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Most of the earlier accounts have suggested that pronouns cannot precede their referents when they are the subject of
the main clause (the (a) sentence in the example above), but may when the pronoun appears in a syntactically
subordinate clause (the (b) sentence). On the other side, Carden (1982)2 claims that syntactic restrictions are only



2. Approaches to cataphora

In this section we present a very brief overview of the literature on cataphora that is relevant for our analysis.
Generative syntax suggests that syntactic structure determines the coreference patterns in (1) above (Langacker,

1969; Lasnik, 1976; Reinhart, 1981, 1983; Ross, 1969; and others). According to this position, pronouns can generally
refer only to referents that are higher up in the phrase structure diagram.6 Principle C of Chomsky’s Binding Theory
(Chomsky, 1981) specifies that a definite description or a proper name cannot appear in the scope of (i.e., it cannot be c-
commanded by) a coreferring expression. From the perspective of the Binding Principles linear order matters only to the
extent that it changes the structural relation between the elements.Reinhart (1983: 42) argues that when two NPs or an
NP and a pronoun are not in the domain of each other, c-command does not apply. Whether they are coreferential or not
depends on pragmatic, rather than syntactic (sentence-level) considerations, but such considerations are not explored
further.

According to functionalist approaches to pronominal reference, the main function of pronouns is to refer to discourse
entities that are highly accessible in working memory (Ariel, 1990; Garnham, 1987; Givón, 1983; Gordon and Hendrick,
1997; Gundel et al., 1993; Prince, 1981; van Hoek, 1997). Consider the example in (4):

(4) *He finished breakfast before John went to school.

This example presents a conflict in accessibility status:he must be highly accessible (pronoun in subject position);
John must be a new concept (proper name). Therefore,he and John cannot refer to the same entity. Harris and Bates
(2002) point out that foregrounding/backgrounding is a crucial factor in determining coreference interpretations.
Backgrounding refers to a dependency relation between two structures (clauses or sentences). The most frequent
backgrounding devices are syntactic subordination (Bolinger, 1979; Hopper, 1979; Matthiessen and Thompson, 1988),
pragmatic subordination, and imperfective aspect (Hopper, 1979). Syntactic subordination reflects the same structural
constraints captured through c-command for subordinate clauses. In pragmatic subordination, the pronoun occurs in the
pragmatically non-dominant clause, while the antecedent is part of the dominant clause (seeMcCray, 1980; see also
Cristofaro, 2005, on differences between syntactic and pragmatic subordination), as in (5), where the second clause can
be considered to be dominant because it represents the informational focus for the speaker.

(5) He lied to me, and John was my friend.

One of the main goals of this paper is to answer the question whether all instances of cataphora can be accounted for
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The table also demonstrates that in the majority of cases the syntactic bond between the cataphoric element in the
nucleus and its antecedent is absent, since the antecedent usually appears in the next clause of a new sentence.
Consider the example in (14), where the antecedent appears in the following clause.17[10_TD$DIFF]
(14)
 They lived across the street from us in PA. That’s my dad ’s brother and uh, his family and um, one of his
daughters call over there and she says, ‘‘We got a bird stuck in the house and it won’t get out.’’ (Distance: next
clause) [OANC]
7.2. Repeated mention cataphora in the nucleus

If the pronoun is already part of the discourse context, the question is why a full NP is used after the pronoun. According
to Ariel (1990), what determines whether cataphora is acceptable or not is distance and low/high cohesion (Unity). When
the referent is already a given entity, there is relatively low cohesion (Unity), and dependency of the clause with the
pronoun on the antecedent clause is not needed at all. This allows for the use of a full nominal (a Low Accessibility
Marker). In the following examples from corpora we analyze sentences with repeated mention cataphora against the four
parameters of Accessibility. For this part of the analysis, we extracted further examples. We analyzed 1900 instances of
the same pronouns (he, she, it, they



of them) were found with false starts, coordinate constructions and syntactic subordination. An additional category with
repeated mention entities that did not exist with the first mention entities are pronouns occurring within the same clause, as
illustrated with the following example, with an antecedent expressed as the subject of the sentence and a possessive
pronoun in the adjunct part of the same sentence.
(17)
 In his Saturday radio address, the President repeated his call [breath] for a federal ban on human cloning.
[OANC]
[15_TD$DIFF]7.3. First mention cataphora in the satellite

In our original data collection of first mention cataphora, we found 21 instances in the satellite part of coherence
relations.

[16_TD$DIFF]7.3.1. Distance
Two out of 21 instances were separated by more than one clause. The rest of the examples are within the same or

adjacent clause in the same or adjacent sentence. Example (18) illustrates first mention cataphora in the satellite position
in adjacent clauses:
(18)
 Although he called current market conditions‘‘highly competitive,’’ Mr. LaMothe, Kellogg ’s chairman and chief
executive officer, forecast an earnings increase for the full year. [RST]
[17_TD$DIFF]7.3.2. Competition



[20_TD$DIFF]7.4. Repeated mention cataphora in the satellite

Out of the 88 instances of repeated mention cataphora, 48 cases were found in the satellite part of coherence relations.

[21_TD$DIFF]7.4.1. Distance
The instances of repeated mention cataphora in the satellite part of relations show the highest distance between the

anaphor and its secondary antecedent when compared to all other cases of cataphora (16 out of 48 separated with more
than one clause). One of such examples is illustrated in (20).

(Monika Lewinsky has been mentioned in the previous text)
(20)
 So that’s the reason she went to Portland. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. The tabloid Star. Like its mainstream
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Table 7
Separation between pronoun and antecedent of one or more clauses.

Nucleus Satellite

First mention cataphora -- 2/21
Repeated mention cataphora 7/40 16/48
The rest of the first mention instances in the satellite position (15 cases) are limited to subordination (syntactic or
pragmatic), or show a pattern with both antecedent and pronoun in the same clause (all cases of higher Unity). The
repeated instances of cataphora in the satellite exhibit crucially different behaviour: 28 instances out of 48 are with a
pronominal element in a different sentence from the antecedent. In general, however, all the above groups except for the
first mention entities in the satellite prefer for the cataphor and the antecedent to be in adjacent clauses of different
sentences, which is a looser level of Unity. Even in cases of first mention cataphora in the nucleus, this type of Unity is
quite high: In 14 out of 35 instances the pronoun and the antecedent are in different sentences. In summary, the results
regarding the relation between level of Unity and Givenness do not provide a clear-cut distinction.

Our hypothesis about the correlation between the nucleus and continuous anaphora (repeated mention cataphora)
can be rejected. The hypothesis that repeated mention instances in the nucleus position have a looser connection
between the pronominal element and the antecedent than the first mention instances in the satellite position is partially
proven (compare 18 out 40 instances of repeated mention cataphora in the nucleus, appearing in a different sentence to
its antecedent, to six out of 21 instances of first mention cataphora with the same Unity parameter).

Our analysis provides a challenge for the following three hypotheses: (i) the hypothesis about a correlation between
discourse backgrounding and cataphora, (ii) the hypothesis about a correlation between continuous cataphora and
nucleus versus first mention cataphora and satellite, and (iii) the hypothesis about a tighter connection between first
mention instances of cataphora and antecedent versus looser connection between continuous anaphora and its
antecedent.

Based on a very limited set of data, we can conclude that there are conflicting linguistic conditions in which cataphora
occurs in natural discourse. First, when a cataphoric pronoun and its antecedent are within one sentence (usually two
adjacent clauses), clausal and discourse backgrounding is at work: Cataphora is in the satellite, while the antecedent is in
the nucleus. There are, however, instances of cataphoric pronouns in the nucleus within one sentence as in example 25
(see also Table 4).
(25)
20 In 66
adjacen
sentenc
21 Com
[They deal very much with realism, they don’t like,]N [the authors don’t like the Cinderella endings.]S
Second, continuous anaphora occurs both in the nucleus and the satellite parts of coherence relations. The conflicting
factor is that the same also applies to instances of first mention cataphora, that is, it occurs in both types of cataphora (first
and repeated mention). Third, while continuous cataphora occurs more often in examples where the pronoun is separated
from the antecedent by one or more clauses in different sentences, the significance of that result might not be high, since
both first and repeated mention cataphora show tendencies20 for the antecedent and the pronoun to be in adjacent
clauses within different sentences (not a very high Unity level). In future research it would be interesting to examine
whether linguists and psycholinguists are able to come to a consensus regarding whether there is one relevant unit
(clause, sentence or larger discourse unit) for the distribution of full vs. attenuated forms (Ariel, 2001). We suspect that, in
different conditions, different units are relevant.

So far the following conclusion is emerging from our data: the occurrence of cataphora cannot be mapped to a single
linguistic factor. Backgrounding (or dependency) is one of the factors in combination with which cataphora occurs
frequently, both at the clausal and discourse levels. However, it is neither a sufficient nor a necessary element in spoken
discourse. It is not sufficient because it operates within the constraints of Accessibility, and it usually interacts with other
parameters of Accessibility, such as Givenness, Saliency of the referent and short/long Distance between the referent and
the cataphoric element. Backgrounding is not a necessary element either. As we have discussed, cataphora can occur in
the nucleus (foregrounded) part. In this case, no special linguistic signal is present apart from intonation.21 As for
Accessibility, our data shows that its two most stable parameters related to cataphora are Saliency and Competition. As
out of 144 instances of first and repeated mention cataphora the pronominal element and its antecedent are in different sentences (both
t and non-adjacent clauses). In 41 of those instances the cataphoric pronoun and the antecedent are in adjacent clauses of different
es.
pare with the example in (5) earlier: He lied to me, and John was my friend.



suggested by Reinhart (1983), cataphora is always a sentence topic and usually there is no competition between two or
more referents that are linked to cataphora. Since there are multiple factors in place which surround the occurrence of
cataphora and that reflect its complexity, we tend to agree withGernsbacher and Jescheniak (1995), who claim that the
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