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Mandarin  contains  a  reflexive  form,  ziji,  that  can  function  as  a  local  reflexive. 
However, ziji can also take an antecedent outside its local domain. As shown in (1a‐e), ziji 
can be bound by the closest subject or the matrix subject (Cole, et al., 2006 and references 
therein).  Such  long‐distance binding  is  constrained by a blocking  effect, such  that  subject 
DPs  that  differ  in  person  features  appear  to  block  higher  subject  DPs  from  binding  ziji. 
However, a difference in person features is not a sufficient condition for the blocking effect. 
Instead, we  see  that  subjects  in  a  1>3  configuration  allow  long‐distance  antecedents  but 
subjects  in  a  3>1  configuration  block  long‐distance  antecedents.  Thus,  the  interference 
pattern that emerges in the blocking effect is not symmetrical (see examples (1a‐g)).  

Strikingly,  this  interference  pattern  replicates  a  pattern  of  intervention  that  is 
known  as  the  personcase  constraint.  Anagnostopoulou  characterizes  the  PCC  such  that 
“[i]n a combination of a weak direct object and an indirect object [clitic, agreement marker, 
or weak pronoun],  if  there  is a third person it has to be the direct object” (2005, p. 203). 
Compare Tables 1 and 2. 

Following an analysis in Cole, et al. (2006), I propose that long‐distance binding of 
ziji is the result of covert head movement and that ziji is sensitive to person hierarchies as 
conceived    in  Bejar  and  Rezac  (2009).  These  two  facts  restrict  the  configurations  that 
license the long‐distance binding of ziji. 

2)  [IP Zhangsan [I zijii ] [VP yiwei [IP Lisi [I t’i ] [VP piping‐le ti ] ] ] ] 

       Zhangsan    self          think       Lisi                  criticize‐Perf 

In (2) above, each I0 agrees with its specifier and ziji must therefore agree with the 
subject  upon  adjunction  to  I0.    However,  if  ziji’s  ϕ‐features  are  structured  so  they  are 
sensitive  to  the person hierarchies of Bejar and Rezac  (2009,  see Table 3 below) we can 
generate the blocking effect and its asymmetrical structure. 

Let us assume that ziji is a partially articulated probe that searches for [participant] 
and  therefore  seeks  to  check  [3][2].  In  1/2  >  3  configurations  movement  of  ziji  to  the 
lowest I0 checks the [3] segment of the anaphor therefore allowing ziji  to be valued by I0. 
However,  this  leaves  an unchecked  [2].  Thus,  the unchecked  [2]  on  the  anaphor  licenses 
further  movement  of  ziji  to  the  higher  I0  in  search  of  a  [+participant]  argument.  If  the 
higher I0 has obtained [+participant] features through agreement with the subject, then ziji 
can adjoin  to  the higher  I0  and valuation  can  take place. Thus,  a higher argument  can be 
[+participant] and a lower argument can be [‐participant]. However, the converse does not 
hold. If ziji first adjoins to an I0 that is [+participant] both of ziji’s person features ([3] and 
[2]) will be  checked  leaving no  residue  that would  license  further movement  (unless  the 
higher I0 agrees for [+participant]). Thus, a higher [3] argument is inaccessible because the 
anaphor has been marked as [+participant] and the higher I0 is [‐participant]. 

The  proposed  analysis  has  some  welcome  consequences.  Firstly,  it  explains  the 
blocking  effect.  Secondly,  it  provides  a  principled  explanation  of  the  asymmetry  in  the 
blocking  effect  that  is  not  explained  by  the  head  movement  approach  alone.  Thirdly,  it 



demonstrates that AGREE based approaches to binding offer principled empirical coverage 
and can help explain some of the more recalcitrant phenomena of binding theory. 

1) 
a)   Zhangsani zhidao Lisij bu   xihuan zijii/j 
  Zhagshan  know   Lisi  not  like       self 

‘Zhangsan  knew  that  Lisi  did  not  like 
me/himself’ 

e)  Nii      zhidao Lisij  bu   xihuan zijii/j 
  You    know   Lisi   not  like       self 

‘You  knew  that  Lisi  did  not  like   
you/himself 

b)  Woi zhidao Lisij bu   xihuan zijii/j 
  I       know   Lisi  not  like       self 

‘I knew that Lisi did not like me/himself 

f)  Lisii    zhidao  Woj    bu   xihuan ziji*i/j 
  Lisi     know    I          not  like       self 

‘Lisi  knew  that  I  did  not  like 
*him/myself’ 

c)  Woi      zhidao Nij    bu   xihuan zijii/j 
  I            know   you  not  like       self 

‘I  knew  that  you  did  not  like 
me/yourself’ 

g)  Lisii      zhidao Nij    bu   xihuan ziji*i/j 
  Lisi       know   you  not  like       self 

‘Lisi  knew  that  you  did  not  like 
*him/yourself’ 

d)  Nii     zhidao Woj bu   xihuan zijii/j 
  You   know   I       not  like       self 
  ‘You knew that I did not like you/myself’ 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Table 1 – Interference pattern for PCC            Table 2 – Interference pattern for ziji 

 

 
Table 3 – Bejar and Rezac person hierarchy / articulated probe 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Table 2
Person specifications

A: Person specifications B: Shorthand 1!2!3 C: Shorthand 2!1!3

3rd 2nd 1st 3rd 2nd 1st 3rd 2nd 1st

["] ["] ["] [3] [3] [3] [3] [3] [3]
[participant] [participant] [2] [2] [1] [1]

[speaker] [1] [2]

(structure) [F] entails a feature (structure) [F!] if and only if [F!] is a subset (including identity)
of the least set containing [F]. For example, being specified as [speaker] entails being specified as
[participant] and as ["].5 These entailments translate into degrees of privative feature specification
through a heuristic of logical underspecification, where "-values are differentiated only by the
presence versus absence of features, as in table 2 (A). This requires specifying default interpreta-
tions for underspecified representations: for example, ["] is common to all persons, but a bare
["] feature is interpreted as 3rd person.

(6) Entailment: [speaker] N [participant] N ["]

We adopt these feature specifications, but for convenience we employ a shorthand from here on:
we write ["] as [3], [participant] as [2], and [speaker] as [1], and we refer to each of [3], [2],
and [1] as a segment, meaning ‘feature in a hierarchical feature structure’. The representations
corresponding to table 2 (A) in this abbreviated system are given in table 2 (B). The notation is
convenient because the interpretation can be transparently read by inspecting the bottommost
segment in the feature bundle. It is important, however, that these segments not be read as person
categories. For example, [1] in table 2 (B) does not refer to the category of 1st person; rather, it
refers to [speaker]. It is only the feature structure as a whole that corresponds to a traditional
category like 1st person.

The system assumes limited variation in the selection of features (see Harley and Ritter
2002). Of relevance below will be that some languages differentiate 1st and 2nd persons by
specifying the latter as [addressee] rather than by specifying the former as [speaker], and by
contrast interpreting a bare [participant] as 1st person. This is shown in table 2 (C).

In light of this feature-theoretic approach to "-specification, matching requirements can be
relativized to specific "-structures by manipulating the specifications of a probe: the more highly
articulated a probe is, the more highly specified a DP must be to match all of a probe’s features
(cf. Béjar 2003). (7)–(9) show this for the three possible articulations of the probe: a flat probe
that is just [u"] ([u3] in our notation) in (7), a partially articulated probe in (8), and a fully
articulated probe in (9). For each probe, a DP as highly specified as (or more highly specified

5 The entailment relation between feature segments is integral to our formalization of the operations Match and
Value, as we will show directly. This excludes feature systems that do not encode intrinsic entailment relations, like
Anderson’s (1992) [!me, !you].

INDIRECT  
OBJECT 

DIRECT  
OBJECT 

PCC 

1  3   
1  2   
2  1   
2  3   
3  1   
3  2   

HIGHEST SUBJECT 
PERSON 

LOWEST SUBJECT 
PERSON 

ZIJI 
LDR 

1  3   
1  2   
2  1   
2  3   
3  1   
3  2   



 


