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Abstract

In past studies several authors have proposed that thete@rarieties of the Japanese
anaphorzibun the criteria of classification, however, vary consideyabpropose that three,
rather than two, distinct uses ribbunmust be postulated in order to obtain a consistent ac-
count of its behavior with regard to various syntactic/seticafactors, such as the subject
orientation, the awareness requirement, empathy contsyatc.: it can act as (i) a reflex-
ive anaphor, (i) a perspective pronoun, or (iii) a logopb@ronoun. Zibunas a reflexive
anaphor obeys locality and is bound to its co-argument stubjé&e perspectival use aibun
represents the empathy-locus of a certain domain (i.e. themal clause or NP that con-
tains it) and is bound to a “higher” subject. Logophailbunpicks out the agent of reported
speech or thought, parallel to logophoric pronouns in sofnie#n languages; it also induces
ade seinterpretation, like long-distance anaphors in Italialandic etc.



1 Introduction

In past studies of the binding in Japanese, authors havegedprarious kinds of two-way
ambiguities of the anapharbun based on the anaphor/logophor or local/long-distance dis
tinction (Kuno 1978; Kameyama 1984; Abe 1997 among othdrs}this paper, | will (i)
demonstrate thaibunhas three distinct usegz. reflexive, logophoric, and perspectival, (ii)
examine the licensing conditions and distribution of eas@ ofzibun and (iii) discuss the
implications of the proposed analysis on comparative sgidf anaphora.

2 Dichotomic analyses ofibun

2.1 Abe (1997)
Basic ldea

e Zibunis either anaphoric or logophoric.
Classification
e Zibunas an anaphor: must lecally bound.

e Zibun as a logophoric pronounnot necessarily locally bound but refers to a lo-
gophoric individual (“logophoric domains” include relafadverbial clauses).

Bases

e The“awareness requirement” applies only to logophorizibun

(1)  Zibunin a constituent clause (A) is coreferential with a noun paré) of the
matrix sentence only if A represents an action or state tteateferent of B is
aware of at the time it takes place or has come to be aware of at sonre late
time. (Kuno 1973:322)

The awareness requirement can be understood as strongepiefdor thede seinter-
pretation. (cf. Chierchia 1989; Huang and Liu 2000; Oshida4)

(2)  John-wa[Mary-ga zibun-o nikunde-i-ru] to  omotte-i-ru.
John-TopMary-Nomself-Acchate-Asp-PreQuotbelieve-Asp-Pres
‘John believes that Mary hates hjrth

3) Mary;-wa John-ni zibun-noie de koros-are-ta.
Mary-TopJohn-Datself-Gen housel.oc kill-Pass-Past
‘Mary; was killed by John in hehouse.



In (2), thede sereading is favored on which it is implied that John is awai Wary
hates the person he considers himself (or his “I”). In a cdniehere, for example,
amnesic John believes that henist John and does not identify himself as the person
who Mary hates, the sentence is understood as false. Onhtbeland, in (3), it is not
implied that the referent afibun Mary, was aware of being killed in her own house.

Only logophoriczibun affects the interpretation (fpeaker-evaluative phrasedike
baka-no'fool’ and itosii ‘beloved'.

(4)  Takashiwa Taro-ni [baka-no/itosiiYoshiko-ga zibun-no musuko-o
Takashi-Topraro-Datfool/beloved Yoshiko-Nomself-Gen son-Acc
oikakemawasite-i-ru] to it-ta.
chase.around-Asp-Pré€xiotsay-Past
‘Takashj told Taro that that fool/beloved Yoshiko was following js®&n.’

(5) Max;-wa baka-no/itosiiAlice-ni  zibun-o e-no moderu-tosite
Max-Topfool/beloved Alice-Datself-Accpicture-Gemmodel-as
wariate-ta.
assign-Past

‘Max assigned himself to that fool/beloved Alice as a pattmrzodel.’

Abe claims that in a sentence like (4) speaker-evaluativagas are obligatorily con-
strued as the evaluation of the logophoric person (thegetafzibur). Contrastively,
whenzibuncan be anaphoric, as in (5), the evaluation of a speakeu&wat phrase
by the external speaker is not blocked.

Only logophoriczibunis empathy-sensitive

(6) Targ-wa[Hanako-ga zibun-ni kasite{*yat/kure}-ta] okane-o
Taro-TopHanako-Nonself-Dat lend-Ben-Past money-Acc
tukatte-simat-ta.

spend-end.up-Past
‘Taro has spent all the money that Hanako lent to him.

(7)  Max-wa Alice-ni zibun-o e-no moderu-tosite
Max-TopAlice-Dat self-Accpicture-Germodel-as
wariatete{yat/kure -ta.

assign-Ben-Past
‘Max assigned himselfto Alice as a portratit model (for hekes, my sake etc.).



Logophoriczibunrequires that the speaker empathize with its referent rétla@ with
other participants that show up in the same clause. Thuydtwrrence okibunin

(6) is only compatible with the recipient-centered givirgrtvkurery, but not agent-
centeredyaru. Anaphoriczibun on the other hand, does not have to be the empathy-
locus of a clause, as illustrated in (7).

Problems

e The awareness requirement does not appBittanin a relative/adverbial clause (see
Sells 1987; Kuroda 1973; Kuno 1978).

(8)

Oedipuswa Jocasta-ga zibun-o un-da ie-de  ima-wa
Oedipus-Toplocasta-Nonself-Acchbear-Pashose-Lomow-Top
kodomotati-takohuku-nikurasite-i-masu.

children-with happily live-Asp-Pres.Polite

‘Oedipus now lives happily with hischildren in the house where Jocasta gave
birth to him;.’

e The behavior ozibunin a purely logophoric domain (e.g. the complement clause of
a speech or propositional attitude verb) with respect toahypconstraints is differ-
ent from that ofzibunin a relative/adverbial clause. For examptégunin a purely
logophoric domain may co-occur with a first person pronoumergaszibunin a rela-
tive/adverbial clause cannot (Kuno 1978).

(9)

(10)

Targ-wa [boku-gazibun-o but-ta] koto-o madaurande-i-ru.
Taro-Topl-Nom  self-Acchit-Pastfact-Accstill  resent-Asp-Pres
‘Taro; still resents that | hit hiny

(Kuno 1978:212)

*Targ-wa [boku-gazibun-ni kasi-ta] okane-o nakusite-simat-ta
Taro-Topl-Nom self-Dat lend-Pastmoney-Accose-end.up-Past
rasi-i.

seem-Pres

‘It seems that Tardost the money | lent hind

(Kuno 1978:213)

e Abe’s analysis cannot explain why orgybunin a purely logophoric domain allows a
non-subject antecedent (at least for some speakers; Kanael/@84).
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2.2 Kameyama (1984)
Basic Idea

e Zibunis licensed either by the subjecthood condition or the Ibgoje condition.
Classification
e Zibunlicensed by the|sb] feature: takes a subject as its antecedent.

e Zibunlicensed by the-flog] feature: refers to a logophoric individual (“logopior
domains” exclude relative/adveribial clauses)

Basis

e Non-subject binding is possible (at least for some speakenly whenzibunoccurs
within a logophoric domain.

11 [Zibun-gagan de-a-rutoiu] sindan-ga Michiko;-o
self-Nom cancerbe-PresCompdiagnosis-NonMichiko-Acc
zetuboo-e  oiyat-ta.
desperation-tarive-Past
‘The diagnosis that shéas cancer drove Michikdo desperation.’

12) a. Billl-wa John-kara[zibun,-gakat-ta] koto-o Kkii-ta.

Bill-Top John-fromself-Nom win-Pastfact-Acc hear-Past
‘Bill heard from Johnthat he had won.

b. Bill-lwa John-ni [Mary-ga zibun-o bengo-su-rikoto-ni-nat-ta]
Bill-Top John-DatMary-Nomself-Accdefend-Presurn.out-Past
koto-o Kii-ta.
fact-Acchear-Past
‘Bill heard from John that it had been decided that Mary would defend
hlmz’

Problems

e Under the assumption that those occurrencestmfnbound in simplex sentences and
those bound in relative or adverbial clauses are controletthe same binding feature
([+sb]), the contrast between (6) and (7) above cannot be exgulai

e The issue of “awareness” de seinterpretaion is untouched.



2.3 Kuno (1978)
Basic Idea

e Zibunis either perspectival (empathic) or logophoric.
Classification

e Zibunin its reflexive use must be more empathized with by the spehke any other
participants in the same domain (the minimal NP or claus¢acomng it).

e Zibunin its logophoric use appears in the subordinate clause eftathat denotes an
utterance, belief, feeling, etc. and refers to the speakeericer, etc.

Basis

e The behavior of logophorizibunwith respect to the empathy hierarchy is different
from that of perspectivaibun(see (9) and (10)). Kuno’s insight is also resonant with
Culy’s (1997) conclusion about logophoric pronouns in édin languages, namely that
the logophoricity proper is distinct from the notion of poaf view or perspective, and
“pure” logophors do not represent point of view at all.

Problem:

e The generalization that all occurrences of non-logophabianare empathy-sensitive
is too strong, agibunreferring to its co-argument subject is insensitive to timpathy
constraint, as demonstrated by data like (7).

3 An alternative proposal

3.1 The three uses ofibun

We saw above that dichotmic analyses cannot give a consateaunt ofzibun | propose
thatzibunhas three distinct uses: (i) the reflexive use, which takesthargument subject
as its antecedent; (ii) the perspectival use, which reptesbe empathy-locus of a certain
domain; and (iii) the logophoric use, which picks out therdge reported speech or thought
as its referent. Below is a table to illustrate the syntéstimantic properties of the three uses
of zibun



reflexive use perspectival use logophoric use
subject s s o
orientation y y
locality os o o
(Principle A) y
de se no no es
interpretation y
i?ni?:g%t no yes (inherent) yes (pragmatic)*
co-argument ) logophoric
bound to subject empathy-locus individual

* Logophoric zibun and empathy.

- Kuno claims thatzibunin a purely logophoric domain does not have to be the empathy-
locus (of the relevant domain), based on data like (9).

- However, logophorizibunis, unlike reflexivezibun is not entirely free from empathy
constraints either.

(13) a. ?Maxwa [zibun,-gaboku-nihon-o  kureta] koto-o
Max-Topself-Nom I-Dat  book-Accgive-Pasfact-Acc
oboete-i-ru.
remember-Asp-Pres
‘Max remembers that he gave me a book.’

b. *Max;-wa [zibun;-gaPat-ni hon-o  kureta] koto-o
Max-Topself-Nom Pat-Datbook-Accgive-Pastact-Acc
oboete-i-ru.
remember-Asp-Pres
‘Max remembers that he gave Pat a book.’

The data above show that logohozibunmay be ranked lower than the speaker in the em-
pathy hierarchy, but not lower than any other individual.

- Logophoriczibunallows ade reinterpretation, though it favorsde seinterpretation. When
interpretedde re logophoriczibunmay be empatically ranked lower than a third person par-
ticipant as well.

14 (Situation: Amnesic David, unknowingly reading hisrobiography, becomes fond
of a female character, Mary. In a scene of the book, the hetheobook (David)
saves her from death.)



David; wa [zibun;-ga Mary-o  sukuttekureta]to  omotte-i-ru.
David; Top [self;-Nom Mary-Acc save-give-PastQuotbelieve-Asp-Pres

‘David; believes that hesaved Mary.’

- Such opportunistic behavior of logophogibunis better understood under the assumption
that it receives empathy for some pragmatic reason (peretgised to the semantics dé se
interpretation) rather than its inherent semantics.

3.2 The relation among the three uses

- Is it necessary to postulate distinct lexical entries fer the three uses afburf

- It seems plausible to treat logophodibunas a separate category, because (i) only lo-
gophoriczibunis exempt from the subjecthood condition, and (ii) in someglaages lo-
gophoric referential expressions have forms distinct fosdinary pronouns/reflexive anaphors.
(see Schlenker 1999; Culy 1994).

- On the other hand, reflexive and perspectzilun can be analyzed as a single lexical
item. Besides the subjecthood condition, (non-logophailsunmust satisfy either the co-
argumenthood condition or the empathy-locus conditions Tleatment is preferable on the
grounds of parsimony, as it reduces spurious ambiguity.

3.3 Distrubution

3.3.1 PROSSESSIVE ZIBUN

- Abe (1997) and Kameyama (1984) assume that possesbiweis controlled by the same
binding principles as those for co-argument binding: foeAdbunin (15) is anaphoric (i.e.
locally bound), and Kameyama regards it as controlled bytheing feature §-sb].

(15) Max-wa zibun-no kyookasyo-oAlice-ni  kasi-ta.
Max-Topself-Gen textbook-AccAlice-Datlend-Past
‘Max; lent his textbook to Alice.

- Observing data like the following, Abe cocludes that pesa&zibunbound to the clause
subject is free from empathy constraints:

(16) Masagwa zibun-noie-de Miyuki-o  motenasitekureta.
Masag-Top self-Gen house-LodMiyuki-Acc treat-Ben-Past
‘Masaq entertained Alice in hishouse.’

- Kuno, on the other hand, claims that posseszibanis empathy-loaded and must be the
empathy-locus of the NP contanining it. Kuno’s analysisupported by data like the fol-
lowing:



(17)  Taro-wa watasi-to{ kare/*zibur}-nokyootyoronbun-o  minna-ni
Taro-Topl-and  he/self-Gen coauthored.paper-Aal-Dat
kubat-ta.
distribute-Past
‘Taro distributed the paper written by him and myself to all.

(18) (Situation: Max is afraid that a letter that Alice wrdtehim would be seized by
the police as proof of his crime. As he was away from his housera/the letter is
located, he phoned her and asked her to go there and des}roy it
Alice;-wa zibun-no Max;-e-no tegami-o kare;-no-tame-ni
Alice-Top self-Gen Max-to-Genletter-Acchim-for

moyasite{yat-ta/?kure-ta}.
burn-Ben-Past

‘Alice; burned herletter to Max for him;.’

(cf. Alice;-wa [zibun;-gaMax;-ni kai-ta] tegami-o kare-no-tame-ni
Alice-Top [self-Nom Max-Datwrite-Past]letter-Acchim-for

moyasite{yat-ta/?Kure-ta}.

burn-Ben-Past

‘Alice; burned the letter for Maxthat shewrote to hiny.”)

(17) shows that possessigivuncannot be coordinated with a first person pronoun. In (18),
the use ofkureruin the matrix clause implies that the beneficiary partictgdfex) is ranked
higher than the benefactor (Alice), whereas the useilminwithin the object NP implies
that its referent (Alice) is more empathized with than itspesticipant (Max), leading to an
inconsistency of empathy relationships.

- Thus, possessivabunmust be analyzed as perspectival (unless it is bound wikl@riNP

in which it occurs).

3.3.2 (OMPLEX PREDICATES

- Whenzibunoccurs as a participant of a subordinate event of a morplualthg complex
predicate (like a causative, benefactive, etc.), it candseeterential either with the matrix
subject or with theni-marked argument.

(29) Max-wa Pat-ni zibun ;-0 bengo-sase-ta.
Max-Top Pat-Datself-Acc defend-Caus-Past
‘Max; made Pgtdefend hinyhimself;.

In the literature, such ambiguity has been attributed tostigect-orientation and long dis-
tance nature otibunbinding. Theni-marked argument can be the antecedertilafin be-



cause it is an “underlying subject” of the subordinate ataussome sense, whereas the
matrix subject too can be a long-distance bindezibiin

- However, data like the following indicate thabunin a sentence like (19) must be “reflex-
ive”, whether it takes the matrix subject or themarked argument as its antecedent:

(20)  Max-wa Pat-ni zibun; ;-0 boku-niwariate-sase-ta.
Max-TopPat-Datself-Acc I-Dat assign-Caus-Past
‘Max; made Patassign hinyhimself; to me.’

If the zibunbinding by the matrix subject in (20) was long-distance, dwd be wrongly
predicted that it is empathy-loaded and thus cannot havestapi@grson pronoun as its co-
argument. Therefore, the application domain of the co+amnthood condition of reflexive
zibunmust be extended to the “nested” argument structure of a lexppedicate, (see Man-
ning et al. 1999).

3.3.3 REPRESENTED SPEECH AND THOUGHT

As is pointed out by Tancredi (1997), in a Represented SpaedhThought (RST) envi-
ronment (cf. Banfield 1992; Hirose 1997), a pronoun can bergw self-orientedde s
interpretation, even if it has no no linguistic antecedent.

(21) (John frowned.) Now he would be all alone. (Tancredi7t982)

A similar observation holds faribun which means such environments qualify as logophoric
domains.

(22) (Tokiko wa aozame-ta. ‘Tokiko turned pale.’)
Masaki-wa zibun-o okizari-ni-siteitte-simat-ta-noda
Masaki-Topself-Accleave.behind go-end.up-Past-Emph

‘Masaki had gone leaving her behind.’

4 Typological implications

- As Schlenker (1999) points out, logophoric expressioms lma regarded as instances of
“shifted indexicals” (counterparts of indexicals in refgal speech and thought), which in-
clude the quasi-indexical use of Englisg then thereetc.; a logophoric individual is, so to
speak, the center of secondary deictic perspective ingntidiscourse.

- With (i) the distinction between logophoric and empathicding and (ii) the integration
of logophors into the general group of shifted indexicaisgestablished, we can develop a
more adequate taxonomy of anaphoric expressions, as watireectly capture typological
generalizations on logophoricity/empathy-related bagdbhenomena.

- In certain African languages (e.g. Tuburi), shifted parswexicals (logophoric pronouns)
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have an extended use as empathic referential expressiorisnglish, in contrast, shifted
indexicals are homophonous with third person pronouns,rafiexive anaphors have an
empathic use (so-called “logophoric” use; aka. exempt o), though the distribution
of empathicself-pronouns is quite limited. In many European languages (eajandic),
reflexive anaphors (locally-bound anaphors) and shiftdéxicals (so-called long-distance
reflexives) have the same forms. In languages like Japamesklandarin Chinese, finally,
a single form has all of the three uses (reflexive, logophand empathic).

refl. anaphor logophor “pov-o-phor”
Ewe etc. refl. forms log. pronoun (no counterparts?)
Tuburi etc. refl. forms log. pronoun log. pronoun
English self-pronouns heetc. self-pronouns
(imited  distribu-
tion)
Icelandic etc. reflexives (e.g{ reflexives (no counterparts?)
sig)
Japanese zibun zibun zibun
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