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1 Introdu
tionIt has been observed sin
e the early days of generative grammar that the grammati
ality of lo
albinding of the re�exive element zibun in Japanese di�ers depending on the type of predi
ates thatzibun 
oo

urs with. Ueda (1984, 1986), following Oshima (1979), notes that lo
al binding of zibunis allowed with the predi
ates in (1a) but not with the predi
ates in (1b).1(1) a. Johni-waJohn-Top zibuni-oself-A

 f nikun-de-iruf hate�Prog�Pres / seme-ta g./ blame-Pastg`Johni f hates / blamed g himselfi.' (Ueda, 1984, 59b,60b)b. *Johni-waJohn-Top zibuni-oself-A

 f nagut-taf hit-Past / ket-ta g./ ki
k-Pastg*`Johni f hit / ki
ked g himselfi.' (Ueda, 1984, 61a,b)In this paper, we apply the analyses of anaphor binding whi
h fo
us on properties of predi
ates aswell as anaphors: Reinhart and Reuland (1993) (hereafter, R&R) and Lidz (2001a,b), to Japanese andattempt to explain the 
ontrastive a

eptability of lo
al zibun binding in (1). The analysis in Chomsky(1981, 1986b) fo
uses on the nominal type; anaphors should be bound in their binding domain whilepronouns should be free in the same domain. This analysis does not seem to be able to a

ount for the
ontrast in (1). For, in (1a), zibun behaves like an anaphor and allows lo
al binding, but in (1b), it be-haves like a pronoun that does not allow lo
al binding. Instead, the analyses by R&R (1993) and Lidz(2001a,b) 
ould give a more appropriate a

ount for the 
ontrast, be
ause these analyses pay attentionto properties of predi
ates. We 
all these approa
hes `predi
ate-
entered approa
hes,' 
ompared toChomsky's `nominal-
entered approa
h' that fo
uses on referential dependen
e of nominals. In thispaper, we dis
uss how we 
an apply and extend the analyses by R&R (1993) and Lidz (2001a,b) toa

ount for the 
ontrast in (1), or more generally, anaphor binding in Japanese.R&R (1993) 
laim that there are two ways to indu
e re�exive interpretation. We review theiranalysis in Se
tion 2.2. One way is that a predi
ate is lexi
ally spe
i�ed as re�exive (lexi
allyre�exive-marked predi
ates), and the other way is that a predi
ate itself does not have re�exivitybut it is `re�exivized' by its 
oo

uring `re�exivizer' anaphor (synta
ti
ally re�exive-marked predi-
ates). They 
lassify anaphors into synta
ti
 sub
lasses. In Se
tion 3.2, we see if the 
ontrast in (1)
an be explained under R&R's approa
h. We predi
t that the appli
ation of this analysis explains the
ontrast as follows: in (1a), either one of the two ways to indu
e re�exivity is a
tive so a re�exivereading is allowed, while in (1b), neither way of the two is operative so a re�exive reading is notavailable.1The following abbreviations are used in this paper: A

 = a

usative, Asp = aspe
t marker, BA = disposal markerba in Chinese, Cl = 
lassi�er, Comp = 
omplementizer, Dat = dative, DE: verbal suÆx or marker for modifying phrasesin Chinese, DEC: De
larative, Gen = genitive, Neg = negation, Nom = nominative, Obj = obje
t, Past = past tense, PP =parti
iple, Pres = present, Prog = progressive, Re� = re�exive, Sub = subje
t, Top = topi
.3



Lidz (2001a,b) shows that the two ways to indu
e re�exivity that R&R propose have di�erent se-manti
s using two diagnosti
s: lexi
ally re�exive-marked predi
ates indu
e `Pure re�exivity' whilesynta
ti
ally re�exive-marked predi
ates indu
e `Near re�exivity' as well as Pure re�exivity. In Se
-tion 2.3, we see Lidz's 
laim that anaphors are spe
i�ed in the lexi
on as having a Near re�exive fun
-tion (then, these anaphors are Near re�exive anaphors that referentially depend on their ante
edentsbut are not ne
essarily identi
al with them) or not (Pure re�exive anaphors that require 
omplete iden-tity with their ante
edents). `Condition R' is proposed to regulate Pure re�exivity: when a predi
atehas semanti
 re�exivity, lexi
al re�exivity also has to be marked. If a predi
ate has lexi
al re�exiv-ity, semanti
 re�exivity should be marked. The way of lexi
al re�exivity marking di�ers dependingon language. For example, in Dut
h, lexi
al re�exivity is marked on verbs in the lexi
on: gedraagt`behave' is re�exive, while haat `hate' is not. In Kannada, it is marked by the aÆxal re�exive koLLuatta
hed on verbs. In Se
tion 3.3, we 
onsider if Lidz's approa
h explains the 
ontrast in (1). If zibunis spe
i�ed as a Pure re�exive in the lexi
on, the 
ontrast would be a

ounted for as follows. (1a) isa

epted as Condition R is satis�ed: zibunmarks semanti
 re�exivity and the predi
ates are lexi
allymarked as re�exive, as Dut
h gedraagt `behave' is. On the other hand, (1b) is not allowed as Condi-tion R is violated: the predi
ates are not marked as re�exive, as Dut
h haat `hate' is not, and lexi
alre�exivity la
ks.We �nd that the appli
ation of these two predi
ate-
entered approa
hes 
annot give a straightfor-ward a

ount for the 
ontrast in (1). However, we do not say that these approa
hes are not appli
ableto Japanese. We agree with Lidz (2001a,b) and 
laim that Pure re�exivity and Near re�exivity shouldbe distinguished in Japanese as well. We show that Lidz's (2001a,b) distin
tion: lexi
ally re�exive-marked predi
ates indu
e Pure re�exivity while synta
ti
ally re�exive-marked predi
ates 
an indu
eboth Pure and Near re�exivity, is true in Japanese. Morphologi
ally re�exive marked predi
ates(known as zi-/ziko-verbs2) indu
e Pure re�exivity, while extrinsi
 re�exive verbs (verbs that indu
ere�exive interpretation by taking anaphors su
h as zibun in syntax) indu
e Near re�exivity as well asPure re�exivity. We assume that the aÆxal re�exive anaphors zi-/ziko- of zi-/ziko-verbs mark bothsemanti
 and lexi
al re�exivity and Condition R regulates the re�exivity of these verbs. Under ouranalysis, all non-aÆxal anaphors, that is, free-morpheme anaphors, su
h as zibun and zibun-zisin,are 
ategorized as Near re�exive anaphors. Our proposal has an apparent 
ounterexample in that thefree-morpheme anaphor zibun-zisin behaves like a Pure re�exive anaphor. We dis
uss that this ap-parent Pure re�exivity is due to the properties of this 
omplex anaphor, following Liu's (2003) `fo
usoperator anaphor' analysis of ziji-benshen `self-self' in Chinese.Though R&R's analysis does not straightforwardly apply to Japanese, we agree with them thatpredi
ates have to be 
lassi�ed into types with respe
t to re�exivity. Drawing on an observationby Oshima (1979) and Ueda (1984, 1986), Aikawa (2001, 183-184) reports that �predi
ates thatallow lo
al binding of zibun involve abstra
t a
tivities whereas those that pre
lude lo
al binding ofzibun involve physi
al a
tivities.� In Se
tion 5, we show that this distin
tion is not suÆ
ient to2As we will dis
uss in Se
tion 4.3, there are two types of zi-/ziko-verbs: verbs that 
annot o

ur with an obje
targument and ones that 
an. When we use zi-/ziko-verbs in this paper, we mean the �rst type of verb.4



explain all 
ases in whi
h lo
al zibun binding is ex
luded. We 
laim that Japanese does not have`inherently re�exive predi
ates' in R&R's sense that 
an o

ur with anaphors. Inherently re�exivepredi
ates in this language are only morphologi
ally re�exive marked predi
ates: zi-verbs and ziko-verbs. Also, we do not think that Japanese has `non-re�exive predi
ates' in R&R's sense that 
an bere�exivized by a spe
i�
 anaphor. Rather, we propose that Japanese has `anti-re�exive predi
ates'that 
annot feli
itously parti
ipate in lo
al zibun binding under Pure re�exive readings, by extendingLidz's analysis of Near re�exivity. We suggest that the predi
ate in (1b) belongs to this 
lass of verbso lo
al re�exive binding is not allowed.This paper is organized in the following way. In Se
tion 2, we review three analyses of anaphorbinding: Chomsky (1981, 1986b) that fo
uses on the nominal type and Reinhart and Reuland (1993)and Lidz (2001a,b) that pay attention to properties of predi
ate and nominal (espe
ially anaphor).In Se
tion 3, we apply the predi
ate-
entered analyses to Japanese. We see if ea
h analysis ex-plains the 
ontrast in (1), and more generally, anaphor binding in Japanese. Our 
on
lusion is thatR&R's analysis does not straightforwardly apply to Japanese and does not a

ount for the 
ontrastin (1), but Lidz's analysis is appli
able to Japanese though the appli
ation gives an apparent 
ontra-di
tion. We extend these analyses and attempt to a

ount for the 
ontrast in (1) and anaphor bindingin Japanese in the following se
tions. In Se
tion 4, we extend Lidz's (2001a,b) analysis and showthat his distin
tion: lexi
ally re�exive-marked predi
ates indu
e Pure re�exivity while synta
ti
allyre�exive-marked predi
ates indu
e both Pure and Near re�exivity, is true in Japanese. We proposethat (a) all free-morpheme anaphors are Near re�exive anaphors, (b) Near re�exive interpretationsare not indu
ed by these anaphors if they have a spe
i�
 fun
tion su
h as an intensi�er fun
tion,and (
) bound-morpheme anaphors are Pure re�exive anaphors, in Japanese. We also show that this
lassi�
ation applies to anaphors in other languages su
h as Korean and Chinese. In Se
tion 5, weargue that Japanese has neither inherently re�exive predi
ates that 
an o

ur with anaphors nor non-re�exive predi
ates that 
an be re�exivized by a spe
i�
 anaphor. We 
laim that, instead, Japanesehas `anti-re�exive predi
ates' that 
annot feli
itously parti
ipate in lo
al zibun binding under Purere�exive readings, extending Lidz's Near re�exivity and Pure re�exivity distin
tion. Se
tion 6 is the
on
lusion.
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2 Ba
kgroundIn this se
tion, we review three analyses of anaphor binding: Chomsky (1981, 1986b), Reinhart andReuland (1993) and Lidz (2001a,b). The seminal study of re�exives is the Binding Theory (Chomsky,1981, 1986b): a theory of nominal types. Reinhart and Reuland (1993), instead, propose that re�ex-ivity is a property of predi
ates and 
ategorize anaphors into synta
ti
 sub
lasses. Lidz (2001a,b)argues that anaphors should be 
ategorized based on their semanti
s showing that di�erent anaphorsindu
e di�erent re�exivity.2.1 Binding Theory: Chomsky (1981, 1986)The Binding Theory is one of the six subsystems of 
ore grammar framework of the Government andBinding (hereafter GB) developed in Chomsky (1981). The Binding Theory is 
on
erned with therelations of nominal expressions to possible ante
edents. The ante
edent binds a nominal, and thisdetermines the interpretation of the nominal.Within the GB framework, it is assumed that nominal expressions fall into some 
ategories de-pending on the two features: [Anaphor℄ and [Pronominal℄. An element marked [+Anaphor℄ fun
tionsreferentially only in intera
tion with its ante
edent in the same senten
e; the referen
e of an elementwith [+Pronominal℄ may be, but is not always, determined by an ante
edent. By the two proper-ties, Chomsky 
lassi�es nominal expressions into some types. As in (2), anaphors are [+Anaphor℄and [�Pronominal℄, and pronominals are [�Anaphor℄ and [+Pronominal℄. The nominals that have[�Anaphor℄ and [�Pronominal℄ are R-expressions.Chomsky (1981, 220) proposes the prin
iples of binding that regulate the relation between nom-inals and their possible ante
edents as in (3). The de�nition of binding 
ategory is given in (4). We
an say that this is a theory of the synta
ti
 properties of referential dependen
e.(2) (i) anaphors: [+Anaphor℄ and [�Pronominal℄(ii) pronominals: [�Anaphor℄ and [+Pronominal℄(iii) R-expressions: [�Anaphor℄ and [�Pronominal℄(3) a. Prin
iple A: An anaphor is bound in its binding 
ategory.b. Prin
iple B: A pronominal is free in its binding 
ategory.
. Prin
iple C: An R-expression is free.(4) � is a binding 
ategory for � if and only if � is the minimal 
ategory 
ontaining � and a SUB-JECT a

essible to �. (Chomsky, 1981, 220)6



These prin
iples regulate the behavior of anaphors, pronouns and R-expression in (5)�(8) as fol-lows. In (5), the BC of ea
h himself and him is the whole senten
e that 
ontains the nominal and aSUBJECT a

essible to it (in this 
ase, Agr). Himself in (5a) is bound by the ante
edent John in itsBC, so Prin
iple A rules in the anaphor. On the other hand, him in (5b) is not allowed. The pronounhim is bound by the ante
edent John within its BC, so Prin
iple B is not satis�ed. The BCs in (6)are the embedded 
lauses. In (6a), Prin
iple A rules out himself, and Prin
iple B rules in him in (6b).(5) and (6) show the 
omplementary distribution between anaphor and pronominal. The BCs of theanaphors in (7) are the whole senten
es. In (7a), the anaphor himself is bound by the ante
edentMary's father within its BC, so Prin
iple A allows the binding of the anaphor by the ante
edent. In(7b) with the same ante
edentMary's father as (7a), the anaphor herself is not bound. Therefore, (7b)is ruled out by Prin
iple A. In (7
), the ante
edent Mary's father does not bind the pronoun her inthe BC, so Prin
iple B rules in (7
). (7d) and (8) illustrate the e�e
t of Prin
iple C. The R-expressionMary in (7d) is not bound by the pronoun her, so the binding does not violate Prin
iple C, and (8)shows that the R-expression Mary must be free no matter whether their ante
edents are outside orinside of their BC.(5) a. Johni hates himselfi.b. *Johni hates himi.(6) a. *Johni thinks that Mary hates himselfi.b. Johni thinks that Mary hates himi. (Reuland and Everaert, 2001, 637 (9))(7) a. [Maryi's father℄j hates himselfj.b.*[Maryi's father℄j hates herselfi. (Reuland and Everaert, 2001, 636 (8b))
. [Maryi's father℄j hates heri.d. [Heri father℄j hates Maryi.(8) a. *Maryi hates Maryi.b. *Maryi hates Maryi's father.
7



2.2 Re�exivity: Reinhart and Reuland (1993)Arguing against Chomsky's approa
h to the synta
ti
 properties of referential dependen
ies, Reinhartand Reuland (1993) (R&R, hereafter) propose an alternative approa
h. They 
laim that there are twomodules regulating the distribution of anaphors and pronominals: (i) the domain of re�exivization isde�ned over predi
ates without making referen
e to synta
ti
 stru
ture, (ii) 
on�gurational e�e
ts aredue to 
hain formation. Under their analysis, a domain of re�exivization is a domain 
onstituted by apredi
ate and its 
oarguments.First of all, one of the 
hara
teristi
 points of R&R's theory is their 
laim that there is no sim-ple distin
tion between anaphors and pronouns. They des
ribe two properties [SELF℄ and [R℄ that
lassify NPs into some groups. If an element is marked [+SELF℄, it is able to re�exivize the predi-
ate. To put it another way, the element has a `re�exivizing fun
tion' that imposes identity between
oarguments of a predi
ate. We use the term `re�exivizer' to refer to that kind of element with there�exivizing fun
tion. When an element is marked [+R℄, `R' represents `referentially independent,'whi
h means it is fully spe
i�ed for phi-features.R&R partition NPs into some 
lasses by the [SELF℄ and [R℄ properties. They introdu
e two typesof anaphors: SELF-anaphors and SE(Simple Expression)-anaphors. SELF-anaphors are morphologi-
ally 
omplex anaphors su
h as zi
hzelf `selfself' in Dut
h or si
hselbst `selfself' in German. On theother hand, SE-anaphors are morphologi
ally simple. Zi
h `self' in Dut
h or si
h `self' in Germanare SE-anaphors. These two anaphors show a di�eren
e regarding the two properties: [SELF℄ and[R℄. SELF-anaphors are [+SELF, �R℄ and they 
an fun
tion as `re�exivizers,' while SE-anaphors,with the [�SELF, �R℄ property, 
annot fun
tion as re�exivizers. NPs with [�SELF, +R℄ properties arepronouns and R-expressions. In this paper, we fo
us on anaphors and pronouns, so we do not payattention to R-expressions. Here, we should noti
e that R&R 
ompare anaphors and pronouns witha three-way distin
tion: SELF-anaphors, SE-anaphors and pronouns. By 
ontrast, the Prin
iples inthe Binding Theory distinguish them in only two way: anaphors and pronouns, as we have seen in(3). This 
ontrast is one of the 
hara
teristi
s that 
ause the di�eren
es between R&R's theory andthe Binding Theory. (9) presents the distin
tion among the three kinds of anaphors and pronouns thatR&R propose.(9) SELF-anaphor SE-anaphor Pronoun[SELF℄ + � �[R℄ � � +Now, let us observe the senten
es in Dut
h (10)-(14) that illustrate the distribution of SE-anaphorsand SELF-anaphors.(10) Maxi gedraagtbehaves fzi
hi /*zi
hzelfig.fSE /*SELFg [Dut
h℄`Max behaves.' 8



(11) Maxi haathates fzi
hzelfi /*zi
hig.fSELF /*SEg`Max hates himself.'(12) Maxi wastwashes fzi
hi / zi
hzelfig.fSE / SELFg`Max washes himself.'(13) Maxi legtputs het boekthe book a
hterbehind zi
hi.SE`Max puts the book behind him.'(14) Maxi voeldefelt [zi
hi[SE wegglijden℄.slide away℄`Max felt him slide away.' (Reuland and Everaert, 2001, 655-656)SE-anaphors appear as a bound argument of a verb as in (10) and (12), a bound argument of a lo
ativeor dire
tional PP as in (13), and a bound subje
t of an Ex
eptional Case-marking (ECM) 
onstru
tionas in (14). SELF-anaphors are allowed as a bound argument of a verb as in (11) and (12). What makesthe 
ontrastive distribution between SE-anaphors and SELF-anaphors in (10)-(12)?As we have seen in (9), only the SELF-anaphor fun
tions as a re�exivizer, and the SE-anaphordoes not. In (10), only the SE-anaphor zi
h is permitted and the SELF-anaphor zi
hzelf is not. Onthe other hand, only the SELF-anaphor zi
hzelf is allowed and the SE-anaphor zi
h is not a

epted in(11). These 
ontrasting behaviors of SELF-anaphors and SE-anaphors lead us to predi
t that there aretwo types of predi
ates: re�exive and non-re�exive, depending on their inherent property. Predi
atesthat are labeled as lexi
ally re�exive require SE-anaphors as their arguments. These predi
ates havere�exivity inherently, so they 
all for anaphors that do not have the property to re�exivize a predi-
ate. To the 
ontrary, predi
ates that take SELF-arguments are inherently non-re�exive. They requireSELF-anaphors that fun
tion as re�exivizers as their arguments to 
ompensate for the la
k of inher-ent re�exivity in the predi
ates. The inherently re�exive predi
ate gedraagt `behave' in (10) needsthe SE-anaphor zi
h, while the non-re�exive predi
ate haat `hate' in (11) requires the SELF-anaphorzi
hzelf, a re�exivizer. Zi
hzelf re�exivizes the predi
ate. What gives rise to re�exivity is the propertyof predi
ates that is li
ensed inherently or su
h that it takes a SELF-anaphor as its argument. We referto this li
ensing either by the inherent re�exive property of the predi
ate or by taking SELF-anaphorsas `re�exive marking.'As we have seen, the distribution of the two types of anaphors follows from the properties ofpredi
ates. Coindexing, however, also relates to the re�exivity. Coindexing does not 
ause a predi
ateto be semanti
ally re�exive, as the ungrammati
al 
ases in (10) and (11) show. Rather, 
oindexingjust marks a pair or set of 
oindexed elements as `re�exive.'R&R 
ompose a set of de�nitions given in (15). These de�nitions 
ontain the notions that wehave studied: `re�exive' in (15
) and `re�exive marked' in (15d). Moreover, new notions `synta
ti
9



predi
ate' and `semanti
 predi
ate' in (15a) and (15b) are also in
luded. The distin
tion between`synta
ti
 predi
ate' and `semanti
 predi
ate' is ne
essary to 
omprehend R&R's analysis. We willsee the distin
tion later with more 
on
rete examples.(15) a. The synta
ti
 predi
ate of (a head) P is P, all its synta
ti
 arguments, and an external argu-ment of P (subje
t). The synta
ti
 arguments of P are the proje
tions assigned theta-role orCase by P.b. The semanti
 predi
ate of P is P and all its arguments at the relevant semanti
 level.
. A predi
ate is re�exive i� two of its arguments are 
oindexed.d. A predi
ate (of P) is re�exive-marked i� either P is lexi
ally re�exive or one of P's argumentsis a SELF-anaphor. (Reinhart and Reuland, 1993, 678)With these 
onditions, we 
an now formulate R&R's 
onditions on re�exive predi
ates as follows.(16) a. Condition A: A re�exive-marked synta
ti
 predi
ate is re�exive.b. Condition B: A re�exive semanti
 predi
ate is re�exive-marked.(Reinhart and Reuland, 1993, 678)Conditions A and B should be read as 
onditionals: equivalent to `If a synta
ti
 predi
ate is re�exive-marked, then the predi
ate is re�exive' and `If a semanti
 predi
ate is re�exive, then the predi
ate isre�exive-marked.' As these are material impli
ations, the whole statement holds true if the ante
edent
lause (if-
lause) is not true, regardless of the truth of the 
onsequent 
lause. If ante
edent 
lauses arefalse, the Conditions va
uously rule in the whole senten
es that 
ontain the 
lauses. In other words,if a predi
ate is not re�exive-marked, then Condition A va
uously rules in the senten
e that 
ontainsthe predi
ate, and if a predi
ate is not re�exive, Condition B va
uously applies.Let us reexamine the example senten
es (10)-(14) with R&R's Conditions. In (10), the predi
ategedraagt `behaves' is lexi
ally re�exive, so it is re�exive marked as the de�nition (15d) says. More-over, its arguments Max and zi
h are 
oindexed, so it is re�exive a

ording to the de�nition (15
).Therefore, Conditions A and B are satis�ed. The predi
ate haat `hates' in (11) is re�exive markedif the SELF-anaphor zi
hzelf is 
hosen, as the 
ondition (15d) states. Zi
h is not allowed be
ausethe predi
ate would then be re�exive but not re�exive marked. The predi
ate in (12) wast `washes'has two properties with regard to re�exivity, it is either lexi
ally re�exive or non-re�exive. R&R 
allthese kind of predi
ates `doubly listed predi
ates.' If su
h a predi
ate of that kind fun
tions as inher-ently re�exive, it takes a SE-anaphor zi
h. If a predi
ate is taken as non-re�exive, a SELF-anaphorzi
hzelf is required. In (13), the predi
ate is the preposition a
hter `behind'. Prepositions of lo
ativeand dire
tional PPs form their own predi
ates. The predi
ate in (14) is the embedded verb wegglijden`slide away'. The predi
ates in (13) and (14) are not re�exive marked, so Condition A does not apply.Condition B does not apply either be
ause their arguments are not 
oindexed and the predi
ates arenot re�exive. Both Conditions va
uously rule in (13) and (14).10



We have some problemati
 
ases that Conditions A and B 
annot a

ount for. Condition B 
or-re
tly rules out (17) and rules in (18a) and (19a), but it in
orre
tly rules in (18b) and (19b). In (18b),the predi
ate is re�exive marked and re�exive. In (19b), no predi
ate is re�exive marked or re�exive.Thus, the Conditions va
uously rule in the senten
e, so it is predi
ted that all zi
h, zi
hzelf, and hemare allowed. What prin
iple of grammar 
ould be involved to explain the ungrammati
ality of (18b)and (19b)?(17) a. *Maxi haathate zi
hi.SEb. *Maxi haat hemi.him`Max hates himself.'(18) a. Maxi gedraagtbehaves zi
hi.SEb. *Maxi gedraagt hemi.him`Max behaves.'(19) a. Maxi voeldefelt [fzi
hi / zi
hzelfig[fSE / SELFg wegglijden℄.slide away℄b. *Maxi voelde [hemihim wegglijden℄.`Max felt him slide away.' (Reuland and Everaert, 2001, 660-661)A 
ru
ial di�eren
e between zi
h and hem is that the pronominal hem is fully spe
i�ed for phi-features, whereas the anaphor zi
h is underspe
i�ed, that is, it la
ks a spe
i�
ation for number andgender. To give an explanation for these puzzling 
ases, R&R a

ept the notion of a synta
ti
 
hain(20) following Chomsky (1986a,b). That 
an be extended so as to in
lude any appropriate sequen
eof 
oindexation.(20) Generalized Chain de�nitionC=(�1, : : : ,�n) is a 
hain i� C is the maximal sequen
e su
h thati. there is an index i su
h that for all j, 1�j�n, �j 
arries that index, andii. for all j, 1�j�n, �j governs �j+1
11



Under the de�nition, all synta
ti
 domains in whi
h a moved NP 
an bind its tra
e instantiate A-
hains. R&R argue that A-
hains must obey the 
ondition that their tail is underspe
i�ed for at leastone phi-feature. In other words, what grammati
al A-
hains have in 
ommon is that the tail 
onsistsof [-R℄ NPs. They propose the 'Condition on A-
hains' as in (21) based on the de�nition (20). TheCondition on A-
hains is applied to the 
ases that Conditions A and B in
orre
tly rule in, and a

ountsfor the ungrammati
ality of these 
ases.(21) A maximal A-
hain (�1 : : : �n) 
ontains exa
tly one link -�1- that is both +R and 
ase-marked.(Reinhart and Reuland, 1993, 696)Here we return to the problemati
 
ases (18) and (19) that Conditions A and B in
orre
tly rule in.The Condition on A-
hains 
an rules them out properly. The predi
ate gedraagt `behaves' in (18) isinherently re�exive, so it needs an NP with the [-SELF℄ property as its argument. Though both theSE-anaphor and the pronoun are [-SELF℄, the pronoun hem that has the [+R℄ property is ruled outdue to the Condition on A-
hains as in (18b), whereas the SE-anaphor zi
h with the [-R℄ is allowed in(18a). In (19b), the pronoun hem with [+R℄ is an A-
hain tail position, so the Condition on A-
hainsrules it out. The 
ondition does not apply to (19a) be
ause the SE-anaphor is [-R℄.Moreover, we have another 
ase. R&R's version of Conditions A and B 
annot explain the di�er-en
e of the a

eptability in (22).(22) a. Maxi 
riti
ized himselfi.b. *Himselfi 
riti
ized fMax / himgi. (Reinhart and Reuland, 1993, 713)A re�exive anaphor is in the subje
t position in a simple senten
e as in (22b), be
ause ConditionB rules it in. The 
oarguments of the predi
ate 
riti
ized: himself and him, are 
oindexed, so thepredi
ate is re�exive. In addition, one of its arguments is SELF-anaphor, so the predi
ate is re�exive-marked. Therefore, (22b) is in
orre
tly ruled in. However, the Condition on A-
hains 
orre
tly rulesout (22b), be
ause her is in the tail position of the 
hain. The Condition on A-
hains is irrelevant to(22a). Condition B 
orre
tly rules it in. As the 
oarguments are 
oindexed and one of the argumentsis a SELF-anaphor, the re�exive predi
ate is re�exive marked in (22a).The Condition on A-
hains 
an also a

ount for the ungrammati
ality of the senten
es that 
ontain[+R℄ non-head 
hains in so-
alled ECM and `raising' 
onstru
tions su
h as (23).(23) a. Max heard [himself 
riti
ize Lu
ie℄.b. Max expe
ts [himself to pass the exam℄. (Reinhart and Reuland, 1993, (99)-(100))The subje
t in ECM stru
tures and small 
lauses is a synta
ti
 argument of the matrix predi
ate,be
ause it is assigned its 
ase by the matrix predi
ate. In (23), Max and himself are 
oarguments ofthe matrix predi
ates. As they are 
oindexed, Condition A rules in the senten
es. However, (23a)and (23b) are simultaneously ruled out by Condition A. The anaphors himself are also synta
ti
arguments of the embedded predi
ates and re�exive-mark the predi
ates, but the predi
ates are not12



re�exive. R&R a

ount for the grammati
ality of (23) by proposing V-raising of the lower predi
atesas in (24).(24) a. Max [
riti
izei-hearj℄j [himself ti Lu
ie℄b. Max [to-passi-expe
tj℄j [himself ti the exam℄. (Reinhart and Reuland, 1993, (101)-(102))In English, the V-raising o

urs 
overtly in LF. The anaphor himself is no longer the synta
ti
 argu-ment, and it does not re�exive-mark a lower predi
ates. Himself is the argument of the new 
omplexpredi
ate. The anaphor is 
oindexed with the matrix subje
tMax, so Condition A is met.(25) a. *Lu
ie1 
onsiders [her1 smart℄.b. *Lu
ie1 expe
ts [her1 to leave soon℄. (Reinhart and Reuland, 1993, (106))R&R explain the ungrammati
ality of (25) in terms of the Condition on A-
hains. They say that theECM subje
t is not a semanti
 argument of the matrix predi
ate. Condition B va
uously rules in (25),but the Condition on A-
hains 
orre
tly rules out (25). Both (25a) and (25b) 
ontain [+R℄ non-head
hains, so the two senten
es are not allowed.Further they propose that an anaphor that is in a 
oargument domain of a predi
ate is a re�exiveanaphor but the one outside the domain is a `logophori
 anaphor' and that 
onditions for re�exiveanaphors va
uously rule in logophori
 anaphors.(26) a. Max saw a gun near himself/him. (Reinhart and Reuland, 1993, (7a))b. Lu
ie saw a pi
ture of herself/her. (Reinhart and Reuland, 1993, (8a))In (26a), Max and himself are not 
oarguments of the predi
ate saw. Himself in (26b) is also not a
oargument of the predi
ate. Condition A va
uously applies in these 
ases. These anaphors as wellas pronouns are ruled in by this 
ondition.Three of the 
ru
ial di�eren
es of R&R's theory from the Binding Theory are the distin
tionof anaphors, attention to properties of predi
ates, and the 
onditions on binding. R&R distinguishnominals into three-way: SE-anaphors, SELF-anaphors and pronouns, while there is a two-way dis-tin
tion: anaphors and pronouns, in the Binding Theory. They also 
ategorize predi
ates that o

urwith anaphor into types based on their properties: inherently re�exive, non-re�exive and doubly-listedas re�exive and non-re�exive. Binding Theory does not pay attention to properties of predi
ates. Thethird di�eren
e is that R&R de�ne two alternative 
onditions on binding and anaphors as in (16).R&R's 
onditions fo
us on the relation between a predi
ate and its 
oarguments. This is di�erentfrom the Binding Theory idea that fo
uses on the relation of nominals.
13



2.3 Condition R: Lidz (2001a,b)Lidz (2001a,b) gives an alternative version of predi
ate-
entered approa
h, with the 
onsideration ofmore intri
ate aspe
ts of semanti
s of anaphor. He points out two major defe
ts of R&R's (1993)analysis.Lidz's �rst argument against R&R (1993) is that their analysis makes us predi
t that two types ofre�exive-marked predi
ates (lexi
ally re�exive-marked predi
ates and synta
ti
ally re�exive-markedpredi
ates) should form a natural 
lass sin
e the de�nition of `re�exive-marked' in R&R's theorygiven in (15d) is a disjun
tion. Lidz demonstrates the semanti
 di�eren
es of the two kinds of pred-i
ates using two diagnosti
s. The �rst diagnosti
 uses the Madame Tussaud 
ontext �rst dis
ussedin Ja
kendo� (1992).3 (27a) is the example in whi
h a lexi
ally re�exive-marked predi
ate is used.The predi
ate is inherently spe
i�ed as re�exive in the lexi
on. (27b) is the instan
e with a synta
ti-
ally re�exive-marked predi
ate. The predi
ate is inherently non-re�exive but re�exivized by takinga SELF anaphor.(27) a. Ringo s
heertshaves zi
hself [Dut
h℄`Ringo shaves himself (=Ringo / �statue).'b. Ringo s
heertshaves zi
hzelfselfself`Ringo shaves himself (=Ringo / statue).' (Lidz, 2001b, (9))On one interpretation, Ringo 
an be understood as shaving one of the statues that portrays him in awax museum. In this situation it is feli
itous in Dut
h to say (27b) but not (27a). If Ringo shaveshis own fa
e, then it is possible to say either (27a) or (27b). Lidz's point is that R&R's analysis failsto 
apture that additional `statue reading' is available with a synta
ti
ally re�exive-marked predi
ate(27b).4Comparative deletion 
onstru
tion is used as the se
ond diagnosti
. The lexi
ally re�exive-marked predi
ate in (28a) allows only the sloppy reading, while the synta
ti
ally re�exive-markedpredi
ate in (28b) allows both the sloppy and stri
t readings.
3The predi
ate in (27) is a doubly-listed predi
ate (as re�exive and non-re�exive) in R&R's term. It 
an take either anSE anaphor or a SELF anaphors depending on the usage.4In this paper, we use the term `statue interpretations' inter
hangeably with Near re�exive interpretations, and giveexamples with a reading like `a statue that depi
ts him/her.' However, `statues' need not to be a statue. If pi
tures andportraits are referentially dependent on their ante
edents but not identi
al with them, we would 
all those interpretations`statue interpretations' as well. Je� Lidz (p.
.) says that even milk 
ho
olate �gures that depi
t agents or books writtenby agents 
an be `statues,' so it is possible to say `we 
an eat ourselves' and `we 
an �nd ourselves in the book store.'14



(28) a. Zijshe verdedigdedefended zi
hself beterbetter danthan Peter`She defended herself better than Peter defended himself'*`She defended herself better than Peter defended her'b. Zijshe verdedigdedefended zi
hzelfselfself beterbetter danthan Peter`She defended herself better than Peter defended himself'`She defended herself better than Peter defended her' (Lidz, 2001b, (11))Se
ondly, Lidz (2001a,b) proposes a di�erent way of distinguishing anaphors, arguing againstR&R's way that depends on the morphologi
al 
omposition. Based on the results of the diagnosti
sabove, Lidz 
laims that anaphors should be 
ategorized depending on their semanti
 di�eren
e. SEanaphors in R&R's term that indu
e only the real-identity (non-statue) reading in the Madame Tus-saud 
ontext and fun
tion like a variable in 
omparative deletion 
onstru
tions, su
h as zi
h `self'in (27a), are 
alled `Pure re�exive anaphors' in Lidz's analysis. Compared with this type, SELFanaphors in R&R's term are 
alled `Near re�exive anaphors.' These anaphors are referentially depen-dent on their ante
edents but not ne
essarily identi
al with them, as we have seen in (27b). (29a) and(29b) show the semanti
 representation of Pure re�exive predi
ates (predi
ates that take Pure re�ex-ives as their arguments) and Near re�exive predi
ates, respe
tively. When the Near re�exive fun
tionreturns the input itself, a Pure re�exive interpretation is indu
ed. That is, Pure re�exivity is a sub
aseof Near re�exivity. Condition R in (30) regulates Pure re�exivity. It states that if a predi
ate is seman-ti
ally re�exive, it must be lexi
ally re�exive, and vi
e versa. The left side of the formula indi
atesthe semanti
s of re�exivity, and the right side shows the �-grid of lexi
ally re�exive predi
ate. Thetwo themati
 roles of a lexi
ally re�exive predi
ate must be 
oindexed.5
5Burzio (1994) also observes that two types of anaphors indu
e di�erent readings. He 
alls morphologi
ally 
omplexanaphors `strong anaphors' and simplex anaphors `weak anaphors.' He proposes `Weak Anaphor Prin
iple' given in (i).This prin
iple says that inherent 
oreferen
e (similar notion to `Pure re�exivity' in Lidz (2001a,b)) requires weak(er)anaphors , and weak anaphors indu
e inherent 
oreferen
e. He proposes that morphologi
ally simpler anaphors su
h asItalian re�exive 
liti
 si `self' or morphologi
ally simple anaphor sé are `weaker' than morphologi
ally 
omplex anaphorse stesso `self-same.' Only weaker anaphors 
an indu
e 
oreferen
e (or identity between anaphor and its ante
edent).(i) Weak Anaphor Prin
ipleInherent 
oreferen
e $ weak anaphora(semanti
s) (morphology) (Burzio, 1994, (3))15



(29) a. �x [P (x,x)℄ (semanti
 / pure re�exive)b. �x [P (x,f(x))℄ (near re�exive) (Lidz, 2001b, (13))(30) Condition R�x[P (x,x)℄ $ (� 1 = � 2)semanti
s �-grid (Lidz, 2001b, (16))Lidz's analysis a

ounts for the 
ontrasts in (27) and (28) as follows: In (27a), Condition Ris satis�ed be
ause the semanti
 re�exivity is indu
ed by the Pure re�exive anaphor zi
h and thelexi
al re�exivity is indu
ed by the predi
ate (it is inherently marked as re�exive in the lexi
on). In
ontrast, in (27b), Condition R is not operative. The Near re�exive anaphor zi
hzelf does not indu
ethe semanti
 re�exivity. Also, the lexi
al re�exivity is not indu
ed be
ause the predi
ate here isnot lexi
ally re�exive. Here, zi
hzelf is a fun
tion that takes Ringo as input and returns the `statueof Ringo' that is representationally related to the input. In the 
omparative deletion 
onstru
tion,the Pure re�exive anaphor zi
h fun
tions as a variable and only the sloppy identity interpretation isallowed in (28a), while (28b) allows the non-sloppy identity reading as the anaphor is not a variable.Further, Lidz (2001a,b) gives data from Kannada and shows that lexi
al re�exivity is not onlyintrinsi
ally marked on verbs but also marked on verbs by taking a verbal re�exive marker (Cf. Lidz,1995). Compare the una

eptable example (31a) and the a

eptable example (31b). Only in the latter,the predi
ate is marked as re�exive by the verbal re�exive marker koND (past tense form of koLLu).Lexi
al re�exivity is marked only in the latter 
ase, and then the senten
e does not indu
e a Nearre�exive reading. Tann, a Pure re�exive anaphor, marks the semanti
 re�exivity on the predi
ate.Condition R is satis�ed in (31b) and the senten
e is allowed. By 
ontrast, Condition R is violated in(31a) be
ause the Pure re�exive anaphor tann indu
es the semanti
 re�exivity but the the predi
atela
ks the lexi
al re�exivity. Tannu-taane in (31
) is a Near re�exive anaphor, and the Near re�exivereading as well as the Pure re�exive reading are available in the senten
e. Condition R is not operativein this 
ase be
ause neither semanti
 re�exivity (tannu-taane does not indu
e) nor lexi
al re�exivity(the verb does not take the verbal re�exive marker koND) is indu
ed.(31) a.* Hari tann-annu hoDe-d-a.Hari self-A

 hit-Past-3sm [Kannada℄`Hari hit himself.' (= Hari)b. Hari tann-annu hoDe-du-koND-aHari self-A

 hit-PP-Re�.Past-3sm`Hari hit himself.' (= Hari, *statue)
. Hari tann-annu-taane hoDe-d-aHari self-A

-self hit-Past-3sm`Hari hit himself.' (= Hari, statue) (Lidz, 2001a, (12) with modi�
ation)16



As we have seen in se
tion 2.2, R&R (1993) 
lassify anaphors based on their morphologi
al
omposition: morphologi
ally 
omplex anaphors fun
tion as re�exivizer, and simplex ones la
k thefun
tion. Apparently, from the above data in Dut
h and Kannada, we 
an say that morphologi
ally
omplex anaphors are Near re�exive anaphors and simplex ones are Pure re�exive anaphors. How-ever, this 
lassi�
ation is not the 
ase. As Lidz reports, the morphologi
ally simplex anaphor ziji`self' in Chinese allows Near re�exive interpretations as well as Pure re�exive interpretations in theMadame Tussaud 
ontext, as illustrated in (32). Further, Liu (2003) shows that the morphologi
ally
omplex anaphor `pronoun+ziji' (for example, ta-ziji `him-self') in this language also allows bothPure and Near re�exive interpretations as in (33).(32) Mao Ze-Dong baBA zijiself qiangbishot le. [Chinese℄`Mao Ze-Dong shot himself.' (ziji =Mao Ze-Dong / statue) (Lidz, 1996, 158; Liu, 2003, (3))(33) Zaiat ziji-deself-DE tongxiangstatue qian,before Jiang Jie-Shi yonguse qunzi
ane da-lehit-Asp ta-zijihimself yi-xiaone-Cl`In front of his statue, Jiang Jie-Shi uses a 
ane to hit himself.' (ta-ziji = Jiang Jie-Shi / statue)(Liu, 2003, (4))Lidz further shows that the free-morpheme anaphor sebja `self' in Russian, that seems to be mor-phologi
ally simplex, allows Near re�exive interpretations as well as Pure re�exive interpretations. Inthis language, the aÆxal re�exive anaphor sja- `self' allows only Pure re�exive interpretations. Thatis, Condition R is operative only in (34b). It is predi
ted that this aÆxal re�exive anaphor marks notonly semanti
 re�exivity (as Kannada tannu-tanne does) but also lexi
al re�exivity be
ause the pred-i
ate itself la
ks lexi
al re�exivity. For, in (34a), the same predi
ate does not mark lexi
al re�exivityas Condition R is not operative and the Near re�exive reading is available.(34) a. YeltsinYeltsin zastrelilshot sebja.self [Russian℄`Yeltsini shot himselfi.' (sebja = Yeltsin, statue)b. YeltsinYeltsin zastrelil-sja.shot-Ref`Yeltsini shot himselfi.' (-sja = Yeltsin, *statue) (Lidz, 2001a, (26))English has just one type of anaphor su
h as himself or herself. In this language, predi
ates thato

urs with these anaphors indu
e a Near re�exive interpretation. That is, predi
ates that extrinsi
allymark re�exivity are Near re�exive predi
ates. See (35b). By 
ontrast, inherently re�exive predi
atessu
h as dress and wash that o

ur without re�exive obje
t allow only a Near re�exive interpretation,in a

ordan
e with Condition R. Consider (35a). Both semanti
 and lexi
al re�exivity is inherentlymarked on verbs. They are Pure re�exive predi
ates.17



(35) a. Reagan dressed in the museum. (Reagan,*statue )b. Reagan dressed himself in the museum. (Reagan, statue )(Lidz, 2001a, (22) with modi�
ation)The data from Chinese, Russian and English shows that themorphologi
al 
omposition of anaphordoes not distinguish the fun
tion or property of anaphors, 
ontrary to R&R's (1993) 
lassi�
ation.Lidz's (2001a,b) analysis, on the other hand, says nothing about the morphologi
al form of anaphors.Under the analysis, individual anaphors are lexi
ally spe
i�ed as introdu
ing the Near re�exive fun
-tion or not. Further, Condition R makes an interesting predi
tion given in (36).(36) If an anaphor 
an be bound by a 
oargument (in the absen
e of lexi
al re�exivity), then thatanaphor is a Near-re�exive. (Lidz, 2001a, 237)As we have observed above, Dut
h zi
hzelf, Kannada tannu-taane, Chinese ziji and ta-ziji, Russiansebja, and English himself all allow 
oargument binding without lexi
al re�exivity and allow statueinterpretations in theMadame Tussaud 
ontext. These anaphors are all Near-re�exive anaphors. Someof them are morphologi
ally 
omplex and some are simplex. The morphologi
al 
omposition ofanaphor does not distinguish the property of anaphors.Lidz's (2001a,b) way to 
lassify anaphors based on their semanti
s: anaphors that purely fun
-tion as variable (Pure re�exive anaphors) and anaphors that 
an 
ontribute something to interpreta-tion (Near re�exive anaphors), gives a better a

ount for the behavior and properties of anaphors inlanguages than R&R's one based on their morphologi
al 
omposition. He proposes that individualanaphors are lexi
ally spe
i�ed as a Near re�exive anaphor or not. This analysis is 
onsistent withthe 
rosslinguisti
 fa
ts that even morphologi
ally simplex anaphors, su
h as Chinese ziji `self,' allow
oargument binding and indu
e Near re�exivity.
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3 Appli
ability of predi
ate-
entered approa
hes to JapaneseIn this se
tion, we apply the predi
ate-
entered approa
hes to anaphor binding: Reinhart and Reuland(1993) and Lidz (2001a,b), to Japanese. Before that, we brie�y explain why the Binding Theoryapproa
h (Chomsky, 1981, 1986b), a traditional theory of re�exivity, is not enough to a

ount foranaphor binding in Japanese and we need an alternative a

ount in Se
tion 3.1. Then, we applyReinhart and Reuland (1993) and Lidz (2001a,b) to Japanese in Se
tions 3.2 and 3.3.3.1 Nominal-type approa
hAs we have seen in (1), the possibility of lo
al binding of zibun `self' di�ers depending on propertiesof 
oo

uring predi
ates. Lo
al binding is allowed with some verbs as in (1a), but not allowed withother verbs as in (1b). If the senten
es in (1) are embedded, long-distan
e (LD) binding of zibun isallowed in both senten
es, as (37) indi
ates. If zibun is an anaphor, Binding Prin
iple A given in(3a) fails to regulate (1b) and the LD binding in (37b). If zibun is a pronoun, Binding Prin
iple B in(3b) fails to regulate (1a) and the lo
al binding in (37a).6 We have seen in (5) and (6) that BindingPrin
iples A and B 
apture the 
omplementary distribution of the English anaphor and pronoun.However, it seems that they 
annot 
apture the behavior of zibun in (1) and (37): the anaphor-likebehavior of zibun bound by John and the pronoun-like behavior bound by Mary, unless we say thatzibun is lexi
ally ambiguous and 
lassi�ed as both anaphori
 and pronominal. We also have to explainwhy zibun behaves like an anaphor when it o

urs with predi
ates su
h as semeru `blame' in (37a),while it behaves like a pronoun with predi
ates su
h as keru `ki
k,' as the una

eptability of the lo
albinding in (37b).(37) a. Mary-ga [ John-ga zibun-o seme-ta ℄ to omot-ta.Mary-Nom John-Nom self-A

 blame-Past -Comp think-Past`Maryi thought that Johnj blamed selfi=j.'b. Mary-ga [ John-ga zibun-o ket-ta ℄ to omot-ta.Mary-Nom John-Nom self-A

 ki
k-Past -Comp think-Past`Maryi thought that Johnj blamed selfi=�j.'In addition, although Chomsky's theory is based on the observation in English, whi
h has only onetype of anaphor (pronoun+`self'), Japanese has more than one type of anaphor: zibun `self,' zibun-zisin `self-self,' pronoun+-self (su
h as kare-zisin `himself') and aÆxal re�exives zi-/ziko- `self.'76 It has been debaed in the literature whether zibun is a pronoun (Fukui, 1984, Ueda, 1984, 1986, Sporti
he, 1986)or an anaphor (Katada, 1988, 1991, Aikawa, 1993, Abe, 1997, Hara, 2002, Nishigau
hi, 2005, Kishida, 2005, Shimada,2006, Nishigau
hi and Kishida, 2008, Nishigau
hi, 2009).7Though Hoji (1991) argues that kare does not 
orrespond to he in English, we 
all kare as a pronoun in Japanese inthis paper. 19



R&R (1993) mainly observe West Germani
 languages that have more than one kind of re�exiveanaphor su
h as Dut
h and German. For example, Dut
h has three kinds of anaphors: zi
h `self,'zi
hzelf `self-self,' and `m zelf `himself.' Lidz (2001a,b) also observes languages that have severaltypes of anaphor su
h as Kannada, Chinese and Russian. We believe that the appli
ation of thoseanalyses 
ould give a better a

ount than Chomsky's analysis to anaphor binding in Japanese.3.2 Reinhart and Reuland (1993)How anaphors in Japanese are 
lassi�ed under R&R's (1993) approa
h has been dis
ussed. Manystudies (Aikawa, 1993, Hara, 2002, Kishida, 2005, Nishigau
hi and Kishida, 2008) do not regardzibun as the re�exivizer anaphor in Japanese, but Shimada (2006, 64) 
laims that zibun is a re�exivizerbased on the following observation. The predi
ate semeru `blame' 
an o

ur with a non-re�exiveobje
tMary in (38a) but also with a re�exive anaphor zibun in (38b). Her 
laim is that zibun 
onvertsa transitive predi
ate into a re�exive verb, so it is a re�exivizer.(38) a. John-ga Mary-o seme-taJohn-Nom Mary-A

 blame-Past`John blamed Mary.'b. John-ga zibun-o seme-taJohn-Nom self-A

 blame-Past (=(1a))`John blamed self.'We, however, do not think that this 
laim is 
ompatible with R&R (1993). The de�nition of re�ex-ivizer anaphor under their theory says that re�exivizers should be morphologi
ally 
omplex. Zibunis, however, morphologi
ally simplex. Japanese have a morphologi
ally 
omplex anaphor zibun-zisin`self-self.' So, if we stri
tly follow R&R's de�nition, zibun-zisin is 
ategorized as the re�exivizeranaphor and zibun as a non-re�exivizer anaphor in Japanese (Cf. Aikawa, 1993, Kishida, 2005).If this is the 
ase, the appli
ation of R&R's analysis would explain the 
ontrastive a

eptability oflo
al zibun binding in (1), repeated here as (39) with only one of the verbs, as follows. If the predi
atein (39a) is inherently marked as re�exive in the lexi
on, then it is lexi
ally re�exive-marked. The non-re�exivizer anaphor zibun 
an be used. On the other hand, the predi
ate in (39b) is non-re�exive. Inthe example, the predi
ate takes the non-re�exivizer anaphor. The predi
ate is not re�exive-marked,so (39b) is ex
luded.(39) a. John-ga zibun-o seme-taJohn-Nom SE-A

 blame([+ref℄)-Past (=(1a))`Johni blamed selfi.' 20



b.*John-ga zibun-o ket-taJohn-Nom SE-A

 ki
k([�ref℄)-Past (=(1b))`Johni ki
ked selfi.'Then, the appli
ation of R&R's analysis makes us predi
t that the predi
ate 
an be re�exivized by tak-ing a re�exivizer anaphor, zibun-zisin and then it is re�exive-marked. See (40) in whi
h the predi
atesused in (39) o

ur with the re�exivizer anaphor zibun-zisin.(40) a. John-ga zibun-zisin-o seme-taJohn-Nom SELF-A

 blame([+ref℄)-Past`Johni blamed self-selfi.'b.*/??John-ga zibun-zisin-o ket-taJohn-Nom SELF-A

 ki
k([�ref℄)-Past`Johni ki
ked self-selfi.'Contrary to the predi
tion, (40b) is still not good.8 The a

eptability of lo
al anaphor binding in (40b)does not improve 
ompared with the one in (39b), so we 
on
lude that zibun-zisin is not a re�exivizeranaphor in R&R's sense. It seems that Japanese anaphors and pronouns 
annot be 
lassi�ed based onthe [SELF℄ and [R℄ properties. For, both zibun and zibun-zisin are [-SELF℄, as they 
annot re�exivizea predi
ate. The two types 
annot be distinguished by the property.As we will see the detail in Se
tion 5, we 
laim that the predi
ate system in Japanese with respe
tto re�exivity di�ers from the one in Dut
h that R&R observe. In Japanese, the predi
ate semeru`blame' in (39a) and (40a) 
an o

ur with zibun as well as zibun-zisin, while the predi
ate keru`ki
k' in (39b) and (40b) 
an o

ur with neither zibun nor zibun-zisin. On the other hand, in Dut
h,inherently re�exive predi
ates 
an o

ur with only the non-re�exivizer anaphor zi
h and not with there�exivizer anaphor zi
hzelf. Non-re�exive predi
ates require the re�exivizer anaphor.3.3 Lidz (2001a,b)To see if Lidz's (2001a,b) approa
h is appli
able to Japanese, we apply the two diagnosti
s to distin-guish Pure re�exive anaphors from Near re�exive anaphors to Japanese re�exives: zibun, zibun-zisinand aÆxal zi-/ziko- in this subse
tion. (
f. Shimada, 2006, Miura, 2008).9Before that, we should note that there are two usages of zibun-zisin. Mihara and Hiraiwa (2006,78) dis
uss that if the -zisin part of zibun-zisin has an a

ent as (41a), this zibun-zisin fun
tions as an8In (40b), if zibun-zisin indu
es a 
ontrastive reading su
h as `John (a

identally) ki
ked HIMSELF, though he wassupposed to ki
k the ball,' the a

eptability of lo
al anaphor binding of the senten
e improves a little bit. With thisreading, the senten
e is not so infeli
itous, so the senten
e has two question marks.9Japanese has one more type of anaphor that 
onsists of a pronoun and -zisin su
h as kare-zisin `him-self' and kanojo-zisin `her-self.' This type of anaphor is rarely used by Japanese speakers, so we ex
lude this type of anaphor from thedis
ussion in this se
tion. We fo
us on only feature-unspe
i�ed anaphors.21



intensi�ed form of zibun. By 
ontrast, zibun-zisin fun
tions as a re�exive anaphor if it does not havean a

ent on that part as in (41b). We 
all the former type `the stressed zibun-zisin' and the latter `the�at zibun-zisin.'(41) a. zibun-z�́sinb. zibunzisin (Mihara and Hiraiwa, 2006, 78 (49))The suÆx -zisin 
an atta
h to several kinds of [+ human℄ elements as an `intensi�er' of the noun thatit atta
hes to: it 
an atta
h to the anaphor zibun `self' as in (41a), pronouns su
h as kare `him' askare-zisin `he himself' in (42a) and a proper noun as in (42b).10 We talk about zibun-zisin with theintensi�er usage in the diagnosti
s in (43) and (44).(42) a. Kare-zisin-ga sono mondai-o toi-ta.he-self-Nom the problem-A

 solve-Past`He himself solved the problem.'b. Mary-gaMary-Nom John-zisin-oJohn-self-A

 hihansi-ta
riti
ize-Past`Mary 
riti
ized John himself, not anybody related to him.' (Nakamura, 1989, 206 (1a))Now, let us apply the two diagnosti
s utilized in Lidz (2001a,b). In (43), the availability of statuereading in the Madame Tussaud 
ontext is tested. Zibun indu
es a Near re�exive reading, whilezibun-zisin and zi-/ziko- allow only Pure re�exive readings.(43) a. Johni-wa zibuni-o hihan-si-ta.John-Top self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past`John 
riti
ized self.' (zibun = John, statue)b. Johni-wa zibun-zibuni-o hihan-si-ta.John-Top self-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past`John 
riti
ized self-self.' (zibun-zisin = John, *statue)10Kare-zisin `him-self' is generally regarded as an anaphor (see Footnote9). However, as Nakamura (1989) reports, thishas another usage: an intensi�ed form of pronoun. In (i), if kare-zisin is used as an anaphor, it has to take the subje
t Johnas its ante
edent. The index i indi
ates the reading. If it is used as an intensi�ed form of pronoun, we get the reading inwhi
h the pronoun kare `him' refers to a 
ertain male, not John, and this pronoun is intensi�ed. The reading is indi
atedwith the index j. We add the indi
es and the translations to the original example.(i) Johnj-ga [karej-zisin℄i-o hihan-si-ta.John-Nom him-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past`Johni 
riti
ized selfj. / Johnj 
riti
ized HIM (not someone else).' (Nakamura, 1989, (2
,b))
22




. John-wa ziko-hihan-si-ta.John-Top self-
riti
ism-do-Past`Johni 
riti
ized himselfi.' (ziko- = John, *statue)In (44), the availability of non-sloppy identity reading in 
omparative deletion 
onstru
tion is tested.Zibun indu
es non-sloppy identity reading as well as sloppy identity reading. On the other hand,zibun-zisin and zi-/ziko- indu
e only sloppy identity readings.(44) a. Mary-ga John yorimo hagesiku zibun-o hihan-si-ta.Mary-Nom John than severely self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past`Mary 
riti
ized herself more severely than John 
riti
ized fhimself / herg.'b. Mary-ga John yorimo hagesiku zibun-zisin-o hihan-si-ta.Mary-Nom John than severely self-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past`Mary 
riti
ized herself more severely than John 
riti
ized fhimself / *herg.'
. Mary-ga John yorimo hagesiku ziko-hihan-si-ta.Mary-Nom John than severely self-
riti
ism-do-Past`Mary 
riti
ized herself more severely than John 
riti
ized fhimself / *herg.'The results of the diagnosti
s are summarized in (45).(45) a. Zibun is a Near re�exive anaphor.b. Zibun-zisin is a Pure re�exive anaphor.
. The aÆxal re�exives zi-/ziko- are Pure re�exive anaphors.If we follow the predi
tion given in (36) that Condition R makes, however, both zibun and zibun-zisin are 
ategorized as Near re�exive anaphors sin
e both 
an be bound by 
oarguments in the la
kof lexi
al re�exivity in (46a) and (46b). The reason that we 
laim that (46) la
ks lexi
al re�exivity isthe following: in (43a), zibun 
an indu
e a Near re�exive anaphor, then, Condition R is not operativein the example. So, we 
an say that zibun does not mark lexi
al re�exivity and semanti
 re�exivity,and that the predi
ate in (46a) does not have lexi
al or semanti
 re�exivity. Then, the predi
ate in(46b) also la
ks both re�exivity. Thus, we 
on
lude that both zibun and zibun-zisin are bound by a
oargument in the la
k of lexi
al re�exivity in (46). Both are spe
i�ed as having the Near re�exivefun
tion in the lexi
on.(46) a. Johni-wa zibuni-o hihan-si-ta.John-Top self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past (=(43a))`John 
riti
ized self.' 23



b. Johni-wa zibun-zisini-o hihan-si-ta.John-Top self-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past (=(43b))`John 
riti
ized self-self.'Here, we, however, have a 
ontradi
tion. Zibun-zisin is a Pure re�exive anaphor in the 
lassi�-
ation in (45), but predi
ted as a Near re�exive anaphor by (36). Lidz's approa
h is apparently notappli
able to Japanese. Nevertheless, we 
laim that his approa
h applies to Japanese and a

ounts forthe behavior of Japanese anaphors: zibun, zibun-zisin and zi-/ziko-. In the next se
tion, we attemptto dispense with this apparent 
ontradi
tion extending Lidz's (2001a,b) analysis and Liu's (2003)analysis of Chinese anaphor ziji-benshen `self-self.'We need to mention that the appli
ation of Lidz's (2001a,b) analysis to Japanese o�ers a newdire
tion in studies of anaphor binding in Japanese. As we have been dis
ussing, lo
al zibun bindingis allowed with some verbs but not with other verbs, as the 
ontrastive availability of lo
al binding in(1) shows. However, under Near re�exive interpretation, this 
ontrast disappears. Lo
al binding ofzibun be
omes a

eptable with both types of verb as in (47).(47) a. Johni-waJohn-Top zibuni-oself-A

 f nikun-de-iruf hate�Prog�Pres / seme-ta g./ blame-Pastg`Johni f hates / blamed g the statue that depi
ts himi.'b. Johni-waJohn-Top zibuni-oself-A

 f nagut-taf hit-Past / ket-ta g./ ki
k-Pastg`Johni f hit / ki
ked g the statue that depi
ts himi.'We will dis
uss in Se
tion 5 that the �nding that lo
al binding of zibun is always available under Nearre�exive interpretations sheds light on explanation of the 
ontrast in (1).
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4 Re�exivity of Japanese anaphorsIn this paper, we propose that free-morpheme anaphors zibun `self' and zibun-zisin `self-self' are Nearre�exive anaphors, while bound-morpheme anaphors zi- and ziko- `self' are Pure re�exive anaphors inJapanese and some other languages su
h as Korean and Chinese. We assume that there is parametri
variation and some languages distinguishes the two types of re�exives based on the morphologi
al
omposition of anaphors. For example, in languages su
h as Dut
h and Kannada, the morphologi
al
omposition distinguishes the two types of re�exives: Morphologi
ally 
omplex anaphors are Nearre�exives while simplex ones are Pure re�exives. Re
all the 
ontrast in (27) and (28) for Dut
h and(31) for Kannada.Zibun and zibun-zisin are both Near re�exives sin
e both 
an be bound by a 
oargument in thela
k of lexi
al re�exivity as predi
ted by (36). Bound-morpheme anaphors are Pure re�exive anaphorslike Spanish se-
liti
 (Cf. Shimada, 2006). However, we fa
e a 
ontradi
tion: zibun-zisin does notbehave like a Near re�exive anaphor in (43) and (44). To dispense with the apparent 
ontradi
tionthat zibun-zisin yields, we 
laim that zibun-zisin is a Near re�exive anaphor but it behaves like a Purere�exive anaphor as it has a spe
ial fun
tion as an intensi�er. Following Liu (2003)'s `fo
us operatoranaphor' analysis of Chinese anaphor ziji-benshen `self-self,' we propose that zibun-zisin fun
tionsas an `intensi�er operator anaphor' and the intensi�er fun
tion 
ountera
ts its Near re�exive anaphorstatus. What looks like a `Pure re�exive reading' in (43b) is a
tually a `Pure identity reading,' asChinese ziji-benshen indu
es.In the following subse
tions, we 
onsider re�exivity of the three types of anaphor in Japanese:zibun, zibun-zisin and zi-/ziko-morphemes. Our 
laim is that Lidz's (2001a,b) distin
tion: lexi
allyre�exive-marked predi
ates indu
e Pure re�exivity while synta
ti
ally re�exive-marked predi
atesindu
e both Pure and Near re�exivity, is true in Japanese. Lidz's Condition R, given in (30) andrepeated here as (48), is operative to regulate the third type of anaphor.(48) Condition R�x[P (x,x)℄ $ (� 1 = � 2)semanti
s �-grid4.1 Re�exivity of ZibunIf we follow (36), the predi
tion made under Lidz's (2001a) analysis, the availability of 
oargumentbinding in (46a) shows that zibun is a Near re�exive anaphor. This is 
onsistent with the results of thediagnosti
s in (43a) and (44a), repeated here as (49a) and (49b).(49) a. Johni-wa zibuni-o hihan-si-ta.John-Top self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past (=(43a))`John 
riti
ized self.' (zibun = John, statue)25



b. Mary-ga John yorimo hagesiku zibun-o hihan-si-ta.Mary-Nom John than severely self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past (=(44a))`Mary 
riti
ized herself more severely than John 
riti
ized fhimself / herg.'Zibun indu
es the Near re�exive reading as well as the Pure re�exive reading in the Madame Tussaud
ontext, and it indu
es the non-sloppy identity reading as well as the sloppy identity reading. In thelexi
on, zibun is spe
i�ed as having the Near re�exive fun
tion: f (x), the se
ond argument in theformula (50b).(50) �x [P (x,f(x))℄ (near re�exive) (=(29b))Zibun refers to what the fun
tion returns taking an ante
edent x as its input. Pure re�exive is asub
ase of Near re�exive: if the fun
tion takes x as its input and returns x, the anaphor refers to x,the ante
edent itself. So, in (49a), both the Near re�exive reading and the Pure re�exive reading area

eptable. Zibun 
an bear own index as it is not a variable. Thus, the non-sloppy identity reading isalso available in (49b).4.2 Re�exivity of Zibun-zisinZibun-zisin `self-self' is also 
ategorized as a Near re�exive anaphor be
ause the anaphor 
an bebound by the 
oargument ante
edent John in the la
k of lexi
al re�exivity, as seen in (46b). However,as we have seen in (43b) and (44b), repeated here as (51a) and (51b), zibun-zisin (the stressed zibun-zisin) does not behave like a Near re�exive anaphor. The status as a Near re�exive anaphor 
ontradi
tswith the unavailability of Near re�exive readings and non-sloppy identity readings.(51) a. Johni-wa zibun-zibuni-o hihan-si-ta.John-Top self-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past (=(43b))`John 
riti
ized self-self.' (zibun-zisin = John, *statue)b. Mary-ga John yorimo hagesiku zibun-zisin-o hihan-si-ta.Mary-Nom John than severely self-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past (=(44b))`Mary 
riti
ized herself more severely than John 
riti
ized fhimself / *herg.'To dispense with this apparent 
ontradi
tion, we propose that zibun-zisin fun
tions as an `in-tensi�er operator anaphor,' following Liu's (2003) `fo
us operator anaphor' analysis of ziji-benshen`self-self' in Chinese. We propose that the intensi�er fun
tion of zibun-zisin 
ountera
ts its Nearre�exive anaphor status. We review Liu's analysis �rst and then apply the analysis to zibun-zisin.
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4.2.1 Fo
us Operator anaphor in Chinese: Liu (2003)We have seen in se
tion 2.3 that the Chinese anaphors ziji `self' and ta-ziji `him-self' behave asNear re�exive anaphors. Liu (2003) reports that another anaphor ziji-benshen `self-self' in the samelanguage behaves like a Pure re�exive anaphor. Compare the three senten
es in (52).(52) a. Jiang Jie-Shi henhen-de da-le ziji yi-xia.Jiang Jie-Shi furiously hit-Asp self one-Cl`Jiang Jie-Shii hit himselfi furiously.' (ziji = Jiang Jie-Shi, statue)b. Jiang Jie-Shi henhen-de da-le ta-ziji yi-xia.Jiang Jie-Shi furiously hit-Asp him-self one-Cl`Jiang Jie-Shii hit himselfi furiously.' (ta-ziji = Jiang Jie-Shi, statue)
. Jiang Jie-Shi henhen-de da-le ziji-benshen yi-xia.Jiang Jie-Shi furiously hit-Asp self-self one-Cl`Jiang Jie-Shii hit himselfi furiously.' (ziji-benshen = Jiang Jie-Shi, *statue)(Liu, 2003, (11))Liu (2003) analyzes what looks like Pure re�exivity in Lidz's (2001a,b) sense in (52
) as a
tually`Pure identity' between the anaphor and its ante
edent. Under his theory, Pure identity between thefo
us anaphor ziji-benshen and its ante
edent arises as a 
onsequen
e of the three properties of theanaphor: (i) the semanti
 
omposition of the near re�exive fun
tion of ziji `self,' (ii) a fo
us fun
tionof -benshen `self,' and (iii) the operator status of the anaphor. He suggests that ziji-benshen is afo
us anaphor that sele
ts the best representation of the ante
edent of ziji, 
onsequently the a
tualperson, from the set of what the near re�exive fun
tion of ziji denotes. Thus, Pure identity doesnot imply Pure re�exivity, but Pure re�exivity does imply Pure identity. Also, he 
laims that ziji-benshen is not a Pure re�exive anaphor from the viewpoint of the semanti
 
ontents of anaphor.Pure anaphors (e.g. zi
h 'self' in Dut
h) are variables without any 
ontent, while fo
us anaphors(ziji-benshen 'self-self' in Chinese) have ri
h semanti
/pragmati
 
ontents as fo
us markers. He
laims that there are typologi
ally two ways to indu
e pure identity between anaphors and ante
edent:(i) Pure re�exivity indu
ed as a 
onsequen
e of Condition R (Lidz, 2001a,b) and (ii) Pure identityindu
ed as a 
onsequen
e of fo
us fun
tion of anaphors. Languages like Dut
h and Kannada sele
tthe �rst way, and languages like Chinese use the se
ond way.Now, let us see why Liu regards the suÆx -benshen `-self' as a fo
us marker and the 
omplexziji-benshen as a fo
us operator anaphor. Following Roory
k and Wyngaerd (1998), Liu proposesthat -benshen is `a fo
us marker that involves a notion of s
alarity with respe
t to the expe
tations ofthe speaker' (Liu, 2003, 33). He 
ompares -benshen `-self' with the fo
us maker zhiyou `only' in thelanguage. In (53), the fo
us marker zhiyou `only' expresses the fa
t that the person re
eiving the U.S.Se
retary of State is lower on the s
ale than the one the speaker expe
ted. In (54), -benshen `self'27



expresses the fa
t that the person re
eiving the U.S. Se
retary of State is higher on the s
ale than theone the speaker expe
ted. Thus, Liu regards -benshen as a fo
us marker.(53) Wei-le tuxian liang-guo jian 
unzai de jinzhang guanxi, zhiyou wai-jiao-buFor-Asp highlight two-state between exist DE tense relation only foreign-ministry
i-zhang dao ji
hang yingjie lai-fang de meiguo guowuqing.assistant-minister arrive airport wel
ome 
ome-visit DE United States Se
retary of State`In order to highlight the tension between the two 
ountries, only the Assistant Foreign Minister
ame to the airport to wel
ome the U.S. Se
retary of State.' (Liu, 2003, (26))(54) Wei-leFor-Asp jiaqiangreinfor
e liang-guotwo-state jianbetween deDE bangyi,friendship zongtongpresident benshenself yaowant daoarrive ji
hangairportlai
ome yingjiewel
ome meiguoUnited States guowuqing.Se
retary of State`In order to reinfor
e the diplomati
 relationship between the United States and us, the presidenthimself will 
ome to the airport to wel
ome the U.S. Se
retary of State.' (Liu, 2003, (27))When this suÆx is atta
hed to the Near re�exive anaphor ziji, the fo
us marker suÆx -benshen sele
tsthe best representation, or the highest one on the s
ale, from the range of the Near re�exive fun
tionof ziji. So, in (52
), the best representation, the a
tual person Jiang Jie-Shi, is sele
ted as the referen
eof the anaphor ziji-benshen.Liu (2003) further proposes that ziji-benshen fun
tions as an operator be
ause this anaphor hasa `semanti
 range,' namely the range of the Near re�exive fun
tion of ziji (Cf. Katada, 1991). Thepossession of `semanti
 range' is a property shared by other operators su
h as quanti�ers, wh-words,and null operators. To support this proposal, he shows the 
ontrast illustrated in (55). In (55a), theNear re�exive anaphor ziji allows the non-sloppy reading as well as the sloppy reading. In 
ontrast,in (55b), the fo
us operator anaphor ziji-benshen allows only the sloppy reading. The obje
t of thedeleted predi
ate in (55b) 
an depend on only the embedded subje
t. Based on this observation, Liuassumes that the deleted stru
ture involves an operator-variable relation and that the ziji-benshen is afo
us operator anaphor that adjoins to VP at LF, as illustrated in (56). Under his analysis, the fa
t thatonly sloppy identity reading is allowed in (55b) in 
omparative deletion 
onstru
tions is a

ountedfor by assuming that the anaphor is an operator that undergoes LF movement leaving a tra
e.(55) a. Zhangsan zianzai bi Lisi guoqu geng quanxin ziji-de liyiZhangsan now 
ompare Lisi past more 
are-about self-DE bene�ti. `Zhangsani 
ares about hisi bene�t more than Lisij 
ared about hisj bene�t.'ii. `Zhangsani 
ares about hisi bene�t more than Lisij 
ared about hisi bene�t.'28



b. Zhangsan zianzai bi Lisi guoqu geng quanxin ziji-benshen-de liyiZhangsan now 
ompare Lisi past more 
are-about self-self-DE bene�ti. `Zhangsani 
ares about hisi bene�t more than Lisij 
ared about hisj bene�t.'ii.*`Zhangsani 
ares about hisi bene�t more than Lisij 
ared about hisi bene�t.'(Liu, 2003, (32))(56) [ [ Lisi ℄ [VP ziji-bensheni [VP : : : ti : : : ℄ ℄ ℄ (Liu, 2003, (33b))Based on the dis
ussion above, Liu 
on
ludes that ziji-benshen is a fo
us operator anaphor, nota Pure re�exive anaphor in Lidz's (2001a,b) sense. The anaphor indu
es Pure identity between theanaphor and its ante
edent as a 
onsequen
e of the three properties of the anaphor: (i) the semanti

omposition of the Near re�exive fun
tion of ziji, (ii) a fo
us fun
tion of -benshen, and (iii) theoperator status of the anaphor.4.2.2 Intensi�er anaphor Zibun-zisinFollowing Liu's (2003) analysis, we propose that zibun-zisin (the stressed zibun-zisin) in Japaneseis an intensi�er operator anaphor. The suÆx -zisin `self' fun
tions as an intensi�er as in (57). Weassume that intensi�ers, like fo
us markers, have `semanti
 range' and the element that is most inten-si�ed is sele
ted from the range. So, we think that intensi�er anaphors fun
tion are operators.(57) Mary-ga John-zisin-o hihan-si-ta.Mary-Nom John-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past (=(42b))`Mary 
riti
ized John himself, not anybody related to him.'We propose that what looks like Pure re�exivity in (51a) is a
tually Pure identity between theanaphor and its ante
edent as a 
onsequen
e of the three properties of the anaphor: the semanti

omposition of the Near re�exive fun
tion of zibun `self,' an intensi�er fun
tion of -zisin `-self,' andthe operator status of the anaphor zibun-zisin `self-self.' Like the fo
us operator anaphor ziji-benshenin Chinese, zibun-zisin, an intensi�er anaphor, sele
ts the best representation of the ante
edent ofzibun from the set of what the Near re�exive fun
tion of zibun denotes. The a
tual person, theante
edent itself, is sele
ted. Then, the statue reading is ex
luded in (51a). The assumption thatzibun-zisin is an operator that undergoes LF movement explains the unavailability of the non-sloppyidentity reading in (51b), repeated here as (58a). The deleted 
lause in (58a) is assumed to have the LFstru
ture given in (58b), and the tra
e of zibun-zisin 
an be bound by only the subje
t of the deleted
lause. The tra
e must be bound by John and only the sloppy identity reading is allowed in (51b).(58) a. Mary-ga John yorimo hagesiku zibun-zisin-o hihan-si-ta.Mary-Nom John than severely self-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past (=(44b))`Mary 
riti
ized herself more severely than John 
riti
ized fhimself / *herg.'29



b. [IP John [VP zibun-zisini [VP : : : ti hihan-si : : : ℄ ℄ ta ℄ (Based on Liu, 2003, (33b))As a support of our 
laim that intensi�er anaphors do not behave like Near re�exive anaphors, weshow the following example from English. The intensi�er fun
tion of -zisin in Japanese is similarto himself in `he himself' in English.11 Himself and he himself behave parallel to zibun and zibun-z�́sin. In (59a), the statue reading of himself is available. On the other hand, in (59b), only the Purere�exive reading in whi
h he himself refers to John is available, but the senten
e sounds senseless.(60) indu
es only a sloppy identity reading.(59) a. John believes himself to be made of alabaster.b. # John believes he himself is made of alabaster.(60) John believes that he himself would win more fervently than Bill did.So, we 
on
lude that zibun-zisin is a Near re�exive anaphor that 
an be bound by 
oargument inthe la
k of lexi
al re�exivity, but its status as a Near re�exive is 
ountera
ted by its fun
tion as anintensi�er. This intensi�er operator anaphor zibun-zisin does not allow Near re�exive readings in theMadame Tussaud 
ontext and non-sloppy identity readings in 
omparative deletion 
onstru
tions.4.2.3 Zibun-zisin as Non-Intensi�erAs we have mentioned, there are two usages of zibun-zisin (Mihara and Hiraiwa, 2006): we 
all themthe stressed zibun-zisin and the �at zibun-zisin. Under our analysis, zibun-zisin is 
lassi�ed as a Nearre�exive anaphor as it is a free-morpheme anaphor. We have dis
ussed in the last subse
tion that thestressed zibun-zisin fun
tions as an intensi�er operator anaphor due to its intensi�er fun
tion of the-zisin part, but its Near re�exive anaphor status is 
ountera
ted. We predi
t that the �at zibun-zisinfun
tions as a Near re�exive anaphor, as it does not have the intensi�er fun
tion. This predi
tion isborne out, as (61) indi
ates.(61) a. Johni-waJohn-Top zibun-zisini-oself-self-A

 hihan-si-ta.
riti
ism-do-Past`John 
riti
ized self-self.' (zibun-zisin = John, statue)b. Mary-ga John yorimo hagesiku zibun-zisin-o hihan-si-ta.Mary-Nom John than severely self-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past`Mary 
riti
ized herself more severely than John 
riti
ized fhimself / ?herg.'The �at zibun-zisin allows a Near re�exive reading as well as a Pure re�exive reading in (61a). Thea

eptability of non-sloppy identity reading in (61b) improves, 
ompared with the one in (51b) withthe stressed zibun-zisin.11I thank Norbert Hornstein for pointing this out. 30



4.3 Re�exivity of Zi- and Ziko-Finally, we 
onsider the re�exivity of bound-morpheme (aÆxal) re�exives: zi- `self' and ziko- `self'used in Sino-Japanese 
omplex predi
ates, known as `zi-verbs' and `ziko-verbs,' su
h as zi-ritu-suru`support oneself' and ziko-hihan-suru `
riti
ize oneself' in (62). These predi
ates 
onsist of threeparts: (a) the re�exive morpheme zi-/ziko-, (b) Sino-Japanese origin verbal nouns (e.g. ritu `support'in (62a) and hihan `
riti
ism' in (62b)), and (
) the light verb suru `do' (Grimshaw and Mester,1988). As noted in Tsujimura and Aikawa (1996, 1999), there are two types of zi-/ziko-verbs: verbsthat 
annot o

ur with an obje
t argument as in (63) and ones that 
an o

ur with an obje
t argumentas in (64). In this paper, `zi-verbs and ziko-verbs' refer to verbs of the �rst type that 
annot o

ur withan obje
t argument (as in (62) and (63)).(62) a. John-ga zi-ritu-si-ta.John-Nom self-support-do-Past`Johni supported himselfi.'b. John-ga ziko-hihan-si-ta.John-Nom self-
riti
ism-do-Past`Johni 
riti
ized himselfi.'(63) a.* John-ga fzibun / zibun-zisin / sigotog-o zi-ritu-si-ta.John-Nom fself / self-self / his job g-A

 self-support-do-Past`John supported fself / self-self / his job g.'b.*/?? John-ga f zibun / zibun-zisin / sakuhin g-o ziko-hihan-si-ta.John-Nom f self / self-self / his work g-A

 self-
riti
ism-do-Past`John 
riti
ized fself / self-self / his work g.'(64) a. John-ga f musuko / sigoto g-o zi-man-si-ta.John-Nom f son / job g-A

 by self-boast-do-Past`John boasted about f his son / his job g by himself.'b. John-ga f kiroku / menkyo g-o ziko-sinsei-si-ta.John-Nom f re
ord / li
entiate g-A

 self-appli
ation-do-Past`John applied f his re
ord / his li
entiate g by himself.'Here, let us review previous studies on zi-verbs and ziko-verbs, and after that, we introdu
e our anal-ysis and explain why we 
onsider zi-/ziko- as a Pure re�exive anaphor.Tsujimura and Aikawa (1999) propose as an analysis of zi-verb: the zi-morpheme is in
orporatedinto a verbal noun in the lexi
on and the surfa
e subje
t is originally the internal argument of thiszi-verbal noun 
omplex. Under their analysis, (62a) has the derivation given in (65). They assumethat zi- is stored as a part of the verbal noun in the lexi
on.31



(65) [TP Johni-ga [vP � � � [VP � � � [VNP ti zi-ritu℄ si ℄ � � � ℄ ta℄Elsewhere, Aikawa proposes an analysis of ziko-verbs (Aikawa, 1993). Under her analysis, the ziko-morpheme is a re�exive 
liti
 that absorbs Theme and it is a `pseudo-argument.' Pseudo-argumentshe means is an element that looks like an argument but 
annot synta
ti
ally fun
tion as an argument.She 
laims that ziko-verbs 
an be used as transitive verbs taking zibun `self,' zibun-zisin `self-self'and pronouns as their obje
t and that the three expressions in (66) mean the same and are equallya

eptable. However, many Japanese speakers, in
luding myself, do not think all the expressionssound natural. When the verb o

urs with zibun or zibun-zisin, the expressions sound redundant. Thereading in whi
h kare `him' refers to John is una

eptable (Binding Prin
iple B violation).(66) John-ga f zibun / zibun-zisin / kare g-o ziko-hihan-si-ta.John-Nom f self / self-self / him g-A

 self-
riti
ism-do-Past. (Based on Aikawa, 1993, 76)Aikawa (1993) 
laims that Sino-Japanese predi
ate (verbal noun+suru `do') that 
an take the ziko-morpheme are doubly listed in the lexi
on as [+/� re�exive℄ (in R&R's (1993) sense), while predi
atesthat 
annot take the ziko-morpheme are intrinsi
ally non-re�exive. In (67a), the predi
ate bengo-suru`defend' 
an take the ziko-morpheme. The predi
ate is marked as [+/� re�exive℄. The predi
ate 
ano

ur with either the re�exive anaphor zibun `self' in (67b) or the non-re�exive obje
tMary in (67
).On the other hand, the predi
ate sidoo-suru `guide' in (68) 
annot take the ziko-morpheme. It is anon-re�exive verb and 
annot o

ur with zibun in (68b). The ziko-morpheme is not a part of 
omplexverbs, but it is atta
hed to verb stems in syntax.(67) a. John-ga ziko-bengo-suru.John-Nom self-defense-do`John defends self.'b. John-ga zibun-o bengo-suru.John-Nom self-A

 defense-do`John defends self.'
. John-ga Mary-o bengo-suru.John-Nom Mary-A

 defense-do`John defends Mary.'(68) a.*John-ga ziko-sidoo-suru.John-Nom self-guide-do`John guides self.' 32



b.*John-ga zibun-o sidoo-suruJohn-Nom self-A

 guide-do`John guides self.'
. John-ga Mary-o sidoo-suruJohn-Nom Mary-A

 guide-do`John guides Mary.'Shimada (2006) proposes an alternative analysis of zi-verbs and ziko-verbs, 
omparing these verbswith Spanish re�exive verbs that o

ur with se-
liti
. She shows that the 
liti
 indu
es only a Purere�exive reading as in (74).(69) El zorro se lavó.The zorro Re� washed [Spanish℄`Zorro washed himself.' (se = Zorro / *statue) (Shimada, 2006, 60)Her analysis is that the zi-morpheme is lexi
ally stored as a part of verbal noun and zi-verbs arejust like inherent re�exive verbs in Dut
h (these verbs take zi
h) and in Spanish (they in
orporatethe se 
liti
: see (70)), while the ziko-morpheme may atta
h in syntax to verbs that are stored asnon-re�exive and re�exivize the predi
ate.Spanish se-
liti
 has two usages. In the �rst usage, se o

urs with intransitive verbs like 
omparse`behave.' These verbs obligatorily take se to indu
e a re�exive interpretation, as (70) indi
ates. If thepredi
ate la
ks se as in (71a), the senten
e is ill-formed. As this predi
ate is intransitive, an obje
targument is not allowed as in (71b). Shimada 
laims that se in this usage is similar to zi- in Japanese.Zi- is obligatorily required as in (72).(70) Miguel se 
omportó.Miguel Re� behaved`Miguel behaved'(71) a.*Miguel 
omportó.Miguel behavedb.*MiguelMiguel 
omportóbehaved Pablo.Pablo (Shimada, 2006, 58)(72) John-ga *(zi-) ritu-suru.John-Nom self- support-do`John supports self.' 33



The se
ond usage of se is as a re�exivizer. When it o

urs with transitive verbs like odiar `hate,' itre�exivizes the predi
ates. Compare (73) and (74). The non-re�exive predi
ate odiaba is re�exivizedin (74) by taking the se 
liti
. Shimada says that this usage of se is analogous to the fun
tion of ziko-observed in (67a).(73) Miguel odiaba patatas.Miguel hated potatoes`Miguel hated potatoes.'(74) Miguel se odiaba.Miguel Re� hated`Miguel hated himself.' (Shimada, 2006, 58)Shimada's 
laim is that the behavior of Japanese zi- and the one of Spanish se that o

urs with intran-sitive verb are the same, and the behavior of ziko- and se that o

urs with transitive verb are the same.Following Reinhart and Siloni (2005), she assumes that Spanish se (in both usages) is a Pure re�exiveanaphor that fun
tions as a variable. So, under her analysis, Japanese bound-morpheme anaphors arealso 
lassi�ed as Pure re�exive anaphors that fun
tion as variables.12As reviewed above, these studies assume that zi- and ziko- show di�erent synta
ti
 behavior. We,however, 
laim that zi- and ziko- are both anaphori
 internal arguments of verbal nouns and theseanaphors have to be in
orporated into them due to their bound morpheme nature.13 Both zi-verbs andziko-verbs show the same synta
ti
 behavior. Under our analysis, (75a) has the synta
ti
 derivationgiven in (75b).(75) a. John-ga zi-ritu-si-ta.John-Nom self-support-do-Past (=(62a))`Johni supported himselfi.'12We agree with Shimada (2006) about the analysis of bound-morpheme anaphors as bound variables. However, thereare two points that we do not agree with her. First, Shimada misunderstands Lidz's (2001a,b) analysis. Though Lidz doesnot say that the morphologi
al 
omposition of anaphor 
orresponds to semanti
 di�eren
e of anaphor, she repeats thatLidz's 
lassi�
ation: SE anaphors (morphologi
ally simplex anaphors su
h as Dut
h zi
h) are Pure re�exive anaphorsand SELF anaphors (morphologi
ally 
omplex anaphors su
h as Dut
h zi
hzelf ) are Near re�exive anaphor, partitionsthe re�exive expression in Japanese the wrong way, and she 
on
ludes that Lidz's a

ount is not appli
able to Japaneseand proposes an alternative a

ount. Se
ond, as Shimada also noti
es, there is a big di�eren
e between Japanese bound-morpheme re�exive and Spanish se: the produ
tivity. There are not so many Sino-Japanese predi
ates (verbal noun+suru`do') that the aÆxal re�exive 
an atta
h to. By 
ontrast, in Spanish, many verbs allow the atta
hment of se onto them. So,it seems that we 
annot simply 
ategorize Spanish se and Japanese zi-/ziko- in the same 
lass.13We assume that the zi- and ziko-morphemes used with zi-/ziko-verb that 
annot o

ur with an obje
t argument su
h aszi-ritu-suru `support oneself' in (63) are internal arguments of verbal nouns and they are re�exive anaphors. By 
ontrast,the zi- and ziko-morphemes used zi-/ziko-verb that 
an o

ur with an obje
t argument su
h as zi-man-suru `boast aboutoneself' and ziko-sinsei-suru `apply by oneself' in (64) are adjun
t arguments that refer to `by oneself.' See Kishida andSato (2009) for the detailed dis
ussion. 34



b. TPDPJohni-ga T'vPDPti v'VPVNPzi- VNritu Vsi v[DO℄
Tta

The re�exive morpheme zi- is base-generated as the internal argument of the verbal noun ritu `sup-port,' whereas the other argument John is merged dire
tly in [Spe
, vP℄ as an external argument ofthe v head. The zi-morpheme undergoes su

essive synta
ti
 in
orporation through the verbal nounand the light verb suru `do' into the v head to 
reate the 
omplex predi
ate, as indi
ated by the arrowsin the derivation. The external argument John undergoes movement from [Spe
, vP℄ into [Spe
, TP℄to re
eive nominative 
ase. The re�exive morpheme is assigned a

usative 
ase by the verbal noun.We assume that verbal nouns are not spe
i�ed with respe
t to re�exivity, unlike Aikawa's analysisthat the predi
ate bengo-suru `defend' in (67) is re�exive while the predi
ate sidoo-suru `guide' in(68) is non-re�exive. We assume a verbal noun itself is transitive, but the derived verbal 
omplex hasre�exivity.Our 
laim that both zi- and ziko- are an internal argument of a verbal noun is 
onsistent with thefa
t in (63) that the o

urren
e of these verbs in 
ombination with zibun and zibun-zisin as obje
targument is low in a

eptability. The internal argument positions of verbal noun are �lled with thesebound-morphemes, so zibun and zibun-zisin 
annot get 
ase and theta-role.Let us go ba
k to the re�exivity of these bound-morpheme anaphors, �nally. As we have seenin (43
) and (44
), repeated here as (76a) and (76b), ziko-verbs indu
e only Pure re�exivity in theMadame Tussaud 
ontext and non-sloppy identity readings are not available in 
omparative deletion
onstru
tions.(76) a. John-ga ziko-hihan-si-ta.John-Nom self-
riti
ism-do-Past (=(43
))`Johni 
riti
ized himselfi.' (ziko- = John, *statue)b. Mary-ga John yorimo hagesiku ziko-hihan-si-ta.Mary-Nom John than severely self-
riti
ism-do-Past (=(44
))`Mary 
riti
ized herself more severely than John 
riti
ized fhimself / *herg.'35



We 
laim that what is indu
ed in (76a) is Pure re�exivity in Lidz's (2001a,b) sense, not Pure identity,and that the bound-morpheme re�exives zi-/ziko- `self' are Pure re�exive anaphors (Cf. Shimada's(2006) 
laim reviewed above). Our proposal is that the zi-/ziko-morpheme is a Pure re�exive anaphorthat marks both semanti
 and lexi
al re�exivity, as the Russian bound-morpheme re�exive sja- in(34b) does.(77) �x [P (x,x)℄ (= (29a))The anaphor zi-/ziko- is the se
ond x in the formula. Then, the results of the diagnosti
s in (76a)and (76b) 
an be straightforwardly a

ounted for as follows: in (76a), the anaphor ziko- x and theante
edent x must be 
ompletely identi
al, and the statue reading is not available. In (76b), theanaphor fun
tions as a variable x, so the non-sloppy identity reading is not available. Lidz's ConditionR in (48), is operative to regulate zi-/ziko-verbs.We have to noti
e the semanti
 di�eren
e between Pure identity readings (what the intensi�eranaphor zibun-zisin indu
es) and Pure re�exivity readings (what the Pure re�exive anaphor zi-/ziko-indu
es). Zibun-zisin has ri
her semanti
/pragmati
 
ontents as an intensi�er than zi-/ziko- that justfun
tions as a variable without any 
ontent. (78a) has the meaning like `John 
riti
ized HIMSELF,not anyone else,' while (78b) just means `John 
riti
ized himself.'(78) a. Johni-wa zibun-zibuni-o hihan-si-ta.John-Top self-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past (=(51a))`John 
riti
ized self-self.' (zibun-zisin = John, *statue)b. John-ga ziko-hihan-si-ta.John-Nom self-
riti
ism-do-Past (=(76a))`Johni 
riti
ized himselfi.' (ziko- = John, *statue)4.4 Our Proposal in Other LanguagesBefore 
losing this se
tion, let us brie�y 
onsider if our 
laim apply to other languages. We have pro-posed that free-morpheme anaphors are Near re�exive anaphors and bound-morpheme anaphors arePure re�exive anaphors in some languages. In this subse
tion, we attempt to show that our proposalis true in Korean, Russian, Chinese, English, Spanish and Italian.In Korean, the free-morpheme anaphor 
aki `self' allows both Near and Pure re�exive readings,while the bound-morpheme anaphor 
aki- `self' allows only a Pure re�exive reading, as (79) shows.1414I really thank Sunyoung Lee for providing me Korean data and judgements. The referen
es on Korean anaphorbinding that she gave me help me a lot to develop a part of this paper. Ca / 
aki-verbs 
an be used without an a

usative
ase marker on the 
a / 
aki-morphemes as in (79b). However, for some native speakers, those expressions sound somehow
hildish. Despite this, we use those verbs without a

usative markers in this se
tion to make (81a) and (81
) in Koreanparallel to (43a) and (43
) in Japanese. 36



(79) a. John-nunJohn-Nom 
aki-lulself-A

 pange-ha-yss-ta.prote
tion-do-Past-De
 [Korean℄`Johni prote
ted himselfi.' (
aki = John, statue)b. John-nunJohn-Nom 
aki-pange-ha-yss-ta.self-prote
tion-do-Past-De
`Johni prote
ted himselfi.' (
aki- = John, *statue)(80) indi
ates that 
aki indu
es a non-sloppy identity reading as well as a sloppy identity reading,while the aÆxal 
aki- indu
es only a sloppy identity reading.(80) John-nun Bill pota te silalhakey 
aki-piphan-ha-yss-ta.John-Top Bill than more severely self-
riti
ism-do-Past-De
`Johni 
riti
ized himselfi more severely than Billj 
riti
ized himselfj (sloppy)`Johni 
riti
ized himselfi more severely than Billj 
riti
ized himi.' (� non-sloppy)Here is an interesting fa
t. Korean has another type of free-morpheme anaphor that is morpho-logi
ally simplex: 
asin `self.' Though both 
aki and 
asin are free-bound morphemes, they showdi�erent a

eptability with respe
t to Near re�exive interpretations. The Near re�exive reading `Chel-swu blew up the statue that depi
ts him' is allowed only in (81a) in whi
h 
aki is used. The expressionin (81b) with 
asin is low in a

eptability with the reading. (81
) in whi
h the aÆxal anaphor 
a- isused does not indu
e that reading.(81) a. Chelswu-ka 
aki-lul phokphahaysstaChelswu-Nom self-A

 blew up`Chelswu exploded self.' (
aki = Chelswu / statue)b. Chelswu-ka 
asin-lul phokphahaysstaChelswu-Nom self-A

 blew up`Chelswu exploded self.' (
asin = Chelswu / ?statue)
. Chelswu-kaChelswu-Nom 
aphokphahaysstaself-blew up`Chelswu exploded self.' (
aki- = Chelswu /*statue) (Kang, 2001, (18) with modi�
ation)The 
ontrast between (81a) and (81
) is 
onsistent with our 
laim. However, the 
ontrastive a

ept-ability of Near re�exive reading in (81a) and (81b) has to be explained. For, under our analysis, both
aki and 
asin are 
lassi�ed as Near re�exive anaphors. The two types of anaphor have many di�erentproperties in addition to the (un)availability of Near re�exive reading: (i) 
aki has a person restri
-tion on its ante
edent and only third-person 
an be its ante
edent, while 
asin does not have su
h a37



restri
tion, (ii) both 
aki and 
asin allow long-distan
e binding, but `blo
king e�e
ts' are observedonly with 
asin, not with 
aki (Cole et al., 1990), (iii) preferred readings for 
aki are long-distan
ebinding, while for 
asin, lo
al binding (Park, 1988, Kim, 1993, Kang, 2001), (iv) 
aki does not feli
-itously o

ur with `physi
al a
tivity verbs' (in Yoon's (1989) term) su
h as hit, while 
asin does asin (82), et
.15 We will not dwell further into the dis
ussion on 
aki and 
asin for the purposes of thispaper. We tentatively say that 
asin has a spe
ial fun
tion, as it has many di�erent properties from
aki, and its Near re�exive anaphor status is 
ountera
ted.(82) a. Johni-un f 
akii / 
asini g-ul salanghan-ta.John-Top f self / self g-A

 love-De
`John loves self'b. Johni-un f??
akii / 
asini g-ul ttayliess-taJohn-Top f self / self g-A

 hit-De
`John hits self' (Kim, 1993, (21))Let us see more data from other languages. As Lidz (2001a,b) reports, the free-morpheme anaphorsebja `self' in Russian allows a Near re�exive reading, but the bound-morpheme anaphor -sja `self'does not, as (83) shows.(83) a. JohnJohn zastrelilshot sebja.self [Russian℄`Johni shot himselfi.' (sebja = John, statue)b. JohnJohn zastrelil-sja.shot-Ref`Johni shot himselfi.' (-sja = John, *statue)Chinese free morpheme anaphors ziji `self' and ta-ziji `him-self' allow Near re�exive readings,as (84a) and (84b) show. Ziji-benshen in (84
) has a spe
ial fun
tion as a fo
us marker, so its Nearre�exive anaphor status is 
ountera
ted and Near re�exive readings are ex
luded. As in (85), thebound-morpheme zi- `self' allows only a Pure re�exive reading.15When 
aki 
an feli
itously o

ur with verbs like ki
k, if the senten
e is read as indu
ing a Near re�exive reading, as(i) shows. We have made a similar observation in Japanese: the expression in whi
h zibun o

urs with verbs like ki
k isa

epted only under a Near re�exive reading, as seen in (47).(i) Chelswu-ka f 
aki-lul /*
asin-lul g pallo 
hassta.Chelswu-Top f self-A

/ self-A

g with-foot ki
ked`Chelswu ki
ked the statue that depi
ts him with his foot' (Kang, 2001, (17) with modi�
ation)As in (82b), if 
asin o

urs with this 
lass of verb, only Pure re�exive interpretations are indu
ed and Near re�exiveinterpretations are not available. From the observations above, it seems that Korean 
an use separate anaphors dependingon types of predi
ate: 
aki for `abstra
t a
tivity verbs' and 
asin for `physi
al a
tivity verbs.' Japanese, on the other hand,la
ks these separate usages of anaphor. Some verbs are not 
ompatible with zibun, so the 
ontrast in (1) is observed.38



(84) a. Jiang Jie-Shi henhen-de da-le ziji yi-xia.Jiang Jie-Shi furiously hit-Asp self one-Cl (= (52))[Chinese℄`Jiang Jie-Shii hit himselfi furiously.' (ziji = Jiang Jie-Shi, statue)b. Jiang Jie-Shi henhen-de da-le ta-ziji yi-xia.Jiang Jie-Shi furiously hit-Asp him-self one-Cl`Jiang Jie-Shii hit himselfi furiously.' (ta-ziji = Jiang Jie-Shi, statue)
. Jiang Jie-Shi henhen-de da-le ziji-benshen yi-xia.Jiang Jie-Shi furiously hit-Asp self-self one-Cl`Jiang Jie-Shii hit himselfi furiously.' (ziji-benshen = Jiang Jie-Shi, *statue)(85) John zuihou zi-jin-le.John �nally self-killing-Asp`John �nally killed himself.' (zi- = John, *statue)Di�erent from the languages above, English has just one form of re�exive: free-morphemeanaphors su
h as himself and herself. As we have seen in (35) in Se
tion 2.3, himself fun
tionsas a Near re�exive anaphor.(86) Reagan dressed himself in the museum. (himself = Reagan, statue) (= (35b))Interestingly, unstressed forms of these anaphors ex
lude Near re�exive readings.16 Compare (87)with (86). Even they are unstressed, these anaphors are free-morphemes. Then, the unavailability ofNear re�exive readings would be problemati
 for our proposal. We would explain this by saying thatonly free-morpheme anaphors in full form 
an fun
tion as Near re�exive anaphors.(87) Reagan dressed 'mself in the museum. ('mself = Reagan, *statue)Spanish and Italian have bound-morpheme re�exives (re�exive 
liti
s): se and si, respe
tively.17As we have seen in (74), repeated here as (88), in Se
tion 4.3, the Spanish re�exive 
liti
 se allowsonly a Pure re�exive interpretation. The si in Italian also allows only a Pure re�exive reading (Cf.Burzio, 1994, Lidz, 1996, Giorgi, 2007).(88) El zorro se lavó.The zorro Re� washed (=(74)) [Spanish℄`Zorro washed himself.' (se = Zorro / *statue)16This 
ontrast is pointed out by Norbert Hornstein.17I give my thanks to Tonia Bleam, Laia Mayol, Leti
ia Pablos and Juan Uriagereka for providing me Spanish judge-ments and the data. I also thank Je� Lidz for pointing out the Italian data.39



(89) Gianni si lava.Gianni SI-washes [Italian℄`Gianni washes himself /*his statue.' (Giorgi, 2007, (15))Italian has another form to express a re�exive reading: se stesso that literally means `self-same.'18This is a free-morpheme re�exive, so we predi
t that this element indu
es a Near re�exive reading aswell as a Pure re�exive reading. This predi
tion is borne out as in (90).19(90) Gianni lava se stesso.Gianni washes self-same`Gianni washes himself / his statue.' (Giorgi, 2007, (18))All the data are 
ompatible with our 
laim: free-morpheme anaphors are Near re�exive anaphorsand bound-morpheme anaphors are Pure re�exive anaphors in some languages and the Near re�exiveanaphor status of free-morpheme anaphor is 
ountera
ted if the anaphor has a spe
ial fun
tion. So,we believe that these data supports our proposal.18Spanish also has an expression a s�́ mismo/a that literally means `he-same, her-same.' These elements 
annot o

urby themselves and obligatorily require the se 
liti
 as in (i). The Italian se stesso does not o

ur with the 
liti
 re�exive,as (90) indi
ates. We regard se stesso in Italian as a free-morpheme re�exive but not s�́ mismo/a in Spanish. Whether aNear re�exive reading is allowed in (i) is subtle: I asked several Spanish speakers but the judgements are not 
lear.(i) El zorro se lavó a s�́ mismo.The zorro Re� washed himself`Zorro washed himself = Zorro / *statue.'19Italian has another type of free-morpheme re�exive sé and this does not have a Near re�exive reading as in (i).(i) Ringo 
adde su di séRingo fell on of self`Ringo fell on himself/*his statue.' (Giorgi, 2007, (5))This is apparently a 
ounterexample to our proposal sin
e this free-morpheme anaphor does not fun
tion as a Nearre�exive anaphor. However, we believe that Italian sé is exempt from our proposal. For, this anaphor behaves di�erentlyfrom free-morpheme anaphors that we have observed su
h as Japanese zibun, Korean 
aki or Dut
h zi
h et
.: Italian sé
annot appear as a dire
t obje
t argument and it is always embedded in a PP. Compare (ii) and (iii). Sé appears in morerestri
ted 
ir
umstan
es than se stesso. Our proposal applies to only se stesso, as dis
ussed in (90).(ii) Gianni ama se stesso / *séGianni loves self-same /*self(iii) Gianni parla di ?se stesso / séGianni talks about?self-same / self (Giorgi, 2007, Footnote 6)
40



4.5 Se
tion SummaryIn this se
tion, we have proposed that free-morpheme anaphors zibun `self' and zibun-zisin `self-self'are Near re�exive anaphors, while bound-morpheme anaphors zi- and ziko- `self' are Pure re�exiveanaphors in Japanese. With respe
t to zibun-zisin, this 
lassi�
ation 
auses an apparent 
ontradi
tion.This anaphor is 
lassi�ed as a Near re�exive anaphor as a free-morpheme anaphor, but it does not al-low Near re�exive readings in the Madame Tussaud 
ontext. Under our proposal, this 
ontradi
tion isdispensed with as follows. Zibun-zisin fun
tions as an intensi�er anaphor and the intensi�er fun
tionof -zisin sele
ts the best referen
e from the set of what the Near re�exive fun
tion of zibun indu
es.The intensi�er fun
tion of zibun-zisin 
ountera
ts its Near re�exive anaphor status.In Japanese, lexi
ally (morphologi
ally) re�exive-marked predi
ates (zi-/ziko-verbs) are Pure re-�exive predi
ates, while synta
ti
ally (extrinsi
ally) re�exive-marked predi
ates that o

ur with zibunor zibun-zisin are Near re�exive predi
ates. So, we 
on
lude that Lidz's (2001a,b) 
laim that lexi
allyre�exive marked predi
ates and synta
ti
ally re�exive marked predi
ates do not form a natural 
lassis true in Japanese and his approa
h is appli
able to Japanese. His Condition R is operative to regulatere�exivity of zi-/ziko-verbs.As Lidz (2001b, 134) mentions, Condition R regulates just the distribution of Pure re�exiveanaphor in the 
oargument position. The distribution of Near re�exive anaphor and that of Purere�exive anaphor outside the 
oargument domain 
annot be explained. So, he 
laims that a synta
ti
theory is still required. Two possible theories are the 
lassi
al binding theory Chomsky (1981, 1986b)and the predi
ate-
entered theory Reinhart and Reuland (1993). We would like to take the former and
laim that the Near re�exive anaphors zibun and zibun-zisin are subje
t to the Binding Prin
iple A(re
all the prin
iples given in (3)).20 We have seen that Prin
iple A regulates zibun in (1a) but notzibun in (1b). We attribute this to the property of predi
ate that takes zibun as we will dis
uss inthe next se
tion. It has been dis
ussed whether zibun is an anaphor or a pronominal as mentioned inFootnote 6, but we believe that zibun is an anaphor.In some languages like Dut
h and Kannada that R&R (1993) and Lidz (2001a,b) observe, the mor-phologi
al 
omposition distinguishes Near re�exives and Pure re�exives: morphologi
ally 
omplexanaphors are Near re�exive anaphors and simplex ones are Pure re�exives. However, as Lidz illus-trates using the data from Russian, Chinese and English, the morphologi
al 
omposition of anaphordoes not 
lassify anaphors into semanti
 sub
lasses. The data in Subse
tion 4.4 shows that our pro-posal that free-morpheme anaphors are Near re�exives regardless of the morphologi
al 
omplexity ofanaphor while bound-morpheme anaphors are Pure re�exives in some languages is 
orre
t not onlyin Japanese but also in other languages like Korean, Russian, Chinese, English, Spanish and Ital-ian. In those languages, some free-morpheme anaphors do not behave like Near re�exive anaphorsif they have a spe
ial fun
tion, for example as a fo
us (e.g. Chinese ziji-benshen) or as an intensi�er(Japanese zibun-zisin), be
ause they indu
e Pure identity as a 
onsequen
e of properties of anaphor.20Here, we refer to zibun and zibun-zisin that are lo
ally bound. Whether lo
ally bound anaphors and long-distan
ebound ones 
an be regulated by the same synta
ti
 
onditions has been dis
ussed (see Se
tion 5.2). We are not 
laimingthat LD bound zibun and zibun-zisin are subje
t to the Binding Prin
iple A.41



5 Predi
ate System in JapaneseIn Se
tion 1, we have seen that lo
al binding of zibun is allowed with some predi
ates as in (91a) butnot allowed with others as in (91b).(91) a. Johni-wa zibuni-o f nikun-de-iru / seme-ta g.John-Top self-A

 f hate�Prog�Pres/ blame-Pastg (=(1))`Johni f hates / blamed g himselfi.'b. *Johni-waJohn-Top zibuni-oself-A

 f nagut-taf hit-Past / ket-ta g./ ki
k-Pastg*`Johni f hit / ki
ked g himselfi.'Now that we distinguish Pure re�exivity and Near re�exivity following Lidz (2001a,b), we 
anshed new light on explanation for the 
ontrastive a

eptability of lo
al zibun binding. As we have seenin (47) in Se
tion 3.3, both (91a) and (91b) be
ome a

eptable under Near re�exive interpretations asin (92). The 
ontrastive a

eptability is observed only under Pure re�exive readings.(92) a. Johni-waJohn-Top zibuni-oself-A

 f nikun-de-iruf hate�Prog�Pres / seme-ta g./ blame-Pastg`Johni f hates / blamed g the statue that depi
ts himi.'b. Johni-waJohn-Top zibuni-oself-A

 f nagut-taf hit-Past / ket-ta g./ ki
k-Pastg`Johni f hit / ki
ked g the statue that depi
ts himi.'The predi
ates nikumu `hate' and semeru `blame' in (91a) and (92a) indu
e both Pure re�exive andNear re�exive readings, while the predi
ates naguru `hit' and keru `ki
k' in (91b) and (92b) indu
eonly Near re�exive readings.In this se
tion, we explore the predi
ate system in Japanese 
onsidering lo
al and long-distan
e(LD) binding of zibun.21 We examine the properties of predi
ates that 
annot feli
itously parti
ipatein lo
al zibun binding in (91b) and dis
uss how they di�er from predi
ates su
h as nikumu `hate' andsemeru `blame' in (91a). Our �nal goal is to explain the apparent 
ontrastive a

eptability in (91).21In this se
tion, we pay attention only to zibun, not to zibun-zisin and zi-/ziko-morphemes, be
ause (a) we attemptto a

ount for the 
ontrastive availability of lo
al zibun binding in (91), and (b) only zibun allows LD binding amonganaphors in Japanese, as (i)-(iii) show.(i) John-ga Mary-ga zibun-o hihan-si-ta to omot-ta.John-NomMary-Nom self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past Comp think-Past`Johni thought that Maryj 
riti
ized selfi=j.'(ii) John-ga Mary-ga zibun-zisin-o hihan-si-ta to omot-ta.John-NomMary-Nom self-self-A

 
riti
ism-do-Past Comp think-Past`Johni thought that Maryj 
riti
ized self-self�i=j.' 42



5.1 Japanese vs. Dut
hWe 
laim that the predi
ate system in Japanese is very di�erent from the one in Dut
h that R&R(1993) and Lidz (2001a,b) observe: Japanese does not have inherently re�exive verbs that 
an o

urwith anaphors and la
ks non-re�exive predi
ates that 
an be re�exivized by taking a re�exivizeranaphor. As we have seen in Se
tion 2.2, some verbs in Dut
h are positively marked in the lexi
on,su
h as gedraagt `behaves' in (93). `Inherently re�exive' type verbs in R&R's sense are lexi
allypositively marked with respe
t to re�exivity and indu
e only Pure re�exivity. As (93) shows, theseverbs 
an o

ur with only non-re�exivizer anaphor zi
h. By 
ontrast, Japanese seems to la
k su
hverbs. We �nd verbs that indu
e both Pure re�exivity and Near re�exivity as in (92a) and verbsthat indu
e only Near re�exive interpretation as in (92b), but we have not been su

essful in �ndingverbs that indu
e only Pure re�exive readings in 
ombination with zibun or zibun-zisin. Zi-verbs andziko-verbs indu
e only Pure re�exivity, as observed in Se
tion 4.3. These verbs, however, 
annotfeli
itously o

ur with zibun and zibun-zisin, as (94) shows.(93) Inherently re�exive predi
ate in Dut
hMaxi gedraagt f zi
hi /*zi
hzelfi /*hemi g.Max behaves f SE /*himself /*him g`Max behaves himself.' (Reuland and Everaert, 2001, (54))(94) Inherently re�exive predi
ate in JapaneseJohn-ga (*f zibun / zibun-zisin g-o) ziko-hihan-si-taJohn-Nom (f self / self-self g-A

) self-
riti
ism-do-Past`John 
riti
ized himself.'Dut
h has non-re�exive verbs that lexi
ally la
k re�exivity but 
an be re�exivized by taking there�exivizer anaphor in syntax, as (95) illustrates. Japanese does not have su
h verbs either. Verbs that
annot feli
itously o

ur with zibun 
annot be re�exivized by 
oo

uring with the morphologi
ally
omplex anaphor zibun-zisin, as the low a

eptability of (96) shows.(95) Non-re�exive predi
ate in Dut
hMaxi haat f zi
hzelfi /*zi
hi /*hemi g.Max hates f zi
hzelfi /*SE /*him g`Max hates himself.' (Reuland and Everaert, 2001, (55a))(iii) John-ga Mary-ga ziko-hihan-si-ta to omot-ta.John-NomMary-Nom self-
riti
ism-do-Past Comp think-Past`Johni thought that Maryj 
riti
ized self�i=j.'
43



(96) John-ga f*zibun / */?? zibun-zisin g-o nagut-ta.John-Nom f self / self-self g-A

 hit-Past`John hit f self / self-self g.'We propose that these verbs su
h as naguru `hit' in (96) belong to the verb 
ategory 
alled `anti-re�exive' be
ause these predi
ates 
annot feli
itously parti
ipate in a lo
al re�exive binding under aPure re�exive interpretation as in (91b). We will introdu
e the detail of our analysis in Se
tion 5.3.(97) is the list of anti-re�exive predi
ates.(97) Anti-re�exive predi
ates:naguru `hit,' keru `ki
k,' arau `wash,' korosu `kill,' damasu `de
eive,' gomakasu `
heat,' sagasu`sear
h,' miusinau `lose sight of' et
.Japanese has quite a few predi
ates that allow both Pure re�exive and Near re�exive interpre-tations of zibun. They are `Near re�exive predi
ates' in Lidz's (2001a,b) term. Other examples ofthis 
lass of verb are nikumu `hate,' semeru `blame' (both are in (91a)), bengo-suru `defend,' andhihan-suru `
riti
ize.'(98) John-gaJohn-Nom zibun-oself-A

 home-ta.praise-Past`Johni praised selfi. / Johni praised the statue that depi
ts himi.'We believe zibun that o

urs with these verbs allows both Pure re�exive and Near re�exive interpre-tations in both lo
al and LD binding 
ir
umstan
es. Consider (99) in whi
h the predi
ate homeru`praise' is used. This senten
e has four possible interpretations.22 The dis
ussion of zibun binding inthe literature has utilized these verbs.(99) Mary-wa [Mary-Top John-gaJohn-Nom zibun-oself-A

 home-ta℄praise-Past to-Comp omot-tathink-Pasta. `Mary thought that Johni praised himselfi.' (lo
al Pure re�exive reading)b. `Mary thought that Johni praised the statue that depi
ts himi.' (lo
al Near re�exive reading)
. `Maryi thought that John praised heri.' (LD Pure re�exive reading)d. `Maryi thought that John praised the statue that depi
ts heri.' (LD Near re�exive reading)In the following subse
tions, we propose that Japanese has two more 
lasses of predi
ate thathave to be 
onsidered when zibun is dis
ussed: anti-re�exive predi
ates allow only Near re�exiveinterpretations in lo
al binding but allow Pure as re�exive well as Near re�exive interpretations in LDbinding. Also, there is a 
lass of predi
ate that allow only Near re�exive interpretations in both lo
aland LD binding.22In (
), the Pure re�exive reading would not be regulated by Condition R (Lidz, 2001a,b) as the 
ondition is toregulate anaphors that are 
oarguments of their ante
edents. How Pure re�exive interpretations are indu
ed in LD binding
ir
umstan
es should be worked out. 44



5.2 Long-distan
e Binding and Re�exivityBefore examining the predi
ate system in Japanese, we 
onsider the relation between LD binding ofanaphor and re�exivity �rst. Giorgi (2006, 2007) 
laims that LD bound anaphors do not allow Nearre�exive interpretations showing data from Italian, as in (100), and Chinese. She says that a Nearre�exive reading is allowed if the anaphor proprio `self's' in Italian is lo
ally bound as in (100a),while it is not allowed if it is LD bound as in (100b). So, she 
on
ludes that the possibility of beinginterpreted as a Near re�exive anaphor 
annot be 
onsidered as a property of 
ertain anaphor perse, against Lidz's (2001a,b) 
laim that an anaphor is lexi
ally spe
i�ed if it has the Near re�exivefun
tion.(100) a. RingoRingo ammir�oadmired il proprioself's visofa
e [Italian℄`Ringo admired his fa
e / the fa
e of his statue' (Giorgi, 2006, (62))b. Ringo temeva 
he i visitatori danneggiassero il proprio visoRingo feared that the visitors might.damage self's fa
e`Ringo feared that visitors might damage his fa
e /*the fa
e of his statue'(Giorgi, 2006, (63))We, however, think that zibun in Japanese allows LD Near re�exive interpretations as in (99
,d).23Many Japanese speakers in fa
t agree with us. We believe that LD bound anaphors 
an have a Nearre�exive reading, at least in Japanese, and that the LD bound anaphor in this language, namely zibun,would be spe
i�ed as having a Near re�exive fun
tion in the lexi
on, following Lidz (2001a,b).Though we do not agree with Giorgi (2006, 2007) on her 
laim that LD bound anaphors do notallow Near re�exive interpretations, we a

ept another 
laim of hers that LD anaphors obligatorilyindu
e `de se' interpretations (Lewis, 1979, Chier
hia, 1989, among others). The notion of de sebelief 
an be illustrated by a senten
e su
h as (101).(101) Johni believes hei is a war hero. (Giorgi, 2006, (35))If (101) is interpreted as representing John's belief about himself, where the 
ontent of his thoughtmight be rephrased as a �rst personal statement `I am a war hero,' this interpretation is referred toas the de se belief. The identity between the matrix subje
t John and the pronoun he is part of thebelief as
ribed to John. (101) has another reading: John does not realize that the hero is himself andhis thought is rephrased as `that guy is a war hero.' On this interpretation, the identity is part of theinformation supplied by the speaker of the senten
e. Su
h an interpretation is referred to as the dere belief. Only when the referent of anaphor is 
ons
ious of the des
ribed event/thought, the de sereading is available.23Lidz (2001b, 133) mentions that nothing in his theory prevents a Near refelexive anaphor being a LD anaphor. Thisis borne out in Lidz (2001a). 45



Now, 
ompare the two Italian senten
es in (102). Many speaker a

ept (102a) but reje
t (102b).Note that the de se reading is allowed in the former example but disallowed in the latter. For, the lattersenten
e 
annot represent a de se belief, be
ause the unhappy young woman 
annot be 
ons
ious ofher murder as she is dead. Only the de se belief holder 
an be the ante
edent of LD anaphor.(102) a. La sventurata fan
iulla reteneva 
he il proprio �danzato fosse un gentiluomothe unhappy young.woman believed that self's sweetheart was a gentlemanb. La sventurata fan
iulla reteneva 
he il proprio assassino fosse un gentiluomothe unhappy young.woman believed that self's murderer was a gentleman(Giorgi, 2006, (46)-(47))A similar 
ontrast is observed in LD bound zibun in Japanese. Compare the two senten
es in(103). (103a) is allowed: John 
an be 
ons
ious of the event that the man tried to kill him, sin
e heis still alive. On the other hand, (103b) is ex
luded: John is dead and 
annot be 
ons
ious of havingbeen killed. Only in (103a), 
an John be the de se belief holder.(103) a. John-wa [ zibun-o korosoo-to -sita ℄ sono otoko-to mae-ni atta koto-ga atta.John-Top self-A

 kill tried the man-with before had met [Japanese℄`Johni had before met the man who tried to kill selfi.'b. *John-wa [ zibun-o korosita ℄ sono otoko-to mae-ni atta koto-ga atta.John-Top self-A

 killed the man-with before had met`Johni had before met the man who killed selfi.' (Abe, 1997, (5) with modi�
ation)Many studies in the Japanese literature have attributed the una

eptability of (103b) to `awareness'(Kuno, 1972, 1973, Abe, 1997), `empathy' (Kuno and Kaburaki, 1977, Kuno, 1978, Oshima, 2006),`logophori
ity' (Clements, 1975, Kameyama, 1984, Sells, 1987), and `point-of-view' (Nishigau
hi,2005, Nishigau
hi and Kishida, 2008, Nishigau
hi, 2009). For example, Abe (1997) 
laims thatLD bound zibun is not a re�exive anaphor but a logophori
 pronoun and that the referent of zibun is alogophori
 person who has one of the three roles in Sells's (1987) logophori
 hierar
hy brie�y de�nedin (104). Nishigau
hi (2009) proposes a di�erent analysis: LD bound zibun is also an anaphor, buthis approa
h also refers to Sells's logophori
 hierar
hy. Under his analysis, what appears to be LDbinding of zibun 
onsists of two relations: 
ontrol and lo
al binding. He assumes that the 
ontrollerhas one of the roles in the logophori
 hierar
hy. We do not argue about whi
h approa
h is better here,but it seems that the referent of zibun has to be a logophori
 person who has one of the roles in thelogophori
 hierar
hy.(104) a. Sour
e: The one who makes the report.b. Self: The one whose `mind' is being reported.46




. Pivot: The one from whose point of view the report is made.A
tually, what we 
alled the de se belief holder in ea
h (101) and (102a) has one of the roles in(104): John and the unhappy young woman are Sour
e. Let us 
all person who has one of these roles(in
luding the de se belief holder) `logophori
 person,' utilizing Abe's (1997) term. We 
laim thatonly logophori
 person 
an be the ante
edent of LD bound anaphor. Consider (99) again. The LDbinding 
ases should represent Mary's de se beliefs: `John praised me' in (
) and `John praised thestatue that depi
ts me' in (d). Mary is the logophori
 person (Sour
e in the logophori
 hierar
hy in(104)).24 We do not think that de se interpretations and Near re�exive interpretations are in
ompatible.Nothing prevents logophori
 person from being input of the Near re�exive fun
tion.5.3 Anti-Re�exive Predi
atesWe 
all predi
ates that 
annot feli
itously parti
ipate in lo
al zibun binding under Pure re�exivereading anti-re�exive predi
ates. Zibun that 
oo

urs with anti-re�exive predi
ates indu
es only Nearre�exive interpretations in lo
al binding, as demonstrated in (105). Other examples of this 
lass ofpredi
ate are keru `ki
k,' arau `wash,' and tuneru `pin
h' (and also see the list in (97)).(105) Johni-gaJohn-Nom zibuni-oself-A

 nagut-tahit-Past`*Johni hit himselfi. / Johni hit the statue that depi
ts himi. 'If it is LD bound, zibun 
an feli
itously o

ur with anti-re�exive predi
ates under Pure re�exiveinterpretation as well as Near re�exive interpretation. That is, (106) possibly allows three readings in(b)-(d). Only the lo
al Pure re�exive reading in (a) is ex
luded.(106) Mary-wa [Mary-Top John-gaJohn-Nom zibun-oself-A

 nagut-ta℄hit-Past to-Comp omot-tathink-Pasta.*`Mary thought that Johni hit selfi.' (lo
al Pure re�exive reading)b. `Mary thought that Johni hit the statue that depi
ts himi' (lo
al Near re�exive reading)24In lo
al binding 
ir
umstan
es, the logophori
 person restri
tion applies only under Pure re�exive interpretations.Under that reading, (i) is weird: John should be 
ons
ious of the event when he praises himself. On the other hand, thisrestri
tion is not operative under Near re�exive interpretations. That is, the de re reading is allowed. Assume the followingsituation: The statue `John' in a wax museum did not resemble John, so John did not noti
e that the statue depi
ted him.He just liked the statue and praised it. In this situation, (i) is allowed, and the identity between John and zibun is part ofthe information supplied by the speaker of the senten
e.(i) John-gaJohn-Nom soo-to-wa sirazunot knowing zibun-oself-A

 home-ta.praise-PastJohni unknowingly praised selfi.' (zibun = *John / statue)47




. `Maryi thought that John hit selfi.' (LD Pure re�exive reading)d. `Maryi thought that John hit the statue that depi
ts heri.' (LD Near re�exive reading)In (106),Mary in the LD binding 
ases has to be the logophori
 person. Mary has the belief `John hitme' in (
) and the belief `John hit the statue that depi
ts me' in (d). The reading (a) is ex
luded justbe
ause the embedded 
lause is bad under that reading as in (105).As we have mentioned above, Aikawa (2001), following Oshima (1979) and Ueda (1984, 1986),reports that predi
ates that pre
lude lo
al binding of zibun involve physi
al a
tivities. We, however,�nd that `physi
al a
tivity verbs' are not the only 
ase in whi
h lo
al Pure re�exive reading of zibunis ex
luded. Japanese has verbs that indu
e idiomati
 readings in 
ombination with zibun, and theseverbs also ex
lude lo
al Pure re�exive readings of zibun. We propose that an idiomati
 reading ofzibun is an instan
e of Near re�exive interpretation. One of these idioms is the expression zibun-okorosu `kill oneself (literal translation)' in (107). If this expression is used in a simplex senten
e, it 
annever be understood as saying `someone 
ommitted sui
ide.' Rather, it means `someone 
ontrolledhim/herself, suppressed his/her feeling, desire,' et
., as (108) illustrates.(107) Johni-waJohn-Top zibuni-oself-A

 korosi-ta.kill-Past*`Johni killed selfi.' (literal reading) / `Johni 
ontrolled selfi.' (idiomati
 reading)(108) John-wa zibun-o koros-i te kaisya-no tame-ni hatarai-ta.John-Top self-A

 kill and 
ompany-Gen favor-Dat worked`John 
ontrolled self and worked hard for his 
ompany.'We have ex
luded the predi
ate korosu `kill' from our examples in (1b) and (91b) on purpose, thoughthe original senten
e by Oshima (1979) in
ludes this verb. For, zibun-o korosu (literally `kill oneself')used in a simplex 
lause 
an never be understood as a physi
al a
tivity. To mean `
ommit sui
ide,'the zi-verb zi-satu-suru `self-killing-do' is used in Japanese.These idiomati
 meanings disappear when these expressions are embedded in a 
omplement
lause and the re�exive is bound LD. (109) is ambiguous: when the re�exive is bound lo
ally bythe 
omplement subje
t John, the 
omplement 
lause has only the idiomati
 meaning on whi
h Johnis going to 
ontrol himself, and when zibun is bound LD, the resulting interpretation has to do withthe boss's fear that John will kill him. The boss has to be Sour
e who has the de se belief `John isgoing to kill me.'2525(109) has only the two readings: (a) lo
al Near re�exive (idiom) reading and (b) LD Pure re�exive reading. Lo
alPure re�exive reading is ex
luded be
ause of the reason mentioned above. LD Near re�exive reading is not allowedbe
ause idiomati
 readings are available only when zibun is bound lo
ally. Apart from this reason, su
h a reading isnot possible be
ause the verb korosu `kill' is not 
ompatible with any `statue-like' obje
ts due to its semanti
 restri
tion.Other anti-re�exive predi
ates allow LD Near re�exive readings of zibun that o

ur with them, as (106d) shows.48



(109) Syatyoo-wa [John-ga zibun-o koros-oo to si-te iru ℄ to omow-ta.president-Top John-Nom self-A

 kill do is that thoughta. `The boss thought John is going to 
ontrol himself.'b. `The boss thought John is going to kill him.'Other idioms of this type involve verbs damasu `de
eive, 
heat,' gomakasu `
heat,' osaeru `
on-trol, suppress,' et
., and they yield similar meanings asso
iated with self-
ontrol. Another set ofverbs whi
h yield idiomati
 meanings in 
ombination with zibun are related to vision or sight: sagasu`sear
h,' mitukeru `�nd,' miusinau `lose sight of' et
. Some verbs used in idioms denote verbal a
tiv-ities (damasu `de
eive' et
.) and per
eption (mitukeru `�nd' et
.). So, no general 
hara
terization ofthe basis of the nature of a
tivities designated by the predi
ates appears to be available. Instead, wepropose a new 
ategory named `anti-re�exive.'We suggest (110) based on the fa
t that these verbs 
an allow only Near re�exive interpretationsnot Pure re�exive interpretations of zibun when they o

ur with the anaphor.(110) Anti-re�exive predi
ates are `f(x),x' verbs.In the literature, it has been 
laimed that only physi
al a
tivity verbs 
annot parti
ipate in lo
al zibunbinding:*zibun-o V [physi
al a
tivity℄. Verbs that indu
e idiomati
 readings in 
ombination with zibun havenot been paid attention to. We think this is be
ause the latter type of verb 
an o

ur with zibun: zibun-o V (e.g. korosu `kill' as in (107)), unlike the former type of verb. The two types of verb apparentlybehave di�erently. However, we 
ategorize both types of verb in the same 
lass: anti-re�exive verbsthat follow (110).We propose that zibun used in idioms is not a dire
t obje
t of the verb, but the possessor of(phonologi
ally 
overt) dire
t obje
t. For example, zibun in the idiom zibun-o korosu `
ontrol self' in(111) refers to not John (himself) but John's feeling, thought et
. That is, zibun is the Near re�exivefun
tion that takes the subje
t John as input and returns John's feeling, thought.(111) Johni-waJohn-Top zibuni-oself-A

 korosi-tekill-and hatarai-tawork-Past`Johni 
ontrolled selfi and worked hard.'Zibun in the idiom in (111) would be represented as f(j) in the formula �j[P(j, f(j))℄ (re
all Lidz'sproposal in (29b)). As these verbs have the restri
tion (110), the Near re�exive fun
tion 
annot returnthe input itself: f(j) 
annot be j. If the fun
tion f(j) referred to John, the idiomati
 meaning 
annot beindu
ed. The verb means `kill' (the literal meaning). However, `John kills himself, John 
ommittedsui
ide' is expressed by using the zi-verb: zi-satu-suru `self-killing-do, kill oneself.' So, the Purere�exive reading of zibun-o korosu `kill self' is ex
luded.(111) 
an be paraphrased as (112a). In that 
ase, zibun is used as the possessor of the obje
t argument.(112b) is also the paraphrase of (111). In the example, the possessor of the obje
t argument in (112a)49



is not overtly realized, but the readings are identi
al. Now, 
onsider (112
) in whi
h only the possessoris realized. This senten
e is also the paraphrase of (112a) and (112b), and this is exa
tly the idiomati
phrase (111). That is, zibun used in idioms is the realization of the possessor of obje
t argument, notthe obje
t argument itself.(112) a. Johni-wa [ zibuni-no kimoti ℄ -o korosi-te hatarai-ta.John-Top self-Gen feeling -A

 kill-and work-Past`Johni 
ontrolled hisi feeling and worked hard.'b. Johni-wa [ � kimoti ℄ -o korosi-te hatarai-ta.John-Top feeling -A

 kill-and work-Past
. Johni-wa [ zibun � ℄ -o korosi-te hatarai-ta.John-Top self -A

 kill-and work-Past(114) is the stru
ture of the relevant verb phrase (idiom) part of (111)/(112). There are possibly threeways to express obje
t argument:(113) a. the possessor zibun + obje
t argument (DP in (114))b. obje
t argument (N) only
. the possessor zibun (D) onlyWe believe that if the third way (113
) is available, zibun 
an indu
e a Near re�exive reading thatdenotes the phonologi
ally 
overt obje
t.(114) VPDPDzibun NPkimoti VkorosuNow, let us 
onsider physi
al a
tivity verbs. Assume the situation in whi
h John was standing infront of the statue that depi
ts him in a wax museum. As (115) indi
ates, all the three ways to expressobje
t argument are allowed. Ea
h expression means `John hit the statue.'26
26(115b) requires a proper 
ontext (su
h as a wax museum 
ontext) to indu
e the statue interpretation. If a 
ontextla
ks, the a
tion is dominantly interpreted as a transitive a
tion.50



(115) a. Johni-wa [ zibuni-no zou ℄ -o nagut-ta.John-Top self-Gen statue -A

 hit-Past`Johni hit hisi statue.'b. Johni-wa [ � zou ℄ -o nagut-ta.John-Top statue -A

 hit-Past
. Johni-wa [ zibuni � ℄ -o nagut-ta.John-Top self -A

 hit-PastOur explanation for the apparent una

eptability of (1b) is that the predi
ate is anti-re�exive andhas the restri
tion (110): the anaphorzibun 
annot refer to the referent itself. So, Pure re�exiveinterpretations are ex
luded. However, unless the third way to express an obje
t argument, namely(113
), is not available, Near re�exive interpretations are available.275.4 Completing the SystemWe have seen that there are two types of predi
ates o

urring with the re�exive zibun. First type,
all it type A, allows its obje
t zibun to be bound lo
ally or LD and to indu
e either Pure- or Nearre�exive interpretation, as observed in (99). The se
ond type, 
all it type B, also labeled anti-re�exivepredi
ates, does not allow its obje
t zibun to indu
e lo
al Near re�exive readings. To 
omplete thesystem, we 
onsider a third type of predi
ates, 
all it type C, listed in (116).(116) Type C predi
ates:kowasu `break, destroy,' daku `hold,' hakobu `
arry,' umeru `bury,' moyasu `burn' et
.These predi
ates have not been 
onsidered in the relevant dis
ussion of anaphor binding be
ause ofsemanti
 sele
tion: these predi
ates typi
ally sele
t non-human obje
ts, while the re�exive zibun isnormally 
onsidered human. However, if we take Near re�exive interpretation of zibun in our view,as in Lidz (2001a,b), these predi
ates merit some examination.As in (117), predi
ates of type C yield only Near re�exive reading of zibun.(117) John-ga zibun-o f kowasi-ta / hakon-da g.John-Nom self-A

 f broke / 
arried g`Johni f broke / 
arried g the statue that depi
ted himi.' /*`Johni f broke / 
arried g himselfi.'These predi
ates look similar to what we 
alled the anti-re�exive predi
ates in that they do not allowPure re�exive readings in a simplex 
lause. However, these predi
ates 
ontrast with the anti-re�exivepredi
ates when the 
lause is embedded. Consider (118). When these predi
ates are used, only Nearre�exive interpretations are allowed. So, the senten
e has only two possible readings: (b) and (d).27If Japanese has this 
lass of verb, it would be very diÆ
ult for 
hildren to learn the restri
tion: f(x),x. For, eviden
efor that is not available for them. How 
hildren a
quire this 
lass of verb should be worked out.51



(118) Mary-wa [ John-ga zibun-o f kowasi-ta / hakon-da g ℄ to omow-ta.Mary-Top John-Nom self-A

 broke / 
arried that thoughta.*`Mary thought Johni f broke / 
arried g himselfi.' (lo
al Pure re�exive reading)b. `Mary thought Johni f broke / 
arried g the statue that depi
ts himi.'(lo
al Near re�exive reading)
.*`Maryi thought John f broke / 
arried g heri.' (LD Pure re�exive reading)d. `Maryi thought John f broke / 
arried g the statue that depi
ts heri.' (LD Near re�. reading)Semanti
 weirdness ex
ludes Pure re�exive interpretations: (a) and (
), but nothing ex
ludes Nearre�exive interpretations: (b) and (d). The senten
e (d) represents Mary's de se belief `John broke thestatue that depi
ts me.'5.5 Se
tion SummaryLet us summarize our observations so far:(119) 1. Type A predi
ates: for example homeru `praise' and nikumu `hate' et
.
DP1 [ DP2 zibun VTypeA ℄ V.3Pure /3Near3Pure /3Near

2. Type B predi
ates (anti-re�exive predi
ates): for example keru `ki
k' and sagasu `seek'et
.
DP1 [ DP2 zibun VTypeB ℄ V.3Pure /3Near*Pure /3Near

3. Type C predi
ates: for example kowasu `break, destroy' and daku `hold' et
.
DP1 [ DP2 zibun VTypeC ℄ V.*Pure /3Near*Pure /3Near

52



The resear
h of anaphor binding in Japanese has paid attention only to Pure re�exive interpretationsof anaphor in Lidz's (2001a,b) sense. Now that we take Near re�exive interpretations into 
onsidera-tion, we 
an a

ount for the apparent 
ontrastive a

eptability of lo
al zibun binding in (1) (or (91))as follows: lo
al zibun binding under Pure re�exive interpretation (as 
onventionally dis
ussed) isallowed if it o

urs with Type A predi
ates but disallowed with Type B and Type C predi
ates. Thegray lines in the diagrams show the apparent unavailable 
ases of lo
al zibun binding. Lo
al zibunbinding in (1b) (under Pure re�exive interpretation) is ex
luded be
ause the predi
ates are spe
i�edas anti-re�exive in the lexi
on.
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6 Con
lusionIn this paper, we applied the analyses of anaphor binding whi
h fo
us on properties of predi
ates aswell as anaphors: Reinhart and Reuland (1993) (hereafter, R&R) and Lidz (2001a,b), to Japanese.We attempted to explain the 
ontrastive a

eptability of lo
al binding of zibun `self': lo
al zibunbinding is allowed with some verbs but disallowed with other verbs, applying these analyses. Wefound that the appli
ation of these analyses does not give a straightforward a

ount for the 
ontrastivea

eptability.We, however, believe that the appli
ation and extension of these analyses shed new light on thestudy of anaphor binding in Japanese. We propose that1. Lidz's (2001a,b) distin
tion that lexi
ally re�exive-marked predi
ates indu
e Pure re�exivitywhile synta
ti
ally re�exive-marked predi
ates 
an indu
e both Pure and Near re�exivity istrue in Japanese. Morphologi
ally re�exive marked predi
ates, known as zi-/ziko-verbs, indu
ePure re�exivity, while extrinsi
 re�exive verbs (verbs that indu
e re�exive interpretation bytaking anaphors su
h as zibun in syntax) indu
e Near re�exivity as well as Pure re�exivity.2. Bound-morpheme anaphors zi- and ziko- are Pure re�exive anaphors while free-morphemeanaphors zibun and zibun-zisin are Near re�exive anaphors in Japanese. When zibun-zisin fun
-tions as an intensi�er operator anaphor, its Near re�exive anaphor status is 
ountera
ted by thespe
ial fun
tion and Near re�exive interpretations are ex
luded.3. Japanese has neither re�exive predi
ates that 
an o

ur with anaphors nor non-re�exive predi-
ates that 
an be re�exivized by a spe
i�
 anaphor in R&R (1993)'s sense. Instead, the languagehas `anti-re�exive predi
ates' that 
annot feli
itously parti
ipate in lo
al zibun binding underPure re�exive interpretations. We 
lassify predi
ates into types based on the availability of Purere�exive readings in both lo
al and long-distan
e binding 
ir
umstan
es.
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