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Preface

We are very pleased to announce the new volume of the JALT JSL SIG
Journal (Molume 15). The current volume features three research articles (one in
Japanese, two in English) and three book review articles. The first research article by
Christopher Hennessy is entitled ““Competition’ and ‘Culture’: A Look at Japanese
Language Booms in the United States.” In this article, Mr. Hennessy looks at the
history of Japanese language education in the United States, focusing on three factors
that have contributed to sharp rises in the number of Americans engaging in Japanese
language study, and also the future trends in Japanese language education
participation in the United States. For the English-language research articles, we have
“Reconsidering the Direct Teaching Method in Japanese Language Education” by
Azalia Zaharuddin and “Japanese Third-Person Overt Pronouns Carry



Anti-Logophoricity” by Shinichi Shoji. In her article, Ms. Zaharuddin reexamines the
direct method of instruction and its use in the classroom. Mr. Shoji suggests
anti-logophoricity in Japanese third-person pronouns, confirming the possibility of a
tendency for third-person overt pronouns in Japanese to not refer to antecedents when
the antecedents’ speech, thoughts or any internal feelings are reported in the sentence.
On top of these three research articles, in this edition there are three book review
articles. The first one, written in English by Misato Matsuoka, reviews “Chugoku
Koji wo Eigo de Asobu: Yutakana Jinsei eno Michishirube [Understanding Chinese
Historical Stories through English: Guide to Enriching Life]” by Hiroyasu Matsuoka
and Rieko Matsuoka. Next, there are two review articles written in Japanese. The first
one, written by Rieko Matsuoka, is on the book entitled “Washa no gengotetsugaku —
Nihongobunka wo irodoru barieeshon to kyarakutaa” (2017) by Senko K. Maynard.
The second review article, written by Shingo Moriyama, focuses on the book entitled
“Nihongo kyoushi no tame no akuteibu raaningu” (2019), edited by Shinichiro
Yokomizo and Tomohisa Yamada. No doubt these research and review articles written
in both Japanese and English will provide invaluable information for JSL SIG
members. We hope this 15" volume of the JALT JSL SIG Journal will give everyone
something to enjoy.
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‘Competition’ and ‘Culture’:
A Look at Japanese Language Booms in the United States
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Abstract

In this paper, the author will briefly discuss the history of Japanese language
education (JLE) in the United States through a filter of booms in the number of
Japanese language learners in the United States. Three evident booms coincide with:
(1) the Second World War, (2) the Japanese bubble economy of the 1980s, and the rise
in interest in Japanese modern culture since 2000. The author has identified and
classified these three periods as ‘Japanese language booms’ based on a wealth of
primary and secondary evidence, including Japanese textbooks, historical research,
government documents, newspaper articles, Japanese language learner interviews, and
statistical analyses of the given periods. These three booms are labelled as: (1) the
Wartime Japanese Language Boom, (2) the Economic Japanese Language Boom, and
(3) the Culture Japanese Language Boom. The author argues that the Wartime
Japanese Language Boom and Economic Japanese Language Boom share a ‘sense of
competition’ with each other: military competition and economic competition. The
Culture Japanese Language Boom is different in that the increase in Japanese
language learners is based not in a perceived external need to compete with and defeat
Japan to protect American livelihood, but instead on an internal motivation of wanting
to enrich livelihood through the exchange with different culture. In conclusion, the
author will explain why these different booms arose and discuss possible directions
Japanese language education in the United States may take in the future.
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Reconsidering the Direct Teaching Method in
Japanese Language Education
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Abstract

The direct method has been the dominant teaching method in Japanese language
education since its introduction from English language teaching in the year 1950.
Despite the call to reconsider its first language and translation exclusion principles,
the direct method influence still remains strongly in Japanese language education.
This paper focuses on a review of literature on the topic and examines the
implications of that research for the classroom. By doing so, this paper argues that the
direct method’s exclusion policy is unsupported by previous research and explores the
ways in which principled use of L1 and shared language can be implemented in the
Japanese second language classroom.
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Introduction

The direct method can be traced back to the year 1882, following the
publication of Wilhelm Viétor's Der Sprachunterricht mul? umkehren, that found
translation to be problematic and started the Reform Movement (Siefart, 2013). The
direct method had intentions of replicating the way in which children naturally
acquire their first language (L1) (G. Cook, 2001; Butzkamm, 2011). V. Cook (2010)
defines the direct method as follows:

Any and all teaching which excludes the use of the student's (first) or own
language from the classroom, whether for translation or for explanation and
commentary. . . . including major approaches such as graded structures, situational
teaching, audiolingualism, communicative language teaching, task-based instruction,
lexical syllabuses, and so forth. (p. 7)

The aim of the method was to develop the ability to think in the target language,
including when conversing, reading or writing, without interference from other
languages (Rivers, 2018). Rivers explains that this inductive teaching method depends
on students forming their own generalization regarding grammatical structure by
reflecting on example sentences and previously learned items. A key principle in the
method is the exclusion of all kinds of other language use in the classroom. The
banning of L1 or student’s shared language is justified by stating that it will provide
the wrong stimulus to the student as it allows them to think in other languages rather
than the target language (Vermes, 2010). This will then result in the wrong form of
foreign language behavior and negative transfers or ‘mother tongue interference’
(Camilleri, 2004). The issue of whether L1 or student’s shared language should be
allowed in the classroom is not a new one in second language acquisition. While
attempts at pushing for a more eclectic and L1-inclusive method can be observed in
the literature of English second language (ESL) context (e.g. Tian & Macaro, 2012;
Butzkamm, 2011), the same cannot be said for the Japanese second language (JSL)
context.

This paper will first summarize the direct method in Japanese language
education, then highlight the arguments against the direct teaching method, and
present how principled inclusion of students’ shared language can be used in the JSL
classroom.

The Direct Method in Japanese Language Education

Sawada (1990) states that the direct method in Japan was heavily influenced by
Palmer in the year 1922 and Fries in the year 1950 in the context of English second
language teaching. The direct method was seen as an answer to the current problems
that were faced by the grammar-translation method, which at the time was considered
the conventional way of learning foreign languages. Fries proposed the following
three stages: firstly, the acquisition of the language sound system, secondly, the
acquisition of the language grammatical structure, and thirdly, automaticity. In short,
oral exercises are constantly practiced, which leads to the acquisition of the
grammatical structure, and finally results in an automated response similar to the
student’s first language.

According to Takamizawa (2004), the direct method gained overwhelming
support in regard to Japanese language education beginning from the year 1950. This
resulted in multiple variations of the direct method. Asano (1972) proposed a method
called the question-response method, which was derived from the Berlitz method. It is
a method of learning pronunciation and sentence patterns by having students listen to
Japanese native speakers frequently and answering in accordance with the model
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stated by the teacher. According to Asano, the question-response method can be used
regardless of the teaching material. This is because the main point is to arrange,
develop, and promote previously learned words and sentence patterns from the most
basic to complex level. For instance, the teacher can begin with actual materials in
everyday life then proceeding to the outside world, or from concrete to abstract things,
and then from reality to conceptual combinations. Without this sequence, it will be
difficult to achieve an effective outcome (Asano, 1972).

Another variation of the method was proposed by Jorden and Chaplin (1962)
and Kamei (1987) which emphasizes drills to promote automaticity. It practices a
strict ‘no textbook open’ rule during the drilling exercise. Kamei explains that having
the textbook open does not help improve speaking skills or help foster the Japanese
language skills in students. Jorden and Chaplin (1962) introduced five basic types of
drills which consist of substitution drills, grammar drills, response drills, level drills,
and expansion drills which have different purposes, but they all have the shared
objective of developing fluency and automaticity.

While it is argued that the direct method in Japanese language education relies
heavily on automaticity and lacks in understanding, the opposite can also be said for
the grammar-translation method where students are able to read and comprehend the
language, yet unable to speak and use it. Thus, this method focuses on the
applicability of the language rather than the understanding of it. Nagaho (1987) gives
an analogy of how using translation in the classroom is equivalent to learning how to
swim with the help of a float or beach board, while the direct method is swimming by
themselves without such help. Furthermore, the student will be able to continue with
the language studies on their own after the end of a course; however, the same cannot
be said for students that use L1 or their shared language.

Sawada (1990) concluded that the direct method is generally used in Japanese
Second and Foreign Language Education and is observed to be the main teaching
method at Japanese language preparatory schools for students who wish to further
their studies in Japan. The reason for this is due to the students coming from
different countries and not having a shared language. Yamamoto (2013) agrees and
states that due to this the direct method is often used because the teachers are left with
no other option. However, he also states that in most classrooms where students do
have a shared language, translation will be used. Tanimori (2016) agrees with this and
states that English is commonly used as the intermediary language in such cases.
From his experience of teaching students from Germany and France, he found that
using English in the Japanese language classroom did not pose any problems.
Furthermore, Arashi et al. (2019) explains that English can be used as an intermediary
language to teach Japanese because there are many people who either studied or are
studying English in their Japanese language teacher training courses and universities.

Takamizawa (2003) also explains that due to the overwhelming influence and
support of the direct method and its no-translation policy, most Japanese language
classrooms do not encourage the practice of translation use, and have banned it even
in circumstances when the students have a shared language. This view is also
supported by observations of Japanese language classrooms from Tanimori (2016),
and Sasaguri (2017).

Arguments against the Direct Method
V. Cook (2001) states that the core of the direct method is to emulate how
children learn their L1 and explains that this is not comparable to how students learn a
second language (L2). This is because second language students are expected to have
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a more developed skill set. Butzkamm (2011) shares this sentiment and states that
children also have more time and input for their L1 acquisition compared to the time
that second language learners have to learn in the classroom. This enables them to
grasp more than what second language learners can.

Rivers (2018) states that due to the inductive nature of the method, students
who do not possess well-developed powers of induction can get left behind and
discouraged when learning the target language. Furthermore, Mizutani (1986)
mentions that students will have more difficulty asking questions in the classroom
when only the target language is used. Considering this and the nature of mechanical
drills, it is questionable if students are actually able to comprehend what is being
taught in the classroom. This is supported by Wong and Van Patten (2003), who state
that drills mainly focus on learner production and not learner comprehension. During
the drill, the student is expected to correctly produce a form or structure, rather than to
understand the meaning. While mechanical drills can be considered to be a form of
input, it is not meaningful for leading to language acquisition (Wong & Van Patten,
2003).

In order to compensate for the lack of meaning and ambiguity mentioned above,
the Improved Direct Method was introduced (Rivers, 2018). The Improved Direct
Method attempts to provide additional comprehension to the students by providing
them with textbooks or vocabulary lists with translations included. However, the
overall classroom still maintains the inductive approach wherever possible (Rivers,
2018). This method still retains the exclusion of L1 and shared language use by the
teacher and students (Yamamoto, 2013). Although this approach seems to answer the
problem faced by the direct method, it is disputed whether this modification is able to
help students achieve meaningful learning. Yamamoto argues that knowing the
translations of words or phrases is not necessarily the same as student comprehension.
Even if students know the meaning, it is doubtful if they will be able to correctly
apply it in the target language due to the different lexical forms and syntax.

Moreover, research on students” L1 and shared language use has revealed
positive outcomes on students’ language learning. In their study, Storch and
Wigglesworth (2003) found that the use of L1 in the second language classroom can
support the students’ language comprehension and provide additional cognitive
support. Bruen and Kelly (2014) also revealed that in justified situations, L1 can help
to reduce either cognitive overload or learner anxiety in students.

Concurring with these arguments, it can be concluded that the direct method,
even with its modifications, might not be enough to lead to meaningful language
learning. Why and how it continues to be favored in Japanese language education also
remains questionable. Furthermore, the ban on L1 use may only lead to more
problems in both implementation and unanticipated outcomes (Freeborn & Gondree,
2016: 89). Instead, what is needed is to establish a principled guideline for L1 or
shared language use. This allows us to view L1 or shared language as a resourceful
valuable tool (Macaro, 2001).

Principled inclusion of students’ shared language
Freeborn and Gondree (2016) argue that careful and selective use of students’
L1 or shared language in the classroom can be suitable for language teaching. In the
same vein, Vienne (1998), as cited in Malmkjaer (1998), believes that translation will
not be detrimental to students’ language learning as long as it is well planned and
purposefully applied in the classroom. Okumura (2002) agrees and explains that in the
context of Japanese language education, teachers need to be proficient in the L1 or
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shared language in order to provide accurate explanations to avoid misunderstanding.
This stance, where the L1 is believed to have a number of principled uses that can
enhance L2 learning, is defined as the ‘The Optimal Position’ (Macaro, 2001).

Butzkamm (2008) claims that the principled use of the L1 will be able to help
teachers to modulate the classroom atmosphere that they wish to create. He suggests
the technique of sandwiching in order to minimize classroom disruption flow and
confirm the students’ comprehension. The technique involves a three-step procedure
where the teacher introduces a new word in the target language, inserts a brief
translation in the students’ shared language, and repeats it again in the target language.
He explains that this type of meaning-conveyance includes pragmatic aspects of
meaning. Therefore, it is different from word lists such as that in the improved direct
method.

Butzkamm and Caldwell (2009) also propose the bilingual or own-language
mirroring technique. The technique is based on the principle of double comprehension
where students must understand what is meant, and what is literally said. The
technique also involves three main steps where first, students are given an example in
the target language as well as the meaning in the shared language; secondly, the
teacher gives two more examples in the shared language and then ask the students to
immediately translate the examples into the target language; finally, students are asked
to make their own example sentences. For example, when learning the causative
conjunction “~®7=%" | the following sequence can be used:

Step 1: Introduction of an example sentence and its meaning (double
comprehension).

BIEDTZD, SHOA X MIFIELET,

Today’s event has been canceled because of the typhoon. (What it means)

*Typhoon D72 (= because of) today’s event has been canceled. (How it is
expressed)

Step 2: Give examples for students to translate into target language.

-The restaurant is closed because it ran out of soup.

-The train is late because of an accident.

Step 3: Students practice making their own sentences.

-Woke up late ® 7= late for school

-*Flu ™7z absent from work.

According to Butzkamm (2011) mirroring is an elegant and highly
time-efficient way of identifying the meaning components and where they appear in a
foreign language sentence. Moreover, he argues that it provides students with the
clearest possible understanding of foreign language sentence structures.

While the two techniques mentioned above focus primarily on how L1 can be
used in the classroom, another consideration of principled L1 use can be in the form
of which or what type of words will be more effectively understood through the use of
shared language (Tian & Macaro, 2011). In the context of Japanese language
education, Tanimori (2016) proposes several grammatical terms in the intermediate
level that can be better understood by students with English as a shared language. This
includes extended predicates such as  “#>17” , assumption expressions such as  “72

57, and relative clauses. He further expresses that with translation, it is possible to
teach more precisely in the language. He gives an example that teachers can use
translation when explaining the difference between the conjecture expressions  “J 9
727 and “& L\, The two are often confused with each other and assumed to have
the same meaning due to its similarity when explained in the Japanese language.

17



However, when translation is used, teachers will be able to explain that the term  “ X
972”7 is used to represent the five senses in English when expressing content that is
inferred through information (e.g. It sounds like he is asleep, it smells like hair
burning, etc.), while “& LW infers to the meaning of ‘it seems’ (e.g. It seems
like it will rain tomorrow). Thus, students will be able to differentiate between
sentences such as  “HAANIL, B BSAARGEH LYW, and “JEEiIEH
BILLWE S T9,” when translation is used. Tanimori also states that some
grammatical terms can be difficult even for native speakers, and that expecting
students to inductively understand them without a shared language can be ineffective.

Defending against critics who argued that students from different countries have
no shared language with each other or the teacher, Kerr (2014) argues that principled
use of shared language can still be utilized. For example, he suggests conducting
grammar or vocabulary revision with reverse translation. Firstly, after learning a few
new vocabulary or grammar, the teacher will ask the students to take out a sheet of
paper and prepare for sentence dictation. Next, the teacher will dictate the sentences in
Japanese; but the students must instead immediately translate them into their own
language and write them down. After the dictation of all the sentences are completed,
the students are then required to translate the sentences back into Japanese without
consulting their textbooks. According to Kerr (2014: 75), such reverse translation
allows students to notice features of a language and can draw attention to the
cross-cultural nature of translation. This activity is suggested to be used as a follow up
to any grammar or vocabulary learning.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the direct method’s principle of L1 exclusion should be
reconsidered as it is unsupported by the literature and the research. It is only due to
tradition and early influence surrounding the method which has led to its stronghold
on Japanese language education. In contrast, the literature and research show that
students’ L1 and shared language use can be beneficial to the students’ language
learning, especially when it is used purposefully. However, research on its
implementation in the classroom while progressing is still few and far between.
Specific guidelines for inexperienced teachers need to be developed if translation and
students’ shared language are to be utilized at its full potential in language learning. It
is hoped that this paper contributes to developing such guidelines and the
reconsideration of the direct method in Japanese language education.
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Japanese Third-Person Overt Pronouns Carry Anti-Logophoricity
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Abstract

Early studies on Japanese pronouns have shown that, while null pronouns tend to be
used more frequently when referring to grammatically salient antecedents (e.g.,
grammatical subjects), overt pronouns’ antecedent-preferences exhibit inconsistent
outcomes. However, closer observations of the data from some studies imply that
Japanese third person overt pronouns may carry anti-logophoricity, i.e., they tend not
to refer to antecedents when the antecedents’ speech, thoughts or any internal feelings
are reported in the sentence. In order to examine the possibilities that logophoricity of
antecedents  affect overt pronouns’ antecedent-preference, an  off-line
questionnaire-based experiment was conducted with 43 native Japanese-speaking
participants. The experimental items all included two possible antecedent candidates,
and the items were in either of two conditions. Condition 1 compared an antecedent
that was logophoric (i.e., agent of speech, thoughts or feelings) with another
antecedent that was irrelevant to logophoricity. In Condition 2, both possible
antecedent candidates were irrelevant to logophoricity. The results indicated that
participants significantly tended to avoid the logophoric antecedent in Condition 1,
while there was no such dis-preference for Condition 2. Also, there was a significant
interaction between Condition 1 x Condition 2, showing that an antecedent was
dis-preferred only when it was logophoric. Overall, this study found that Japanese
third person overt pronouns carry anti-logophoricity; they tend not to refer to
antecedents when the antecedents’ speech or thoughts are reported in the sentence.

2E
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RFETIR L FEETAR TRV O, &k 2 108 2 0Tl miaE L im 7 3858 TR Tidre
WHo L Lz, #BEIL. R UXHORAFNFETRTH2H0LE LT, WL ORE
SATEIE LCRBATS, fEE. &M 11IB W TR, XHo = ABRAFINIE R 52097
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Introduction

In the field of psycholinguistics, preferred anaphor forms for different types of
antecedents have been widely discussed. Among existing studies, there seems to be a
consensus that the choice of anaphors depends on the grammatical category (e.g.,
subject vs. object) of antecedents and their position in the sentence (e.g.,
sentence-initial position) (Gundel, Hedberg, & Zacharski, 1993; Ariel, 1990; Gordon,
Grosz, & Gilliom, 1993). For example, the grammatical subjects and
sentence-initially mentioned entity in the sentence are ‘salient’, and they will
preferably be referred to using the relatively reduced anaphor form such as pronouns
in English (as opposed to proper names) or null pronouns in Spanish (as opposed to
overt pronouns). Antecedents’ topicality or theta-roles may be also considered to be
factors that affect the antecedents’ saliency and anaphors’ preferences (Givon, 1983;
Arnold, 1998).

Several early studies in Romance languages including Spanish and Italian
have empirically shown a complementary antecedent-preferences of null and overt
pronouns (Alonso-Ovalle, Ferndndez-Solera, Frazier and Clinton, 2002, among
others). That is, grammatical-subject antecedents prefer being referred to by null
pronouns, while overt pronouns tend to refer to non-salient antecedents. On the other
hand, existing studies in Japanese have indicated that, while null pronouns tend to
refer to grammatical-subject antecedents, antecedent-preference of Japanese overt
pronouns is in flux. Ueno and Kehler’s (2010) study exhibited that overt pronouns
tend to be used to refer to subject antecedents compared with non-subject (i.e., object)
antecedents. Okuma’s (2011) experiment showed that overt pronouns have no bias for
either subject antecedents or object antecedents. Kanno (1997) and Pimentel (2014)
also concluded that overt pronouns do not have a preference either for subject or
non-subject antecedents. On the other hand, Nagano’s (2015) study elicited overt
pronouns’ preference for non-subject antecedents to subject antecedents.

One possibility is that Kanno (1997) and Pimentel’s (2014) data from native
Japanese-speaking participants may indicate that Japanese overt pronouns carry
anti-logophoricity, i.e., Japanese overt pronouns do not refer to the antecedents when
the antecedents’ speech, thoughts or any internal feelings are reported in the sentence.
The present study investigated this possibility by modifying Kanno and Pimentel’s
experimental methods and items. The results from the experiment of the current study
may introduce a new factor that can affect pronouns’ antecedent-preferences; a factor
in addition to the factors that early studies found such as grammatical category and
position in a sentence.

Early studies in Romance languages
Several empirical studies in Romance languages have found that their overt
pronouns tend not to refer to grammatical subject antecedents, while null pronouns
strongly prefer subject antecedents. Alonso-Ovalle, Fernandez-Solera, Frazier and
Clinton (2002) conducted written questionnaire experiments testing the interpretations
of pronouns in Spanish, in which participants read sentences such as the one below.

1) Juan  pegd Pedro. @/El  esta enfadado.

Juan hit Pedro he is tired
‘Juan hit Pedro. He is tired.’
(Alonso-Ovalle et al., 2002, p. 4)
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The participant’s task was to indicate the antecedents of given null and overt pronouns.
Possible antecedent candidates were the subject Juan or the matrix object Pedro (or
an external entity). Based upon the findings, native Spanish speakers interpreted
subjects as the pronouns’ antecedents less frequently when the pronouns were overt
pronouns than when they were null pronouns, proving a significant difference. Also,
in the acceptability judgment tests from the same study, sentences having overt
pronouns that referred to subject antecedents were seen as significantly less
acceptable than those using null pronouns. Tsimpli, Sorace, Heycock and Filiaci’s
(2004) sentence-interpretation experiment in Italian tested null and overt pronouns
referring to ambiguous antecedents, using similar experimental items to
Alonso-Ovalle, et al (2002). They found that, in native Italian speakers’ interpretations,
null pronouns tended to refer to subject antecedents while overt pronouns tended to
refer to non-subject antecedents, exhibiting a significant difference in their
antecedent-preferences. Sorace and Filiaci’s study (2006) also tested Italian null and
overt pronouns and exhibited similar results to the above two studies: null pronouns
prefer subject antecedents while overt pronouns prefer non-subject antecedents. These
studies consistently indicate that, “typically, an overt pronominal subject of an
embedded clause does not refer to the preverbal lexical subject of a superordinate
clause..., whereas a null subject does”, as Belletii, Bennati and Sorace (2007) state (p.
660).

Early studies in Japanese
Ueno and Kehler (2010), Okuma (2011) and Nagano (2015)

While Romance languages have shown quite clear complementary
antecedent-preferences of null and overt pronouns as reviewed above, studies on
Japanese pronouns exhibit inconsistent outcomes. That is, while most studies find null
pronouns prefer grammatically salient antecedents, i.e., grammatical subjects, there is
no consensus for what type of antecedent overt pronouns prefer referring to. Ueno and
Kehler’s (2010) study found that Japanese overt pronouns prefer subject antecedents
to non-subjects, contradicting the tendency in Romance languages. Ueno and Kehler
conducted a sentence-completion experiment using overt and null pronouns in
Japanese. They used two-sentence discourses: the first sentence included grammatical
subject and object, followed by the second sentence that included either an overt
pronoun or a null pronoun, which could ambiguously refer to the subject or object in
the first sentence, e.g., ‘Taro’ or ‘Jiro’ in an example item shown below.

(2) Taro-ga/wa Jiro-ni hon-o watasita/watashiteirutokorodatta. Kare-wa/@ :
Taro-NOM/TOP  Jiro-DAT book-ACC handed/was.handing he-TOP/@
‘Taro handed/was handing a book to Jiro. He/@ ’

(Ueno & Kehler, 2010, p. 2058)

The task of the participants, who were native Japanese speakers, was to complete the
second sentence, which would exhibit which entity the pronouns referred to. Ueno
and Kehler found that participants chose subject antecedents (e.g., ‘Taro’) more
frequently than object antecedents (e.g., ‘Jiro’) in both null and overt pronoun
conditions, although the subject bias was significantly stronger with null pronouns
than with overt pronouns.t

! Ueno and Kehler (2010) also found that overt pronouns’ antecedent-preference was also affected
by aspects such as perfective and imperfective (e.g., ‘handed’ and ‘was handing’). (con t next page)
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Okuma (2011) tested null and overt pronouns, embedding them in subordinate
clauses where the pronouns could ambiguously refer to either matrix subjects or
matrix objects. An example item is shown below.

(3) Okaasan-ga/wa musume-ni @lkanojo-ga  kooto-o0 kiru tokini kisu-o sita.
mother-NOM/TOP daughter-DAT  @/she-NOM  coat-ACC put.on when kiss-ACC did
‘The mother kissed the daughter when @/she put on the coat.’

(Okuma, 2011, p. 94)

The participants’ task was to indicate which antecedent the pronouns referred to, e.g.,
matrix subject (okaasan ‘mother’) or matrix object (musume ‘daughter’). Although
Okuma’s research objective was to test the interpretations of pronouns by the learners
of Japanese as a second language, native Japanese speakers also participated in her
experiment as a control group. The results from native Japanese-speaking participants
showed that they did not hold a significant preference for either type of antecedents
when the pronouns were overt pronouns, whereas they significantly more frequently
interpreted matrix subjects as null pronouns’ antecedents than matrix objects.

Similar to Okuma, Nagano (2015) also conducted a pronoun-interpretation
test with Japanese learners and native Japanese speakers, but she positioned null and
overt pronouns in matrix clauses in the test sentence. The test sentence included one
possible antecedent, but, prior to the test sentence, Nagano also presented an
introduction sentence that included possibly a competing antecedent. An example is
shown below.

(4) (Introduction sentence)
Jon-san to  Takeshi-san-wa kaigi no-tame densha-de Nagoya-ni  ikimasu.
John and Takeshi-TOP  conference for train-by Nagoya-to go
‘John and Takeshi go by train to Nagoya for a conference.’

(Test sentence)
Takeshi-san-ga/wa biiru-o nondeiru aida, @/kare-ga  keshiki-o nagameteimasu.
Takeshi-NOM/TOP beer-ACC drinking while @/he-NOM  scenery-ACC view
‘While Takeshi was drinking beer, @/he views the scenery.’
(Nagano, 2015, p. 70)

Like in Okuma’s study, the participants’ task was to indicate which antecedent the
pronouns referred to (e.g., ‘Takeshi’ or ‘John”). The participating native Japanese
speakers mostly chose matrix subjects (e.g., ‘Takeshi’) as antecedents when pronouns
were null, but they significantly more frequently chose external antecedent that was
presented in introduction sentences (‘John’) when pronouns were overt.

However, there seems to be several possible problems in Nagano’s study. One
possible problem is that her items used Japanese person names and non-Japanese
person names as possible antecedents, as shown in (4) (e.g., ‘Takeshi’ and ‘John’).
Hinds (1975) reports that native Japanese speakers tend to use more overt pronouns
when referring to a foreigner than when referring to a Japanese person.® Thus,

! (cont) Also, Ueno and Kehler manipulated the topic-hood of the subject antecedents, but there
was no significant effect from the topic-hood.

2 Okuma (2011) manipulated the topic-hood of both matrix subjects and matrix objects but it did
not have a significant effect, similar to the Ueno and Kehler study.

% (see next page)
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Nagano’s participants might have been inclined to refer to a non-Japanese name when
the pronoun was an overt pronoun.

Another, and probably more important problem of Nagano’s items is that she
manipulated the topic-hood of sentence-initial subjects in the test sentences by using
wa and ga (e.g., ‘Takeshi-wa/ga’). As Heycock (2008) and others indicate, the topic
postposition wa cannot appear in certain types of subordinate clauses, including
temporal clauses, which Nagano used (i.e., ‘While...”). Thus, the wa-marked entity in
Nagano’s items has to belong to the matrix clause, as shown below.

(5) Takeshi-san-wa [@ biiru-o nondeiru aida]  @/kare-ga  keshiki-o nagameteimasu.
Takeshi-TOP beer-ACC drinking while @/he-NOM scenery-ACC view
‘As for Takeshi, while @ was drinking beer, @/he views the scenery.’

In this case, the matrix clause itself stands as following.

(6) Takeshi-san-wa @/kare-ga keshiki-o nagameteimasu.
Takeshi-TOP @/he-NOM scenery-ACC  view
‘As for Takeshi, @/he views the scenery.’

For the matrix sentence above, the only possible interpretation of the reference with
null and overt pronouns is that they refer to the entity with wa. In other words, it does
not make sense to interpret the matrix clause as, ‘As for Takeshi, John views scenery’;
the only possible interpretation is, ‘As for Takeshi, Takeshi views scenery’. Therefore,
Nagano’s results should be considered but excluding the data using the wa-marking.

Based on the discussion above, when observing Nagano’s (2015) data with
ga-marked possible antecedents, excluding wa-marked ones (as the one below), the
results still exhibit a significant overt pronoun preference for an external entity
appearing in the preceding sentence (e.g., ‘John’).

(7) [Takeshi-san-ga @ biiru-o nondeiru aida] @/kare-ga  keshiki-o nagameteimasu.
Takeshi-TOP beer-ACC drinking while @/he-NOM scenery-ACC view
‘While Takeshi was drinking beer, @/he views the scenery.’

However, the problem with this type of items is that the overt pronouns are marked
with ga, not wa. In general, a ga-marked entity introduces new information to the
discourse, and the ga-marked entity cannot be an anaphor, except in the cases where
the ga-marked entity exhaustively lists the entity (Kuno, 1972) or where the sentence
with the ga-marked entity introduces unpredictable or discontinuous events (Noda,
1996). While an overt pronoun must be an anaphor because it is a ‘pronoun’, the
ga-marking for it likely leads participants to choose the less continuous entity as the
antecedent, i.e., ‘John’. Nagano should have marked overt pronouns with wa, as Ueno
and Kehler did.* If the overt pronouns were marked by wa in her study, the result
might have exhibited a lesser degree of object-antecedent preference.

® This tendency might be attributable to the fact that Japanese third person overt pronouns, kare
‘he’ and kanojo ‘she’ are invented only in the 19" century for the purpose of translating Western
documents (Shibatani, 1991; Martin, 1975).

* In Okuma’s (2011) study, overt pronouns were marked by ga, which is not a problem in her case.
She embedded overt pronouns in subordinate clauses, in which wa is not allowed to be used.
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Kanno (1997) and Pimentel (2014)

While Ueno and Kehler (2010), Okuma (2011), and Nagano (2015) examined
whether a subject or an object is preferred as an antecedent, Kanno (1997) and
Pimentel (2014) compared a subject and a non-mentioned unknown entity. They
conducted similar experiments that tested native Japanese speakers’ interpretations of
null and overt pronouns. They used items that included pronouns in subordinate
clauses, as illustrated in the examples below.

(8)

a. Null pronoun

Hayashi-san-wa @ goji-madeni repooto-o kaku to limashita yo.
Hayashi-TOP 5 o’clock-by report-ACC write  COMP said.

‘Hayashi said that he would write the report by 5 o’clock.’

b. Overt pronoun
Tanaka-san-wa raishuu kare-ga Tokyoo-e iku to limashita yo.
Tanaka-TOP next week he-NOM Tokyo-to go COMP  said
‘Tanaka said that he would go to Tokyo next week.’
(Kanno, 1997, pp. 282-283)

Their participants read these sentences and indicated whether the null/overt pronouns
referred to the following as antecedents: (a) the matrix subjects (e.g., ‘Hayashi’ and
‘Tanaka’), (b) external (unknown) entities, or (c) possibly either of the entities above.”
Kanno and Pimentel’s results are summarized below.

Table 1
Interpretation of Null and Overt Pronouns (Kanno, 1997; Pimentel, 2015)
Pronouns Chosen Antecedent
Matrix subject entity External (unknown) entity  Either entity
Null (Kanno) 76% 0% 24%
Null (Pimentel) 95% 0% 5%
Overt (Kanno) 7% 53% 40%
Overt (Pimentel)  21% 59% 20%

The results above seem to indicate that, while null pronouns prefer taking matrix
subjects to an ‘External (unknown) entity’ as antecedents, overt pronouns seem to
prefer an ‘External (unknown) entity’ to matrix subjects. It is not clear whether the
overt pronouns’ preferences for a ‘Matrix subject entity’ and those for the ‘Other
entity’ would have shown a statistically significant difference because Kanno and
Pimentel interpreted both the ‘Matrix subject entity’ and ‘Either entity’ as an
indication that the pronouns ‘allow matrix subject antecedent’, and ‘External
(unknown) entities’ as the indication that the pronoun does not allow a matrix-subject
antecedent. Accordingly, Kanno and Pimentel’s statistical analyses compared the
‘Other entity’ category (53% and 59%, respectively) with the other two combined (7 +
40 = 47%, and 21 + 20 = 41%, respectively). The analyses did not find a significant

® The main interest of Kanno (1997) and Pimentel’s (2014) studies are on the Overt Pronoun
Constraint (OPC), which concerns quantified antecedents, particularly focusing on the
interpretations by learners of Japanese as a second language. However, Table 1 reports the data
from their control groups (native Japanese speakers) in unquantified antecedent conditions.
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difference, based on which Kanno and Pimentel concluded that overt pronouns do not
have a particular bias for antecedents.

A clear critique for their method is that they should have tested the statistical
difference between the participants’ choices for a ‘Matrix subject entity’ vs. an
‘External (unknown) entity’. In observing that the differences in both studies are quite
large (7% vs. 53%, and 21% vs. 59%), if Kanno and Pimentel’s analyses were
conducted excluding the ‘Either entity’ results, they might find significant preferences
of overt pronouns for the ‘External (unknown) entity’ relative to ‘Matrix subject
entities’.

Also, another possible methodological problem is that the choice of ‘Either
entity’ could reflect participants’ grammatical judgments, while the choices ‘Matrix
subject entity’ and ‘External (unknown) entity’ reflect participants’ intuitive
preferences. The participants who marked ‘Either entity’ might have done so only
because an interpretation with either entity is grammatically not wrong although the
participants may have intuitively preferred one of the two entities. Thus, there should
not have been the choice (c) ‘Either entity’ if the research aimed to find the
antecedent-preferences.

Anti-logophoricity

In reviewing early studies on Japanese overt pronouns, their
antecedent-preferences have been inconsistent. Ueno and Kehler (2010) found the
preference for subject antecedents, Okuma (2011) found no bias either for subject or
non-subject antecedents, Nagano (2015) arguably found the preference for
non-subject antecedents, and Kanno (1997) and Pimentel’s (2014) data may exhibit a
preference for non-subject antecedents, although neither Kanno nor Pimentel
indicated it. Kanno and Pimentel provide the list of their experimental items, and a
closer observation of them may suggest a possible reason for their results.® Kanno
and Pimentel’s experimental items were exclusively uniform, which were always in
the forms of, ‘[Matrix subject says/said that [pronoun subject - predicate]]’, using the
verb ‘say’ as the matrix verb. In the previous section, we observed that Kanno and
Pimentel’s participants may have tended not to refer to matrix subjects when the
pronouns were overt, and when the matrix subjects were the agents of ‘saying’. This
observation may suggest a possibility that Japanese owvert pronouns carry
anti-logophoricity.

The term, logophoricity, was introduced by Hagege (1974). The logophoric
pronouns are the pronominal expressions that exclusively refer to antecedents “whose
speech, thoughts, feelings, or general state of consciousness are reported” (Clements,
1975, p. 141). An example of a logophoric pronoun in an African language, Ewe, is
shown below.

® Ueno and Kehler (2010), Okuma (2011) and Nagano’s (2015) articles do not include their lists
of experimental items.
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9 a. Kofi  be ye-dzo.
Kofi  say he.LOG-leave
‘Kofi; said that he; left.’

b. Kofi  be e-dzo.

Kofi  say he-leave

‘Kofi; said that he; left.’
(Clements, p. 142)

Ewe employs an logophoric pronoun, ye, which exclusively refers to the source of
secondary discourse reported, i.e., ‘Kofi’ in (9a). When the antecedent is not the
source of the report, the logophoric pronoun is not used to refer to it; another pronoun
is used instead, i.e., e, in (9b).

Anti-logophoricity plays the opposite role to logophoricity; anti-logophoric
pronouns do not refer to antecedents, whose speech, thoughts or any internal feelings
the sentence reports (hereafter, ‘logophoric antecedents’). Dubinsky and Hamilton
(1998) suggest that English epithets are an example of anti-logophoric pronouns, as
shown below.

(11) a. *It was said by John; that the idiot; lost a thousand dollars on the slots.
b. It was said of John; that the idiot; lost a thousand dollars on the slots.

(12)  a. *According to John;, the idiot; is married to a genius.
b. Speaking of John;, the idiot; is married to a genius.
(Dubinsky & Hamilton, 1998, p. 688)

The sentences (11a) and (12a) are ruled out because the sentences report John’s (i.e.
antecedent) statements, and the epithets anti-logophorically avoid referring to it.
Similar to English epithets, Kuno (1986) suggests that Japanese overt pronouns carry
an anti-logophoric property, as illustrated in the examples below.

(13) a. *Hanako-ga tensai da to kanozyo-ga omotte iru.
Hanako-NOM genius is COMP she-NOM thinking
‘Hanako; thinks that she; is a genius.’

b. Hanako-ga tensai da to kanozyo-no ryoosin-ga omotte iru.
Hanako-NOM  genius is COMP she-GEN  parents-NOM thinking
‘Hanako’s; parents think that she; is a genius.’
(Kuno, 1986, p. 42)

The sentence (13a) is unacceptable when the sentence reports Hanako’s thought, and
the overt pronoun kanojo ‘she’ is referring to Hanako. On the other hand, (13b) is
acceptable because the sentence reports the thoughts of Hanako’s parents’, not
Hanako’s.” ®

” A possible limitation in applying Kuno’s (1986) argument to the current discussion is that
Kuno’s example (13a) is a scrambled sentence (in OSV order). Kuno states that an R-expression in
a logophoric complement (i.e., that-clause) must disjoint indexing with the logophoric pronoun in
a matrix clause; he does not state that an R-expession in a matrix clause disjoints indexing with the
logophoric pronoun in the complement.

& (see next page)
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Based on the arguments above, there is a possibility that Kanno (1997) and
Pimentel’s (2014) native Japanese participants may have tended to avoid matrix
subjects as the overt pronouns’ antecedent because the matrix subjects were always
logophoric antecedents (i.e., agents of speech), as shown in the form of [Matrix
subject says/said that [pronoun subject - predicate]]’. In order to examine this
possibility that Japanese overt pronouns carry anti-logophoricity, the current study
conducted an experiment using similar items to Kanno and Pimentel’s, but with
modifications.’

Experiment

Participants

The objective of this experiment was to examine whether third person overt
pronouns carry anti-logophoricity. Forty-three native Japanese speakers who are either
students or staff (non-faculty) at Mie University participated in this experiment. All the
participants have never continuously stayed outside Japan more than one month
because, according to Shoji, Dubinsky and Almor (2016), a participant’s linguistic
performance could be affected by his/her second language experience. The current
experiment needed to avoid a possible influence from their exposure to a second
language because the properties of overt pronouns are likely different between
languages, as mentioned in the introduction.

Materials

Following Okuma (2011), Nagano (2015), Kanno (1997) and Pimentel
(2014), a pronoun-interpretation experiment was conducted, which examines what
antecedent participants choose as the one that pronouns refer to. 12 experimental
items that included a third person overt pronoun and two competing possible
antecedents were constructed. Half of the overt pronouns were kare ‘he’ and the other
half were kanojo ‘she’, and they were embedded in subordinate clauses as in Kanno
and Pimentel’s studies. The experimental items were in Condition 1 that included a
possible logophoric antecedent (i.e., agents of speech, thought, etc.) and in Condition
2 that involved no logophoricity.

The experiment was a paper-based questionnaire-style one. The experimental
items were two-sentence discourses, which consisted of an introduction sentence and
a critical sentence. Similar to Nagano’s study, the introduction sentence included two
possible antecedents, and the critical sentence included an overt pronoun. The
two-sentence discourse items were then followed by an interpretation question. An
example item is shown below.

® Yashima (2014) also suggests the anti-logophoricity of Japanese overt pronouns. However, he
argues the anti-logophoricity as a grammatical constraint, namely, Overt Pronoun Constraint
(OPC) that overt-pronouns cannot refer to quantified antecedents. In contrast, the current study
examines the anti-logophoricity as a discourse constraint. In the discussion of the current study,
overt pronouns referring to logophoric antecedents are not ungrammatical, yet predicted to exhibit
infelicity.

° In line with most earlier studies, the present study focused on the third person overt pronouns in
Japanese (kare ‘he’; kanojo ‘she’), and did not deal with the first person or second person overt
pronouns.
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(14) Example Experimental Item

Introduction sentence providing two possible antecedents
Kishibe-san to Watanabe-san-wa yakyuu-bu-no picchaa to kyacchaa da.
Kishibe and Watanabe-TOP  baseball-team-GEN pitcher and catcher  COP.
‘Mr. Kishibe and Mr. Watanabe are a pitcher and a catcher of the baseball team.’

<CONDITION 1 >

Critical sentence providing overt pronoun

Possible antecedents were a logophoric antecedent (e.g., ‘Kishibe’) vs. an antecedent

irrelevant to logophoricity (‘Watanabe’)
Kishibe-san-wa kare-ga ichiban chiimu-ni kookenshiteiru to omotteiru.
Kishibe-TOP  he-NOM the most team-to contributing COMP thinking
‘Mr. Kishibe thinks that he is the most contributing to the team.’

Interpretation question
Mondai: Dare-ga ichiban chiimu-ni kooken-shiteimasu ka. (a) Kishibe (b) Watanabe
question: who-NOM the most team-to  contributing Q Kishibe  Watanabe
‘Question: Who is the most contributing to the team? (a) Kishibe (b) Watanabe’

< CONDITION 2 >

Critical sentence providing overt pronoun

Possible antecedents were both irrelevant to logophoricity (‘Kishibe’vs. ‘Watanabe’)
Kishibe-san-wa kare-ga itsumo tsukatteiru batto-o benchi-ni oita.
Kishibe-TOP he-NOM  always using bat-ACC bench-on put
‘Mr. Kishibe put the bat that he is always using on the bench.’

Interpretation question
Mondai: Dare-ga kono batto-o itsumo tsukatteimasu ka. (a) Kishibe (b) Watanabe
question: who-NOM this bat-ACC always using Q Kishibe  Watanabe
‘Question: Who is always using this bat? (a) Kishibe (b) Watanabe’

As the Interpretation question indicates, the participants’ task was to choose (a)
Kishibe or (b) Watanabe as the antecedent of the given overt pronoun in the critical
sentence. In Condition 1, phrases in the critical sentences such as ‘Mr. Kishibe thinks
that’ indicated that ‘Kishibe’ is the logophoric antecedent. If Japanese overt pronouns
carry anti-logophoricity as predicted, the logophoric antecedents would not be chosen
as antecedents of overt pronouns. On the other hand, there would be no avoidance
toward the equivalent antecedent (e.g., ‘Kishibe’) in Condition 2 because
logophoricity was removed in the critical sentence.

The present study carefully avoided possible methodological problems from
early studies, which might affect the participants’ interpretations. For example, a
possible problem of Kanno (1997) and Pimentel’s (2014) experimental designs is that
their items were exclusively uniform; all the verbs in matrix clauses in their
experimental items were ‘to say’, in the structure of ‘[Matrix subject says/said that
[pronoun subject - predicate]]’, as mentioned earlier. In addition, Kanno did not use
any distractor items, and Pimentel used fewer distractors than experimental items (i.e.,
26 experimental items and 14 distractor items). Because of the uniformity of the
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experimental items and the small number of distractor items, it is possible that their
participants identified the experimental items and the objective of the experiments. In
order to minimize these possible problems, the current experiment used 20 distractors
for 12 experimental items, and the critical sentences in Condition 1 used several
different verbs that established logophoricity, namely, omou ‘think’, kangaeru
‘think/consider’, shinjiru ‘believe’, iu ‘say’, kataru ‘say/state/mention’ and kanjiru
‘feel’.

In the two-sentence experimental discourses, the first sentence introduced two
actual persons’ names as possible antecedents, e.g., ‘Kishibe’ and ‘Watanabe’ in (14).
Kanno (1997) and Pimentel’s (2014) items presented only one explicit entity for
possible antecedents, without any competing entity, as shown in (8). As Nagano
(2015) indicates, the absence of competing antecedents might bias participants to
accept an interpretation that they might not generate independently. In order to avoid
this situation, the present study provided two explicit antecedents in the introduction
sentence, in the conjoined structure of ‘(antecedent A) and (antecedent B)’, both of
which were subjects of the sentence. In addition, in order to avoid the influence of the
order of two possible antecedents listed, half of the introduction sentences presented
the entity that appeared in the second sentence (critical sentence) again first, and the
other one second (e.g., ‘Mr. Kishibe and Mr. Watanabe were a pitcher and catcher...’);
the other half of the items listed them in the opposite order (e.g., ‘Mr. Watanabe and
Mr. Kishibe were a pitcher and catcher...”).

Moreover, unlike Kanno (1997) and Pimentel (2014), our interpretation
questions did not include the choice ‘Either (a) or (b)’ because this choice may reflect
participants’ grammatical judgments, as argued earlier. As the current study aimed to
examine whether participants tend to intuitively avoid logophoric reference by overt
pronouns, the interpretation questions forced the participants to choose only one of the
given possible antecedents, not allowing the acceptance of both. The order of the two
choices for the questions presented were balanced: half of the items showed the
antecedents presented in the critical sentence (e.g., ‘Kishibe’ in (14)) as choice (a),
and the other half presented them as choice (b).

The 20 distractor sentences were unambiguous, and participants should have
easily comprehended the sentences.'® Thus, participants’ accuracy rates of the
interpretation questions for the distractor items served to confirm that the participants
seriously attempted to comprehend the given discourses. If a participant’s accuracy
rate for the distractor items were below 90%, which would indicate that participants
did not seriously work on the comprehension questions, his/her responses would be
excluded from the data analysis.

Procedure

Paper-based questionnaires were distributed to the participants. On the first
page of the questionnaire, there was a background survey asking about their
experiences of staying in foreign countries (in order to make sure that the participants
did not have an experience of continuously staying outside Japan for more than one
month). On pages 2-6, they read a total of 32 discourse items (12 experimental items
and 20 distractors) and answered the interpretation questions. Each of the 12
experimental items was presented to participants in one of the two Conditions, in a
Latin-Square balanced design. Also, the order of all items presented was randomized

1 An example distractor item is: ‘I go to a restaurant every day, where Mr. Kase and Mr. Mamiya
are working. Mr. Kase is a chef, and Mr. Mamiya is a waiter. But actually, he used to work as a
chef, too.” In this discourse above, it is clear that the pronoun ‘he’ refers to ‘Mr. Mamiya’.
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as indicated by Research Randomizer (www.randomizer.org). All the texts in the
experiment were written in Japanese. The experiment took a participant
approximately 10 minutes on average.

Results

In order to investigate whether logophoricity affects antecedent-preferences,
participants’ choices of the given two possible antecedents in the experimental items
were compared. Also, for distractor items, there was no participant whose accuracy
rate was below 90%, and thus all participants’ responses for experimental items were
included in the analyses of the results. The overall results are summarized in Table 2
below.

Table 2
Results of Experiment: Chosen Antecedents to be Referred to by Overt Pronouns

Condition 1
Logophoric Antecedent (e.g.. ‘Kishibe’) Irrelevant Antecedent (e.g.., ‘Watanabe’)
26.7% 73.3%

Condition 2
Irrelevant Antecedent (e.g.. ‘Kishibe’) Irrelevant Antecedent (e.g.. ‘Watanabe’)
43.4% 55.8%

The results of Condition 1 with a logophoric antecedent, e.g., ‘Kishibe’ in (14a), and
an antecedent that were irrelevant to logophoricity, e.g., ‘Watanabe’ in (14a), showed
a difference in participants’ antecedent-preferences. As shown in Table 2 above, only
26.7% of the participants’ responses interpreted that the given overt pronouns referred
to logophoric antecedents. In contrast, 73.3% of the participants’ responses showed
that they interpreted that the given overt pronouns referred to the antecedents that
were irrelevant to logophoricity. A repeated measure ANOVA tested statistical
significance over participants (F1) and items (F2). In participant analysis, the
responses that interpreted that given overt pronouns referred to the antecedents that
were irrelevant to logophoricity were significantly more frequent compared with the
responses that interpreted that given overt pronouns referred to logophoric
antecedents [F1 = 31.885, p < 001]. Likewise, the item analysis showed the same
preference for the antecedent irrelevant to logophoricity [F2 = 111.864, p < 001]. The
outcome indicated that participants were significantly more inclined to interpret the
given overt pronouns as anaphors that referred to antecedents that were irrelevant to
logophoricity, showing a dis-preference for logophoric antecedents.

On the other hand, the results of Condition 2 with both possible antecedents
irrelevant to logophoricity, e.g., ‘Kishibe’ and ‘Watanabe’ in (14b), were distinct from
that of Condition 1. The antecedents were chosen as the referent of the given overt
pronouns at a rate of 43.4% for one (‘Kishibe’) and 55.85 for the other one
(‘Watanabe’). Again, a repeated measure ANOVA was performed to find
by-participant (F1) and by-item (F2) generalities. The participant analysis indicated
that there was no significant difference between the response with the two antecedents
referred to [F1 = 1.348, p =.252]. Also, the item analysis failed to reach a level of
significant difference [F2 = 3.443, p =.091]. The analyses indicate that, without
involving the factor of logophoricity, the third person overt pronouns’
antecedent-preference detected in Condition 1 disappeared.
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Furthermore, a 2 x 2 factorial repeated measure ANOVA test compared the
responses in Condition 1 and 2. Both participant analysis and item analysis showed
significant interactions between the Conditions [F1 = 14.383, p <.001; F2 = 28.778, p
< .001]. The outcome indicates that Japanese third person overt pronouns do not show
an antecedent-preference when logophoricity is not involved (Condition 2), but they
show a dis-preference when antecedents are logophoric (Condition 1).

Discussion

The experiment of this study indicated that Japanese third person overt
pronouns dis-prefer referring to a referent when they are agents of speech, thoughts,
and any internal feeling, which may indicate that they carry anti-logophoricity. This
finding suggests that, while Japanese null pronouns are affected by the grammatical
category of antecedents, as many early studies argue, Japanese overt pronouns are
affected not by grammatical status but by logophoric status. Further, this may add a
new factor to be considered in the research on referential expressions, which
investigates preferred (or ‘salient’) antecedents. Early studies in theoretical linguistics
and psycholinguistics have mostly focused on the grammatical category and
word-order, but the current study shows a possibility that logophoricity is also
counted as a factor that affects the saliency of the antecedent.

This claim also suggests that it may be necessary to re-examine early data
from Ueno and Kehler (2010), Okuma (2011) and Nagano’s (2015) studies, which
aimed to find effects from antecedents’ grammatical categories and did not exhibit
consistent results. Because it is not clear whether their experimental items involved
logophoricity, we may want to perform a comparison between the results of their
items including logophoric antecedents and the results with antecedents irrelevant to
logophoricity. If the re-examination finds that overt pronouns dis-prefer logophoric
antecedents but no such dis-preference existing without logophoricity, and if such
outcome is consistent across each of the earlier studies, the claim of the current study
would be strongly supported.

A limitation of this study is that the critical sentences in the experiment’s
Conditions 1 and 2 were quite different. Therefore, a possibility that the antecedent
choices were affected by some factors other than logophoricity remains. A future
study with the same research objective as this study should create minimally different
items between Conditions, such as those shown below.

(15)

< Condition 1 >

Possible antecedents were logophoric antecedents (e.g., Kishibe) vs. antecedents

irrelevant to logophoricity
Kishibe-san-wa kare-ga ichiban chiimu-ni kookenshiteiru to omotteiru.
Kishibe-TOP  he-NOM the most team-to contributing COMP thinking
‘Mr. Kishibe thinks that he is the most contributing to the team.’

< Condition 2 >

Possible antecedents were both irrelevant to logophoricity
Kishibe-san-wa kare-ga ichiban chiimu-ni kookenshiteiru to kiita.
Kishibe-TOP  he-NOM the most team-to contributing COMP heard
‘Mr. Kishibe heard that he is the most contributing to the team.’
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Items only minimally different between conditions should more accurately examine
the effects from logophoricity.

Conclusion

Motivated by earlier studies, the current study investigated the
anti-logophoricity of the Japanese third person overt pronouns. The results indicated
that such pronouns carry anti-logophoricity. Although a considerable amount of
research has been done investigating pronouns’ properties, as far as the author knows,
that regarding the anti-logophoricity of pronouns is scarce. The factor of logophoricity
has potential to be involved in the discussion on the research of referential expressions.
Thus, the present study should contribute to a deeper and more comprehensive
understanding of the field.
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Reviewed by
Misato Matsuoka
Teikyo University
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Fifteen years ago, the book entitled ‘Chugoku Koji wo Eigo de Asobu: Yutakana
Jinsei eno Michishirube [Understanding Chinese Historical Stories through English:
Guide to Enriching Life] was published by Hiroyasu Matsuoka (who passed away
prior to this book publication) and Rieko Matsuoka. As it consists of seventy pages
with about forty-five phrases of Chinese origin, it is a readable book by anyone who
may be interested in Japanese, English, Chinese historical stories or other related
topics. As the title displays, the main content of this book is explaining Japanese
phrases originating from China using English. While the stories of Chinese
originating phrases are explained, this book illustrates the connection between the
East and the West. It also neatly provides the meaning of English words in Japanese,
which seems to be a less rigid way compared to other English textbooks that strictly
provides the original meaning of English. It appears that this book represents a bridge
between the East and the West, by tracing the original Chinese meaning provided by
ancient Chinese thinkers, interpretation in Japanese and translation into English that
allows English-speaking readers to learn the meaning of the Chinese phrases. The
book title ‘asobu (= ‘play’ in Japanese)” implies the attempts to link Chinese culture
to English language using Japanese.

Although there are some unfamiliar Japanese words stemming from Chinese
historical stories such as ~ ‘keisetsu  (#Z5) " | it provides the richness of the word
itself, which is seemingly another intention of the book as is also clearly mentioned in
the subtitle ‘Guide to Enriching Life.” In this regard, it makes us realize that Chinese
historical stories that are currently used as Japanese phrases in the contemporary
period are meaningful for getting through our lives when facing difficulties, for
instance. Perhaps in subtle ways, the book’s aim is also to show the connection
between Chinese and Japanese cultures. While it is nicely summarized into one book,
it is, however, less clear about the objective of the book. Considering that the word
‘Eigo de (in English)’ is indicated in smaller word size in the title, there seems to be
less emphasis on the relevance of English. Furthermore, it would have been much
more interesting to learn the similar English phrases with Chinese phrases, which
additionally might have been able to enrich the content of the book and tailor to
English-speaking readers.
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Call for Papers

JALT Journal of Japanese Language Education

Japanese-as-a-second language (JSL) researchers, teachers, and learners are invited to contribute
articles, research reports, essays, or book reviews.

Next issue will be published: Autumn 2021.
Submission Deadline: May 31%, 2021.

Submission Guidelines
1. The author does not have to be a member of JALT JSL SIG at the time of submission.
2. All manuscripts must not have been published before.
3. All manuscripts should be either in Japanese or in English. Include an abstract in

Japanese (approx. 400 letters) and English (approx. 200 words) preceding the main
text.

4. Format:
a. Follow APA style (6th edition) for English manuscripts.
b. Fonts: Mincho (Japanese) 11-point and Times New Roman (English) 12 points.
Single-spaced.
¢. The submission should not exceed 30 pages, including tables, figures, notes (if
any), references and appendices.

d. Submit the manuscript to us with a 25-word background of the author and Email
address. <http://jalt.org/jsl/index.htmI>
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