

2.8.2. LDRs - Acl

The ‘small clause’ or ‘accusative with infinitive’ construction is like local
binding in Faroese, and requires a reflexive to refer to the higher subject,
according to FORG (p. 334).

(41) Teer spgdu [[seg] [einki vita um tad]].
they said R not to.know about it
‘They, said they, didn’t know about it.’

It was found during the recent fieldwork in the Faroes that all reflexives are
fine in AclI/ECM constructions, to the extent that the AcI/ECM construc-
tion itself was acceptable. Many people rephrased (42a) to (42b), ie these
speakers put the reflexive into an object position, removing the passivised
structure. This is similar to what was found for Norwegian (Strahan 2003),
namely that the AcI/ECM construction, in particular combined with a
passivised ‘small clause’, is often not considered natural speech.
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(42) a. Jorunn hoyrdi seg verda umtalada. [0,82]
Jorunn heard R be mentioned.

b. Hon hoyrdi, at tey tosa um seg.
she heard that they spoke about R

The hjd scer possessive construction was found here too, as shown in (43).

(43) a. Hon hoyrdi sina pitsu verda umtalada. [0,81]
She heard R’s pizza be mentioned

b.  Hon hoyrdi pitsuna hja saer verda umtalada
she heard the pizza of R be mentioned

The ECM construction was preferred when the small clause was active, as
in (44).
(44) a. Jeffrei hoyrdi seg/seg sjalvan/sin agent svara ymiskum
[0,95,0,71,0,83]
Jeffrey heard R/R self/R’s agent answer various things
Some speakers spontaneously produced a similar construction, but with a

nonlocal antecedent, when correcting another sentence, as in (45a) being
rephrased to (45b) by speaker S24A.

(45) a.* Maria er so glad, [td onkur damar seg].
Maria is so happy when someone likes R
b. Maria er so glad, [ta onkur heldur [seg vera fitta]].
Maria is so happy when someone thinks R be nice

This sentence is ungrammatical in Icelandic, since the reflexive is not
within a complement clause, and is a nice example of an adverbial LDR.

3. Summary and final remarks
Faroese LDR is ‘the same’ as Icelandic LDR in that:
a. Both occur out of a finite complement clause.

b. The LDR may be in the subject or object position in the
embedded clause.

C. The antecedent must be animate.

Some features of Faroese LDR are difficult to judge against [SLs:

d. Whether the objective seg and possessive sin have the same
distribution, since many test sentence frames are more
plausible with one or the other.

€. Whether reflexives are in contrastive distribution with
pronouns syntactically — it appears they do not have equivalent
interpretations.
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Finally, Faroese LDR differs from ISL on several key points:

f. Faroese LDR out of a relative clause or even an adverbial
clause is often as acceptable as out of a complement clause.

g. While grammatical subjects are very strongly preferred as
antecedents of LDRs, surprisingly, some speakers accepted a
grammatical (and logical) object as the antecedent of a
relative-clause LDR.

h. Use of a non-third person pronoun in a sentence often renders
LDR unacceptable.
1. There appears to be dialectal variation in the distribution of

Faroese LDRs, especially when the factors of clause type and
person are combined.

With respect to the dialectal variation, speakers from the southern islands
(Sandoy and Suduroy) rate LDR best out of complement clauses, then rela-
tive clauses, and worst out of adverbial clauses (ie, these speakers have the
most ISL-like LDR). Concurrently, the level of acceptability in each of
these clause types is increasingly worse when non-third persons are involv-
ed. On the other hand, speakers from Toérshavn/Streymoy show the least
interference from either clause type or person. LDR in the capital dialect
thus seems to be more relaxed than even Icelandic-style LDR.

Midvagur (Vagar) speakers allow a pronoun (both possessive and
objective) to have a local (singular) subject antecedent, although speakers
from elsewhere generally rejected attempts at coreference between a pro-
nominal anaphor and a coargument subject. Speakers from Midvagur also
overwhelmingly prefer the possessive phrase hjd seer to the possessive
reflexive sin.

Speakers from Klaksvik/Bordoy are very influenced by context in
selecting the antecedent for sin, but not seg. Speakers from Torshavn/
Streymoy allow an object antecedent for LDRs, with appropriate contextu-
alisation. Given that Havn speakers were also among the most liberal in
their acceptance of most non-ISL LDR, it may be that seg and sin are not
true reflexives in Havnamal, and may be more like the logophoric pronouns
of languages like Ewe and Gokana.

References

Anderson, Stephen R. 1986. The typology of anaphoric dependencies: Icelandic and
other reflexives. In Lars Hellan and Kirsti Koch Christensen (eds.), Topics in
Scandinavian Syntax, 65-88. D. Reidel, Dordrecht.

Barnes, Michael P. 2001/1986. Reflexivisation in Faroese: A preliminary survey. In
Faroese Language Studies, 65-102. Novus Forlag, Oslo.

139



FAROESE LDR VERSUS ICELANDIC-STYLE LDR

Benedicto, Elena. 1991. Latin long-distance anaphora. In Jan Koster and Eric Reuland
(eds.), Long-Distance Anaphora, 171-184. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Bresnan, Joan. 2001. Lexical-Functional Syntax. Blackwell, Oxford.

Chomsky, Noam. 1981. Lectures on Government and Binding. Foris, Dordrecht.

Chomsky, Noam. 1986. Barriers. MIT Press, Massachusetts.

Clements, George M. 1975. The logophoric pronoun in Ewe: Its role in discourse.
Journal of West African Languages 10: 141-177.

Cole, Peter, and Wang, Chengchi. 1996. Antecedents and blockers of long-distance
reflexives: The case of Chinese 'Ziji'. Linguistic Inquiry 27: 357-390.

Dalrymple, Mary. 1993. The Syntax of Anaphoric Binding. CSLI Publications, Stanford.

Fischer, Silke. 2004. Optimal binding. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 22:
481-526.

Giorgi, Alessandra. 1991. Prepositions, binding and P-marking. In Jan Koster and Eric
Reuland (eds.), Long-Distance Anaphora, 185-208. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Hagedorn, Karen Thagaard, and Henrik Jgrgensen. 2008. The status of the pronoun sin
in Western Jutland. Ms, University of Aarhus.

Hellan, Lars. 1988. Anaphora in Norwegian and the Theory of Grammar. Foris,
Dordrecht.

Holmberg, Anders, and Christer Platzack. 1995. The Role of Inflection in Scandinavian
Syntax. Oxford University Press, New York.

Huang, C. T. James, and C. C. Jane Tang. 1991. The local nature of the long-distance
reflexive in Chinese. In Jan Koster and FEric Reuland (eds.), Long-Distance
Anaphora, 263-282. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Huang, Yan. 1994. Syntax and Pragmatics of Anaphora: A Study with Special
Reference to Chinese. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Kameyama, Megumi. 1984. Subjective/logophoric bound anaphor 'Zibun'. CLS 20:
228-238.

Kaplan, Ronald M., and Annie Zaenen. 1989/1995. Long-distance dependencies,
Constituent structure and functional uncertainty. In Mary Dalrymple, Ronald M.
Kaplan, John T. IIl Maxwell, and Annie Zaenen (eds.), Formal Issues in Lexical-
Functional Grammar, 137-165. CSLI Publications, Stanford.

Kuno, Susumo. 1987. Functional Syntax: Anaphora, Discourse and Empathy. The
University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Lockwood, W. B. 1964. An Introduction to Modern Faroese. Munksgaard,
Copenhagen.

Lgdrup, Helge. 2006. Animacy and long-distance binding: The case of Norwegian. Ms.,
University of Oslo.

Maling, Joan. 1984. Non-clause-bounded reflexives in Modern Icelandic. Linguistics
and Philosophy 7: 211-241.

Maling, Joan. 1986. Clause-bounded reflexives in Modern Icelandic. In Lars Hellan and
Kirsti Koch Christensen (eds), Topics in Scandinavian Syntax, 53—63. D. Reidel,
Dordrecht.

Maling, Joan. 1990. Clause-bounded reflexives in Modern Icelandic. In Joan Maling
and Annie Zaenen (eds.), Modern Icelandic Syntax. Syntax and Semantics, 24,
277-288. Academic Press, San Diego.

140



TANIA E. STRAHAN

Maling, Joan, and Annie Zaenen. 1990. Modern Icelandic Syntax. Syntax and
Semantics, 24. Academic Press, San Diego.

Moshagen, Sjur Ngrstebg, and Trond Trosterud. 1990. Non-clause-bounded reflexives
in Mainland Scandinavian. Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 46: 47-52.

Outakoski, Hanna. 2003. On reflexive binding in North Sami. Nordlyd 31: 723-739.

Reinhart, Tanya, and Eric Reuland. 1993. Reflexivity. Linguistic Inquiry 24: 657-720.

Reuland, Eric, and Jan Koster. 1991. Long-distance anaphora: An overview. In Jan
Koster and Eric Reuland (eds.), Long-Distance Anaphora, 1-26. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge.

Reuland, Eric, and Sigridur Sigurjonsdoéttir. 1997. Long distance 'binding' in Icelandic:
Syntax or discourse? In Hans Bennis, Pierre Pica and Johan Rooryck (eds.),
Atomism and Binding, 323-340. Foris, Dordrecht.

Rognvaldsson, Eirikur. 1986. Some comments on reflexivisation in Icelandic. In Lars
Hellan and Kirsti Koch Christensen (eds.), Topics in Scandinavian Syntax, 89—102.
Reidel, Dordrecht.

Sells, Peter. 1987. Aspects of logophoricity. Linguistic Inquiry 18: 445—479.

Sigurdsson, Halldér Armann. 1986. Moods and (long-distance) reflexives in Icelandic.
Ms. Kiel.

Sigurdsson, Halld6r Armann. 1990. Long distance reflexives and moods in Icelandic. In
Joan Maling and Annie Zaenen (eds.), Modern Icelandic Syntax. Syntax and
Semantics, 24,309-346. Academic Press, San Diego.

Stirling, Lesley. 1992. Review of Mira Ariel (1990) Accessing Noun-Phrase
Antecedents. Journal of Linguistics 28: 561-563.

Stirling, Lesley. 1993. Switch-Reference and Discourse Representation. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge.

Strahan, Tania E. 2003. Long-Distance Reflexives: A Quantitative Study. Lincom-
Europa, Miinchen.

Strahan, Tania E. 2009. Outside-in binding of reflexives in Insular Scandinavian. Paper
presented at LFG09, Trinity College, Cambridge.

Strahan, Tania E. in progress. Report on anaphora in Vestjysk Danish. Ms. Haskoli
Islands (The University of Iceland, Reykjavik).

Teleman, Ulf, Staffan Hellberg, and Erik Andersson 1999. Svenska Akademiens
Grammatik. Norstedts, Stockholm.

Thrainsson, Hoskuldur. 1976. A semantic reflexive in Icelandic. Ms. University of
Iceland.

Thrainsson, Hoskuldur. 1990. A semantic reflexive in Icelandic. In Joan Maling and
Annie Zaenen (eds.), Modern Icelandic Syntax. Syntax and Semantics, 24, 289—
307. Academic Press, San Diego.

Thrainsson, Hoskuldur, Hjalmar P. Petersen, J6gvan i Lon Jacobsen, and Zakaris Svabo
Hansen. 2004. Faroese: An Overview and Reference Grammar. Fgroya
Frodskaparfelag, Torshavn.

Thrainsson, Hoskuldur. 2007. The Syntax of Icelandic. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Zaenen, Annie. 1983. On syntactic binding. Linguistic Inquiry 14: 469-504.

141



