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Summary


Latin is a 
Null Subject language; besides, it also allows Null Objects.  In my paper
 I will concentrate on third person subjects and objects
 and will compare the use of the most common types of anaphoras, including zero, 
is
, 
hic
, and ille
.  
I will try to show the 
syntactic and discourse conditions that determine the occurrence of a specific anaphora.  
Especially
 useful 
to this a
im a
re cases of subject or object change.  It turns out that 
each particular anaphora has a specific function; furthermore, as I will argue, the forms 
of the 
nominative and those of the accusative of 
is and hic
 
do not have exactly the same dicourse function, due to the 
fact that the use of zero subjects is much more widespread than the use of zero objects.





1.   Introduction

The aim of the present paper is to analyze the most common types of anaphora in Tacitus, including zero anaphora, in the light of recent research on anaphoric processes in Latin (see Bolkestein and van de Grift, 1994; de Jong, 1996; Pennel Ross, 1996; Luraghi, 1997a, and Sznajder, forthcoming).  I have taken into account only cases where the anaphoras have either subject or direct object function and refer to human participants.  Anaphoras examined are zero, is, hic, and ille.  I have not included in my research the use of iste and ipse; besides, I have not tried to determine the relationship between the use of eum and the use of se.



2.   The problem

Latin is a N(ull) S(ubject) language.  This means that sentences can lack an overtly expressed subject under the condition that the subject be recoverable from the context.  The precise conditions of recoverability are not the same in all NS languages, as suggested by comparison of Latin with the Romance languages, which by the most part have remained NS.  For example, the zero subject in (1) could hardly be rendered with zero in, say, Italian or Spanish:



(1)	Drusoque pridem extincto Nero solus e privignis erat, illuc cuncta vergere: filius, collega imperii, consors tribuniciae potestatis adsumitur omnisque per exercitus ostentatur, non obscuris, ut antea, matris artibus, sed palam hortatu. nam senem Augustum Ø devinxerat adeo, uti nepotem unicum, Agrippam Postumum, in insulam Planasiam proiecerit

	“Drusus had long been dead, and of the stepsons Nero survived alone.  On him all centered.  Adopted as son, as colleague in the empire, as consort of the tribunician power, he was paraded through all the armies, not as before by the secret diplomacy of his mother, but openly at her injunction.  For so firmly had she riveted her chains upon the aged Augustus that he banished to the island of Planasia his one remaining grandson, Agrippa Postumus” (1.3.).



To understand what conditions allow subject change with zero is part of the aim of this paper.

   Beside allowing NS’s, Latin also allows N(ull) O(bjects).  The occurrence of NO’s is more restricted than that of NS’s, since verbal morphology does not help to recover the object, as it does for the subject.  In any case, NO’s do not have to be coreferencial with the last mentioned direct object, i.e. they are allowed also in cases of object change, much in the same way as NS’s, as shown in:



(2)	praecipui quique Icenorum, quasi cunctam regionem muneri accepissent, avitis bonis exuuntur, et propinqui regis inter mancipia habebantur. qua contumelia et metu graviorum, quando in formam provinciae cesserant, rapiunt arma, commotis ad rebellationem Trinobantibus et qui alii nondum servitio fracti resumere libertatem occultis coniurationibus pepigerant, acerrimo in veteranos odio. quippe Ø in coloniam Camulodunum recens deducti Ø pellebant domibus, exturbabant agris, captivos, servos appellando, foventibus impotentiam veteranorum militibus similitudine vitae et spe eiusdem licentiae 

	“all the chiefmen of the Icenians were stripped of their family estates, and the relatives of the king were treated as slaves.  Impelled by this outrage and the dread of worse to come - for they had now been reduced to the status of a province - they flew to arms, and incited to rebellion the Trinobantes and others, who, not yet broken by servitude, had entered into a secret and treasonable compact to resume their independence.  The bitterest animosity was felt against the veterans; who, fresh from their settlement in the colony of Camulodunum, were driving the natives from their homes, ejecting them from their lands, - they styled them ‘captives’ and ‘slaves’” (14.31).



In Luraghi (1997a) I have shown that NO’s are commonly found in coordinated sentences, as in (3):



(3)	Memmio Regulo et Verginio Rufo consulibus natam sibi ex Poppaea filiam Nero ultra mortale gaudium accepit appellavitque Augustam 

	“in the consulate of Memmius Regulus and Verginius Rufus, Nero greeted a daughter, presented to him by Poppaea, with more than human joy, named the child Augusta” (15.23).



This finding has been confirmed in Sznajder (forthcoming).  If we compare it with the treatment of subjects in coordinated sentences from NS languages for which native speakers are available, it appears that the occurrence of zero in coordination is connected with conditions on coreferenciality.  As I have argued in Luraghi (1997b), under normal circumstances a sentence as 



(4)	Giovanni mangia e lui beve

	“John eats and he drinks”



only allows the interpretation Giovanni ( lui  in Italian, a NS language, while allowing both the interpretation John = he and John ( he in English, not a NS language.  The restriction in the interpretation of the Italian example implies that overt pronominal subjects in NS languages are inherently contrastive.  This argument is supported by data on the use of subject pronouns in Italian discussed in Calabrese (1980) and Duranti (1980).  Benincà (1994: 197) summarizes the findings by saying that “si può usare il pronome soggetto solo se l’’oggetto’ a cui esso si riferisce è inatteso”
.
  

   Note that I am using the word ‘contrastive’ in a broad sense, not only to mean direct contrast, but simply, in certain cases, subject or topic change, i.e. a grammatical or textual contrast.  Pinkster (1987: 369-370) argues that overt pronominal subjects in Latin have different functions in conversation and in narrative texts, since they are contrastive or emphatic in the former case, while they mostly indicate topic change in the latter.  In the light of what I have said above, I do not think that one needs to keep these two functions strictly separated, since in both text types the use of overtly expressed pronouns implies some kind of contrast.  

   If we restrict our observations to third person, the situation in Latin is further complicated by the existence of several pronouns that are used anaphorically.  Among these, hic, is, and ille are those whose anaphoric use is more frequent.  Since is does not indicate spatial deixis (cf. Bolkestein and van de Grift, 1994: 284), it is assumed that it was the ‘basic’ anaphoric pronoun in Latin, but that at some time toward the end of the Classical period it was replaced by ille (cf. Pinkster, 1987: 376), the latter being the source of third person pronouns in the Romance languages.  

   Since my paper deals with strictly synchronic data, I am not going to suggest that my findings have any historical implications.  However, I will show that, at least in Tacitus, the function of ‘basic’ anaphoric pronoun is taken by different forms, depending on whether we have to do with subjects or with objects.  I will argue that the difference depends on the existence of an opposition between zero and accented pronominal forms in the case of subjects, while object expressions display a more complex situation, involving the occurrence of zero, weak or unstressed pronominal forms, and accented pronouns.


   Scholars have usually tried to explained the occurrence of a certain anaphora through its discourse function, e.g., whether it is topic or focus.  While I will also follow this approach, I think that limiting ones observations to the communicative status of a single constituent can be misleading.  Therefore I will highlight the connection between the use of anaphoras and the type of information (foregrounded or backgrounded)
 
 conveyed in the sentences where the specific anaphoras occur.
 
 
Note that ‘foregrounded’ vs. ‘backgrounded’ information does not correspond to new vs. old.  Foregrounded information in a narrative text such as the Annales is conveyed by ‘narrative’, i.e. chronologically ordered sentences, whereas sentences conveying backgrounded information are not chronologically ordered; see Givón (1987) and Luraghi (1995).





3.   Zero anaphora

3.1.	Subject

Givón (1983) draws a scale of coding complexity for anaphoras.  On one extreme he puts repetition of a full NP, on the other, omission, or zero anaphora. The scale measures continuity and distance of a possible controller from the anaphora: most accessible, continuous and close controllers need less coding material than more distant and less continuos ones. In the case of zero subjects, their occurrence in contexts where the subject remains the same over several sentences appears to be the most neutral choice, as argued in Pennel Ross (1996). Bolkestein and van de Grift (1994: 293) have shown that zero is indeed the most frequent strategy in such cases, although their figures demonstrate that zero occurs in 14% of cases of subject change in their corpus.  In some passages, subject change with zero does not create ambiguity, since the NS refers to a highly topical entity, as exemplified in




(5)	Interim vulgato Agrippinae periculo, quasi casu evenisset, ut quisque acceperat, decurrere ad litus. hi molium obiectus, hi proximas scaphas scandere; alii quantum corpus sinebat vadere in mare; quidam manus protendere; questibus, votis, clamore diversa rogitantium aut incerta respondentium omnis ora compleri; adfluere ingens multitudo cum luminibus, atque ubi Ø incolumem esse pernotuit, ut ad gratandum sese expedire

	“in the interval Agrippina’s jeopardy, which was attributed to accident, had become generally known; and there was a rush to the beach, as man after man learned the news.  Some swarmed up the sea-wall, some into the nearest fishing boats: others were wading middle-deep into the surf, a few standing with outstretched arms.  The whole shore rang with lamentation and vows and the din of conflicting questions and vague replies.  A huge multitude streamed up with lights, and, when the knowledge of her safety spread, set out to offer congratulations” (14.8).



Note that here zero is the subject of an AcI, omission of which is normally avoided.  The controller of the NS is the NP Agrippinae, introduced at the beginning of the paragraph as highly focal information.  Agrippina is the topic of the whole stretch of discourse contained in the example, so it is very easily recoverable from the context.
 
 
(
Another case where a NS referring to a highly topical constituent is found with subject change is Ann 2.50, d
iscussed in Herman, 
1991: 421).


   If we now turn to the more problematic cases exemplified in (1) and (2), we find an iterating correlation between the occurrence of a NS and the use of textual connectives.  Here zero does not continue the subject of the previous sentence, but it refers to the last mentioned possible controller, even in the case that this controller has just been introduced, as in (2).  Cases such as these are by no means infrequent in Tacitus; however, they are not so strange as they may appear at first glance, since it is true that zero refers to a discontinuous topic, but still, as pointed out, its controller is normally the one that has been mentioned last.  By analyzing the relevant examples, it turns out that such cases of subject shift with zero anaphora occur in main clauses that are linked to the preceding context by means of the connectors nam, as in (2), or quippe, as in (1).  Such sentences provide backgrouded information with respect to what has just been said: they serve as ‘affirmation and reinforcement’ and for the ‘introduction of a new move with subsidiary status with regard to the prior context’, as Kroon (1995: 168) writes in her study of the use of nam. 

   Other examples of zero with subject shift conform to this description, as shown in (6).  In (7) two other possible controllers are introduced before the subject change, but the difference is only apparent, since neither the first person singular, nor the NP scriptores could control a verb in the third person singular. In example (8) the genitive fratris, which is coreferencial with the subject of the first sentence, occurs before the subject shift:



(6)	etenim Ø uxoris quoque consilium adsumpserat muliebre ac deterius: quippe Ø ultro metum intentabat, multosque adstitisse libertos ac servos qui eadem viderint 

	“for he had also taken his wife’s counsel.   It was feminine and baser; for she held before him the further motive of fear, and pointed out that numbers of freedmen and slaves had been standing by, who had witnessed the same incidents as himself” (15.54);



(7)	Post finem ludicri Poppaea mortem obiit, fortuita mariti iracundia, a quo gravida ictu calcis adflicta est. neque enim venenum crediderim, quamvis quidam scriptores tradant, odio magis quam ex fide: quippe Ø liberorum cupiens et amori uxoris obnoxius erat 

	“after the close of the festival, Poppaea met her end through a chance outburst of anger on the part of her husband, who felled her with a kick during pregnancy.  That poison played its part I am unable to believe, though the assertion is made by some writers less from conviction than from hatred; for Nero was desirous of children, and love for his wife was a ruling passion” (16.6);



(8)	postero die Ø spatium oravit quo tantum itineris aditurus fratres ante matremque viseret; obsidem interea filiam tradit litterasque supplices ad Neronem. Et digressus Pacorum apud Medos, Vologesen Ecbatanis repperit non incuriosum fratris: quippe Ø et propriis nuntiis a Corbulone petierat ne quam imaginem servitii Tiridates perferret 

	“on the next day, Tiridates applied for a respite in which to visit his brothers and his mother before embarking upon so long a journey: in the interval, he had handed over his daughter as a hostage, together with a letter of petition to Nero.  On his departure, he found Pacorus in Media and Vologeses at Ecbatana - the latter not inattentive to his brother; for he had even requested Corbulo by special couriers that Tiridates should be exposed to none of the outward signs of vassalage” (15.30-31).



Of course, there is no subject shift if no other possible controller has been introduced after the subject of the preceding sentence, as in example (16).



3.2.	Object

Examples (2), (9), (10), (11), and (12) are cases of discourse conditioned NO’s:  



(9)	Ac primo Radamistus in amplexus eius effusus simulare obsequium, socerum ac parentem appellare; Ø adicit ius iurandum, non ferro, non veneno vim adlaturum; simul Ø Ø in lucum propinquum trahit

	“the first act of Radamistus was to throw himself into his arms with affected devotion and to address him as father-in-law and parent.  He followed with an oath that neither by steel nor by poison would he practice against his life.  At the same moment, he hurried him into a neighboring grove” (12.47);



(10)	Eodem anno Iulia supremum diem obiit, ob impudicitiam olim a patre Augusto Pandateria insula, mox oppido Reginorum, qui Siculum fretum accolunt, clausa. Ø fuerat in matrimonio Tiberii florentibus Gaio et Lucio Caesaribus spreveratque Ø ut inparem 

	“this year saw the decease of Julia; whose licentiousness had long ago driven her father, Augustus, to confine her, first in the islet of Pandateria, and latterly in the town of Rhegium on the Sicilian Strait.  Wedded to Tiberius while Gaius and Lucius Caesar were still in their heyday, she had despised him as her inferior” (1.53);



(11)	Igitur Nero vitare secretos eius congressus, abscedentem in hortos aut Tusculanum vel Antiatem in agrum laudare quod otium Ø capesseret. postremo, ubicumque Ø haberetur praegravem ratus, Ø interficere Ø constituit 

	“Nero, therefore, began to avoid private meeting with her; when she left for her gardens or the estates at Tusculum and Antium, he commended her intention of resting; finally, convinced that, wherever she might be kept, she was still an incubus, he decided to kill her” (14.3);



(12)	tum omni spe perdita Meherdates, promissa Parracis paterni clientis secutus, dolo eius vincitur traditurque victori. atque ille non propinquum neque Arsacis de gente, sed alienigenam et Romanum increpans Ø, auribus decisis vivere iubet, ostentui clementiae suae et in nos dehonestamento 

	“with all hope lost, Meherdates now listened to the promises of his father’s vassal Parraces, and, by an act of perfidy on his part, was thrown into chains and surrendered to the victor; who, branding him as no relative of his, nor a member of the Arsacian house, but an alien and a Roman, struck off his ears and commended him to live - an advertisement of his own mercy and of our dishonor” (12.14).



Examples (1), (9), (10), and (11) involve both NS’s and NO’s in the same sentences, but they differ with respect to the antecedent of the null arguments.  In (9) and (10) the NS’s are controlled by the subject of the first sentence while the controllers of the NO’s are eius and Tiberii respectively, i.e. non-subjects.  This is the most common pattern found in Tacitus for NO’s, as I have shown in Luraghi (1997a).  In (11) the NO of interficere is coreferencial with eius (sc. Nero’s mother) in the first sentence, which is also referred to by the constituent abscendentem and by the NS’s of the verbs capesseret and haberetur.  The NS of interficere is controlled by the subject of the first sentence, which is also the subject of all main clauses throughout the passage.  

   Thus, the pattern found so far is one where NS’s continue former subjects while NO’s continue former non-subjects, at least with reference to main clauses in a passage if not to the immediately preceding sentence.  

   In examples (1) and (12) we find a different pattern.  In (1) the NS of pellebant is coreferencial with veteranos, while the NO of the same verb continues the NS of rapiunt arma, that refers to the Icenians.  Note that in this passage quippe introduces backgrounded information with respect to the last introduced participant, i.e. veteranos, which becomes the grammatical subject following the pattern of subject change through zero described in § 2.1.  In (12) the participle increpans has an overtly expressed subject, ille, and governs a NO, controlled by the subject of the preceding sentence, Meherdates.  Again, we find subject change before the sentence that contains the NO, this time indicated through the pattern that involves the occurrence of ille in an adversative context, that I will describe in § 5.  

   As we will see in § 3.2, subjects of main clauses are most often continued by eum rather than by zero.  However, it appears from examples (1) and (12) that the occurrence of particular patterns of subjects change can reverse the usual pattern for the object.

   Examples (13) and (14) show that, other conditions being the same, null objects are more frequently with nominal forms of the verb:



(13)	At Agrippina pervicax irae et morbo corporis implicata, cum viseret eam Caesar, profusis diu ac per silentium lacrimis, mox invidiam et preces orditur 

	“meanwhile Agrippina, obstinately nursing her anger, and attacked by physical illness, was visited by the emperor.  For long her tears fell in silence; then she began with reproaches and entreaties” (4.53);



(14)	prolocuta respicit Anicetum trierarcho Herculeio et Obarito centurione classiario comitatum: ac, si ad visendum Ø venisset, refotam nuntiaret 

	“she said, and saw Anicetus behind her, accompanied by Herculeius, the trierarch, and Obaritus, a centurion of marines.  If he had come to visit the sick, he might take back word that she felt refreshed” (14.8).



This appears to be the case also in other authors, as argued in Luraghi (1997a) and Sznajder (forthcoming); the frequency of NO’s with such forms of the verb is not surprising, in view of their nominal character, which involves a lower degree of transitivity.



4.   IS

4.1.	Subject

According to Bolkestein & van de Grift (1994: 287-289), is most often occurs when a new topic is introduced in the discourse.  This conclusion is supported by data from the Annales, where a typical example of is as subject is the following:



(15)	Fuit in senatu Iunius Rusticus, componendis patrum actis delectus a Caesare eoque meditationes eius introspicere creditus. is fatali quodam motu (neque enim ante specimen constantiae dederat) seu prava sollertia, dum imminentium oblitus incerta pavet, inserere se dubitantibus ac monere consules ne relationem inciperent 

	“there was in the senate a certain Junius Rusticus, chosen by the Ceasar to compile the official journal of its proceedings, and therefore credited with some insight into his thoughts.  Under some fatal impulse - for he had never before given an indication of courage - or possibly through a misapplied acuteness which made him blind to dangers imminent and terrified with dangers uncertain, Rusticus insinuated himself among the doubters and warned the consuls not to introduce the question” (5.4).



In this example, we find a presentative sentence where a new participant is introduced, immediately followed by a sentence where is, referring to the newly introduced participant, stands in initial position and establishes it as the topic of the stretch of discourse that follows immediately. Most examples of is in Tacitus are like (15).  In example (16) it is shown that the connecting relative can sometimes be used in the same way:



(16)	Nec multo post Granium Marcellum praetorem Bithyniae quaestor ipsius Caepio Crispinus maiestatis postulavit, subscribente Romano Hispone: qui formam vitae iniit, quam postea celebrem miseriae temporum et audaciae hominum fecerunt. nam Ø egens, ignotus, inquies, dum occultis libellis saevitiae principis adrepit, mox clarissimo cuique periculum facessit, potentiam apud unum, odium apud omnis adeptus dedit exemplum

	“before long, Granius Marcellus, praetor of Bithynia, found himself accused of treason by his own quaestor, Caepio Crispinus, with Hispo Romanus to back the charge.  Caepio was the pioneer in a walk of life which the miseries of the age and the effronteries of men soon rendered popular.  Indigent, unknown, unresting, first creeping, with his private reports, into the confidence of his pitiless sovereign, then a terror to the noblest, he acquired the favor of one man, the hatred of all, and set an example” (1.74).



Examples (17) and (18) display variations of the same pattern.  In (17) is is not in initial position because it is preceded by the verb erat.  The VS order with the verb ‘to be’ in this case highlights the status of new topic of the referent of the pronoun, since this is the typical pattern found in presentative constructions (see Luraghi, 1995).  Example (18) does not contain presentative constructions, but still Annaei Lucani is established as a new topic through the use of is in the second sentence.  Both examples show that the occurrence of is does not imply that there is no change of subject:



(17)	Flumen Visurgis Romanos Cheruscosque interfluebat. eius in ripa cum ceteris primoribus Arminius adstitit, quaesitoque an Caesar venisset, postquam adesse responsum est, ut liceret cum fratre conloqui oravit. erat is in exercitu cognomento Flavus, insignis fide et amisso per vulnus oculo paucis ante annis duce Tiberio 

	“the river Waser ran between the Roman and the Cheruscan forces.  Arminius came to the bank and halted with his fellow-chieftains: - ‘Had the Caesar come?’ he inquired.  On receiving the reply that he was in presence, he asked to be allowed to speak with his brother.  That brother, Flavus by name, was serving in the army, a conspicuous figure both from his loyalty and from the loss of an eye through a wound received some few years before during Tiberius’ term of command” (2.9);



 (18)	Exim Annaei Lucani caedem imperat. is profluente sanguine ubi frigescere pedes manusque et paulatim ab extremis cedere spiritum fervido adhuc et compote mentis pectore intellegit, recordatus carmen a se compositum quo vulneratum militem per eius modi mortis imaginem obisse tradiderat, versus ipsos rettulit 

	“he next ordained the dispatch of Lucan.  When his blood was flowing, and he felt his feet and hands chilling and the life receding little by little from the extremities, though the heart retained life and sentience, Lucan recalled a passage in his own poem, where he had described a wounded soldier dying a similar form of death, and he recited the very verses” (15.70);



As for the type of information conveyed in these passages, one may note that is occurs where new information, which is not chronologically ordered, is introduced or has just been introduced in the text, typically by means of a presentative construction, as in (15).  In other words, is occurs at a juncture in the narrative, when the introduction of a new referent into the discourse has interrupted its course.

   When is does not indicate a new topic, we find a second pattern, shown in examples (19) trough (21).  In (19) and (20) is is preceded by the causal subordinator quod.  In some other similar passages, we find a relative pronoun preceding is, as in (21).  The structure of these passages is remindful of the passages quoted above, in examples (1), (2), (6), (7), and (8), since the subordinate clause contains backgrounded information that refers to the last introduced participant:



(19)	etiam de Claudio agitanti, quod is composita aetate bonarum artium cupiens erat, imminuta mens eius obstitit 

	“even Claudius with his settled years and aspirations to culture came under consideration: the obstacle was his mental imbecility” (6.46);



(20)	et Abudius Ruso functus aedilitate dum Lentulo Gaetulico, sub quo legioni praefuerat, periculum facessit, quod is Seiani filium generum destinasset, ultro damnatur atque urbe exigitur 

	“so, too, Abudius Ruso, a former aedile, while threatening a prosecution of Lentulus Gaetulicus, under whom he had commanded a legion, on the ground that he had destined his daughter’s hand for Seianus, was actually condemned himself and expelled from Rome” (6.30);



(21)	Caesarisque se legatum testabatur provincia quam is dedisset arceri, non a legionibus (earum quippe accitu venire), sed a Sentio privatum odium falsis criminibus tegente 

	“he, the representative of the Caesar, was being excluded from the province which the Caesar had given, not by the legions - it was at their invitation that he came! - but by Sentius, who was veiling his private hatred under a tissue of calumnies” (2.80).



By comparing the two sets of examples, two alternative patterns emerge for the introduction of backgrounded information that refers to a possibly non-Subject last introduced participant, i.e. a paratactic pattern, involving the use of nam or quippe and zero anaphora also in the case of Subject switch, and a hypotactic pattern, which involves a causal or relative clause with possible Subject switch marked by is.



4.2. Object

A frequent reason for the occurrence of eum is constituted by its use as subject in AcI clauses.  This use will not be considered here, where I will limit my observations to the use of eum as direct object.  Besides, since I am interested in anaphoric processes, I will leave out of discussion cases where eum is used cataphorically as head of a relative clause.  

   If compared to the use of the nominative, what strikes most in the use of eum as object is that it never occurs in initial position. As the examples show, in general eum cannot be said to have the same communicative status as is.  With respect to zero, eum is usually found when the participant it refers to was last mentioned as a subjects (see already Luraghi, 1997a).  It does not need to have been newly introduced, or to be the last mentioned participant, as it is the case for is.  An illuminating example in this sense is (22):



(22)	Titus Livius, eloquentiae ac fidei praeclarus in primis, Cn. Pompeium tantis laudibus tulit ut Pompeianum eum Augustus appellaret  

	“Livy, with a fame of eloquence and candor second to none, lavished such eulogies on Pompey that Augustus styled him ‘the Pompeian’” (4.34).



If the object were zero, it would refer to Pompeium, rather than to Livius, as eum unequivocally does.

   Cases where eum continues a non-subject are limited to 1.6
 
(
t
his counting is based on the singular only
)
.  The relevant passages are the following:




(23)	tunc tractatae Massiliensium preces probatumque P. Rutilii exemplum; namque eum legibus pulsum civem sibi Zmyrnaei addiderant 

	“at this time, a petition from Massilia was considered, and sanction was given to the precedent set by Publius Rutilius.  For after his banishment by form of law, Rutilius had been presented with the citizenship of Smyrna” (4.43);



(24)	igitur in ripa fluminis a Vibio Frontone praefecto equitum vincitur, mox Remmius evocatus, priori custodiae regis adpositus, quasi per iram gladio eum transigit 

	“he was arrested, therefore, on the river-bank by the cavalry prefect, Vibus Fronto; and a little later, Remmius, a time-expired veteran, who had been in command of his former guards, ran him through in an outburst of anger” (2.68);



(25)	rex Archelaus quinquagesimum annum Cappadocia potiebatur, invisus Tiberio quod Ø eum Rhodi agentem nullo officio coluisset 

	“for fifteen years king Archelaus had been in possession of Cappadocia; to Tiberius a hated man, since he had offered him none of the usual attentions during his stay in Rhodes” (2.42).



While I do not mean to explain every single occurrence of each type of anaphora, it can be noted that (23) displays the typical context where zero occurs for subject switch, as shown in § 2.1.  In (24) two possible non-subject controllers in the first sentence cause a degree of ambiguity that may trigger the use of an overt anaphora.  In (25) Tiberio is referred to by eum, preceded by quod, in a pattern parallel to the one described in § 3.1. for is.  There are no other such examples in the Annales.  In a similar passages from the Historiae eum in the causal clause refers back to the subject of the main clause, while a NS refers to a former non-subject, where one might expect is as in (19)-(21):



(26)	Ille infensus Blaeso aemulatione prava, quod Ø eum omni dedecore maculosum egregia fama anteibat

	“his hatred for Blaesus sprang from base jealousy, for stained as he was by every infamy, Blaesus surpassed him by his eminent reputation” (Hist. 3.38).



Apparently, since a sentence like *“quod is eum ... anteibat” would have caused problems in identifying the referents of the anaphoras, one of the possible conflicting patterns is chosen (here, the one where eum refers to a preceding subject, rather than the one where is refers to a non-subject).



5.  HIC

5.1.   Subject

As subject, hic always occurs in passages where it is contrasted with another subject, most often ille, as in (27) and in the inner part of (28), sometimes alius or some other indefinite pronoun, as in (6), or a NP.  The first occurrence of this pronoun in (28) (the initial hi) does not contrast with any other overtly expressed anaphora; rather, it is the impersonal subject of dicebatur contra at the end of the example that constitutes its counterpart:



(27)	Proximi hos Magnetes L. Scipionis et L. Sullae constitutis nitebantur, quorum ille Antiocho, hic Mithridate pulsis fidem atque virtutem Magnetum decoravere, uti Dianae Leucophrynae perfugium inviolabile foret 

	“the Magnesians, who followed, rested their case on the rulings of Lucius Scipio and Lucius Sulla, who, after their defeats of Antiochus and Mithridates respectively, had honored the loyalty and courage of Magnesia by making the shrine of Leucophryne Diana an inviolable refuge” (3.62);



(28)	hi pietate erga parentem et necessitudine rei publicae, in qua nullus tunc legibus locus, ad arma civilia actum quae neque parari possent neque haberi per bonas artis. multa Antonio, dum interfectores patris ulcisceretur, multa Lepido concessisse. postquam hic socordia senuerit, ille per libidines pessum datus sit, non aliud discordantis patriae remedium fuisse quam <ut> ab uno regeretur. non regno tamen neque dictatura sed principis nomine constitutam rem publicam; mari Oceano aut amnibus longinquis saeptum imperium; legiones, provincias, classis, cuncta inter se conexa; ius apud civis, modestiam apud socios; urbem ipsam magnifico ornatu; pauca admodum vi tractata quo ceteris quies esset.  Dicebatur contra ... 

	“according to some, filial duty and the needs of a country, which at that time had no room for law, had driven him to weapons of civil strife - weapons which could not be either forged or wielded with clean hands.  He had overlooked much in Anthony, much in Lepidus, for the sake of bringing to book the assassins of his father.  When Lepidus grew old and indolent, and Anthony succumbed to his vices, the sole remedy for his distracted country was government by one man.  Yet he organized the state, not by instituting a monarchy or a dictatorship, but by creating the title of First Citizen.  The empire had been fenced by the oceans or distant rivers.  The legions, the provinces, the fleets, the whole administration had been centralized.  There had been lawn for the Roman citizens, respect for the allied communities; and the capital itself had been embellished with remarkable splendor.  Very few situations had been treated by force, and then only in the interests of general tranquillity.  On the other side it was argued that ...”  (1.9-10).



Note that the use of hic in other authors appears to be more varied, since Bolkestein and van de Grift (1994) do not mention a similar restriction in their corpus, but rather find that hic occurs in cases where a new topic has just been established, similar to is.  My data do not agree with this finding as long as the nominative form is concerned; however, as we will see in the next section, referring back to a newly established topic is precisely one of the functions of the accusative.



5.2.	Object

The accusative forms of the pronoun hic, when functioning as direct object, can have the same contrastive value as the forms of the nominative, as shown in example (29):



(29)	Vitellius ostentasse Romana arma satis ratus monet Tiridaten primoresque, hunc, Phraatis avi et altoris Caesaris quaeque utrubique pulchra meminerit, illos, obsequium in regem, reverentiam in nos, decus quisque suum et fidem retinerent 

	“Vitellius, persuaded that to have displayed the Roman arms was enough, bestowed his advice on Tiridates and the nobles: the former was to remember his grandfather Phraates, his foster-father the Caesar, and the great qualities of both; the latter, to retain their obedience to the king, their respect to ourselves, their personal honor and good faith” (6.37).



However, in most cases the communicative function of hunc does not appear to match that of hic, but rather that of is:



(30)	Carsidius Sacerdos, reus tamquam frumento hostem Tacfarinatem iuvisset, absolvitur, eiusdemque criminis C. Gracchus. hunc comitem exilii admodum infantem pater Sempronius in insulam Cercinam tulerat 

	“Carsidius Sacerdos, accused of supplying grain to a public enemy in the person of Tacfarinas, was acquitted; and the same charge failed against Gaius Gracchus.  Gracchus had been taken in earliest infancy by his father Sempronius to share his banishment in the island of Cercina” (4.13); 



(31)	Erat uxor Silio Sosia Galla, caritate Agrippinae invisa principi. hos corripi dilato ad tempus Sabino placitum 

	“Silius had a wife, Sosia Galla, who by her affection for Agrippina had incurred the detestation of the emperor.  On these two, it was decided, the blow should fall: Sabinus could be postponed a while” (4.19);



(32)	nam quia discumbentis Neronis apud Simbruina stagna <in villa> cui Sublaqueum nomen est ictae dapes mensaque disiecta erat idque finibus Tiburtum acciderat, unde paterna Plauto origo, hunc illum numine deum destinari credebant 

	“because, while Nero dined by the Simbruine lakes in the villa known as Sublaqueum, the banquet had been struck and the table shivered; and because the accident had occurred on the confines of Tibur, the town from which Palutus derived his origin on his father’s side, a belief spread that he was the candidate marked out by the will of deity” (14.22).



Examples (30) and (31) are the same pattern found in examples (19) through (21) for is, with a presentative sentence in (31).  In (32) hunc identifies the last introduced participant. Note that, similar to is, hunc in such examples stand in initial position in a paratactic structure.  As I have noted above, eum is apparently excluded form this position (at least when it functions as object and when it is not the head of a relative clause).  These findings are in keeping with De Jong’s statement, according to which “hunc is most commonly used with introductory function” (1996: 504).



6.   ILLE

Pinkster (1987: 377) has remarked that ille often occurs with adversative connectives, such as at, sed, and autem, mostly in passages which involve subject change. Bolkestein and van de Grift (1994) underscore the existence of a connection between ille and the connective at.  

   In the Annales, ille usually refers to a participant already individuated and it occurs in narrative contexts where all sentences are ordered chronologically and carry foregrounded information, contrary to is, which mostly follows a new topic, or to zero, which can indicate subject change in passages where backgrounded information is introduced.  Often it is accompanied by the connective at, or by et or atque, with an adversative nuance. Apart from cases where ille indicates contrast with hic, as those seen above, or with other constituents, as in (33), typical contexts in which ille occurs are examples (34) through (36):



(33)	eodem ferro abscindunt venas, properique et singulis vestibus ad verecundiam velati balineis inferuntur, pater filiam, avia neptem, illa utrosque intuens 

	“with the same piece of steel, they severed their veins; and hurriedly, wrapped in the single garment which decency prescribed, they were carried to the baths, the father gazing on his daughter, the grandmother on her grandchild, and she on both” (16.11);



(34)	Versae inde ad Tiberium preces. et ille varie disserebat de magnitudine imperii sua modestia

	“then all prayers were directed towards Tiberius; who delivered a variety of reflections on the greatness of the empire and his own diffidence” (1.11);



(35)	Ceterum Tiberio haud ingratum accidit turbari res Orientis, ut ea specie Germanicum suetis legionibus abstraheret novisque provinciis impositum dolo simul et casibus obiectaret. at ille, quanto acriora in eum studia militum et aversa patrui voluntas, celerandae victoriae intentior, tractare proeliorum vias et quae sibi tertium iam annum belligeranti saeva vel prospera evenissent

	“for Tiberius the disturbances in the East were not a welcome accident, as they supplied him with a pretext for removing Germanicus from his familiar legions and appointing him to unknown provinces, where he would be vulnerable at once to treachery and chance.  But the keener the devotion of his soldiers and the deeper the aversion of his uncle, the more anxious grew the prince to accelerate his victory; and he began to consider the ways and means of battle in the light of the failures and successes which had fallen to his share during the past two years of campaigning” (2.5);



(36)	ubi Britannico iussit exsurgeret progressusque in medium cantum aliquem inciperet, inrisum ex eo sperans pueri sobrios quoque convictus, nedum temulentos ignorantis, ille constanter exorsus est carmen, quo evolutum eum sede patria rebusque summis significabatur 

	“but, when he commanded Britannicus to rise, advance into the center and strike up a song - this, in the hope of turning into derision a boy who knew little of sober, much less of drunken, society - his victim firmly began a poem hinting at his expulsion from his father’s house and throne” (13.15).



In the above passages, either we find at, or another conjunction or asyndesis, but always in adversative sense.  The cases in which forms of ille function as direct object apparently can be explained in the same way as the above ones:



(36)	Ø  (= Germanicus) petita inde Euboea tramisit Lesbum ubi Agrippina novissimo partu Iuliam edidit. tum extrema Asiae Perinthumque ac Byzantium, Thraecias urbes, mox Propontidis angustias et os Ponticum intrat, cupidine veteres locos et fama celebratos noscendi; pariterque provincias internis certaminibus aut magistratuum iniuriis fessas refovebat. atque illum in regressu sacra Samothracum visere nitentem obvii aquilones depulere. igitur adito Ilio quaeque ibi varietate fortunae et nostri origine veneranda, relegit Asiam adpellitque Colophona ut Clarii Apollinis oraculo uteretur 

	“from Athens he visited Euboea, and crossed over to Lesbos; where Agrippina, in her last confinement, gave birth to Julia.  Entering the outskirts of Asia, and the Thracian town of Perinthus and Byzantium, he then struck through the straits of the Bosphorus, and the mouth of the Euxine, eager to make the acquaintance of those ancient and storied regions, though simultaneously he brought relief to provinces outworn by internecine feud or official tyranny.  On the return, he made an effort to visit the Samothracian Mysteries, but was met by northerly winds, and failed to make the shore” (2.54);



(37)	igitur dux Romanus diversis artibus, misericordia adversum supplices, celeritate adversus profugos, immitis iis qui latebras insederant ora et exitus specuum sarmentis virgultisque completos igni exurit. atque illum finis suos praegredientem incursavere Mardi 

	“the Roman general, therefore, varied his methods: in the case of suppliants, he employed pardon; in that of fugitives, pursuit; to those lurking in covert he was merciless, firing the entrances and exits of their dents, after filling them with lopped branches and bushes.  The Mardi, experienced freebooters with a mountain-barrier to secure them against invasion, harassed his march along their frontier” (14.23);



(38)	egitque Nero grates ea causa patribus atque avo, laetas inter audientium adfectiones qui recenti memoria Germanici illum aspici, illum audiri rebantur 

	“and Nero returned thanks on that score to the senate and his grandfather - a pleasing sensation to his listeners, whose memory of Germanicus was fresh enough to permit fancy that his were the features they saw and the accents to which they listened” (4.15).



Much in the same way as ille occurs where the subject changes, illum is used when the direct object changes, as shown in examples (36) through (38), where all occurrences of illum are controlled by former subjects.  Since the same statement can be made about eum, as I have argued in § 3.2, it is clear that this kind of discontinuity cannot be the only explanation for the occurrence of illum.  In the same vein, one can remark that subject change cannot be the factor that triggers the occurrence of ille, since, as we have seen, in cases of subject change zero and is can occur as well.  Things cannot be explained much better if we consider topic change: in all cases where ille/ illum occurs, the referent of the anaphora is an already topical constituent, and, as far as referential distance is concerned, there is no big difference between ille and other types of anaphora. 

   The peculiarity of ille lies in its association with foregrounded information, which also explains the occurrence of adversative connectives: foregrounded information is highly focal, in that it reports relevant facts that constitute the gist of a narration.  Its newness is highlighted by the use of adversative connectives, since in this way it is presented as unexpected.  In this framework one can quote de Jong’s observation on the use of ille: “... there is more than a shift to another topic: there is a shift of attention to what is perceived as ‘the other side’“ (1996: 504).

   The use of ille can be illustrated by comparing example (36) with example (18), where is is used.  In the first plece, Annaei Lucani, which controls is in (18), refers to a newly introduced participant, while Britannico, which controls ille in (36), refers to a highly topical one.  But this difference, which is captured by the statement that is refers to a new topic, is not the only one.  In (36) highly focal events are referred to, that constitute the gist of the narration.  In (18), on the contrary, the passage that starts with is conveyes accessory information, which elaborates on Lucan’s death, but is not presented as belonging in the main course of the most relevant events.

7.   Conclusions

In the first place, it must be remarked that subject and object forms of is have different functions.  With respect to its meaning as a demonstrative, one may note that the nominative has preserved the original meaning, since it is used to refer back to the last introduced referent (‘the latter’), while the accusative functions as weak form of the third person pronoun.  On its turn, hic, whose deictic meaning was similar to that of is, is restricted to direct contrast in the nominative, while in the accusative it makes up for the no longer demonstrative forms of is. The ‘basic’ third person pronoun in the nominative appears to be ille, which is inherently contrastive and occurs in sentences conveying foregrounded information; the accusative form illum constitutes the strong form of the third person pronoun.  

   With respect to continuity or change of subject or object one can remark what follows.  Subject continuity is mostly marked by zero.  In cases of subject change we find:

a) 	zero where the new subject is a highly topical referent, as in (5), or when backgrounded information is provided with respect to the last mentioned participant.  In the latter case, the NS occurs in a main clause, linked to the preceding context by the connectors nam or quippe;

b) 	is either with reference to a newly activated topic, often following a presentative construction, or in subordinate clauses that convey backgrounded information relative to the last mentioned participant;

c)	hic only occurs when it contrasts with some other subject constituent;

d) 	ille in sentences which convey foregrounded, highly focal information, unexpected and often associated with adversative connectives.

   The occurrence of NO’s is more restricted than that of NS’s, and it is often triggered by the occurrence of non-subject controllers.  Eum is used as weak form of the third person pronoun, mostly in connection with subject controllers.  The use of hunc as object is wider than that of hic as subject, since, besides sharing the contrastive function typical of hic, hunc also shares the introductory function that is has in the case of subjects, supplementing the use of eum, which, as already remarked, functions as weak pronoun.  Illum is found in the same contexts in which ille occurs.  

   The findings about the different distributions of anaphoras in subject and object function can be summarized in the following table:



		.                                                                                                                .

		subject	      Ø			IS		HIC		ILLE

		____________________________________________________________

		object		Ø	EUM			HUNC			ILLUM

		.                                                                                                                 .
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