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FOREWORD

One of my most pleasant experiences as a faculty member and as a
co-editor of these Working Papers has been the supervising of Choon-Kyu
Oh's doctoral dissertation. This studert's innate knack for handling
the complex materials of modern generative semantics has enabled him
in a brief eight months of concentrated labor to produce a work that
will make many contributions to the theory of generative semantics.

I have been maiﬁiy concerned with putting all relevant materials into
Oh's hands and with questioning his proposals in any way in which I
have thought they were weak, since I have had to leave the technical-
ities of Korean syntax to my colleague Lewis Josephs. Both of us,
together with Gary Parker, the other co-editor of this publication,
have gone over every word in this writing with as critical an eye as
possible. The result is one that we feel has few weaknesses and many
strengths. We are pleased to commend it to the readers of this series
with the certainty that they will find many things in it to interest
and profit them. We sincerely hope that Oh will reap the prewards of
his dilisonce and remain true to the quality of work he has exhibited

here.

C.-J. N. Baiiey



ABSTRACT

Chomsky used to claim that only the syntactic component 1is
generative, while the pnonological and semantic components are
interpretative. fhe base component was supposed to be solely
responsible for meaning, and transformations were not supposed to
change meaning. As the discipline of 1inguistics has advanced
since then, we have come to see the limitations of this approach,
and linguists su;h as Lakoff, Ross, and McCawley have claimed
that the semantic component is generative. Since the adoption of
generative theory 1in syntactic analysis, almost all linguistic
arguments have centered around the sentence. However, this
sentential approach has resulted in the insolubility of many’
problems, such as pronominalization, topicalization, quantification,
relativization, and negation.

By offerihg better solutions to long=-standing problems.
like quantification, relativization, topicalization, and
negation in Korean syntax, the present dissertation aims to show
the limitations of any approach which concentrates on the sentehce
as a linguistic unit or which takes semantics to be interprétative.
It is true that at the present stage there are still,many'problems
to be solved within the generative-semantic, discourse-centered
approach (the prqblem of deciding the boundary of a discourse being
only one of them). One possible solution suggested here is a-
topié-by-topic approach;-viz. the view that there are two basic

types of sentences: an introductory sentence which introduces
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the existence of an object or fact, and other sentercces which assert

things other than the existence of that item. The same senterce «
can be introductory for one NP and non-introductory for another

NP in the larger seﬁtence. Natﬁrally, an introductory sentence 1is

ordered before the other types of sentence.

In Chapter Two, Carden's analysis of quantification is
reviewed and its limitations are indicated and circumvented. It is
shown how the concept of tﬁe introductory sentence enables the
grammar correctly to predict and explain many problems related to
quantification. The validity of the suggested approach is tested
on negating and iﬁterrogatlng sentences which contain quantifiers
and other indefinite phrases consisting of an adjective plus:.a
noun. Carden's explanations of the peculiar properties of
quantifiers observed by him are carfied.further by showing that e
quantifiers cannot be predicates of introductory sentenées.
Adjectives which occur in a ron-introductory sentence are negated
exactly the way adjectives are when moved into an introductory
sentence by a rule that generates non-restrictive relative clauses,
which rule is also responsible for moving quantifiers. In Chapter
Three, restrictive and non-restrictive relativizaticns are
discussed. Different underlying structures are suggested for them
and justified. RESTRTCTIVE-RELATIVE-CLAUSE FORMATION is shown to
be a copying rule. It copies an introductory sentence into the
following sentence. This copying rule is the opposite of the rule,

NON-RESTRICTIVE-RELATIVE-CLAﬁSE FORMATION, except that the former

6



" is not a simple pc.mutaticon rule.

The definition of definiteness adopted in this dissertation

suggests a neat solution to an age-old problem in Korean--nin and ka
as sgbject particles (the counterparts of Japanese wa and ga),
which is discussed in Chapter Four. In Chapter Five, the author
shows how a NEG-INCORPORATION rule is needad for the correct
description of negation in Kerean. 1In an Appendix, the role
of presupposition in grammar is illustrated with one of the major
processes in Korean syntax, pronominalization by deletion.

The writer tries to show throughout how the generative-
" semantic approach alone can handle in a natural manner the problems‘

discussed here, by importing the notion of presupposition into syntax.



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS*

COM COMITATIVE
DIR DIRECTIONAL
DLM DELIMITER
NEG NEGATIVE MARKER
NOM NOMINALIZER
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

In writing the present dissertation, the writer has kept
the following goals in mind: to show some of the limitations of

concentrating on the sentence in the description of a language and

of eacluding semantics from the generation of sentences, as well as
to show now some long-standing problems in Korean can be handled with
new insights in a non-ad-hoc manner. The writer mostly follows the
abstract approach to syntactic analysis of linguists like Lakoff,
Ross, and McCawley, with slight modifications, particularly in the
manner of utilizing discourse information in formulating
transformational rules: I have used presuppositional information in
the structural description of transformational rules, as well as in
the conditions on ilheixr applicability. Recently, the advantages of
discourse analysis have been noticed by grammarians like Longacre and
his followers, but they have unfortunately not taken full advantage
of the discoveries and insights made available by generative-
transformational theory.

To achieve the goals mentioned at the outset, the writer has
chosen to discuss the most controversial problems in language
descfiption today-~-quantification and relativization, which are
dealt with in Chaptefs Two and Three, respectively--employing both
kpfean and English data to illustrate and corroborate arguments. It
is the author's belief that such deep processes as quantification
and relativization are shared among languages throughout the

worid. But because of this, the rules in this writing are

11
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" formulated in such a way that the similarities betwcen the English
and Korean formulations stand out conspicuously. Explicit

characterizations of such terms as definiteness, specificity, and g

correferentiality have been necessitated in order to account for

various aspects of quantification and relativization which have been
obscured by the loose use of such terms in the past.

T have introduced a new concept, the introductory sentence

(abbr. intro-S), which is either asserted or presupposed in a
discourse. 'This has been done with a view to clarifying the
definiteness of NP's. An intro-S is a sgntence which establishes

or registers the knoWledge of the existence of any fact or thing
denoted by a certain NP. Once- this knowledge has bheen registered

in the mind of a hearer, that NP becomes definite. If the knowledge
that a speaker possesses has not been shared with a hearer; then such
an NP is merely specific, not definite. NP's have to Be at least

[} specificil and also identically indexed to be correferential, as

will be shown.

Many linguists have noticed the limitations of current thecry,
particularly in its distinction between optional and obligatory rules.
There has been no formal mechanism to indicate the degree of
optionality of a rule. The author has not supplied any such
mechanism in the présent work, bﬁt haé at least attempted to show
some of the characteristics of optionality. Very few rules are
optional in the sense of being in alsolutely free variation. Most

rules which have been known to be optional are in fact rules

B T
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* concerning which speakers do not share the presupposition which
conditions the applicability of the rule in question (for a
concrete example, see Appendix I).

T have been able to explain the long-debated question
regarding the difference between nién and ka (Japanese wa and ga,
respectively) by clarifying the feature [gefinité] and by

introducing distinct formal and material functions of NP's. If

an NP carries new information in a sentence, it is used formally;
. P ——————————

otherwise, materially. It is shown in Chapter Four that only

materially-used NP's can be topicalized by attaching nin. Although
negaﬁion in Korean has drawn much attention from Korean
syntacticians, most of their writings have been merely descriptive,
and hardly explanatory. The utilization of logical formulations in
linguistic description, advocated by G. Lakoff and McCawley, has
enabled the author to account for many facts concerning Korean
negation that have so far been neglected.

‘Tt is the author's humble hope that this work will
contribute to the study of syntax by introducing certain phenomena
from Korean syntax to non-korean linguists that will lead to greater
clarification of the principles of generative grammar and perhaps of
the analysis of English itself. I also hope to make modern
discoveries of generative semantics more easily available to Korean

grammarians.



CHAPTER TWO: QUANTIFICATION

Introduction

2.1. In his attempt to explain some idiosyncratic behavior
of quantifiers (abbr. Q), Carden (1970) distinguished between post-
and pre-determiner Q's and identified post-determiners with other
adjectives.1 He claimed that the pre-determiners were higher
predicates in the deep structure which are lowered to the pre-
determiner position by his lowering rule. However, it appears that
the same distinction made between post- and pre-determiner Qfs is
to be made in other adjectives as well. A review of Carden's
arguments for a higher-predicate analysis of Q's in the light of
Korean data_reveals that the distinction made for Q's should not be
made in terms of their position before or after the determiner, as
Ccarden did, but in terms of the definiteness of the NP's which they
modify.2 Although Carden'é arguments are for English, it will be
shown that the same principle which accounts for English
quantification also accounts for Korean quantification. In the
sections that f>llow, Korean data will be contrasted with
corresponding English data.

5.11. NOT TRANSPORTATION (abbr. NT). Carden (39-40)

claims that a gre-determiner Q is negated by a negative marker
(abbr. NEG) attached to a not-transportation (NT) verb, but other
kinds of adjectives which occuxr in a complement clause after a NT

verb are not negated by such a NEG on the NT-V'erb.3 In other

14
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words, la is synonymous with 1lb, but not with lc; and 2a with 2b,

but not with 2c; ex. 3a, however, is synonymous not with 3b, but

with 3c:
(1) a.
b.

Ce

(2) a.

(3) a.

John

John

John

John

John

John

John

John

John

doesn't think the attractive girls left.

thinks the attractive girls stayed (= did not leave).

thinks the unattractive girls left (not attractive).

doesn't think the many girls left.

thinks the many girls stayed.

thinks the few girls left.

doesn't think that many (of the) girls 1eft;
thinks that many girls stayed.

thinks that not many girls left.

Carden (40-41) further argues that the Q many which is negated in 3c

must come from a higher predicate in the deep structure, since the

NEG attached to a NT=-verb negates the highest predicate in the

complement

(4) a.

sentence, as shown here:

John doesn't think that the boys who left will catch the
train.

John thinks that the boys who left will not catch the
train.

John thinks that the boys who stayed will catch the
train.

The correctness of the above generalization is clearly demonstrated

by the fact that 4a is synonymous with 4b,‘but never with 4c.

However, in order to ascertain the correctness of the distinction

15
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6

bolween a pre=determiner Q, on the one hand, and a post-dcterminer G
and all other adjectives, whether definite and indefinite, on the
other hand, let us investigate some parallel cases in Korean.

In Korean, the scope of a NEG depends on the presence or
absence of the particle nin 'delimiter!' (abbr. DLM) after the
nominalizer.4 If the particle is present, the scope of a NEG
includes the entire complement; otherwise, ohly the highest
predicate of the complement sentence is negated. (Full diséussion
of the various kinds of negation is postponed until Chapter Five.)
Only two types are considered for present purposes. Thus, the
following two sentences-=~the firsf with Eég'énd the second without
it-~are not synonymous, as_indicated by the English translations:

(5) John-ka ka=-ci ani-hayessta

Jchn-=S go-NOM pot-did

tJohn did not go (= 'John stayed!).
(6) John~ka ka=-ci=-ni#n ani-hayessta

John-S go-NOM~DLM not=-did

tTt is not the case that John went.!
Now, consider the following: |

(7) a. Jé%n-ka ka-n~kes~nin ani-ita
John=S go-REL~thing-DLM not=~is
'Tt was not John who went.!
b. John=ka ké;n-kes-nin ani-ita

tJohn did not go.!

1P




(8) a. kf yeyppi-n yeca~-ka nathana~n-kes-nin ani-ita
the pretty-REL girl-S appeared-REL-thing-DLM not-is
'It was nbt the pretty girl who appeared.'
b. ki yeyppz-n yeca-ka néfhana—n—kes-nin ani-ita
'"The p:etty éirl did not appear.'
(9) a. yé&ppé-n yeca-ka nathana-n-kes-nin ani-ita
'Tt was not pretty girl(s) that appeared.'
b. *yeyppi-n yeca=-ka ngthana-n-kes-nén ani-ita
?'Pretty girls did not appear. '
(10) a. ménhi-n salam-ka ka-n-kes-nin ani-ita
Many-REL people-S went-REL-DLM not-is.
1Tt was not many people that went.!
b. *manhi-n salam-ka ké—n-kes-nin ani-ita
?2'Many people did not go.'
In 7 and 8, the embe@ded subjects are definite, whereas those of 9
and 10 are indefinite. This definite~vs.-indefinite distinction in
the subject NP's of embedded sentences seems to be responsible for
the difference in the readings of 7 and 8, on the one hand, and 9
and 10, on the other hand; that is, with the former, the NEG

outside the complement sentence can negate either the subject or the

predicate of the erbedded sentence, depending on where the heaviest

accent is. Only the accented part is negated. However, only one
interpretation is possible for an indefinite subject NP of an
embedded sentence, viz. NEG always negates the sdbject"NP.

For additional support of the above analysis, Iet us

consider one other kind of negation:

17




(11) a. John-ka kassta-ko-nin sayngkakha-ci ani-hanta
John=-S went-dl‘ -DLM  think-NOM not=-do
'T do not think that it was John that went.!

b. John-ka kéésta-ko-nin sayngkakha=ci ani=banta
'I think that John did not go.!

(12) a. k€ yeyppi-n yeca-til-ka nathanassta~-ko-nin sayngkakha-ci
the pretty=-REL girl-PL-S appeared-QT-DLM  think-NOM
ani-hanta
not~uo
'T do not think that it was the pretty girls thét
appeared.!

b. ki yeyppi-n yeca=-til-ka né%hanassta-ko-nin sayngkakha~ci
ani-hanta
'T think that the pretty girls did not appear.!

(13) a. mdnhi-n salam-til-ka kassta-ko-nin sayngkakha-ci
many=-REL man=PL=S went=-QTl=DLM  think-=NOM
ani-hanta
not-do
'T do not think that it was many men that went.® |

b. *manhiz-n salam-tzl-ka k&ssta-ko-nin sayngkakha-ci.
ani-hanta
'T think that many men did not go.'

(14) a. yéyppi-n yeca-til-ka nathanassta~ko=-nin sayngkakha;ci

ani-hanta —

'T do not think that it was pretty’girls;fﬁ%ﬁ appeared.?

'Jl’flig .
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9

(14) b. *yeyppi-n yeca=-til-ka nathanassta=ko-nin sayngkakha=ci
ani-~hanta
'T think that pretty girls did not appear.’' i
Again, in 11 and 12, which have surface sentence subjects which are
definite, the most heavily accented words are negated--either the
subject or the predicate of the complement sentence. But in 13 and

14, which have indefinite subjects, the predicate of the complement

(viz. kassta or nathanassta) cannot be negated with a NEG attached

to an NT-verb of the matrix clause. Thus, both the (a) and (b)
sentences of 11 and 12 are grammatical, whereas the (b) sentences
of 13 and 14 are not.

What is important here is that a distinction is not drawn

between pre-determiner Q and the rest, but between definite and

indefinite subjects, regardless of whether they are modified by‘Q E

or some otner kind of modifier. Carden's higher-predicate analysis i
seems to be applicable not only to 10 and 13, but also to 9 and 14,
where a non-Q adjective modifies an indefinite subject. ;

Does this insight from Korean syntax apply alsé to English?
The question seems to be a reasonably simple one, if we consider 15:

(15) a. John doesntt think that attractive girls left.

b. John thinks that attractive girls stayed.

c. John thinks that non-attractive girls left.

For 15a, the interpretation seems to proceed in the following

e v ———— e -

manner: the universe of girls is divided into two groups;

hY
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" were defirnite, as in la, our topic would be limited to that definite
group. All that la says is that none of the attractive group left
and we do not commit ourselves tO ény further information in this
sen£ence.‘ On the other hand, since the embedded subject is not
definite in 15a, this sentence carries--in addition to the
information that none of the attractive grcup left--the sense that
some girl(s) 1§ft and that girl (or those girls) must therefore
kelong to the non-attractive group. In other words, 1l5a is
synonymous with 1l5c--not with 15b, aé would be expected, if Carden's
analysis were correct. In short, if the higher-predicate analysis
applies to any pre-determiner Q, it should also apply to all
indefinite NP's modified by any adjective.

2.12. Yérb of denial in Korean and E‘.nglish.5 Carden (41-

P

42) has claimed for 16 and 17, but not 18, that we have to

presuppose the existence of Whig candidates and many candidates,

respectively, but deny that they won.
(16) John denies that the Whig candidates won.
(17) John denies that the many candidates won.
(18) John denies that many éandidates won.
On the other hand, 18 présupposes that there are candidates who won, -

and denies that there were many of them. At this point, we may

profitably returh,to further data from Korean: T

; : W, : S T
(19) a. John-nin Mary-ka cukesse-im-lil puinhayessta
John-T Mary-S died-NOM-O0  denied

1John denied that it was Mary that died.!

. :§2g§ .

A
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(19) b. John-nin Mary-ka cukess-im-lil puinhayessta
'John denied that Mary died.‘

-(20) a. Johnenin k€ tases/manhi-n haksayng-ka ikyess~im-1lil

John-T  the five/many-REL students-S won-NOM-O
puinhayessta

dehied

tJohn denied that it was the five/many students that
won. ®

b. John-nin ki tases/manhi-n Haksayng-ka fkyess-im—lil

puinhayessta
tJohn denied that the five/many students won.'!

{21) a. John-nin ki yeyppi-n yeca-ka nathanass-imelil

Johh-T the pretty-REL girleS appeared-NOM-O
puinhayessta

denied

tJohn denied that it was the pretty girl that appeared.‘!

b. John-nin ki yeypps-n yeca;ka nathanass-sm-1lil

puinhayessta
tJohn denied that the pretty girl appeared.‘'

(22) a. Johnenin manhi-n/tases haksayng-ka cukess-im-l&l

John-T many-REL/five students-S died-NOM-O
puinhayessta
denied

tJohn denied that it was many students that died.!

~

tJohn denied that many.‘students died.'

21

b. *John-nin manhi-n haksayng-ka cﬁkess-im-lil puinhayessta

AT I TN TP ST O SPSTIITTR . TR S
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(23) a. John-nadn yéyp -!, YOCa=Ka Nalhanassess. l&l [)Uinh'ay&sst'd

John-T  pretty-REL girl-S appeared-NO -0 denied
'John denied that it was pretty girls ¢ 2t appeared.!

b. *John-nian yeyppé-n yeca-ka n‘ihanass-é:'lil puinhayessta

'John denied that pretty girls appeare: -’
As we se¢ here, numerals seem to behave much like ('S, and so do
indefinite NP's modified by descriptive adjectives, In 19-21, where
the underlined NP's are definite, we have ambiguity as to which part
of the embedded sentence is negated. This ambiguit / again will be
removed by auxiliary devices, viz. prosodic featur: 5. In 22 and 23,
however, only the adjective or Q modifying the sul: ect NP is
negatable; note that yeyppé-n ‘pretty’ in 23 is r ot even a Q. "The
special treatment of Q, as opposed to descript’ e adjectives, seems
to lose ground at this point. This s not 7 .e to a syntactic
phenomenon peculiar to Korean, &8 is sr .n by the following
parallel English sentences: o

(24) John denies that rich candidates won.

(25) John denies that the rich candidates won.
Although the speaker assumes in 25 that there were rich candidates
and denies their having won, in 24 he dénies that the assumed
victorious candidates were rich. In the latter case, rich behaves
just like Carden's pre-determiner Q. If it can be justified that
many in 18 is derived from the predicate of an underlying higher
sentence, the same process may legitimately be inferred for the

derivation of 24.
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5.13. EQUI-NP DELETION and REFLEXIVIZATION. Carden (45)

makes the following peculiar claim concerning 26:
What is importart to the present argument is that, in sentences
like ([26a]), where the identical, co-referential noun phrases
are modified by a true adjective ("Whig"), the follcwing facts
hold: A. The sentence without deletion ([26a]}) is
ungrammatical. B. The sentence without deletion ([26a]) is
synonymous with the sentence with deletion ([26b]).
Carden claims further that the same is true of only a post-determiner
Q (as in 27); but that neither ‘fact A'.nor tfact BY is true of a
pre-determiner‘Q (as in 28): |
(26) a. *The Whig candidatesi expect the Whig can.didatesi to be
elected.
b. The Whig candidates expect to be slected.
(27) a. *The many candidatesi expect the many candidatesi to be
eiracted.
b. The many candidates expect to be elected.
(28) a. All the candidates, expect all the candidates, to be
elected.
b. All the candidates expect to be elected.
Now, let us turn to Korean data:
(29) a. motz-n kyoin-til-nini mot&-n ky'oin--til-kai chenkuk=ey
all-REL believer=PL~T all-REL believer-PL-S heaven=to
ka-l-kes=-1l#l kitayhanta

go-REL~thing=-0 expect

'All believers expect all believers to go to heaven.'
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(29) b. moti-n kyoin-til-nin (caki-ka) chenkuk-ey ka=-l-kes-lil
kitayhanta
tAll believers expect to go to heaven.'
» (30) a. *John-nin, John-ka. zhenkuk=ey ka-l-kes-12l kitayhanta
*'Johni expects Johni to go to heaven.'!
b. John-nin (caki-ka) chenkuk-ey ka-l-kes-1il kitayhanta
tJohn expects to go to heaven.'!
In Korean, the deletion of any embedded NP correferential with the
matirix NP seems to be semantactically conditioned in most cases.
This matter is fully discussed in the next chapter. But, for the
present purpose, I will consider only instances in which the deleted
NP or reflexive pronoun is correferential with the matrix NP. Thus,
even’though 30a‘is ungrammatical,.or at least very unnatural, a
forced interpretation could make it synonymous with 30b. On the
other hand, 29a is not only grammatical, but semantically different
from 20b. This seems to correspond well with the above generalization
of Carden's. However, one very interesting phenomenon is revealed
in the use of the reflexive pronoun is 2Sb: when the NF in the
embedded sentence is correferential with the NP in the matrix
sentence, the reflexive pronoun should‘be singular, as in 29%. If a
plural form is used, exact correferentiality is lost.
Unlike English, Korean allows what I propose calling

inclusive as well as exclusive reflexivization. Inclusive

reflexivization is the replacement of a singular NP with a plural

reflexive pronoun. Exclusive reflexivization is the replacement of

o4’
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" a singular NP with a singular reflexive -pronoun. These processes are
respectively illustrated in 31 and 32:

(31) John-nén caki-ney-ka ikilila-ko mitko-issta
John-T (him)self-PL-S win-QT  believe
'John believes that they (lit. 'themselves'; i.e. his own |
group) will win.'

(32) John-nin caki-ka ikilila-ko mitko-issta
'John believes that he himself will win.'

Tn 31, caki-ney (or -til) may mean 'John and those with him?',

understood as fellow=-students in his school or the like. With the
distinction between inclusive and exclusive reflexivization
clarified, we can-easily explain why ambiguity exists only in 29,
but not in 30. For it is only in 29a that the two varieties of '
reflexivization are possible. In other words, both types of ]

reflexivization are allowed only where the subject is not definite, é

W—

which fact is made clear in the following sentences: _%
(33) a. Samoa-salam=-n&n Samoa-salam-ka moyoktangha-nin-kes-1zl
Samoa-people~T Samoa-people=S be-ridiculed-REL-thing=-0
. mos-chamninta

cannot-stand
'Samoans cannot bear to have Samoans ridiculed.' %
b. Samoa-salam-nin caki-ney-ka moyoktangha-nin-kes-lil

| mos-chamninta

1Samoans cannot bear to have their fellow people

s a2

I Tt

ridiculed.?
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(33) c. Samoa-salam-nin (caki-ka) moyoktangha-nin-kes=-1lil
mos-chamnznta
~ 'Samoans cannot bear to have themselves ridiculed.’
(34) a. yongkamha-n salam-nin yongkamha-n salam=-lil chanmihanta
brave-REL people~T brave=-REL people~O admire
'"Brave people admire brave people.?
b. *yongkamha-n salam-nin caki-ney (or -til)-lil
brave-REL, people-T self-PL-0
chanmihanta
admire
c. yongkamha-n salam-nin caki-lil chanmihanta
'Brave people admire themselves (= 'Every brave man
admires himself').

When an indefinite member of a presupposed grouping is
chosen as the subject of the higher sentence, a correferential
subjeét of the embedded sentence may be reflexivized exclusively
(i.e. in the singular form), as in 33c; if the subject of an embedded
sentence is correferential with only part of the group denoted by
any NP in the higher sentence, then réflexivization is inclusive,
as illustrated in 33b. If a grouping is hot presupposad, inclusive
reflexivization is rendered impossible; e.g. 34b. But even in such
instances, a non-pronominalized repetition of the NP is allawed
only where inclusive reflexivization wéuld have been permitted. It

G

seems that 33a and 34a are parallel to 35 and 36, respectively:
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(35) a. John-néni John-kaj moyoktangha-nin-kes=-121 mos~chamnznta
'Johni cannot bear to have Johnj ridiculed.!
b. John-nin (caki=-ka) moyoktangha-hin-kes=-lil mos-chamni#nta
tJohn cannot bear to be ridiculed.'
(36) a. John-nini John-lilj chanmihanta
John=~T John=0 | admire
'Johni admires John..!
b. John~nin caki-1l#l chanmihanta
'John admires himself.!
Just as the use of the identical NP ggh§ without correferentiality
does not justify pronominalization in 36a, so the use of the

identical NP yongkamha-n salam 'brave man®! cannot justify

prcnominalization in 34a~-citrer in the form of alreflexive pronoun
or of complete deletion--unless the sdentical expression presupposes
some sort of groupiné, in which case inclusive reflexivization is
allowed. Exé. 33 and 34 also show that Cardent's (45) generalization,
quoted at the beginning of this section, is also applicable to a

ttrue! adjective as well as a pre-determiner Q, onlx if the NP is

indefinite.

To recapitulate, the factor that determines the deletability
of repeated NP's (e.g. 26-28) and the applicability of exclusive
reflexivization (e.g. 29, 30, 33, and 34) is not the modifying
function of a Q, but rather the definiteness of the NP modified.

That this is not peculiar to Korean is evident from the following

English sentences:

27
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(37} a. Blonde girls axpect blonde girls to be specially
treated.
b. Blonde girils expe;t to be specially treated.
Even though a true adjective occurs in 37, neither A or B in
Carden's generalization quoted on page 13 holds. In short, Carden
seems to have been wrong in assuming that the two uses of Whig

candidates and all candidates in 26a and 28a are correferential.

They are not. What Carden calls *'fact A' and 'fact B' in the
quotation above both hold true only when the NP modified Lvw an
adjective-=Q or not=--is definite; if the NP is indefinite; neither
claim holds.
With this misconception about correferentiality corrgctedg
we caun revise thé generalization coricerning sentences like 26-28.
" The following facts hold if and only if identical NP's in a matrix
sentence and in a sentence embedded in it are correferential:
A. Sentences without deletion are ungrammatical. B. Sentences
without deletion are synonymous with sentences which have
undergone the deletion of the NP in question. Furthermore,
when the NP construction is definite, the non.- correferential
NP's refer to two different groups or to separate individuals;
whereas when the NP construction is indefinite, the non-
correferential NP's refer to different members of a group.
Furthermore, the definite=-indefinite distinction bécomes
logically impossible with NP's modifiéd by a universal Q, such as

all and every. Thus, the syntactic difference between 28a and 28b
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: reflects the following semantic difference: 28a can be paraphrascd
as 38a, and 28b as 38b; these in turn may be represented in logical
terms as 39a and 39b, respectively:

(38) a. There is a candidate such that he wants all the
candidates to be elected,and that is true of all the
candidates.

" p. There is a candidate such that he wants to be elected,
and that is true of all the candidates.

(39) a. (Vx) ((\Q‘) [x want Yy be elected])

b. (\{x) (x want [x be elected])
Carden (46) made the same claim for REFLEXIVIZATION as for
EQUI-NFP DELETION. Sentences without reflexivization are

. ungrammatical when identical correferential NP's occur within a

single sentence. But Carden claimed this to be true only of NP's

thal are mocified by true adjectives or postedeterminer Q's, as in

41 and 42:

(41) a. *The foolish men, pity the foolish men, .
b. The foolish men pity themselves.
(42) a. *The many men, pity the many men,.
b. The many men pity themselves.
(43) a. All the men, pity all the meni;
b. All the men pity themselves.
(44) a. John pities John.
b. John. pities himself (= Johni).

The two occurrences of men in 43a are not correferential at all,

25
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just as the two identical NP's in 44a are not.

2.14. CONJUNCTION REDUCTION. So far, I have been treating

rrasonably clearwcut cases. But the dichotomy between definiteness
and indefiniteness of NP'5 is not sufficient adequately to account
for the following. An additional feature is required.
(45) a. Good rules, are explicit, and good rules. are easy to
read.
b. Good rules are (hcth) explicit and easy to read.
(46) a. Few (of the) rules, are explicit, and few (of the)
rulesi are easy to read.
b. Few (of the) rules are (both) explicit and easy to read.
(47) a. The few rules. are explicit, and the few rules, are
easy to read.
b. The few rules are explicit and easy to read.
Carden (48) claims that 45a and 47a, where the noun-modifiers are
not pre-determiner Q's, are amenable to conjunction réduction
without involving any change in the meaning, whereas with 46a, where
a pre-determiner Q is found, conjunction reduction changes the
sense even when the two subjects are correferential. But in what
sense are they correferential? Below, I will provide an explicit

definition of correferentiality which will ensure that non-

correferential subjects will not be subject to conjunction
reduction. The lack of synonymy between 46a and 46b, as opposed to
the synonymy of 45a with 45b and 47a with 47b, does not seem to

come from the fact that 46 alone has a pre-determiner Q, as Carden

30
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would like to argue. This is convincingly demonstrated in 48:

(48) a. All the good rules, are explicit, and all the good

rulesi are easy to read.
b. All the good ruies are (both) explicit and easy to read.
Bven though the noun-modifier in question here is a pre-determiner
Q, conjunction reduction is possible without any apparent change in
meaning.
However, the analytical task has not yet been completed.
So far, we have <n.y managed to explain some problems in terms of
definiteness ;nd a somewhat clearer understanding of
correferentiality, though without being really explicit. Some
further question; that should be answered are the following: How
does one know whether NP's are correferential or not? And what is
the correlation between correferentiality and definiteness? The
subjects in 47a and 48a are definite and correferential, while
those in 45a and 46b are indefinite and correferential. Clearly,
jndefiniteness does not entail non=correferentiality. Why should
this be so? This leads us to a two-dimensional scale rather than the
single distinction between definite and indefinite NP's. The
additional distinction that crosses the other seems to be a
distinction between tspecific' and 'non-specific'.6 There are four
logical possibilitiess [+ definite, + specifié], [} definite,
- specific], [- definite, + specific], and [- definite, - specific].

Definiteness in the sense used here signifies what is already

registered in the knowledge of both the speaker and the hearer.

!
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Specificity signifies something which, although not necessarily

régistered in the knowledge of the hearer, nevertheless has a

determined identification. This definition 1ogica11y obviatgs the .
poséibility of the combination tﬁ definite, “ specifié] from ever

occurring. In other words, definiteness implies specificity,

although the converse is not necessarily true. Proper nouns, for

example, are definite, and therefore necessarily specific.

Now, we can define correferentiality as the relation between

NP's which are identically indexed and are both [+ specific],
regardless of whether they are definite or not; e.g. the subjects of
47a and 48a, which are both definite, are correferential. But NP's

do not have to be definite to be correferenfial, as is shown by the
,sﬁbjects of 45b and 46b--which are [+ specific] but not [+ definite].

The subjects of 46a, however, are not even [+ specific] and

therefore are not correferential; consequently, they cannot be *

definite. Let us turn to some relevant Korean data:

(49) a. yek-ey-to manhi-n salam-ka iss-ko, keli-eyse=to manbiz-n
station~at~-toc many~REL people-S are-and street-on-too
salam=ka poiessta
many~REL people~S were=~seen

'Many people were at the station, and many people were

‘e

seen on the sftreet.!
b. manhi-n salam=ka yek-ey=-to iss«ko keli-eyse-to poiessta
‘Many people were at the station and also were seen on

the étreet.'

2 '
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(50) a. ecey-to manhi=-n salam-ka oass-ko, neyil-to manhi-n

yesterday-too many-REL people-S came-and toOmorrow-too

. | salam-ka o-lkesita
many~-REL people=-S will-come
'Many people came yesterday, and many peoéle will come
tomorrow.

b. manhi-n salam~ka ecey=-to o~ass~ko neyil-to oO-lkesita
many-REL people-S yesterday-~too came~-and tomorrow-too
will=-come

(51) a. hakkyo-ey=-to mikuk-salam-ka iss~ko, samuso-ey-to
school-at-too American-people-S are~and office=~-at=~too
mikuksalam~ka pointa
Americans=S are-seen
tAmericans are at the school, and Americans are to be
seen at the office.!

b. mikuke-salam-ka hakkyo-ey=-to iss~ko samuso-eyse=to
American~people=S sch@ol-at-too are-and office~-at=-too
pointa
are-seen

(52) a. ecey-té John-ka oass-ko, neyil-to John-ka o-lkesita
Yesterday-too John-S came=-and tomorrow=-too John-S will-come
tJohn came yesferday, and John will come tomorrow.!'

b. John~ka ecey=-to oassko neyil-to o=-lkesita
John-S yesterday-too came-and tomorrow-too will-come

Each of the pairs of senteﬁces in 49=52 is synonymous, despite
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. differences in definiteness and also in specificity. These,
nowever, should not be considered to be counterexamples to what has
' been claimed above. For in Korean, as long as some contrasted items N
(e.g. the [b] sentences of 49-52) are overtly present in the
conjuncts, correferentiality is not'required for further reduction |
(Viz. reduction. by CONJUNCTION REDUCTION) te occur. But when such
items are not present, correferentiality seems to be the ‘
devermining factor in deletion, as illustrated below:
(53) a. manhi-n kyoin-ka sul-1lil mek-ko, manhi-n kyoin-ka
many-REL believers-S liquor-0O eat-and many-REL
nolim-1l21 hanta
believers-S gambling=0 do
tMany believers drink, and many believers gamble!! .
b. manhi-n kyoin-ka sul=lil mek~ko nolim-1lzl hanta
(54) a. manhi-n hakca-ka Latine-~lil malha-ko, manhz-n i
many-REL scholars-S Latin-O speak-and many-REL l
hakca-ka Latine-lzl ssinta
scholars-S Latin-0 write
tMany scholars speak Latin, snd many scholars write
Latin.!
b. manhin hakca-ka Latine=-lzl malha-ﬁe Latine-1l21 ss#nta
c. manhi-n hakca-ka Latine-1il malha-ko ssiata
For these Korean data, one might postulate two different
tdialect! groupings: Group A consists of those speakers for whom

only correferential NP's are deletable; Group B, those for whom non-

14 '
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" correferential NP's can also be deleted and for whom, as a
consequence, the (b) sentences of 53 and 54 may be ambiguous. For
. those in Group A, the (a) aﬁd (b) sentences of 53 and 54 are never
synonymous. For both groups, 54b can be further reduced to 54c¢
only if the NP's in question are corfeferential; the (a) sentences
can never be grammatical with correferential NP's.7 In other
words, for Group A, the (a) sentences have disjunctive, while the
(b) sentences have conjunctive, co-ordination. For those in
Group B, the co=-ordination in the (a) sentences is disjunctive;
the co-ordination in the (b) sentences, either conjunctive or
disjunctive. For instance, 53a can only mean for either gfoup that
many believers either get drunk or gamble. Ex. 53b, however, can

mean for Group A that many believers both get drunk and gamble.

Both interpretations of 53b are possible for Group B, so that this
sentence can mean either that many believers either get drunk or
gamble, or that many believers both get drunk and gamble.

But the characteristics of 53, where Q is used, are also
found in 55 and 56, where true adjectives are used:

(55) a. pangthangha-n salam-ka sul-1il mek-ko, pangthangha«n
corrupt-REL people-S liquor-0O eat-and corrupt-REL
salam~ka nolim-121 hanta
pecpie=S gambling=-0 do
'Corrupt people drink, and corrupt people gamble.'

b. pangthangha-n salam~ka sul~-lzl mek-ko nolim-l321l hanta

'Corrupt people drink and gamble.'

R
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(56) a. milyenha-n salam-ka khal-lil kal-ko, milyenha-n salam=ka
foolish-REL people-S sword-0 sharpen-and foolish~REL
khal-1i#l hwitulinta
people-S sword=-0 flourish
'Foolish men sharpen the sword, and foolish men.flourish
the sword.'

b. milyenha-n salam-ka khal-1lil kal-ko khal-lilvhwitulinta
"Foolish men sharpen the sword and flourish the sword.!
c. milyenha-n salam-ka khal-lil kal-ko hwitulinta
tFoolish men sharpen and flourish the sword.f

(57) a. k& yeypp:-n yeca-ka sul-lil mek-ko, k# yeyppz~n yeca=ka
t+he pretty=-REL girl;s liquor-0 eat-and the pretty-REL
nolim=-1:21 hanta
girl-S gambling=-0O do

'The pretty girl drinks, and the pretty girl gambles.®
b. ki yeyppi-n yeca-ka sul-lzl mek-ko nolim=1s&1 hanta
'The pretty girl drinks and gambles.'
(58) a. John-ka sul-=lil mek-ko, John-ka nolim-lil hanta
tJohn drinks, and John gambles.'
b. John-ka sul-lil mek-ko nolim-lil hanta
1John drinks and gambles.'
Only when the subjects of 56a are correferential can-56b be further
reduced to S56c for all speakers. However, in 57 and 58, where
definite and correferential NP's are found, a disjunctive

interpretation--that the pretty girl either drinks or gambles, or

a6 '
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" that John either drinks or gambles--is impossible for both sentences.
But what causes so-called 'dialectal' discrepancies like the
above? The NP's in question in 55 and 56 are the kind that are

called generic here. The term generic sebms to have been used to

denote two completely different things, as:is illustrated in the
following sentences:
(59) kolay-nin pholyutongmul-i-ciman, sange-nin mulkcxi-ita
whales-T mammalian-are-but sharks-T piscine~are
'The whale is mammalian, but the shark is piscine.’
(60) John-nin khi-ciman, Tom-nin cakta
John-T tall-but Tomn-T short
tJohn is tall, but Tom is short.'
(61) kolay-ka yeki-ey-to iss-ko, kolay-ka ceki-ey-to issta
whales-S here-too are-and whales-S there-toco = are
tThere are whales here, and there are whales there too."

One use of generic denotes an entire class as opposed to what .s not

in the class. Contrary to popular belief, the generics that are
used this way are as definite as proper nouns (compare the subjects
of 59 and 60). We may say that kolay 'whale' 1s a name for the
whole class, as John is a name for an individual. The other use of
the term refers to part of the membership of a class denoted by a
common noun, in which case the generic is indefinitely used, as in

61. The first type, denoting a representation of an entire class,

will be hereafter termed representative-generic; the latter,

denoting a representation of part of membership of a class,

RY)
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partitivc-qcneric.8 Incidentally, this explains why Kuno (1970:I-4)

has grouped definite NP's and generic NP's into a single class,
which can be foregrounded with the postposition wa in Japanese. It
also explains why Carden (ch.l, n. 4) puts generics into the same
group as Q's. Kuno was referring to representative-generics, and
Carden, to both types of generic.

Returning to 55 and 56, if the subjects of the (a) sentences
are representative-generic, naturally the sentences are synonymous
with the (b) sentences. Otherwise, if the subjects are not
correferential, conjunction reduction is impossible. However, there
are some speakers of Korean that would allow zonjunction reduction
even when partitive-generics are not correferentiél, provided that
ambiguity is logically impossible--as in 62-64. But for most
speakers, the (b) sentences of 62-64 are unacceptable as reduced
forms of the (a) sentences:

(62) a. manhi-n salameka cuk-ko, manhiz-n salam~ka éusang-lil
many-REL people-S died-and many-REL people=S injury-O
ipessta
got
'Many people died, and many people got injured.'

b. *manhi-n salam=ka cuk-ko pusang-lzl ipessta

s 1Many people died and got injured.!

W
20
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(63) a. yeyppi-n yeca-ka nolay-1lil pulless-ko, yeyppi-n yeca-ka
pretty-REL girls-S songs-O sang-and pretty-REL girls-S
piano-1il chiessta
piano-0 p;ayed
‘Pretty girls sang songs, and pretty girls played the
piano.'!
b. *yeyppz-n yéca-ka nolay-1li#l pulless-ko piano-lzl
chiessta
‘Pretty girls sang songs and played the piano.!
(64) a. sey salam-ka cukess-ko, sey salam-ka pusang-1l:1l ipessta
three men-S died-and three men-S injury-0 got
‘Three men died, and three men got injured.'
b. *sey salam-ka cukess-ko pusang-lzl ipessta
*1Three men died &nd got injured.'
To sum dp, conjunction reduction is possible only when the
subject NP's are correferential. When the correferentiality of two
NP's is not explicitly indicated either positively or negatively--

i.e. when a Q, a numeral, or a descriptive adjective is the
_— ———————

modifier of a [- specifié] NP--a reduced sentence has the conjunctive
reading of its predicates (e.g. 53b and 54b). But an unreduced
sentence has the disjunctive reading of the predicates (e.g. 53a

and 54a). The disjunction in the latter case can be either inclusive
or exclusive. If exclusive, the reduced and unreduced sentenées
cannot be synonymous. If inclusive, they may be synonymous.

5.15. Questions. Carden (48) claimed that only when a

pre-determiner Q is involved, as in 65b, does an interrogative
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* sentence question a modifier. Otherwise, it questions the highest
predicate of the sentence.  But what about ex. 66, where a non=Q
adjective modifies the indefinite NP? The modifier of girls is a
true adjective, viz. pretty, and yet the sentence cannot question
the highest predicate, apply, without also questioning the
descriptive adjective:
(65) a. Did the cholera patients survive? (Questions survive.)
b. Did méhy patients survive? (Questions many.)
c. Did the many patients survae? (Questions survive.) -
(66) Did Eréftz girls apply?
Tn Korean, marked iunexpected) and unmarked (normal) accent
indicates what part of a sentence is questioned. Thus:
(67) a. k€ khollela hwanca-til-ka salanamass-o? (Marked accent)
the cholera patient-PL-S survived-QUES
‘Was it the cholera patients that survived?!
b. ki khollela hwanca-tzl-ka salanamass~0? (Unmarked accent)
'Did the cholera patients survive?!
(68) a. ki yeyppi-n yeca-til-ka ingmohayess=-o? (Marked accent)
the pretty-REL giri-PL-S applied~QUES
‘Was it the pretty éirls that applied?!
b. k& yeyppz-n yeca-tél-ka ihgmohayess-o? (Unmarked accent)
'Did the pretty girls apply?!
(69) a. yé&ppi-n yeca~-til-ka Engmohayess=0? (Marked accent)
‘Were the girls who applied pretty?!' |
b. *yeyppi-n yeca~-tizl-ka ingmohayess-o? (Unm?rked accent)

'Did pretty girls apply?' (Questions apply.)

40




31

(70) a. mgnhi-n yeca-til-ka &ngmohayess-o? (Marked accent)
many-REL girl-PL-S ’applied-QUEs
‘Was it many girls that applied?!’
b. *inanhi-n yeca-tzl-ka ingmohayess-o? (Unmarked accent)
tDid many girls apply?' (Questions apply.)
From the descriptions so far. given, the reader will probably
have gathered that correferentiality--i.e. identical indexes on
[ specific] NP's--is the determining factor in EQUI-NP DELETION.and
CONJUNCTION REDUCTION, where two or more NP's are involved, whereas
a difference in definiteness is a sufficient condition for
different interpretations when only one NP is involved. Since
sentences 67-70 have only one subject, the conditioning factor in
them is definiﬁeness. As the translations show, in the (a)
sentences of 67 and 68--where the subject NP's are definite--both
(b) and (c) readings are possible with the different (marked and
unmarked) accents.. In 69 and 70, whose subject NP's are indefinite,
only the (b) readings are possible, since one cannot talk about
something whose existence is not presupposed in either the physical

or an imaginary universe.

| The derivation of indefinite NP's modified by adjectives.

5.2. So far, we have used Carden's own arguments to prove

that the anomalous characteristics of pre-determiner Q's are not

peculiar to Q's but are true of all indefinite NP's modified by

adjectives. It has just been assumed that Carden's higher-predicate

analysis was correct for these. But it would be well not to accept
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* this too hastily, in the absence of a search for counterevidence.
There seem to be two different classes of predicate
adjectives: (A) those which can have both definite and indefinite
subjects; and (B) those which can have only definite subjects.
(71) a. *Man is many.
b. *Men are many.
c. Those men were manye.
d. The men who came were manye.
(72) a. Man is tough.
b. (Certain) men are tough.10
¢. Those men were tough.
d. The men who came were tough.

Many, five, and the like are of the second group; and tough, pretty,

and so on are of the first group. In other words, definiteness in
a noun has to be established by some previous sentence for a (2}
adjective to be used with that noun, as illustrated by .73 below:
(73) a. (Certain) men died; and the men were many.
b. *(Certain) men were many; and they died.
Suppose 73a is stated by X and negated by ¥, as in 74.
(74) X:; (Certain) men died; and the.men who died were many.
Y: You are wronge.
Since we are dealing with two conjuncts, we can think of three
logical possibilities for the scope of negation: negation of the
first conjunct only, negation of the second conjunct only, and

negation of both conjuncts. But as shown below, one possibility
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(viz. a) is in fact logically ruled out:
(75) a. *It is not true that (certain) men died; and the men
were many.
b. (Certain) men died; and it is not true that the men were
many.
c. Tt is not true that (certain) men died; and it is not
true that the men were manye.

Ex. 75a is inconceivable because the ground for the proposed
definiteness of the second occurrence of men is absent. The
negation of the first conjunct entails the impossibility of the
second conjunct. Out of three mathematical possibilitiez, we are
Jeft with only two: negation of both conjuncts, or nega:iion of the
second conjunct. Similar arguments could be made for (A) adjectives;
note, therefore, the following:

(76) X: (Certain) men got hurt; and those men were left behind.
Y: You are wronge.
(77) a. *The statement that (certain) men got hurt is not truej;
and +hose men were lett behind.
b. (Certain) men got hurt; and [t is not true that those
men were left behind.
c. Tt is not true that (certain) men got hurt; and it is not
true that those men were left behind.
Ex. 77a is ungrammatical since the existence of the men is negated
in the first sentence. In other words, if any existential assertion

of an NP is negated in a conjunct, the following conjuncts do not
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' contain verbs that have the NP as their subject until the existence
of the NP has been established again. This seems to present itself
as a strong candidate for a universal aspect of language. Exactly
the same patterns as in Engli. . are found in Korean: .

(78) a. *(etten) salam-til~ka manhassta
certain man-PL<«S were-nany
»t(Certain) men were many."
b. yeki-ey o-n salam~til-ka manhassta
here~-to came-REL man-PL=-S were-many
'The people who came here were many.'
c. ki salam-til-ka motu~iessta
the man-PL=~S | were-=all
2'The people were all.'11 ‘ .
(79) a. (etten) salam-tizl-nin kanghayessta
certain man-PL-~T were-strong
t(Certain) men were strong.!
b. yeki-ey o-n salam~-til-ka kanghayessta
here~to came~-REL man-PL-S were-strong
tThe men who came here were strong.!
c. ki salam=-t#l-ka kanghayessta
the man~PL-S were=-strong
'The men were stro@g.'
In Korean, in contrast with English, the use of the

definitizer, ki 'the', is limited to situations where definiteness

is conditioned by overt expressions (i.e. not entailed by an
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' unexpressed pregupposition). Kartunnen. (1971:29-30) 1lists the
following as the non-linguistic environments conditioning the use
of the definite article in English (the numbering is mine):

(80) Anyth®.g in the immediate environment of the speaker and

the earer towards which their attention is directed

becomes a discourse referent whether it has been explicitly
mentioned or not.

(81) In every discourse, there is a basic set of referents
which are known to exist although their existence has
neither been asserted nor observed during the discourse
itself. This set is determined by the common understanding
the participants believe they share with regard to their
environment.

(82) A discourse referent is established without any explicit
introduction, provided that its existence can be inferred
with some degree of certainty from the existence of another
referent by an implication with which the listener
supposedly is familiar. The status of the derived referent
is the same as that of its premise.

The above general characterizations are illustrated below by the
sentences which are identically numbered:

(80') a. 1. The roof is leaking. : |

2. Look at the picture on the wall.
3. Fetch him out of the bed.
o. 1. cipung-ka saynta

roof=S " leaks

tThe roof leaks.'

ettt raiot et bt e st B © TSNS e 4 e spet i

" 2. pyek-wi-zy kilim-1l2l po-la

wall-on~of picture-0 look-IMP

3. k#-121 chimtay~eyse kkZcipenay=-la

nim=0 bed-from fetch~-out-IMP
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(81') a. 1. Man can (now) go to the moon.
2. He went to seefzgg doctor.
3. Mary went to the beach.
b. 1. inkan-ka tal-ey kanta
man=S moon=-to goes
2. ki-nin iysa-eykey kassta
he-T doctor-to went

3. Mary-nin haysuyokcang-ey kassta

Mary-T beach-to went

(82') a. 1. I was driving on the freeway the other day when
suddenly the engine began to make a funny noise. I
stopped the car, and when I opened the hood, I saw
that the radiator was boilinge.

b. 1. yocennal kosoktolo-12l tallinin-tey kapcaki syncin-ka
the-other-day highway-0 was-running-and suddenly
isangha-n soli-lzl nay-ki-sicakhayessta. cha-1&l
engine=-S strange-REL noise-O make-NOM=-began car-0

mec=ko EEE-lil ye-ni latieytha-ka kkilh-ko~issessta

stopped-and hood-0 opened-and radiator-S was-boiling
Note that k& is not added before any of the underlined NP's which

were def;nitized in English. None of the above three generalizations

by Kartunnen is valid for Korean.

In the previous section, definiteness was defined &s what is

assumed to be registred in the knowledge of both the speaker and

the hearer. Thus, in an example like 83a below, the existence of
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the book is already known to the speaker--in our terms, it is
specific--but not yet known to the addressee. After 83a is said
to the person addressed, the existence of the book is also

registered in his ndind, and is therefore definite. Correferentiality

has been defined as what is identically-indexed and [+ specifié].
Indefinite NP's can be correferential, as is shown by the
reflexivization and pronominalization found in 83b and 83c,
respectively:
(83) a. I bought a book yesterday; and I lent the book to John.
b. A man killed himself last week.
c. A man killed his wife in the town today.

The above discussion has made clear, I hope, the differences
between Korean ki and English the which cause so many mistakes in
English when it is spoken by native speakers of Korean, and which
explain why English speakers put superfluous k#'s in their Korean.
To reiterate, Koreans do not use k# except when a registering in
the knowledge of the hearer is overtly caused by the speaker,
either by previous utterances or by deictic expressions (e.g. 84b
and 84c). Thus, the underlired words below are definite: the first
is definitized by a previous linguistic utterance; and the rest, oy
d;ictic expressions, most pirobably with pertinent gestures:

(84) a. nay-ka ecey chayk-1il sassnin-tey, ki chayk-1il John-ka
I-S  yesterday book-0 bought-and the book-C  Jchn-S
pillyekassta

borrowed=from-me

'T bought a book yesterday, and John borrowed it from me.'

&7




38

(84) b. i chavk-1lil ilke-la
this book-O read-IMP
'Read this book.'!
c. ce chayk=-121 ili kaceq-la
that book-0 here bring-IMP
'Bring that book here.!
Both i *this' and ce tthat'! are used when the indicated items are
present to both speaker and addressee. The particle i is used with
reference to closer items, while ce is used for more distant ones.
The definite-marker ki 'the' seems to be possible only when an NP
has been overtly registered in the knowledge of the addressee by the
speaker throuch some previous linguistic expressic-n.12 In tbe next
chapter, I discur: cxtansively how ki can be considered to be the
pro-form of a pecisiskive ‘relative clause. I assume that

Kartunnen's generalizations as to definitization are universal.

Por although definite NF's are not overtly marked in Korean output
sehtences, o definiteness of NP's 1is revealed in relativization
and topicalization. Returning to 78 and 79, the ungrammaticality
of 78a results from the fact that manhta 'be many' is a (B)
adjective and therefore cannot have an indefinite NP as its subject.
Even though overt marking of definiteness is a language-
particular matter, as is clearly Jemonstrated by the difference
between what is found in Korzu:w. and what is found in English, the
verb feature [[ﬁ definité} ““__“} seems to be universal. Thus,

85b is ungrammatical for the sara r<igon vnat 73b is ungrammatical:

4
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(B) adjectives cannot be predicates of the first occurrence of any

NP unless the ground for definitization is supplied by extra=-

linguistic means, as in exs. 80-82. One simply does not use (B)

adjectives as predicates of sentences which establish the :xistence

of the particular item in question.
(85) a. (etten) salam-tizl-ka cukessta; kilentey ki salam-tzl-ka

certain man=PL-S died and the man-PL=S

manhassta

were-many

t(Certain) men died; and the men were many. *

b. *(etten) salam-til-ka manhassta; kilentey k2 salam-til-ka

certain man-PL~S were-many and the man-PL=S

cukessta

died
#1(Certain) men were many; and the men died.'

There are only two possibilities of negating 85a: either

1e statement or that of the second conjunct,

the negation of the who

Jut never the negation of only the first. Thus, 86a is synonymous

with 86c, but never with 86b below:
(86) a. (etten) salam-til-ka cukess-ko ki salam-tzle-ka |
certain man-PL=-S died-and the man=-PL=S |

manhassta-ko-ha-ciman, ki kes-nin sasil-ka ani-ita

were-many-QT=-say-but the thing-T fact-S not-is

1Tt was said that (certain) men died and tie men were :

many; but it is not true.!
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(86) b. *(etten) salam-til-ka cukessta-ko-ha-nin-kes-nin sasil-ka
cer£ain man=-PL-S died-QT-say=-REL~thing=~T fact-S
ani-ita; k#lentey ki salam-til-ka manhassta
not-is and the man-PL=-S were-many
'Tt is not true that (certain) men died; but the men were
many. !

c. f(etten) éalam-til-ka cukessta; kilentey ki salam-tzl-ka
certain man~PL=-S died and the man-PL=S
manhassta~ko-ha-nin~kes-nin sasile~ka ani-ita
were-many~-Ql=say-REL-thing=T fact-S not-is
t(Certain) men died; but it is not true that the men
were many.'! |

Ex. 86b is ungrammatical for the reason that is given above. I will
now turn to justifying what I have merely described in section 2.1.

2.21. Other negations and questions. Carden recognized the

intricate relations between definiteness of subject NP's and Q's,
but did not notice that what I am calling (A) adjectives a'so
behave in the same way. He recognized, in effect, that when Q's
occur before the determiner they are not only indefinite but non-
specific. Q's, which are the predicates of a higher underlying
sentence according to the Lakcff-Carden hypothesis, should be the
predicates of definite subject-NP's. This wili be illustrated in
87b, the logical transcription of 87a below:

(87) a. (Certain) men left; I do not think that the men were

many.
b. ((Tertain) men left)-(I think[-"[(the) men were many]] )
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According to De Morgan's Theorems, ~(p « d) = ~p V 4.
So far as the truth value of a strtement is corcerned, we are left

with three possibilities: ~pP, ~d, OF (~p + ~gq). But I have

already discussed how ~p implies (~p - ~dq) when the occurrence of

an NP establishes its existence in the first conjunct and the NP is
repeated in the following conjunct. Ther«efore, there are only two
pqssibilities of negating a sentence like 74: either negating both
conjuncts, as in 75c,or negating only the second conjunct,as in 75b.
Sentence 75c, however, is implied by 75a,which negates only tﬁe
first conjunct.13 But inteﬁesting apparent counterexamples to what
are given in Kartunnen (10) are quoted as 88 below:
(88) a. Peter said that John did not cétch a fish and eat the
fish for supper.
b. George did not steal an apple and eat 1it.
c. John did not buy a bracelet, nor did he give the
bracelet to Mary.
These sentences look anomalous because they have negative markers
on both conjuncts, despite the fact that the negation of the first
conjunct should imply that of both conjuncts. In other words,
negation is redundantly marked in 88. This is, however, not a
real counterexample, since this redundant marking is used only when
one is negating a conjunction both conjuncts of which have been
claimed by others. This is not even exceptional, for each conjunct
ir. any conjunction would have to carry NEG to be negated: Only

the first conjunct of 89a is negated in 89b, just because NEG occurs
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only in the first conjunct; both conjuncts are negated in 89c
simply because NEG occurs in both conjuncts in that example.
(89) a. John likes reading; and he dislikes swimming.
b. John does not like reading; and he dislikes swimning.
c. John does not like reading; but he does hot dislike
swimming.
If the negation had not been redundantly marked, 88 would have been
ungrammatical for tlie same reason that makes 75a ungrammatical.

Another difficulty ity the proposals being put forward
here arises when the correfzrential NP's in the conjuncts are all
definite, as in 90a. This has been correctly described by
Carden (56) as derived from 90b. In the following sections, I
hypothesize that all the embeddings under discussion are derived
from underlying conjunctions. In examples like.90, ~(p - q) is
equivalent to ~p V ~q V (~p * ~q); ~p does not imply (vp - ~q).
Why then is it that the NEG attached to a NT-verb, think, negates
only left in the following examples?

(90) a. I don't think that the five men left.
b. I don't think that the men, who were five (in number),
left.

Two solutions, which are not mutually exclusive, suggest
themselves. One explanation would be that most, if not all, non-
restrictive relative clauses are outside the tree containing the
matrix sentence. In other words, they are mostly interpolations
by the speaker, almost 1iké a performative declaration. According

to this proposal, 90b would have 9la as its deeper structure. The
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- logical transcription would be 91b:
(91) a. I don't think that the men left; and the men were five
(in number) .
b. (I think [_»[the men 1eft]] Y+((the) men five (in number))
To make this point clearer, I would like to statz what probably has
been always assumed: all restrictive relative clauses definitize

head nouns. To put it differently, no already definite NP's may be

modified by restrictive relative clauses. So 92 could be used only
when two or more John's are presupposed to éxist in the shared
knowledge of speaker and hearers:
:92) I am not talking about the John who is Mary's brother, but
the John who is Tom's brother.
According to this analysis, all the restrictive relative clauses
should have come from the first conjunct, where the existence of the

head noun is announced. Such a conjunct will be named an introductory

sentence (abbr. intro-S). An intro-S is a conjunct which introduces
the existence of a fact or a thing. Netice that 93a could be
derived from 93b, but not from 93c.
(93) a. The men who have come from Hawali are successful.
b. (Certain) men have come from Hawaii; and the men are
successful.
c. The men have come from Hawaii; and the men are
successful.
In negating 93a, one could negate —. her the second conjunct or

both conjuncts of 93b, but never only the first conjunct in the
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" sentence. It is clear from this that when a conjunction the first
conjunct of which is an intro-S is within the scope of a NEG, that
NEG cannot negate the first conjunct without negating the second
conjunct also. If the embedded complement includes a non-
restrictive relative clause, the latter is usually outside the
scope of the NEG which stands above the matrix verb.

The second explanation would be closely related to what has
been stated in the previous section: In a sentence with a definite
subject, the accented part of the sentence--whether subject or
predicate--is negated by the NEG above the matrix verb. Thus, to
make la synonymous with 1lb, left in la should be accented; to make

it synonymous with lc, attractive there should be the most heavily

accer.ted part. The sentences of 1 are repeated here for convenience:
(1) a. John doesn't think the attractive girls left.
b. John thinks the attractive girls stayed.

c. John thinks the unattractive girls left.

This reveals a very interesting aspect of negations: NEG negates the
most heavily accented part of the sentence within its scope. This
characteristic of language eliminates two possibilities in the
negation of embedded conjunction. Abcve, we noted that ~(p - Q)

is equivalent to ~p V ~Qq V (~p *+ ~g). In the negation of an
embedded sentence including a non-restrictive relative clause

(abbr. NR), the negation of the conjunct which represents that NR--
either ~p or ~g=-is not possible, because that conjunct is buried
in the subject NP and sheltéred from the reach of negation, so to

speak.
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This gives us a reason for believing that modifiers of
embedded indefinite subjec:ts are to be derived from an underlying
second conjunct, as shown ir 94 and 95, since only in that event
is the previous explanation of (B) adjectives not contradicted.
(See below for ways in which both types of adjectives parallel each
otier.)

(94) a. Many girls applied.
b. (Certain) girls applied; and the girls were many.
(95) a. Pretty girls applied.
b. (Certain) girls applied; and the girls were pretty.
The intro-S's in 94 and 95 have applied as their verb. Here, a rule
is needed to derive 94a and 95a from 94b and 95b, respectively,
since the (a) éentences carry two pileces of information, and a
single senterce carries only one piece of information in the deep
structure. The rule to be formulated immediately below seeis to
operate only when the NPi in the first ccnjunct refers to
unspecified members oé_;;e universe denoted by that NP, i.e. it is
a partitive generic. There is a further constraint on the
application of rule 96: the predicate of the second conjunct
rust be a simple attributive adjective. Now, the rulzs 1is
formulatgd as 963 the marked (m) stress of a NP is a falling concour.

(96) NR (Adj-Pr) FORMATION (abbr. MR [rdj-Pr] pori) 4

(W, NP 1, X)Sl -(XP_, ADJ)52
- definite
[— specific] (* Presupposed>
1 2 3 .
':_"@ 1, 4 + 2, 3, @
{m stress)
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So far, I have explained why the NEGC immediately dominating
a sentence whose subject is indefinite and is modified by «n

adjective negates the adjective (e.g. many in 3a and attractive in

15a) but not the predicate of the enbedded complement (e.g. left in
3a and 15a). Ex=ctly the same arguments apply to implicit negation
and questions.15 Consider the following:
(97) a. John denies that many candidates won.
b. John denies that rich cardidates won.
c. John denies that the rich candicates won.
(98} a. Did many candidates win?
b. Did rich candidates win?
» C. Did the rich candidates win?
Simplified 1ogi¢a1 interpretations follow:
(97%) a. ((Certain) candidates won) »(John deny ((the) candidates
many))
b. ((Certain) candidates won)-(John deny ((the)
candidates rich))
c. {(Certain) candidates rich)-(John deny ((the)
candidates won))
(981) a. ((Cer+ain) candidates won)-(I ask you {{the )
candidates many))
b. ((Certain) candidaﬁes won) - (I ask you ((the)
candidates rich))
c. ((Certain) candiaates rich)-(I ask you ((the)

candidates won))

31



47

If we deny or question an intro-S, ‘then the succeeding
sentences become ungrammatical, since the definiteness of the NP's
in the second conjunct would now have to be unmotivated. At this
point, I will introduce RESTRICTIVE RELATIVE CLAUSE FCRMATION (abbr.
RR-FORM) , a rule which will be discussed in greater detail in
Chapter Three. RR-FORM copies an intro=S into a conjoined following
sentence which shares an NP with it. This rule moves in the
opposite direction from NR (Adj-Pr) FORM. The (c) sentences of 97'
and 98' will be relativized by RR-FORM. In 98'c, the relativized
sentence will be further +ransformed into a guestion after the
deletion of the performative clause. Rule 96 will derive the (a)
and (b) examples of 97 and 98 from the respective sentences of 97
and 987; and RR-FORM will derive the (a) and (b) of 97" and o8":

(97") a. John denies that the candidates that won were many.

b. John denies that the candidates that won were rich;

(98") a. Were the candidates that won many?

b. Were the candidates that won ricn?
I will now attempt to forrulate the Korean version cf
NR (Adj-Pr) FORM. Let us feconsider 12, 13, and 14, which are
repeat=d below for conveniernce:

(12) k& yeyppz-n yeca-tzl-ka nathanassta-ko-n#n sayngkak-ha-ci
the pretty-REL girl=PL=S appeared-QT-DLM think-NCM
ani-hanta
not-do

'T do not think that the pretty girls appeared.'
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(135 manhi-n salam-til-ka kassta-ko-nin sayngkakha-cl ani-hanta

many-REL man-PL-S went-QT-DLM  think-NOM not-do
'T do not think that many men went.'

(14) yeyppi-n yeca-til-ka nathanassta-ko-nin sayngkakha-ci ani-
pretty-REL giri—?L-S appeared-Qr-DLM think-NOM not-
hanta .
do
'T do not think that pretty girls appeared.’'

Simplified logical interpretations would be along the lines of the
following:

(12') ((etten) yeca-til yeyppessta) (€2 Ki veca-tzl

certain girl-PL were-pretty the .girl—PL
nathénassta)~) sayngkakhanta)
appeared | think |
(13') ((etten) salam-til kassta)-(( ki salam-til manhassta)e))
certain man-PL  went the man-PL  were-many
- sayngkakhahta
think

(iil') {{aetten) yeca-til nathanassta) - (C{ k& yeca-til

certain girl-PL appearéd the. éirl—PL
ye_yppessta)a')» sayngkakhanta) |
were-pretty  think

The rule which would turn these into their re,spéctive_ surface

structures, viz. 12-14, can be aga:m foz:nrulated as 96.. S:ane c.ll o

Korean attr:t.but::.ve mod:r.f er.< of NP's are actually surface relatlve -
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* clauses, item 4 of 96 has to be relativized in Korean when

transported ahead of item 2. However, this Korean version of

NR (Adj-Pr) FORM should not be confused with RR-FORM; the two

rules move in opposite directions. Exs. 13' and 14+, from which

NR (Adj~-Pr) FORM derives the complements of 13 and 14, respectively,

are transformed into 13" and 14" .by RR-ZF.ORM:16

(13") ka-n salame-til-ka manhassta
went-REL man-PLe-S were-many A o
*The men who went were many.' -

(14") nathanae-n yeca-ti#l-ka yeyppessta
appeared-REL girl-PL=S were=pretty

'The girls who appeared were pretty.’

2.22. EQUI-NP DELETION and REFLEXIVIZATION. As a resulit of

cur definition of correferentiality, we have been able to describe

EQUI-NP DELETION and REFLEXIVIZATION adequately {(cf. 2.13 and 2.14).
Consider now the following sentences and the 1oglcal interpretations

which are ea511y posited along the lines of what has been sald

alreadys:

(99) a. Many students expected many students to be admitted.
{(Certain) studen.tsi expected (((certain) studen.tsj be’
admitted) - ((the) studentsj be many)))-((the students,
were many) SR e I , .

' b. The students who expected many .students to be admitted

were many.

Cc. Many studenzs expected the students who would be -

admitted to be many-,.-"‘ o
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(99) d. The students who expected the students who would be
admitted to be many were many.
e. Many students expected to be admitted. |
((Certain) students; expected ((the) students; be

admitted))*((the) students, were many)

S i St v AR N B
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(100) a. Democratic candidates expected Democratic candidates

(101) a.

to win.

({(Certain) ca'ndida‘l:es':.L expected (((certain) candidatesj
win) * ((the) ca:r-xd.ﬁi.datesj be Democratic))) - ((the)
candidates, were Democratic)

The candidai:es who expected Democratic candidates to
win were Democratic.

Democratic 'c:andidates expected the candidates who would
win to be Democratic. -

The candidates who expected the candidates who would
win to be Democratic were Democratic .. |
Democratic candidates expected to win.

((Certain) candidates. expected ((the) candidates.
win)) - ((the) candlda*'es were Democrat:.c)

John expected John to be admitted.

(John:.L ex;laeci‘:ed‘ (Johnj beadmitted))

John expected to be admitted.

(John, - expected (John, be: a‘dmittea) )

In the () se:htences of 99 and 100, the ex:.stence of the sub_]ect

NP's of the co'nplement sexr‘:.ences was newly mtroduced :Ln the fn.rst
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* conjuncts, which would have been impossible had the NP's been
correferential with the matrix subject NP's of the first major
conjuncts. In the (e} sentences, however, all subject NP's except
the first NP modified by certain are definitized by the matrix part
of the first conjunct, and definiteness is not extra-linguistically
conditioned; as a result, they are correferential. These exactly
correspond to 10la and 10le, respectively.

Furthermore, since both NR (Adj-Pr) FORM and RR-FORM are
clearly optional rules, we have nine possibilities of combination
when two double-conjunct conjunctions are considered. Only four of
them will be dealt with here, since each of the other five depends
on the non-application of either or both of these two rules. The
four combinatichs to be dealt with here are: (i) NR (Adj-?r) FORM +
NR (Adj-Pr) FORM; (ii) NR (Adj-Pr) FORM + RR-FORM; (iii) RR-FORM +
NR (Adj-Pr) FORM; and (iv) RR-FORM + RR-FORM. The (a), (b), (c),
and (d) sentences of 99 and 100 are the (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv)
cases, respectively. Since all of them are from the same underliying
structure, they are synonymous. The (b), (c), and (d) sentences
all show that the identity of the NP's in the (a) sentences is

accidental; in other words, the NP's are not necessarily

.. conterminous sets, but ﬁay be so in a given situation. Accidentally
identical NP's are not correferential and therefore are not subject
to BQUIPNP'DELETION.17'.The“Same-a:guments‘also;applywto~v-~~

REFLEXTVIZATION. ' Let us consider the followings:
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(102) a.

(103) a.

(104) a.
b.
In 102a and

conjunct is

52

Many men love many men.

((Certain) men. love (certain) menj)-((the) men. are
many) - ((the) mer‘xj are many)

The men who many men love are many.

The men who love many men are many.

*The men who the men who love are many are many.

Many men love themselves.

((Certain) men. love meni)°((the) men, are many)
Haughty men hate haughty men.

((Certain) men. hate (certain) gfg%)-((the) men, are
haughty) < ((the) menj are haughty)

The men who haughty men hate are haughty.

The men who hate haughty men are haughty.

*The men who the men who hate are haughty are haughty.
Haughty men hate themselves.

((Certain) men, hate meni)-((the) men, are haughty)
John loves John. (x loves y)

John loves himself. (x loves X)

103a, the existence of both underlined NP's in the first

newly introduced: they are not correferential with each

other. In 102e and 103e, however, all the NP*s except the first one

are definite because of the prior occurrence of the NP in the first

conjunct; this shows that‘they;are:correferential.; We see a direct

| parallel between these -and .the respective sentences in 104. .
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v Even though we have three conjuncts conjoined in 102a and
103a, we have only two possible conjunctions of two conjuncts eachs:
conjunction of the first and the second conjuncts, and conjunction
of the first and the third conjuncts. Conjunction of the second
and the third conjuncts is impossible, since the NP’s of the two
conjuncts are not correferential with.each other. Again, we have
four possible combinations for the application of NR (Adj-Pr) FORM
and/or RR-FORM: the (a), (b), (c), and (d) sentences of 102 and
103 are the (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) cases described above,

respectively. The ungrammaticality of 103d is accounted for by

Ross's (1967:66-88) Complex-NP Constraint. The ungrammaticality of

1024 is also caused by the fact that a Q cannot be the predicate of
an intro-S and consequently cannot be the predicate of a restg}ctive
relative clause.

The above examples seem to show the correctness of the

assumption that NR (Adj-Pr) FORM and RR-FORM are not crucially

ordered with respect to each other. This also appears to be the
case in Korean. Consider the following:

(fOS) a. manhi-n haksayng-ti#l-ka manhi-n haksayng-tzl-ka
many-REL student-PL-S many-REL student-PL-S
suyong-tcylila-ko kitayhayssta |
be-admitted-QT  -expected
'Many students expected,man& studentsﬂtoQbe admitted."

a((etten)vhaksaynggtili,kitéyhéyssta;(((etten) haksayng-

tilesuyong-tgytaJéf(ki)haksayngyt;;jﬁmanhta)))-((ki)v
haksayng-til, ‘mamhta) i

83
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(105) b. manhi-n haksayng-til-ka suyong-toy-ki-lil kitayha-n
many-REL student-PL-S be-admitted-NOM-O expected-REL
haksayng-t&l-nin manhassta
st:.xdent-PL-T were-many .

'The students who expected many students to be admitted

were manye.?®

c. manhi-n haksayag-ti#l-ka suyong-toy-l haksayng-til-ka
mannh#liila~ko kitayhayessta
"Many students expected the students who would be
admitted to be many.'

d. suyong-toy-l haksayng-til-ka manhilila-ke kitayha=-n

haksayng-t#l-nin manhassta
tThe students who expected the students who would be
admitted to be many were many.?

e. manhi-n haksayng-til-ka (caki-ka) suyong-toylila-ko

~ kitayhayessta

tMany students expected to be admitted.®

((etten) haksayng-tal. kitayhayessta ((kz) ’hékéayng-tili
suyong-toyta))-((k#) haksayng-tl, manhassta)

(106) a. akha-n salam~-til-ka akha-n salam-tzl-ka ton-lz1l
wicked-REL man-PL-S wicked-REL man-PL-S money-O
pei-ki-I£l kitayhayessta
"Wicked men expecl:ed wicked men to makemone\. r

. ((etten) é.élém-i:éli Kitayhayssta (((etten) salem-til, ton
pelta)-((ici) salam-til; akhata)))-((cd) salem-til, akhata)
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(106) b. akha-n salam-til-ka ton-1lil pel-ki-1il kitayha-n

Y orlea i oot o S

wicked-REL men-PL-S money-0 make-NOM-O expected-REL

salam~til-nin aknayessta

man-PL~T were-wicked

*The men who expected wicked men to make money were

wicked.-'
c. akha-n salam~tileka ton-l:l pel-nin salam-ti#l-ka
akha~ki=l2l kitayhayessta
"Wicked men expected the men who would make money to be
wicked.?
d. ton-1lil pel-nin salam-til~ka akha-ki-lzl kitayha-n 1
salam~t:l-nin akhayessta
*The men who expected the men who would make money to
be wicked were wicked."® ..
e. akha-n salam-tileka  (caki-ka) ton-lil pel-ki-1zl
kitayhayessta
"Wicked men expected to make money.*
((etten) salam-i:i:l.:.L kitayhayessta ((k#) salam--til:.L ton
pelta)) - ((k2) salam-tal. akhayessta)
The (a)-(d) sentences are all synonymous in 105 and 106, and are
different from the respective (e) sentences. These exactly parallel
the corresponding English sentences of 102 'and 103. It should be
clear at this point why REE'LE}C[VIZATICX\T ('e:’cée’pt-'the inclu'si\ie*type,

-

where applicable} is possibic in“the (e) sentencesi *

65




56

2.23. CONJUNCTION REDUCTION. Let us consider 45 and 46

together with 107:
| (45) a. Gocd rules. are explicit; and good rules, are easy to
read.
b. Good rules are (both) explicit and easy to read.
i\(46) a. Few (of the) rules are explicit; and few (of the) rules
| are easy to read. .
b. Few (of the) rules are (both) explicit and easy to read.
(107) a. Pious men are good sons; and pious men are good fathers.
b. Pious men are both good sons and good fathers.

In 45, the NP's are what I have earlier termed representative-generics;

they are therefore definite and, consequently, correferential. In 46

and 107, however, we are talking about part of the membership of the

group (partitive-generic), as shown In the logiéal formalism below:
(46') a. (((Certain) rulesi explicit) « ((the) rulesi few)) -
(((certain) rulesj easy to‘read)-((the) rulesj few))
b. (((Certain) rules. explicit) -((the) rules. easy to
read))-((the) rules, are few)
(107'f a. {((Certain) men, good sons) *{(the) men. pious)) -
(((certain) men., good fai:her:-:)-((’che),ru.en.j pious))
b. (((Certain) men, good sons) -((the) men. good fathers)) -
((the) meni_piouS)
In other words, the existence éf,the NP's is introduced in both -
major conjuncts of,thev(é);sentences, while all of the subject NP*s

are definitized by the first occurrence of the NP in the first

~erea
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- conjunct of the (b) statements. Therefore, the predicates are
conjunctively co-ordinated in the ‘(b) statements but disjunctively
co-ordinated in the (a) statements. If shared NP's in conjunction

. are representative generics, they are necessarily correferential.

Let us return to data from Korean:
(108) a. manhi-n salam-til-ka cuk-ko, manhi-n salam-til-ka

many-REL man=-PL=-S died-and many-REL man-FL-S

B it

pusang-1:1l ipessta
injury-0 got
'Many men died, and many men got injured.*
(((etten) salam-til. cukessta) - ((ki) salam-tal.
manhassta)) - ({(etten) salam-tilj pusang ipessta)-
( (k) sza.lam-tilj manhassta))
b. *manhi-n salam-til-ka cuk-ko pusang-lil ipessta
2'Many men died, and got injured.®
(((etten) salam-til. cukessta) - ((k2) salam-t2l, pusang

ipessta)) = ((ki&) salam=-tsl. manhassta)

(109) a. yeyppi-n yeca-til-ka nolay-1il pulless-ko, yeyppi-n
- pretty-REL girl-PL-S song=0 sang=-and pretty-REL
yeca-til-ka violin-1il khyessta
girl;PL-S violin-O played
tPretty girls ‘sa:ng songs, and pretty girls played the
violin.?

(((etten) yeca-til; molaypullessta)-( (ki) yeca-tsl,

e Py )
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(109) b. *yeyppi-n yeca-til-ka nolay-lil puli-ko violin-1l3l'
khyessta.
*(((etten) ‘Yeca-ti-li nolay pullessta) - ((k#) yeCa-tili -
violin khyessta))-((k%) yeca-tzl. yeyppessta)
Although the deep structures in 108b and 10%b are logically
impo’ésibie’, their very logical mposs:ﬁb:l:x.ty seems to allow at least
some speakers to use the surface structures in 108b and 10%b as
reduced forms of the (a) sentences. In other words, when the ;(‘b)
sentences of 108 and 109 are used:, they are uhambiguouélj understood
"as the reduced forms of the reépective {a) sentences. Some of, these
speakers. seem“ to have pushed this géheraliZétidri‘ of CéNJUNCTION
REDUCTION a little rurther, so that even when amblgu..ty is
possible;-as in llO below--conjtmctlons can _bevreduced.v Thus, in the ' .
speech of those people 110b can mean 3—éither” 'whajl: ‘is given in the
log:Lcal J.nterpretatlon of '110a, ‘or what 1s g‘iven. in that of 110bz
(110) a.’ manhi-n kvom-t&l-ka sul-l&l me]c-ko, ma.xh&-n kyo:Ln-
many-REL bellever-PL-s Iz.quor-o dr:x.nk-and many-REL
| t&l-ka topak-lazl hanta’ | | |
- belleVer-wa gambllng-o do R
}. 'Many bel:.evers dr::.nk, and many ibellevers gamble-»‘__, S

(((etten) k'_[om-tz:l sul~’me]cta) ( Cki) kyo:.n-ta:l

S manhta)) (((ettenJ kyonn-tal - “topaknanta) “k*)
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However, when a subject NP refers to a group with a smaller

1
|4
t

merbership (cf. 111), it is more easily specifiable, and

iR g i Bisr i ok @

consequently the generalization of the CONJUNCTION-REDUCTION rule !
seems to be prohibited in the speech of all speakers. Thus, no

speaker regards 11lb as synonymous with 1llla:

(111) a. myet kyoinetil-ka sul-1lil mekess-ko, myet kyoin-tzl-ka

» Ao ansh

a-couple believer-PL-S liquor-O drank-and a-couple
topak-1:21 hayessta
believer-PL=-S gambling-O did

1A couple of bélievers drank, and a couple of believers

gambled.!
(((etten) ky01npt1; sul mekessta)-((k#) kyoin-tzl.
myet-lessta))-(((etten) kypinptilj topak hayessta)-’,
((kz) kyoinptilj myetfiessta)) |

b. myet kyoin-til-ka ,sul-iil mek-ko topak-1il hayessta
‘A couple of bellevers drank and gambled.f 

(((etxen) ky01npt§1 sul mekessta) ((ks) kyozn-tzl

bopak hayessta)) ((k&) ky01n-til myetf‘“’ a)

AR BRI
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- CHAPTER THREE: RELATIVIZATION

Introduction

3.1. In the last chapter, I have extensively discussed how
what T called B adjectives--Q's and numerals--:an have only definite

subjects; that is, how they cannct be predicatee of introductory

sentences (abbr. intro-s).l Thus, in 1 and 2, which include Q's 5

(B adjectives), the (b) structures are ungrammatical; in 3 and 4,
which include A adjectives, both the (a) and (b) structures are
well-f'ormed:2 “
(1) a. ((certain) men died)-((the) men were many)>
b. *((certain) men were many)°((the) men died)
(2) a. ((etten) yeca-tzl ingmohayessta) * ((k2) yeca-tzl
certain giri-PL applied . | the girl-PL
manhassta)
were-many
b.f‘((etten) yeca=-tzl manhassta) ((kk) yeca~-til
'certaln-g;rl-PL.were-meny . the glrl-EL
ingmohayeSste)_ -
applled
(3) a. ((certaln) glrls applled) ((the) glrls were. pretty)
b. ((certaln) glrls were pretty) ((the) glrls applled)
(4) a.v((etten) yeca-t&l angmohayessta) ((ke) yeca-til

certaln glrl-PL applled

. ,:yeyppessta)

‘1ffwere-pretty ”f




-
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(4) b. ((etten) yeca-til yeyppessta)-((ki#) yeca-tzl
certain girl-PL were-pretty the girl-PL
#ngmohayessta)
applied

(I have parenthesized the and its Korean equivalent kz because,

" although I do not believe they are in the deep structure, T believe

tge}r addition will facilitate interpretation. I also parenthesize
certain and its Korean equivalent etten because they are optionally

deletable.)

In Chapter Two, I have also discussed two rules--NR (Adj-Pr)

FORM (rule 99 in ch. 2), which will be further generalized in this

chapter, and RR-FORMATION--which move in the opposite directions.4
NR (Adj Pr) FORM moves the second conjuncts of the structures in
1-4 into the respective intro-S's, thus deriving the sentences of
5.8 after the application of other rules like RELATIVE CLAUSE
REDUCTION and ADJECTIVE PRBPosmG;S whereas RR-FCRMATION copies
intro-St's into ﬁhe second conjuncts in 1l-4, and derives the
respective sentences of 9-12.6 I will show later'inlthis chapter
that NR (Adj Pr) FORM is a special case of'NON-RESTRICTIVE RELATIVE
CLAUSE FORMATTON: = '

4(5):a.*ﬁeny“men9died;!i.»:35#?7*"-7f

‘b;f‘Men.Who dled were~many..i'”"””’?”'”5"**

(6) a:” manhe-n yeca-tel-ka engmohayessta

';manyeREL glrl-PL-S applled

S Esaaad
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(7) a. Pretty girls applied.

b. Certain girls who applied were pretty.

(8) A. yeyppi-n yeca-til-ka #ngmohayessta

. s i

pretty-REL girl-PL-S applied
b. ingmoha-n etten yeca-til-ka yeyppessta
applied-REL certain girl-PL-S were-pretty.
(9) a. The men who died were many.
b. *The men who were many died.

(10) a. #ngmoha-n yeca-til-ka manhassta

PO

applied-REL girl-PL-S were-many
b. *manhi-n yeca-til-ka ingmohayessta
many-REL girl-PL-S applied
(11) a. The girls who applied were pretty.
b. The girls who were pretty applied.
(12) a. ingmoha-n yeca-til-ka yeyppessta
applied-REL girl-FL-S were-pretty
b. yeyppi-n yeca-til-ka éngmohayessta'
pretty-REL girl-PL-S appiied
Exs. 9b and 10b'are‘grammétical'sentences;”if'the*relative clauses
there are nonprestrlctlve' however, those relatlve clauses cannot
be concelved as’ restrlct_ve wlthout maklng the whole sentences.
ung;ammetlcal. ThlS ungrammatlcallty seems to}come-from the.

1m@oss1b1e underlylng‘structures 1b and 2b.:5;, Q:&:f&3;ﬁ:¢'

>,3.11,i Introductory sentence andﬂrelated~matters.. The
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claim that relative clauses are derived from underlying conjunctions.

o

There are crucial differences, however, between my analysis and-
theirs, which will be made clear is we nroceed. One of the
_differences is the adoption of intro=-S in the present analysis. E
An intro-S, which is introduced in Chapter Two and briefly |
illustrated above (in the present chapter), is a sentence which
introduces the existence of a fact or th:ng in the 'possible world*
(in the sense used by G. Lakoff 1971). There are two types of

intro-S. Type I is an overt assertion of the existence of a fact

or thing. In Type II, the existence of the item in question is not
overtly asserted, but implied in the assertion of something other
than its existence. Thus, the sentences in 13 are overtly expressed

in 14 (Type I), while they are merely implied in 15 (Type ID). %,

Tntro=S's like 13a or 13b will be called simple intro-S.

(13) a. There was a mane. - . ' -
b. There is a girl.
(14) a. There was a man who tried to conquer the world.
b. There is a girl who_is_practising the piano in fhe hall.
(15) a. A (certaln) man tried to° conquer the. world.
‘b. A. (certaln) girl is practlslng the plano in the hall.¢{
The synonymy of 14 and,ls 1nd1cates underlylng conJunctlons for-tne
sentences. offls.v Therefore, ps propose that the sentences of 14 are |
Type IT 1ntro-S's, vize. comblnatlons of the sentences ln 13 and an

_addltlonal statement° ",e_iw ,J\T_:g_;-g_xg;;;ﬁe;;;“n ;V

=t Dl e i e B T - 3

f (16) a.. (There was man ) (man trled to conquer'theqwoglq)xé¥ﬁf ;a”‘f'n".wgf

'73
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The sentences of 14 are derived from 16 by right=-to-left
embedding. It will be shown later in this chapter that right-to-
left embedding is a case of NR-FORMATION (cf. rules 79 and 89),
except when the shared NP of the left conjunct is unspecified;
neither shared NP can be the head noun of any relative clause
unless hoth NP's are correferential with eath other, and to be
correferential they have to be [+ specified]. In Chapter Two,
-tcorrefereniality' was defined as tidentical specificity'. From
this definition, it is self-evident that unspecified NP's cannot be
correferential. Therefore, rules like RELATIVIZATION or
PRONOMINALIZATION, which are based on the correferentiality of the
shared NP's, cannot apply to any conjunction the left conjunct of
which contains a [~ specified] shared NP.

The sentences of 15 are derived from 16 by left-to-right
embedding (cf. rule 47). For convenience of reference, I will name

basic conjunction any conjunctionnthet consists of an intro-S and

anether sentence.nhich shares an NP with the intro-S (e.g. 1-4).
After the embedding in question has been performed, thevsecend,
conjuncts of 16 will be turned into the»¢orrespondinglstruetures of
17 below:
(17 a. I"Manwh.o there was trled to conquer ‘the world.wn:
- b *Glrl.who there is 1s practlslng the paano 1n the hall..;
Since the mere assertlon of the exlstence of a man or akglrl

without any addltlonal_lnformatlon about hlm or her cannot be

con51dered to be acdltlonal knowledge for:thefhearer, the relatlve :;'"-?»

clauses ln 17 are not‘sufflc1ent3to“def1n1t1ze the.heai;nouns; ot

Cmgtea
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"only to make the nouns [+ specified] —~thus marking the nourns with
certain, which is optionally deletable. By the principle of ‘ i

redundancy deletion, which will be discussed in Appendix I,

relative clauses which carry only redundant information will be
deleted, and the respective sentences of 15 are generated as the
result.

Type I intro-S's (e.g. 1l4a and 14b) are different from
Type IT intro-S's (e.g. 15a and 15b) in the following manners:

Type I sentences make an overt assertion of the existence of the

jtem denoted by the shared noun. By contrast, predicates of

Type IT intro-S's which assert the existence of the item have been

deleted and do not appear in the surface. However, since Type T1I

intro-S's must contain an existential assertion of an item in the ,
deep structure--as illustrated by 15a and 15b, my referring‘to 15

as an intro-S seems to be justifiable. These are derived from 17a

and 17b, respectively, as a result of the deletion of the relative

clauses. 1In this analysis, then, both Type I and Type II

intro-S's assert the existence of a fact or a thing--the former,

- by a surface assertion; the latter, by an embedded relative clause

which does not appear on the surface.

Since either type of 1ntro-s ultlmately asserts the existence
of a fact or a thing, it seems loglcal to arrange ‘the underlylng
sentences so that an 1ntro-s comes befbre~other sentences Whlch R
assert somethlng else than.the exlstence of tne 1tem 1n questlon’f~
rand presume such an assertlon.v Thls does not mean.that all the F;'"“
underlyzng conguncts are sequentlally ordered 1n sudh a'way-that a

SR
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- sentence which asserts an earlier event comes before a sentence

which asserts a later event. In other words, only the ordering of

an intro-S with respect to other conjuncts seems to be fixed in the
deep structure. Thus 18b, which reverses the logical ordering shown
in 18a, is impossible, whereas 19b which reverses the sequential order-

ing shown in 19a is still grammatical:

ST, MRS S PRI R

(18) a. A man, tried to conquer the world, but the man. could

not rule his own home.

b. *The man, could not rule his own home, but a man, tried

to conquer 'the world.

(19) a. A man, failed in the exam twice, but the man. passed it

this year. /

b. A man, passed the exam this year, but the man, had
failed in the exam twice.

3.12. RESTRICTIVE~CLAUSE FORMATION and +he definiteness of

NP's. An interesting observation has been made by Smith (1964) as

to the intricate relations between her three classes of determ:.ners
and two types of relat:.ve clauses--restrlct:x.ve clauses (hereafter RR)
and non-restrictive clauses (abbr. NR). Smith (39) summar:.zes her
observatlon J.n the. followa.ng quotat:.on. .

The three classes. are named Um.que, Spec:.f:z.ed, and Unsvecified,
to indicate that they are d::.st:.nct from the traditional definite
and indefinite: determ:.ners . with R relatives,. Unspec:.fled

) determiners occur - any, all, etc., with R and" A [Appos:.t:.ve =
my NR] relatives, Spec:LfJ.ed. the, ¢ ;- w:Lth A relat:x.ves only,

gg : ¢ (proper names).\,}f.‘

L e .\

Sm:n.thts observat:.on ::.s J.llustratedby {:he follow:ng Sen-t es. o

(20) JOhn’ who knows the WaY, has offered to gulde us- : K
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(21) *John who is from the South hates cold weather.
(22) *Any book, which is about linguistics, is interesting.
(23) Any book which is about linguistics is interesting.

(24) He pointed to a certain dog, which was looking at him

hopefully.

(25) He pointed to a certain dog which was looking at him

hopefully.
(26) The book, which is about linguistics, is interesting.
(27) The man who fixed the radio left this note.
Thus, with unique nouns, relative clauses must be NR (e.g. 20) if
the sentence is to be grammatical (cf. 20 and 21). With
unspecified nouns, only a RR can co-occur (cf. exs. 22 and 23). With
specified nouns, both RR and NR can co-gccur (cf. 24 with 25 and 26
with 27).
.teresting as it is, the above observation seens to miss
some crucial points: (1) As to the inherent correlation between
the specificity and the definiteneSS'of'NP'a, I have made it clear
in Chapter Two that definiteness necessarily implies specificity,
although the reverse is not true. It also appears that the
uniqueness of NP's implies their definiteness. (2) The cause-effect
relatlcn between determlners and relatlve clanses, ;n other words,
what should be 1nyestlgated 1s not Just*whlch deterﬁlner can co-
Voccur with what type of reiatlve clause, hmt rather'whether '

spec1f1c1ty or deflnlteness 1s caused by the co-occurrlng relatlvevn

— .
’-, J Eaculi™y

clause or by somethlng else.i Thus, 1n.25 above, the specxf_clty of

,'dog is cansed by'the‘relatmve clause, whereas‘gggiln 24»1swalready
7’}' , _ _
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“specific before the relative clause is added. Man in 27 has become

definitized by the relative clause there, while the source oS the

definiteness of book in 26 is other than the relative clause.
With these points in mind, I will explicitly define the

restrictiveness of a relative clause. A relative clause is

restrictive only if it makes an NP specific. This definition of

restrictiveness is confirmed by Jespersen (1964: 91), who wrote: a

Adjuncts may be either restrictive or non-restrictive. The

former kind gives a necessary determination to its primary,

which it specifies so as to keep it distinct from other things :

or beings having the same name; €. g. a red rose as distinct from
a white rose. LEmphasis mine]

since definiteness implies specificity, any relative clause that

definitizes an NP modified by it is also restrictive. And all other

relative clauses are non-restrictive.

Given the above analysms, then, the ungrammaticality of 21

ettt e g 1 e e Qi WP

is not at all surprlslng: Since we stipulate that deflnltlaatlon

cannot be performed twice, John, Whlch is already used as deflnlte

noun in 21, cannot be modlfled by a RR, who;e functlon is to

definitize its head noun...7 The ungrammaticality of 22 seems to be }

conditioned by presupp031tlons that not all books are interesting ;

and that not all books are about 11ngulst1cs, ra:her than by the

inherent nature of anz as an,unspecified modifier. For a NR can

follow an 'unspec1f1ed' NP, os 1n 28°

who would necessarlly be consc1ous of freedom,

(28) Any Amerlcan,

would like the 1dea.

It is not mx contentlon, howeve:,:that Smlth 1s wrong ln.clalmlng -iﬂ

..,'

that;;jf‘vjiwfed,NP's cannot;be.modlfied,by'nonprestrmctlve relatlve

I o s e S
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" clauses; but rather that any used in the sense of all--that is, as
universal Q--is not [- specified] puc [+ definite]. This claim will
be justified later in this chapter. |

To put differently the points made so far, if a head noun
itself is already definite or specific, the relative clause modifying
the head noun will be understood as a NR; otherwise, as a RR. Thus,
the underlined NP's in 29-31 are definite before relative clauses

are attached.8 Consequently, the relative clauses are necessariliy

NR's:

(29) yenge-1lil hal-cul-lil al-nin ¢ -gggrnin thongyekkwan~ka
English-0 speak-NOM-0 know-REL Kim~T interpreter-S
toyessta
became
'Kim, who could speak English, became.an interpreter.'

(30) ene-1il kaci-n ¢ inkan-nin hatingtongmul-kwa pone%lcekilo
language~-0 has-REL man-T lower-animals-with essentially-
talita‘ |
differ
'Man, who has language, differs-e;sentially'from lower
ani;nals.'g ST o B

(31) thayyangkye—ey cung51mpl-n thayyang-to sxl-n&n'umc1k1k01ssta-

solar-systemnof center-lstEL sunptoo- 1npfact ls-mov1ng

'The sun, wh1¢h 1s the center of‘the solar system, actually




"NP's is lost because of multi-reference. Compare the following

sentences w1th sentences 29-31-

R L TR P S

(29«) nilk-:n s Klm-nen enehakca- -ko, ;ce}mfin“

. Old-REL  Kim-T l:.ngu:.st—:.s-and young-REL Kim-%

‘sahoyhakca=-ita

soc:ologlst-lsv R T T ,.N‘7j,' s

young is avsociologist.'

(30') 151pseyk1-ey sal-nen‘lnkanpnan tcngkul-ev sal-nzn 1nkan~
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' nlstory, in walch case thevNP loses its definiteness. The same
argument can be made about the sun in 31'. In other words, until

the existence of a particular jtem denoted by any'NP is registered in
the hearer's knowledge;'no NP is inherently definite in all situations.

To be more exact, NP's can be used definitely, but no NP's are

-1nherently -definite. Besides, whether any NP is understood as
deflnlte or not seems to depend on the scope 'of the hearer's
knowledge. Con51der the following:
(32) Australla-ey sal-nen kangaroo-nen c1nk1ha-n tongmul-lta'
| nustrallaeln llve-REL kangarooJT rare-REL anlmal-ls
'Kengaroos, whlch live in Australla,'are rare anlmals.
(33) Australlaeey namccok-ey sal—nen kangaroo-nen yangsunhata
| Australlaeof South-at llveéREL kangarooJT gentle
'The kangaroos whlch live in the southern part of Australla
are gentle.‘

'The nonprestrlctlve 1nterpretatlon of the relatlve clause 1n 32
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~ definite accordlng to the deflnltlon of deflnlLeness Just suggested-10

otherwise, an NP nas to be modlfled by a.RR to become deflnlte.v
Now;_let us consider the underlylng structure of a.RR. h
Type IT intro-S's play a crucial role in the account of relat1v1zat10n,
as in that of quantlflcatlon 1n.Chapter Two. Wlth respect to the
derlvatlon of 15 I have argued that 17 1s derlved after the frrst
conjunct of the sentences in 16 is embedded lnto the second conjunct il
The relative clauses in 17 make the head nouns spec1f1c and afterwards
get deleted, allowing the respectlve structures of 15--Type II
1ntro-S's--to be generated._ Therefore, all NP's are spec1f1c in
Type T intro-S's. RR-FORMATION lS possible only 1n.ba51c o
conJunctlons--congunctlons 1n whlch the flrst conJunct lS an 1ntro-s.
Before I present my own analysls, I shall brlefly recapltulate those
made by Thompson (1970a and 1970b) and,Drublg (1968). 7
Thompson (1970b' 43-44) does not appear to belleve in the'ﬂ
ba51c orderlng of conguncts, 1et.alone the notlon of an 1ntro-S.;?
d To her, both 35a and 35b are‘equally good as-the underlylng e
‘structure of 34. And she clalms that a speaker's presupp051tions»:

~about a hearer's knowledgef'j

which conJumt
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- (38) I met a.glrl, and she speaks Basque.

(37) There's a glrl who speaks Basque, and I met her.

(38) I met a girl who speaks Basque.

(39) A girl I met speaks Basque.
If the first conjuncts in 35, but not the second conjuncts, were
presupposed to be shared by the hearer, then the respectlve sentences
of 40 would be derived: | |

(40) a. _ The glrl I met speaks Basque.

b. I met the glrl who speaks Basque.

In other words, conJuncts whlch are presupposed to be shared by the'
hearer are embedded 1nto conJuncts wh;dh carry new- lnfOrmatlon° they‘
then deflnltlze the head noun. | | R
| However, the follow1ng‘consequencos ofmthe no-basic;order | o,
hypothesls seem to suggest that the orderlng of underlylng conjuncts : |
is fixed. (1) Under the no-order approach, 35a and 35b are in fact
| the.same. Therefore, sentence 36 should be semantlcally (1f not‘”f'
| presuppos:.tlonally) :Ldent:l.cal w1th 375 and 38 Wlth 39--s1nce the |

palrs of sentences are the outputs of the 1dent1cal transformatlons

‘ applled to the supposedly 1dent1cal underlylng structure. fBut nary

;natlve speakers I have checked wlth.have expressed,doubt7that the
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" be synonymous with one ‘another, since they are derived from the J

:.dent:.cal underlylng structure 4l. | |

(41) (Certain girls. appl:.ed) - ((the) g...rls were many)

(42) Many girls applied.

(43) ‘Glrls who appl:.ed were many.

_(44) There were (certa:.n) girls that appl:.ed and they were

many. N | | ” |

'(45) *There were certa:x.n g:Lrls that were many, and they apolled.
But 43 is ungrarmnatlcal, because the subJect of __.l (a Q) 1s not
def:i.nite.13 Ex. 45 is ungrammat:.cal, since _z cannot be the

pred:.cate of a RR.

(46) »T met the g:.rls that were manl.

(3) Furthermore, since there is no basic order:.ng’ for ’th:Ls analys:.s,

' a s:.tuat:.on is conce:.vable where the second conjunct of 41 would e

| 'presupposed in whlch case 46 would be de*':.ved. : Not:.ce that the

| , relat:.ve clause in 46 1s clalmed to be restr:.ct:.ve,as 1n 40a and 40b. '
But aga:m 46 is ungrammat:.cal. More exact‘.l.y, a relat:x.ve clause |

| w:.th a Q predn.cate cannot be restr:.ct:.ve because of the nature of

such predlcates. These problems do not ar:.se :.n a f.;.xed-order

| ;ano-order analys:z.s 4+he-choice between
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of a noun seems to depend entirely‘on presuppositions; one cannot

account for the choice in terms of syntactlc rule. The fixedéorder'

analysis accounts for the choice in the syntactlc rule formulatlon,
as will be shown below (compare rule 58 with 79 or 89).

Drublg (1968) recognlzes the fixed order of underlylng
conjuncts, although he is not clear as to why the conjuncts have to
be ordered the way he claims. He (34) graphically shows how
RR-FORMATION (he calls thls LEFT SISTER ADJUNCTION, since the l°ft
conJunct is ad301ned to the rlght conjunct) is formed as shown in-

47 below:

(47) LEFT SISTER ADJUNCTION (RESTRICTIVE)

P NPT PO

-oo."N' ‘..;

The formulatlon of'RRéFORM.whlch ls suggested by'Drublg w1ll be =

'1llustrated.w1th ex.:48 below.; df},h‘: 'f,,1- f}

(48).

BITIITVAL I FIYPHAPT
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S . S
We just saw a janitor a janitor S‘ éave me th:Ls key

. we just saw a janitor!
Drubig (36) argues that"both NP's have feature [- mentioned], bnt
LEFT SISTER ADJUNCTION changes the feature value in the NP in the

right conjnnct to El- mentioned]. The feature [-x- ment:.oned] is

responsible for definitization of the’ NP. As a resust, 49 becomes . .

50:
(50) We just saw a janitor, (and) the janitor that we just saw
gave me th:.s key. :

The parentheslzed and lS der:.ved at a 1ater stage, helng condltloned

by various factors such as asserted, presupposed, or :unpl:.ed top:.cs

wh:.ch are shared between the conjm cts, Vand the semant::.c .

relatab:.l:.ty of the conjuncts, etc. g (For a detalled d:Lscuss:Lon,

cf. R, Lakoff 1970). Drub:Lg (38) further argues that 'e:.ther the o

. antecedent sentence Sy [:.n my terms, an :.nt::o-S] or. the
,restrlctlve relat:.ve clause S':L can be deleted' Thus, ;f the

-.:Lntro-s 1s deleted ex. 51 w:.ll be der:.ved. g Tl

: (51) The Jan:.tor that we Just}' 'saw gave me th:Ls key. .

el AR

v g

R
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“the cru¢ia1 factor. If the speaker presupposes that the information
carried by an intro-S is already shared by the hearer, then the
. intro-s (viz. the first conjunct of 50) gets deleted. Otherwise, -
the relative clause is deleted.
But this kind of argument is clearly contradictory. For if
a speaker presupposes the existenbe'of any fact or object ﬁo'be - -
known to the hearer, an intro-S would, by definition, not be needed
from the outset. Thus, hardly anyone would claim that the (a)
sentences in 53-55 come from the reépective (b) trees belows
(53) a. The sun rises in the morning.

b. | s

&7 .
(54) a. Thefrbof'is ;eaking;‘
b //,,,/'s ‘ -'

5T & roof ...7:

X _(55)161 My car’ broke—down. ,ifopeﬁegffheﬁhgga;ilfﬂkesﬁ
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necessary to assume that the existence of any fact or object 1is not
shared by the hearer, in order that an intro-S may be used.
Therefore, the deletion of an intro-S. cannot be conditioned by the
presupposition that the information carried by an intro-S has

already been shared--since, if the information had already been

shared, the intro-S would not have been needed from the outset.
Besides, the-fact that. the information is shared means thatﬁwhat)is
being deleted is actually not :an 1ntro-s

As a matter of fact, I clalm that 1ntro-S's ‘are never
deleted. <Only‘RR's'are deletable,,and only nnder certain conditions.
Tt seems to me that the relatlve dlstance Dbetween. S1 and 52 1s a A_; -
determlnlng factor. In other words, when the. speaker presupposes
that the two sentences (S and 52; are.too far apart from each
other for hlm to expect that‘the hearer still remembers the |
.-exlstence of the partlcular item, the speaker must repeat the 1ntro-s,

v1z as-a.RR.‘ Oon. the other hand, 1f the two sentences are relatlvely

) closelto each other, the RR wh1dh 1s S1 copled 1nto 52 1s
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* Notice what the speaker's normal response would be to such a

question. Would it not be something like 'The car which John

bought', where a RR is recovered?
‘There is an apparent counterexample to this generalization:
there is a situation where the deletion of a RR 1is not allowed even

when the existence of that particular item is c:learly preeupposed

to be remembered by the hearer. Note that B's question in dialogue

57 below uses which rather than what: which is used when one wants
to def:.nltlze what is already spec:.f:.c, whereas what is used when
one , wants to either specify or def:Ln:Lt:Lze what is not yet spec:.flc.
B's quest:.on implies that the RR J.n the 1ast sentence in A is
incorrectly deleted. Tt must be present.

(57 Az John bought a Ford, and Mary bought & Chevy. " But the

car w:Lll soon break down. o
B: Whlch car doyoumean'>. S AT [
; fThe po:.nts made so far are the follow:.ng. (1) there is: no

delet::.on of :Lntro-S's (-S ), (2) a RR is deleted only ~when it is not
used de:.ct:.cally Cv:.z as a demonstrat:x.v ) and when the speaker
presupposes the hearer to remember the ex:.stence of the head nounj -

(3) when a RR ..s used de:.ct:.cally-that :r.s, when the hear.r's

q'uestlon contan.ns wh:n.ch rather thanrwhat-the delet::.on of that RR "

- :LS :unposs:.ble.

W:.th those pomts,‘m ' :

e o o e o Niaen e i
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- is possible only in basic conjunction. In other words, if the

) shared NP is already definite, then a RR cannot modify it. Now,
' RR-FORM is formulated as 583 .

(58) Korean RESTRICTIVE~RELATIVE-CLAUSE FORMATION (abbr. RR-FORM)

(w, 'NPi, X) ;g ong” (¥s 1 NPy, 2) .
1 2 3 . 4 5. 6

A. (1, 2, 3)-(4, (1, 3+REL) #5, 6) ,

' - B. —> (4, (1, MRELIHS, © €) -
(58') English RESTRICTIVE-RELATIVE-CLAUSE FORMATION

- | [- definite] |
, o 1 2 3 4. 5 6 _ |
| A —(1, 2, (4, 5 ¥ (REL + 21, g, ), ©
- - 7 _ i}x— def:n.n:.te] | _ > ’
| : S =>(4 5 (REL + 2)#—(1, ¢, 3)), 6) -

) : e [—i-'def:f.nlte] B .
ptoﬁomlnallzed because o:E rt:s prior occu.rrence.

where 2 has already been
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I e Se AN A
og; W 0o...ng at John John poin to NP S':L

dog.

' - that'was looking
at John

(61) ((certain) dog, was looking at John) ¢ (John pointed to dog,

that was looking at him)

I assume that.such deep-level rules as QUANTIFICATION and

RELATIVIZATION are similar in their formulation among many languages,

although thea.r s:x.mlarlty m:.ght bave been blurred m m.nor: ways by -

-some superf:.c:.al grammar change. . ;n‘fommlatihg rules, _I have o

tr:l.ed to show tbe max:.rmm um.versallty of -I:hese ‘ru"es.

RR-FORM (A). is formulated J.n such ,a,, way that a’ shared NP :.n a

3 vr%:?"‘
B

Tactne
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¢
i
o

The wh-pronouns were or:Lg:Lnally J.nterrogat_ve, bu‘- in Mn.ddle B

.'Engln.sh which, whom,: -and-who .came-into.use. as, relat:.ve '
pronouns (in the order. 1nd3.cated) and. have s:.nce +then been
gaining ground’ at the; expense of’ that, ch:.efly :.n ‘the last e
few centuries: and.in the more. pretent::.ous kinds' of 11terature. R

One of the reasons. for: this: preference.was. probably" that .
these pronouns remlnaed class:Lcal scholars o 'Eithe correspondlng‘ SRR
Lat::.n pronouns SO TR AR SN RS

Rule 58 L5 may have to have some nu.nor change as a

- contemporary Engl:Lsh ruleo S:ane def:.n- te NP's are marked :\.n Engln.sh .

(A) s as. .'.LS fomulated 1n 58 :1.s val:x.d for contemporary Korean. NO

rev:.s:Lon is necessary because :Ln Korean def::.nlte NP’ s are not
marked. Thus, ex. 62 is. turned :Lnto 63 by RR ORM (A) from wh:Lch
other rules 1:1.ke PARTICLE INSERTION and REE‘LEXIVIZPEION dern.ve the ‘>

'surface structure 64.]@..‘ |

(62) ((etten) kay John palapoko-n.ssessta) (John kay kal::.khlessta)

certa:x.n dog. John was-look:.ng-at - John dog po:.nted-to




g3

(63) ((etten) kay | thn palapok01ssessta) (thn (thn
1V‘certa1n dog thn was-looklng-at thn thn
palapok01ssess-n&n)#kay kallkhlessta) .

| was-looklng-at-REL dog p01nted-to

(64) (etten) kay-ka John-11 palapok01ssessta._ John-nin

- certain- dog-S thnpo “-was-looklng-at thnJT

cakl-lel palapok01ss-te-n kayblel kallkhlessta L

- hlmself-o was-looklng-atéREL dog-O p01nted-to

YA certainﬁdogiwas 1odk1ng at John. ‘John" p01nted to the

| dog that was looklng at hlm L

If the speaker'presupposes the two conJuncts of 64 to be

'too far apart For hlm to expect the hearer to- remember the flrst
conJunct, then the ‘relative clause (the underllned part of the

second conJunct of " 64) w111 remaln, otherw1se, it will be

prcnominalized by'Eg, ‘The former case w111 result in 65a; and th

latter, 65b.
(65) e, etten kaybka thnplel palapok01ssessta. Johnpnin
certain dog-S John-0 was-look:.ng-at . John-T
k& kay-1&1 kal:x.khlessta e | e

the dog-o p01nted-to

A certaln dog was 1ook1ng at thn. - John pointed fénﬁ

b. etten.kaybka thnplal palapdk01ssessta oo thn-n&n

'q4j_certa1n dog-S thn~0 was-looklng-at ' ;i thnPT

Cakl-lil palapok01ss-te-n.kayb1&l kallkhlessta

: ‘hlmself-o'was-eooklng-atéRETéREL dog-o p01nted—to
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RR-FORM (B) is;.,av_,choppinq, rule, which moves and .Chomsky-
17

adjoins an intro-S to the shared NP in. the following conjunCt.
The process w:.ll be :Lllustrated aga::.n by der1v1ng 66 from 59.

(66) John po:Lnted to a dog that was 1ook1ng at him.

dog.j that was look:Lng at’ h:Lm |

Notice that here the head noun. (= g) is not a repeated NP- o
1.e. +here is no correferent:.al NP ( g) before 66 3.s stated
since the intro-S has been moved, :Lnto the second clause of 66 as a

RR. Thls is-to be contrasted w:Lth 61, where, although the :Lntro-s

has been copled into S 27 ﬂe orlg:.nal Sl st:.ll remalns where 1t was. :

The head noun (= d 9) is a repeated noun in. 61 but not :1.n 66. o

Therefore, it is def::.n:.tlzed only in 6l. By formulatlng RR-FORM (B) ‘

as 58, I claim that any RR mod:.fy:.ng an J.ndef:LnJ.te NI&"‘ is the output
of RR-FORM (B):. (a chopplng ru.Le) .-
RR-FORM (B) w:.ll derlve 68 from 67 : |
(67) (enceynka han sakonol na cxﬂc:.lyehayessta) (ecey na
one-t:.me ore sa:Llor : me tr:n.ed-to-klll yesterday I
sakong, - mamnassta) o

'sailor met "

ikt . \ . . .
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(68) ecey na=-nin enceynkavnaflil-cukilyeha-n;(han)1sakongslil
Yesterday'I-T oneétime:me-dgtriedeto-killfRELgone,Sailoreo
' mannassta‘ P |
met
tYesterday I met a sallor>who once tried to kill me.'
Even though in Korean definite NP‘s are not syntactlcally marked as
. such, one still can dlstlngulsh between ‘a RR (a) and a RR (B) by
testlng a.RR w1th han tone' or 'certaln'-la, only RR (B) tolerates
han between relatlve clause and head noun-,'e.g¢'68.
To empha51ze the. correctness of the approach suggested,in 58,
I will compare it w1th Thompson's. For the derlvatlon of'RR's
modlfylng 1ndef1n1te NP's, Thompson (1967° 94) suggests the
followingntwo steps whldh are quoted along with her own examples '
(the numbering is mlne).
(69) I s

/S\%SZ
erour gave me a knite_ © Thsed @ xnife_
Step 1 (optional): embed by copylng S; 1nto 5219

Step 2 (optlonal).f delete the. orlglna S

--If this rule is applled, the result is: ,

(70) I used a knife which Seymour: .gave me. G |
--If this second optlon is not chosen,’ ‘however, the a in S must
be Changed to the since 1t is a repeated occurrence, and e
result is: '

(71) Seymour gave me a knlfe, and I used therknlfe that
Seymour gave me. : . :

In contrast with thls, Thompson (1967. 95) suggests the follow1ng

four steps of derlvatlon.for>RR's modlfylng deflnlte NP's.; f;




You.knoW'that S Seymour gave me avknifea T used a knlfea'

' Seymour gave me a knife

(73) I used the knife which Sevmour gave me.
Step 1 (optional): embed S, . into Sy by copying
Step 2 (obligatory): delete the original S 5 since it is a

repetition of S,
"Step 3 (obligatory): "hange a in S, to the because this NP is a

repeated occurrence. of - § one in Sl
Step 4 (obligatory): delete S,

The cho:Lce of Step 1 and Step 2 in the f:x.rst quotat:.on is s...m:.lar to

A e e e mt

my RR-FORM (B) , while the cho::.ce of. only Step 1 :x.s s::.mllar to my
RR-FORM (A). But the approach' suggested by fIhompson :z.n the second

quotation above creates peculiar. problems First of all, what' 'if we

e AEE JRAANT IR T VY SENEAL Y P o0
Mped IR T A -

s

pass over Step l, since it is optional? Steps 2 3 and 4 w:.ll

e

2.5

automat:r.cally apply to the underly:\.ng structure, deriving 74°

> AR PRSI
RS oekad

(74) I used the knife.

In what sense is 74 synonymous wn.th 73 wh:Lch is the result. of‘ ; 7‘

having chosen optional Step l” Second the relat:.ve order:.ng :

between the rule changmg a to the and the rule delet:l.ng the f::.rst : %;

' conJunct is very vague--in- the f:.rst quotat:n.on, l-DELETION E

‘precedes DEFINITIZATIONS J\rhereas :Ln the second quotatlon, | ;']
S, -DELETTON follows DEFINTTIZATION.’ If we £ix the rule order:n_ng |

so that DEFJNITIZATION precedes Sl-DELETION, there 1s no way of = o | »,‘_.j':"?",,;

" “deriving 70 under Thompson's analys:.s- on’ the other hand 1f the

order is reversed 73 and 74 can never be der:.ved. ) .Thlrd

accord:.ng to her analysis, the J.dentlty* of the second conjunct of
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- sentence 71 and sentence 73 1is accidental. But my position is

that, on the contrary, 73 is simply the second conjunct‘of 71.

Note that there is no semantlc difference between the two sentences.
Last, the deep structures are not motlvated--the occurrence of 32

is not explained--and the optionality of the various steps seems
completely ad hoc. The presuppo 1tlona1 difference which is
ultimately respon51b1e for the deflnlte-lndeflnlte dlstlnctlon of the
head noun is not as clearly.expressed either in the deep structure

or in the transformational rules, as is done in my 58.

3.13. NR-FORMATION. Let us now turn to the derivation of

a NR. From the characterization of the restrictiveness of a relative
clause suggeSted in the present analysis--a relative clause.is.,a
restrictive when it makes the head noun specific=--it becomes- clear
" that NP's which are already definite cannot be definltlzed by a RR
(e.g. 21). Thus, I have shown in 26 and 27, which I repeat here for
convenience, )

(26) The book, which is about linguistics, is interesting.

(27) The man that fixed the~radio‘1eft this note.

that when the head noun is deflnlte, the:relative~clause;onvthe‘-
surface could be elther a.RR or NR" if. lt is the relatlve clause,
that definitizes the nOUn, then the clause is a.RR° otherWLse, a;ﬁ%.u
'In the present approaCh, the source of . deflnlteness of ooo<
in 26 is'presupPOSedfto-be known to the hearer and. lS not expressed
on the surface, whereas that of man in 27 lS overtly expressed as the.

underllned relatlve clause. Therefore, lt 1s naturally expected ,,'“

Q"?
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that a request for further information about the head nounris cnlj
_ possible in 26. The sentence by B in 26 can be appropriate in sone
situations, but never 27;B; | |
(26') A: The book, which is about LlngUlSthS, is inters stlng,
B: What book'a:e you talking about? |
(27%) A: The man who fixed the radio 1eft'this note.
2B: What man are you talking about?
Therefore, I suggest 75 as fhe underlying structure of 75.
(75) I just saw the janitor, who gave me this key._

' (76) (e+.(certain) Janltor vee). -((T Just saw (the)

intro=~S
Janltor ) -((the) Janltor gave me this key))

In 76, the --- notatlon stands for the 1nformatlon of the 1ntro-s

that’was‘given inrthe~preVicus discourse. . The lntro-s in 76 makes

both occurrences of janitor in the second conjunct deflnlte° che

process is illﬁStrated by the tres of 77.

an s

'---certaln Janltor;-oof f@h:6o6certeinfjanitor;---
The dlstrlbutlon of the 1ntro-s in both mlnor conJuncts (Vlz S andd_

S ) in ehe second magor conjunct (v1z. S ) can be explalned'by the

_pr1nc1p1e of dlstrlbutlon._ The prlnc1ple'of dlstrlbutlon lS 1f;;f.“

| "dlagramatlcally shown here. X(Y ,_.+ _z) xz . xz- The 52 of 77 is.
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- RR-FORM (A), and after the copied RR's are deleted in S, and S, by

RR-DELETION.
(78) (I just saw the janitof;) -(the janitor. gave me this key)
—_— i S1 —_— 1 _ 52
The rule which is responsible for the derivation of 75 from 78 is

formulated as 79.

(79) English NON-RESTRICTIVE RELATIVE CLAUSE FORMATION
z)

w, NP, X)-(Y¥, o NB,
[+ definite]
1 2 3 4 5 . 6

—>1, 2, ¥, REL+ 5)#(4, @, 6)s #, 3 ¢, 9,9
where ﬂﬁ is a phonological-phrase poundary. The rule replacing ’

wh-word is ignored here, since it is a rather low-level

For contemporary English, this rule also

REL + NP by &
ealized : .

English-particular rule.
needs to be Further restricted in such a way that REL 1s re

‘according to such a feature on the head noun as
[= personal]. REL should also agree'w1th the deleted NP (1tem 2 in ’

differently

The sentences 80b and 80c are

79) with respect to case marking.
se restrlctlons.

ammatlcal because they v1olate the

. ungr
who gave me . thls key.

(80) a. I Just saw the Janltor,

. b. *I Just saw the Janltor, wh1dh gave me thls key.

“CQ *I Just saw xhe Janltor, “whom gave me this key.
I'will'emphasize the cla;ms that arejmade in the fo rmulatlon of 79
Flrst, embeddlng 1s performed.ln

-by.COmparing.thiS rule Witbﬂ$§°:
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"+he opposite direction here--the second conJunct is embedded into the
first conjunct in 79, whlle 58 embeds the flrst conJunct 1nto the
second conjunct. ‘Second, NRJFORM is a chopplng rule--NR-FORM does
not only copy the second conjunct into the first conJunct, but
completely moves it. Therefore, the deletion of a NR is not
allowed; deletion is allowed only when recovery is poss;ble. Third,
the shared NP in the second conjunct should be definite in 79.
Last, there is no spec1f1catlon as to whether the first corjunct in
79 is an intro-S or non-intro-S, whlle in 58 the first con;uncc has
to. be an intro-S. Sentence 78 is an example of rule 79 in which the
first conjunct is not an intro-S. For an example of 79 ln.Wthh
the first conJunct is an 1ntro-s, conszder the followings:

(81) a. (I just saw a certaln Janltor )~ (Jam.tori gave me

this key)

b. (I just saw a certaln.Janlior) (the janitor that I just
saw gave me this key) | |
c. (I just saw a certaln Janltor) (the Janltor gave me
enis ey
To satisfy the structural description ofn79,nRR4FORM'(A} has to
apply to copy the first conjunct of 81a'into;the'secondVConjunct.

Then the head. noun,w1ll be definitized, as shown in 81b. Since an

xntro-s 1mmed1ately precedes the second conJunct, the ”elatlve ,

clause 1n the second conJunct of 81b Wlll be deleted.;ﬂ_&ﬁa R

| result, 81c will be der:x.ved.v ‘I‘hen, 79 w:.ll operate to derive 82 fro-n'

8lc. -
(82) I Just saw a Janltor,.who gave me thls key. jlifl;xf‘

1@\4
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In this approach, the difference between 75 and 82 1s
_correctly shown to be the presence of a thirdkconjunct in the deep
structure of 75 only. In. other words, with 75, the speaker
presupposes that the hearer knows about the Janltor, even before
75 is stated; while with 82 he does not. Since the shared NP in
the second coniunct has to be deflnlte in 79, and since RR
definitizes NP's, RRJFORM.necessarlly has to precede NR-FORM. -
This ordering of the two rules is well 111ustrated in the following
examples from Drubig 1968: 38, which are repeated here as 83 and
84: | |

(83) The man who murdered‘the oid lady, who'neverthelessmanaged
to escape, was caught the nett day, | |
(84) *The man, who nevertheless managed to escape;“who'murdered
the old lady was caught the next day.
Sentence 84 is ungrammatlcal, since the head noun is indefinite
when a NR is attached, and later gets definitized by a.RR; the rule
ordering is reversed.

Let us compare the present analysls once more with

Thompson's. Thompson (1967: 92) claims that 85 is the underlylng

structure of 753

(85)

a aijanltor gave

se- @ Jamntory et £ G5T saw @ Janitor,

| me thls key

And she suggests the fcilowing three steps of derlvatlon.of a-NR-j; |
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Step 1 (optional): embed S, into S,
'S

S

ees @ janitor e*ee I just saw a janitor S,

Who gave e ;s ;ey:

step 2 {(obligatory): replace a in S, by the since it is a
‘repeated occurrence of the NP“in Sl o
Step 3 (optional): delete Sl

S

I just saw The janitor S

I see two d:.ff:.cult:.es in Thompson's analysn.s of NR' | (l) it
is not clear what the .consequences of deleting Sl in the th:.rd .,tep
would be-=-in other words, the information carr:.ed by Sl is rendered
irrecoverable. Deletion, in the theory being advocated by me m th:.s
writing',is possible only under the_ cond:.t:.on’;of , recoyerab:.llty.
Thompson (l967° 93) seems to believe that Sl is not recoverable»
anyhow. But I have shown at var::.ous places in thJ.s chapter ..hat RR
is always recoverable. One sn.mply has to ask ‘Wbat (NP) 2 to
recover the.deleted RR. Bes:Ldes, ;J.f Sl were not recoveraole, what
would the output be l:l.ke when we dld not choose optlonal step 3 of
the above quotatlon? (2) S:ane step l precedes step 2 in ‘the
quoted approach of Tho pson's, the shared NP :.n S3 o 85 1s_ not
,def:.nlte when the embedd:.ng of 53 1nto 52 :LS performed, monher
words, the fea‘-ure spec:.flcat::.on of 1tem 5 J.n 79 1s absent. Th:.s |

ma]ces :.t :unposs:.ble to have a general:.zed s:Lngle rule to d J.ve

‘3(32
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. the (a) sentences of 86-88 fro_m-. the respective (b) ‘_struc‘tures. "It'
aiso has to be specified that S, is deletable in 87, but not :Ln 26 .
or 88:

(86) a. I just met a Janrtor, who gave me tl'u.s key.
b. (I just met a Jam.tor) -( Jam.tor gave me this key)
(87) a. I just met the Janltor, who gave me this key.
b. (<-+ a janitor ..) (I just me'!; a’j_janitor);f_(a janiter
gave me this key) 22 | |
(88) a. I just met John, who gave me th:.s key.
b. (I just met John) (John gave me th:.s key)
The Korean vers:.on of NR-FORM is more complex than 79.
Korean 'does not have a NR parallel:.ng 86a. In other words, the
Korean rule needs -one addlt:n.onal feature specification on the NP in
the first conJunct, . [+ definite], as is shown in the .
formulat:.on of 89:

(89) Korean NON—RESTRIC]TIVE RELATIVE CLAUSE FORMATION:

[+ definite] . - D+ definite]

12 S 3 a4 s 6
a1, (4',"‘ g, 6411’3’#)#"2'"3 e

Thus, eX. 82 can be paraphrased only as 82'a, but never as . 82'b.»
(82') a. na-nen etten sum.-lel pangkem mannass-nantey, ka:—ka

| I-T | ‘certa:.n Jam.tor-c now met-and o eeas
._ - key-lal na-eykey cuptlta | |
o th;_s key-O me-to o gave
| 'I Just met a Jamtor, th° ga"e‘“ethlskeyo . "?;
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(82') b. *na-nin i key-1lzl na-eykey cu-n etten suwi-lzl
I-T vhis key-O me-to gave-REL certain janitor-0
pangkim mannassta

just met
'I just met a janitor, who gave me this key.'
Notice that the first conjunct of 89 may net be an intro-s. I will
illustrate 89 with‘the following sentences:
(90) a. Spaln-e-lel hal-cul-l&l al-n&n.k& salam-nin
Spanlsh-o speakéNow-O knowAREL the manJT
thongyekkwan-ka toyyessta

interpreter-5S became

*The man, who could speak Spanish, became an interpreter.’

b. (ki salam thongyekkwan teyeSSta)-(ki;selam Sparish
the man interpreter became’ : the7meﬁ Spanish
hal-cul alassta) |
speak-NOM knew

(91} a. taylyuk—eyse cala-n thnpnin sem-lel 511hehanta

contlnent-on grew upeREL thnFT 1sland-o dlsllkeS'

tJohn, who grew up on the contlnent, dlSllkeS the island.®

b. (John sem 51lhehata) (thn taylyuk-eyse calassta)

thn 1sland dlSllkeS thn contlnent-on grew-up

The (b) senterce of 90 is derlved from a Stlll deeper structure 90c.
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(90) c. (--- etten salam. -‘-)-((salami Spain-e hal-cul alta) -
certain man man Spanish speak-NOM know

(salam, thongyekkwan toyessta))

man interpreter became
/‘/”’S\ i
S /S\
e etten Saj.ami e S S

salam Thongyekkwan toyessta Salam, Spain-e hal-cul i

alassta
S /S\\
--- etten salam, --- S ' S
i 4

S salam, thongyekkwan toyess;a///’/////A\\\\‘\\\\\‘

S! salami Spain-e hal-

1 alassta

~ee etten sa.l.am:.L o -ee €Tten sa].am:.L eoe
RR-FORM (A) (58) will derive 90d from 90c.- With respect to the

derivation of 65, I claimed above that in Korean a RR 1is

pronominalized where it would be deleted in Engllsh--v1z. when an
intro-S is not too far away-. Thus, RR-PRONOMINALIZHTION derives
90b from 90d. Now NR-FORM (89) will apply to 90b and 91b, and as

the result, the respective (a) sentences are derived.

Some possible objections

3.2. 1In this part, I will defend the suggested analysis

of RELATIVIZATION by discussing some possible objections:
105
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(1) objections concerning the direction of embedding in NR-FORM;

(2) objections concerning tstacked' restrictive relative clauses--

this is not allowed in the present analysis, since definitization can

occur only once.

3.21. Direction of embedding in NR-FORM and the problemn

of ambigquity of a NR. One thing to e mentioned at this point 1s

that the NR-FORM rule can be alternatively formulated in such & way
that embedding can be done in either direction--the left conjunct |
into the right one, or £he right conjunct into?the left one--~unless
of course the first conjunct is an intro=S. The reason that I have
formulated the rule the way I have done ié,merely for the sake of
simplicity of description: if the first conjunct of 79 1is an
intro-S, the different direction of embedding will generate a
different kind of relative clause. Therefore, in order to make
NR-FORM apply in either direction, we have.to describe both
situations separately: .(1) the situation where one conjunct ‘is an
intro-S and (2) the siéuation where neither conjunct is an intro-S.
As far as I can see, the ordering of underlying conjuncts does not
make any difference so long as neither conjunct is an intro-S. But
if the conjunct'Which*is realized~as a MR ié a later parenthetical
insertion by the speaker as in 92 below,; a;difference does arise.}
It is opvioﬁs that suCh_a'parentheticaerR is a second conjunct.
(92) a. John said that he met Mary, who lives in Texas.

b. (Jochn said’that‘he’met"Maryi)q(Maryi lives in Texas)

When the second conjunct is a parenthetical insertion, NR-FORM

168
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" moves from right to left only. Thus, 93, where NR-FORM moves from

left to right, is not synonymous with 92:
(93) a. Mary, who John said he met, lives in Texas.

b. (Mary:.L 1ives in Texas) *(John said he met Maryi)

In 94, however, both the (b) and (c) structures seem to be
equally good underlying structures of the (é’ senténce:

(94) a. John, who has grown up on the continent, dislikes the
island.

b. (CJ’ohn:.L has grown up on the continen’c)-(Jol'mi dislikes

- the island)
c. (J’ohn.i dislikes the island)-&thni has grown up on the
continent)

But NR-FORM, as formulated in this chapter, is simpler for
the following reasons: (1) Since with parenthetical expressions
only right-to-left embedding applies, and since in other
conjunctions which do not include an intro-S neither_direction}seems
to make any semantic difference, the present analysis with right-to-
1§ft embedding acéountsvfor the derivatipnubf boﬁh pa;enthetiqal
and non—parenthetical NR*s. (2) Since in.a'basig cqnjunctiqn--a
conjunction which contains an introes--only1rightetofleft empedding
is NR-FORM, and again since in non-basic conjun;tigp;neither
direction of embedding makes any difference, the present_analysis
will account for both cases.

| The present rule fprmu}ation»ofﬁNRéFQRM:(79 and 89).offers

an interesting solution_to;the-ambiguity'prpblem illustrated in the

e SR R 4k A N 8T
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'~ following sentence from McCawley 196‘7, quoted here as 95:
(95) John said that he saw the woman who lives at 219 Main St.

95 can be paraphresed either as 96 or as 97:

(96) John said, 'I saw the woman who lives at 219 Main St.

(97) John said, 'I saw X, and X is the woman that lives at

219 Main St.*

(where X can stand for any noun, such as Mary or Sam's

married sister). McCawley (17-18) suggests the following

underlying structures for both re‘adin'gs of 96 and 97, which are

quoted here as 96°* and'97',.respectively.

NP-deser'X

Pz:;op Xy
Xl said Sl ' Xl is called John
Prop | ) NP-desc:r:X2
/ . X2 is the woman who  lives
X, saw 'xz at 219 Main St.-
(97%) - . s
Prop - . NP-deserin : - ’NP-desc‘r:XZ—.
l xliscalledJohn ’ X2 is the -
: : ” woman who lives
X.l said -Sl at 219 Main St.
Prop
)Ll saw X2

In other words, the descrlpt:l.on of X2 ls made by the speaker of Sl

(= John) in 96°', wh.'l.le in 97', J.t is. made by the speaker of S.-

108
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An instance is found in Korean which is exactly parallel,
except.that the complicated honorific system of Korean (which is
conditioned by the social relations between the‘speaker and the

. referent) syntactically obviates the ambiguity in some situations.
Thus, as long as the social status of the subject in 92 and that
of the speaker of the sentence are markedly different, there will

be no ambiguity in interpreting the following senten.ce:23

(98) Suk-ka (na-eykey) Seoul-ey sal-nin acurmma-ka oass-te-iake

Soock=S me=-to Seoul-in lives-REL lady-S came~RET-QT
malhayessta
said

'Sbok said that the lady who lives in Seoul dropped by!®
Suppose a situation where Sook is a house-maid, Kyungsuk is the
daughter of the house t+o whom the maid is supposed to use an
honorific title like acumma tlady?®, and the speaker is Kyungsuk's
brother, who will never call her tacumma‘'. In such a situation,
there is no ambiguity as to the source of information of thé
underlined part in 98. According to McCawley's analysis, 98' will

underlie 98:24

Prop NP-descr:Xl
X,-ka S -lako malhayessta X, is called Sook
(Xl-s S l“QT Said) ’

Prop - NP-desc:r:X2 . S
\ X, is Seoul-ey. sal-nin acumma
- s (Seoul~in lives-REL' la[dy)‘ S
X,-ka oassta . .
(X,=S ‘came)

0
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" However, if the speaker is the maid who is expected to call Kyengsuk
acumma and the subject is somebody who is not supposed to use that

title, then 98" will underlie o8:

(98") /\
Prop NP-descr:X1 NP-déscr:X2
// X1 is called Sook X2 is Seoul-ey sal-nin
Xl-ka Sl-iako malha_essta acumma
Prop

X2-ka oassta
Now, let us see how the present analysis of NR-FORM explains
the ambiguities of 95 and 98. According to the present analysis,
99a and 99b underlie the 96-reading and 97-reading of 95,
respectively:
(99) a. ((Certain) woman, live at 219 Main St’)intro-s°(J°hn
said (John saw womani))
b. ((Certain) woman. live at 219 Main St.)intro_s-((thn
said (John saw X)) (X isﬂwomani))
Sentence 95 in its 96-reading is the surface form of the second
conjunct of 9% after RR-FORM (A) has copied the intro—S there.
The second conjunct of 99b will be realized as 99bi after the
intro-s is copied by RR-FORM (A):
(?9) b. i. (thn.said (John saw X)) -(X is thg woman_thaty;;ves
at 219 Main St.)
ii. John said.tha£ he saw X (e.g. Mary), who i$~th§,
woman that lives at 219 Main St:‘

110
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_ NR-FORM (79) will derive 99pii from 99bi, after the application of
such a rule as PRONOMINALIZATION, which replaces John with he.
The deletion of X seems to depend on the speaker's presupposition
of the hearer's familiarity with X: If the speaker presupposes
that the hearer is familiar with X, then he will delete X. In that
case, the | deletion of who is is automatic. This will generate 95
in its 97-reading; if the speaker presupposes that the hearer is
not familiar with X, then he will leave X (e.g. 100):
(100) John said that he saw Mary, (who is) the woman that lives
at 219 Main St. |
The derivation of 98 exactly parallels this. Conjunctions
10la and 101b underlie the 98t-reading and 98"-reading of 98,
respectively:
(101) a. ((etten) acumma, Seoul-ey salta)-(Suk (acumma.
certain lady Seoul-in lives Sook lady
oassta)-lako malhayessta)
came=-QT said
b. ((etten) acumma, Seoul-ey salta)-((suk (X ocassta)-lako
malhayessta)) * (X acumma. ita))
Sentence 98 in its 98! -reading is the surfaée output of the second
conjunct of 10la after RR-FORM (A) has copied the intro-5 there.
As to the derivatioh of 98 in its 98"-reading, the second conjunct
of 101b will be realized as 101bi after thé »intro-s is copied.

NR-FORM (89) will derive 101bii from 101bi:

111
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(101) b. i. Suk-ka X-ka oass-te-lako malhayess-nintey, X=-nin
Sook-S X-S came-RET-QT said-and X-T
Seoul-ey sal-nin acumma-ita
Seoul-in lives-REL lady-is
ii. Suk-ka Seoul-ey sal-nin acumma-i-n X-ka oass-te~1lako
Sook-S Seoul-in lives-REL lady-is-REL X-S came-RET-Q ;

'malhayessta

said
If the speaker presupposes the hearer to know that X is Seoul-ev

sal-nin acumma 'the lady from Seoul!, then =i-n X 'X, who is' is

deleted. As the result, 98 is derived; otherwise, X will remain, as
is illustrated in 102a and 102b. Those two sentences are Synonymous
with each other, since 102b is derived from 102a after RELATIVE-
REDUCTION has been applied:
(102) a. Suk-ka Seoul-ey sal-nin acumma-i-n Kyenésuk-ka oass-te-
lako malhayessta
tSook said that Kyengsuk, who is the lady from Seoul,
dropped by.'
b. Suk-ka Seoul-ey sal-nin Kyengsuk acumﬁa-ka oass-te-
lako malhayessta | |
1Sook said that Lady Kyengsuk, who lives in Seoul,
dropped by.' | |
Thus, the ambiguity of MCCawley's example is neably explalned in tne

present approach by purely syntactlc rules, all of which are

natural and 1ndependently'mot1vated in the grammar'

2
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3.22. Stacked restrictive relative clauses. Another

possible argument which could be raised against the present

analysis of RELATIVIZATION concerns a tstackedt' clause. A stacked

clause is defined by the UCLA Syntax Study Group (1968: 466) in
. 25
the following way:
Relative clauses are said to be stacked if a structure exists
such that the first clause modifies the head noun, the second
modifies the head noun as already modified by the flrst
clause, the third modifies the head noun as already modified
by the first clause as in turn modified by the second clause,
and so on.
When the head noun is modified by only one RR and one or more NR's,
there is no problem. Thus, 103 has only one RR and 104 has no RR,
as shown by the phrases:
(103) The short happy life of Francis Macomber.= That part of
his life which was hoppy, which was short.
(104) She has a short, blue, cashmere coat. = She has a coat,

which is short, (and which is) blue, and (which is)

cashmer=.

However, when two or more RR's are stacked modifiers of a head roun--

as in 105--it appears that we have a direct contradiction to the
generalization that a NP can be modified by a RR only once: this

is because an NP can be specified or definitized only on.ce.26

(105) I want éo buy a watch that keeps.gooﬁ +ime that's cheab.

(106) There is a watch that keeps good time andﬁis cheap, and
T want to buy it. R o

(107) There are wétches.thaflkeep-gbodftime, énd séme(but)of
them areVChéap. I'waht to buy oné'of thém;" o

113
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But 105 is synonymous with 107, not with 106.27 In other words,

I suggest 108 as the underlying structure of 105.

(108) ((Certain) watchésx are cheap) -(some wa.tchesY out of
watches_ keep good time)-(I want to buy one out of
watchesy)

Tn a situation where the speaker presupposes that the first
two conjuncts of 108 are shared by the hearer--i.e. that the hearer
knows of some particular cheap watches and also knows that some of
them are of good quality--the derivation will be lixe this: (1) the
first conjunct of 108 is copied into the second conjunct by RR-FORM
(A); {2) the second conjunct, which now has the shared NP
definitized and includes the copy of the first conjunct as a RR, is
in turn copied into the last conjunct. This generates the
in&ermediateAstructure of 10S:

(109) ((Certain) watches  are cheap) - (some watchesy out of

watchésx keep good time) -(I want to buy one watch out of

the watches that keep good time out of the watches that

are cheap)

We are concerned with only the 1as£ conjunct of 109 in the present
discussion.

In a situation where the speaker does not presuppose that
any of the conjuncts in 108 is shared by the hearer, the derivation
will be the foilowing: RR-FORM (B) will embed the first conjunct
of 108 into the second conjunct, the outcome of which will in twm

be embedded into the last conjunct. The intermediate structure of

114
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* 110 will be generated as a result.

(110) I want to buy one watch out of the watches that keep goca

time out of the watches that are cheap.

In both English and Korean, we need a rule which deletes a
possessive particle (English out of; Korean cungeyse) and an
adjacent NP if an identical NF 1s present on the opposite side from

the NP to be deleted: that is, X out of X in English is realized

as X, after out of X is deleted; in Korean, X cungeyse tamong' 1s

deleted from X cungeyse X, after which the second X remains. I

will call the rule which delei:es of X or X cungeyse REPEATED-NP

DELETION (abbr. REPT-NP DEL). REPT-NP DEL deletes out of the watches

from both the last conjunct of 109 and that of 110. Then 105 wiil
be ambiguously derived.

In Korean, we have more interesting evidence in favor of
the present analysis. If the first conjunct of 1lll 1is émbedded as
a RR into the second conjunct, 112 will be derived: |

(111) ((etten) sikey-tzl sikan cal macninta) ‘-((ki)‘ sikyey-t&l_
~ertain watch-PL time very correct the watch-PL
cungeyse (yakkan-iy) sikyey-ti}.y ssassta) -(na (k)
among some=-of watch-PL were-cheap I the
sj_kyey-vl:ill.Y cungeyse sikyey hana sako-siphta)

watch-PL among watch one buy=-want

115

e e
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(112) ((sikan cal mac-nin)S sikyey-tilx cungeyse (yakkan-iy)
time very correct-REL watch-PL among some-of
sikyey—tily ssassta) -(na (k&) sikyey-tily cungeyse
watch-PL cheap T the watch-PL among
sikyey héna sako-siphta)
watch one buy-want

If the first conjunct of 112 is embedded into the last conjunct,
113 is derived. Although i13 is grammatical as it stangs, it needs
adjustment rules to become a well-accepted structure. Such

adjustment rules include REPT-NP DEL, which will delete sikyey-til

tout of the watches' before +he occurrence of identical

cungeyse
NP (= sikyey). The degree of deletability of Korean NP-cunceyse

seems to be much lower than that of English of NP. In other words,
in English of K2 has to be deletéd almost obligatorily.regardless of
the distance between that phrase (of-NP) and an identical NP; but in

Korean, unless NP-cungeyse is immediately followed by an. identical.

NP, the phrase (NP-cungeyse) is only optionally deleted.” Thus,

sentences 113-115-areJéll»grammatical, but 116 is nots:

(113) na-nin ((sikanpka~cal_mac-nin)s sikyeyetél_cungeyse},
(ssa-n)s)S sikyé;-hana-iél sakg-éiphta |
1T want to buy_one_bf;fhe watches tﬁéﬁ are cheap f?9m~
among the watéhes thaﬁ’keep good time.' .. ..

(114) na-nin ((sikan-ka cal mac&nin)s-sikyey4té;-gungey§e;;,ﬁ
(ssa-n) ) g sikyey héné—lil sako-siphtaﬁ‘ ’

(115) na=-nin ((sikanpka-calAmaceniﬁ)s,(ssa-nqs)s‘sikygyk

hana-1i1 sako-siphta

116
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(116) 2na-nin ((sikan-~ka cal mac--nin)S (ssa-n)s)S sikyey=~-tz1
cungeyse sikyey hana-lzl sako-siphta
These Korean examples illust;ate a very interesting, but perhaps
obvious, feature of language, namely that, just as in constructing
a building, so in language, we need processes for the final touch,
as well as the more basic building processes.

The suggested analysis of stacked RR clauses offers a very
neat solution to éne of Thompson's problems (1970b: 50): Thompson
realized that 117 and 118 have different underlying representatiorns,
but she did not specify in what way they are different.

(117) Three boys who had beards were at the party.

(118) Three boys, who had beards, were at the party.
Let us revert to the underlying structures of these, keeping in
mind +he suggestions made in this chapter. First of =211, if one
=;emembers the direction of embedding in RR-FORM and NR-FORM, viz.
ﬁR-FORM embeds left conjuncts in right conjuncts, while NR-FORM
moves right conjuncts in the left conjuncts, it 1is easy 0
reconstrugﬁ the order of thie underlying conjuncts: (1) (boys had
beards) and (2) (boys were at the partyi. Since 117 has
conjunct (1) as a KRR, and since RR-FORM moves the left conjunct into
the right conjunct; conjunct (1) must precede conjunct (2) in <h
underlying structure of 117. But in 118 the conjuncts are in the
opposite order in the deep structure, since NRAFORMFﬁoves cenjunces
in the opposite direction from that in whicn RR-FORM moves them.
So far as these two conjuncts are concerned, both conjunctséare

117
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- ordered as shown in 117a and 118a, respectively:

NPT R PSS JEXE YRR RSO 1) SO Y

(117) a. ((Certain) boys, had beards)-(boysi were at the party)
(118) a. ((Certain) boys, were at the party)-(boysi had beards)
In the first conjunct of 117a, the speaker is not talking about any E
particular group 6f boys who happen to have beards, but about all

the boys in question who had beards. Therefore, unless 1l7a.is

LNl e A bbb DA

nodified somehow, it will mean that all the boys who had beards were

at the party. This is not the meaning of 117. Since 117 means

PSR RE Y 30)

only 'some of the boys who had beards', 117a will have to be
revised as 117b:
(117) b. ((Certain) boys_ had beards) - (some ggzgy out of boys_
were at the party)
The third conjunct that has to appear in the deep structure
of 117 and 118~--viz. (boys were three)--includes 2 mumeral (a B
adjective). Remember that B adjectives can have only definite NP's
as subjects. So, the subject NP boys of the third conjunct has to
be definite. This NP 1is correferentiél with.ggxgy.underlined in the
second conjunct in 117b, and with 22151 in the first conjunct in 118a. i
The long and short of all this is that this third coajunct is
posited after the seconéd conjunct in 117b, but after the first
conjunct in 118a, as shown in 117c and 118b, respectively: -
(117 c. ((Certain) boys had‘beards)-(som¢ bcysy out of doys_
were at the party)-(bo'ysY were:threei.m

de (Some'bOYSy,outféf boysx'who.hadfbeards were~at the
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(117) e. Three boys out of the boys who had beards were at the
parc<ye.
(118) b. ((Certain) boys_ were at the.party)-(boysx were three) -

(boysx had beards)

c. ((Certain) boysx, who had beards, were at the party)- E

S

(boysx were three)
The derivation of the surface forms of 117 and 118 from these
underlying structures is obvious. After the first conjunct of 11l7c
is embedded intc the second conjunct and defihitizes the
corfeferential NP (= ngsx), 1174 is generated. Conjunction 1ll&c
is generated after the last cohjunctiof 118b is embedded into the
first conjunct by'NRéFORM. NR (Adj Pr) FORM, which was discussed

in Chapter Two (rule 96), moves the last conjunct of 117d and 1ll&8c

a3 G .. e i
Rt R PN O TR E IS B LR OE A T P A NRNPICS X8

into the first conjunct there and generates il.e and,118, respectively.
Sentence 117 is derived from 117e, after REPT~-NP DEL deletes of koys.

The semantic difference between 117 and 118 is shown in the

ST

underlying representations, viz. 117c and L18b. Also, the
derivation from these basic structures is effected Ty three already
existing.mles--viz. RR-FORM, NR-FORM, and REPT-NP DEL. |
| Thompson (1970b: 43) has also pointed out that 119a and
120a have different meanings. The semantic difference is caused DYy
the different underlying structures of 119b and lZOb,_respectively:
(119) a. I have three students who are flunking.
b._l(Certain),studehts ;are'flunking)-(I.have some

students of students. o (studen.tsY are three)
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(120) a. I have three students, and they are flunking.
b. (I have studentsx)-(studentsx are {:hree)-(studentsx
are flunking)

To derive 119é, it is necessa?y to let RR-FORM apply to the first
two conjuncts of 119b, then to let NR (Adj-Pr) FORM apply to this
output and to the third conjunct, and finally to let REPT~-NP DEL
apply to the final output. If RR-FORM (A) applies to the first and
last conjuncts ofwlzob, and is followed by the application of
NR (Adj-Pr) FORM to the first two conjuncts, 120c 1is generated:

(120) c. I have three students, and the students that T have

are flunking.

RR-DEL (deletion of the underlined clause in 120c) and

PRONOMINALIZATION (changing the students to they) together generate

120a from 120c.
In sum, I suggest that any sentence with NP's modified

both by Q's and RR's has three conjuncts in its deep structure:
a first conjunct which is ultimately realized as a RR, a third
conjunct which has a Q as .ts predicate, and a second conjunct

which has a Nl?:.L out of'NPi:construction such that NPi is

correferential with an NP of the last conjunct and such that NPj is

correferential with one of the first conjunct.

Other related problems

3.3. In this section, three related problems--{1) the
derivation of generic nouns, (2) identity;éndjrefereﬁtiéiity}of;

‘NP's, and (3) implications made by the“hiéféréhY”éf"éhabhéraa- '
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will be discussed. The position which the author has taken on

revnresentative generics and correferentiality will be further

justified.28

3.31. Derivation of generic nouns. It has been previously

claimed that there are two usages of generic nouns: representative

and partitive. A representative generic refers tofall the merbers

of a class. A partitive generic refers to non-specific members of

some class. Compare 121 and 122:
(121) Women, who are talkative, are good informants.
(122) Women who are talkative are good informants.
(123) Talkative women are good informants.

Women in 121 is an example of a representative generic, and any

representative generic is definite, in view of the definition of

definiteness suggested in the present dissertation--viz. that a NP

is definite if the speaker presupposes its existence to be shared by

hearers. Since the head noun (women) in 121 is already definite, the
modifying relative clause can onlv be non-restrictive. On the other
hand, women in 122 is not a representative generic, and since it is
not specific, it cannot be definite. Therefore, the relative clause
has to be a RR. Thislis because an unspecified NP cannot be
modified by a NR. Since both 121 and 122 can be further reduced

to 123 by RELATIVE CLAUSE REDUCTION and ADJECTIVE PREPOSING, 123 is
ambiguous. Sentence 123.ha§:3e£ a ﬁﬁiﬁdhreadihgﬁ those women wio
are good informants areftalkative. Thé unde:lyiﬁg_structure,of_the,

third reading is 124a. Sentence 123 with the third reading Carrigs
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heavy accent on the preposed adjective (= talkative).
(124) a. ((Certain) women are good informants) * ((the) women are
talkative)
b. The women who are good informants are talkative..
C. Té&kative women are good informants (= 'It 1is
talkative women that are good informe ts) .
Exs. 124b and 124c are derived from 124a by RR-FORM (A)}(rule S2t)
and NR (Adj-Pr) FORM (ch. 2, rule 96) , respectively. Note that
RR (A) = NR (marked NP accent; see rule 96 of Chapter Two), and
BR (B) = NR (unmarked accent).

The semantic dissimilarity between 122 and 124b indicates that
124a cannot underlie 122. What could be the underlying structure of
1222 Carden (1970:35) claims that 'generics and quantifiers, which
form = semantic class, also form a syntactic class and share a higher-
verb deep structure'. But he does not explain why this should be the
case. The relation betwéen generics and Qfs is clearly revealed in
the following underlying structures of 121 and 122, which will be
justified laters:

(121) a. ((Women are good ::'.nformani:s)-(w-om.en.x are talkative))-
| (women_ are all)
b. (All women are goocd 1nfbrmants) (all women are talkative)
c. All women, who are talkatlve, ‘are good informants.
7(122) a. ((Certain) women are talkative)o((wpmenx are good
informants) - (womenx are all)) -
b. (Women that are talkatxve are good 1nfbrmants)-

(women, thic are talkatlve are all)

199 e
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(122) c. All women that are talkative are good informants.
In the derivation of 121, NR (Adj-Pr) FORM enbeds the last conjunct
of the (a) structure into both conjuncts within the first major

conjunct by the principle of distribution.29 This generates the

(b) conjunction, from which NR-FORM (rule 79) generates the (c)
sentence. In the derivation of 122, the (b) conjunction is derived
after the first conjunct of the (a) structure is embedded into both
conjuncts in the second major conjunct by RR-FORM. NR (Adj-Pr) FORM
generates 122c from 122b.

At this point, we need a rule which creates generics outc o
universally quantified NP's. This rulé, GENERIC FORMATICN, seems
to be wide-spread among the 1anguages of the.world. The rule simply
drops all in English and the corresponding phrase,moté-n rallt in
Korean; cf. the following formulation:

(125) GENERIC FORMATION:

opT
W, {All }, NP X == 1, &, 3
moti-n e
1 2 3

Rule 125 derives 121 and 122 from the respective (c) sentences.

The derivations of 126d and 127d in Korean exactly parallel
those of 121 and 122 in English:
(126) a. ((yeca-tilx malssengkkuleki-ita)-(yeca-t_i.lx
girl—PLv trouble-makersfare} girl->L
su.{:asilewta))-(yeca-tilx motu-ita)

are-talkative girl-PL. all-are

123
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- (126) b. (motz-n yeca-tilx malssengkkuleki-ita) *(moti-n
all-REL girl-PL trouble-makers-are all-REL
yeca-tilx sutasilewta)
girl-PL talkative
c. sutasilew-in moti-n yeca-tzl-nin malssengkkuleki-ita
talkative-REL all-REL girl-PL;T trouble-makers-are
d. sutasilew-in yeca-tzl-nin malssengkkuleki-ita
'Girls, who are talkative, are trouble~-makers.*
(127) a. ((etten) yeca-tilx su.tasilewta’)-((yeca—tilx
certain girl-PL  talkative girl-PL
malssengkkuleki-ita) - (yeca~tzl métu-ita))
trouble-makers-are girl-PL all-are
b. (sutaszlew-in yeca-tilx malssengkkuleki-ita) - (sutaszlew-
talkative—ﬁEL girl-PL trouble-makers-are talketive=-
n yeca-t_ilx motu~ita)
REL girl-PL all-are
c. motien sutasilew=-in yeca-til-nin malssengkkuleki-ita
all-REL talkative-REL girl-PL-T trouble-makers-are
d. sutasilew-in yeca-til-nin malssengkkuleki-ita |
'1Girls who are talkative are trouble-makers..!
In the derivation of.126, NR (Adj-Pr) FCRM moves the last conjunct
of fhe (a) structure into both conjuncts withinvthe first major
conjunct by the principle ¢ 1 stribution,' thus deriving the (b)
conjunction, from which NR-FORM (rule 89) aerlves the (c) senttence.

In the derlvatlon of 127, the first congunct of the (a) structure

4
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* is embedded into both conjuncts in the second major conjunct--by the
principle of distribution-~and derives the (b) conjunction, from
which NR (Adj-Pr) FORM derives the (c) sentence. Rule 125

generates 126d and 127d from the respective (c) sentences. The

underlying structure suggested for 127d explains the difference

between generic NP's modified by RR (e.g. 127d) and other irdefinite

adjective + NP phrases like 128c, the deep structure of which does

not include a universal quantifier: cf. 128a.
(128) a. ((etten) yeca-tal ingmohayessta)°(yeca-tilx sutaszlew-
certain girl-PL applied girl-PL talkative-
essta)

were

b. #ngmoha-n yeca-tzl-ka sutaszlewessta
appiied-REL girl-PL-S talkative-were

C. sﬁ%asélew—in yeca-t:l-ka #ngmohayessta
tTalkative girls applied.’®

In 128c, the primary accent is on sutasilew-2n ‘talkative’, since

the adjective has been moved from the second conjunct. Sentence 128b
is derived from 128a by RR-FORM, and NR (Adj-Pr) FORM generates 128c
from 128a.

So far, I have merely shown without any justification that
generics can be analyzed as having been derived from NP's médified
by universal Q's. The negation of sentehces shows that the
approach suggested above is the correct one. When a sentence with

a preposed adjective (e.g. 124c and 128¢) is within the?scope of a

125
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' negative marker {= NEG), the NEG negates the heaviest-accented
part--the preposed adjective. Thus, negations of 124c and 128c are
given below with their paraphrases:

(124) d. I don't think that talkative women are good informants.

e. Tt is not talkative women that are good informants.

(1285 d. sutasilew=-in yeca-ti'-ka ingmohayessta-ko-nin
talkative-REL girl-PL-S applied-QT-DLM
sayngkakha=-ci ani-hanta30'
think~-NOM not=au
'T do not think that talkative womer applied.!

e. ingmoha-n yeca-til-ka sutasilew-in yeca-tzl-ke
appiied-REL giri-PL-S talkative-REL girl-PL-S5
ani-iessta
not-were
"The girls who applied were not talkative girls."

Coimpare these with the negations of generics (e.g. 122 ana
127d). Exs. 122d and 127e, which are the negations of 122 and 127d,
are synonymous with 122e and 127f, respectively, but never with
122f and 127g. |

(122) d. The cliaim that women who are talkative are good
informants is not correct.

e. It is not true that given any7woman, if she is
talkative, then she is a‘good ;nformaht.

£. Good :"~male-informants are not talkative.

e R F ot S S s ¢ R ATERTAe e G
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(127) e. sutasilew-in yeca-til-nin malssengkkuleki-la=-rin
talkative-REL girl-PL-T trouble-makers-are-REL
mal-nin kecis=~ita
claim-T false-is
'"The claim that women who are talkative cre trouvle-
makers is false.!

f. yeca-nin nuku-itenci sutasilew-zmyen malssengkkuleki-
girl-T whoever télkative—if trouble~-maker
la~-nin mal-nin kecis-ita
is-REL clain-T false-is
'The claim that whatever women are talkative are
trouble-makers 1is félse.‘

g. malssengkkuleki-i-n yeca-til-nin sutasilew-ci ani-hata
trouble-makers-are-REL girl-PL-T talkative-NOM not-do
1Girls who are trouble-makers are not talkative.!

Thus, a sentence like 127e is used when the speaker'!s expectations
based on the generalization that all talkative women are trouble~
makers has been upset:by’a certain woman who is not a trouble-naker.

From now on, I will use only 122 by way of an illustration.
A logical representation of 122e, which is a peraphrase of 1224, is
given below as 122g: |

(122) g. ~ (x) (Talkativex > Good Infomar;tx)

*It is not the case that given any x, if x is Talkative,
x is a Good Informant.'

To reconstruct the correct underlying structure, the following
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- replacement rules will be used:31

(129) De Morgan's Theorems:

~(p* DE (pVv ~9
'negation of a conjunction of positive sentences is

equivalent to a disjunction of negative sentences.’

(130) Material Implication:

P2QE (~pVva
timplication of q by p is equivalent to disjunction of
ﬁegative p and positive q.° |
According to 130, ex. l?2g is equivaleﬁt to 122h, which is in turn
equivalent to 122i by 129;
(122) h. ~(x) (~Talkative v Good Informantx)
tT+ is not the case that given any X, X is either Good
Informant or nothalkative,'
i. ~(x) (Talkat:.vex- ~Good Informant )
1T+ is not the case that given any X, X is never both
Talkative and not.Good Tnformant.

At this point, we need a Q negatiocn rule which is given.here as 131:

(131) QuantifieryNegatiOn:32

~ ) By E (Fy)~Ty
Rule 131 means that the negation»of univérsal quantification (~Lv1dy)
is equivalent to the exlstentlal quantlficatlon (31,)56f,a;negated"'

 -statement (~&v)- Accordlng to 131, ex: 1221 is: equlvalent to ;223.
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(122) j. (dx) (Talkative -~ Good Informant )
*There is at least one x such that x is both Talkative
and not a Good Informant.'

Thus, all the representations of 122g-j are equivalent to
each other. Notice that 122e is a paraphrase of 122d, which 1is the
negation of 122--a sentence with a generic. Since 122e is
represented as 122g, the underlying structure of 122 (with affirmative
meaning) should be the negation of 122g: anything negative
1ogica11y becomes positive if negated again. Sentences 132g-j
are the rough English renderings of the negations of 122g-j.

These are the underlying structures of 122, a sentence with a

i

generic noun.

(132) g. For all women, it is true that, if they are talkative,
they are good informants.
h. It is true of every'woman that she is either a good
informant or not talkative.
i. Tt is true of every woman that she cannot be both
,talkative'andonot a: good informant.
j. There is no woman'suoh_that she is both talkative and
. not a good informant. | | |
It is clear that the claim on which the analyses of 122 and.127
‘are based--viz. that generlc nouns are- derlved from ﬁouns modiflied
by a universal. Qr-has been.Justlfled in. the 1og1cal repres oatlons»
and replacement rules.'.;- f o

3 32. Identlty and referentlallty of NP's. Identlty and

_ correferentlallty of?NP's frequently'serve as condltlonlng faCtors

1 29
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- for PRONOMINALIZATION, REFLEXIVIZATION, or EQUI-DELETION. Thus,
‘Karturmen (1971:3) lists the following three deletability
conditions, which must obtain simultanecuslys:

(133) DELETABILITY CONDITIONS:
a. Tdentical Constituent Structure
b. Morpheme=-for-Morpheme Identity
c. Correferentiality
Tt has to be emphasized that 133a-c are not surface conditions,

but conditions which are operative at z deep level. The identical

NP (viz. all the Democrats) in 134 is not subject tc deletion, even

though all the above conditions-~133a-c--are met on the surface.
(134) All the Democrats want all the Democrats to be elected.
(135) John wants to be elected. |
'(136) John wants Tom to be elected.

" The impossibility of deleting the superficially jdentical and
correferential NP in 134 is clearly revealed from the following
deep structure of 134: |

(134') (Democrats_ want ((Democrats [mllj be elected) -
| (Democratsy be al1))) -'(Demoorats}{are ‘all)

'"In the first major conjunct of 134", there‘lis no~correferentiality
between the subject of the matr:.x sentence and either of the
embedded conjunct _subject_s,' and therefore CO“ldltlon (c) of - 133 is
v:.olated.» o | celn | | |

' Only under the present approach does 1t seen poss:.ble to

ma:.nca:'..n these condlt:Lons for deletab:x.llty 1n a neat and clear

manne_r. | Cons:.der the followmg. e
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(137) I bought a red flower, (and) I want to give the flower

to Mary.

If relative clauses were underlying embeddings, a serious difficulty

PR,

would arise with respect to the application of RELATIVIZATION or

PRONOMINALIZATION to a sentence like 137=-=133b is violated. The

Skt ik

NP of the first conjunct in 137 is not identical with that of the

second conjunct in tais example. But in the present approach--

which claims that all relative clauses are derived from independent
conjuncts in the deep structure--the difficulty discussed above

does not arise. In what is suggested here, 137 will have 138 as

its underlying structure:

(138) (I bought (certain) flowerx)-((I want to give flowerx

to Mary)°(flowerx is red))

‘To derive 137, the first conjunct of 138 is copied into the second

!
|

conjunct by RR-FCRM (A) (ruile 58}, and as the result, the shared NP
in the second conjunct is definitized (cf. 137a). Then the RR is
deleted, since the intro-S immediately precedes it (cf. 137b)'

there is no danger of the hearer! es’ hav1ng forgotten the 1nformatlon

carried by the intro=-S. Flnally, (AdJ-Pr) FORM,embeds the~1ast

conjunct into the First conjunct, thus der1v1ng 137 J’rom 137b- '

(137) a. (I bought (certaln) flower) (I wen+ to glve the ‘lower

‘that T bought to Mary) (flower 1s red)

b (I bought (certaln) flower) (I want to glve the flower

to Mary) (flower is. red)

Ceey




141 iS'synonymousvw;th,l42:

122

- sentence 139 is obviously synonymous with 137. If one wants to

analyze a relative clause as an underlying embedding, 137 may be
the underlying structure of 139. However, one cannot derive 139

from. 137 without violating the deletability conditions of 133.

'But it is being now proposed that there are several reasons why

139 can be easily derived from 138, which also underlies 137.

The derivation of 139 from 138 is made in the following manner:
(1) After the first conjunct of 138 is copied into the third
conjunct by RR-FORM (A), the RR thereby produced is deleted. And
the first conjun;t is embedded into the seccnd conjunct by RR-FORM

(Bj. Then 140a is derived. (2) After the second conjunct

of 140a is embedded into the first cohjunct by NR-FORM (rule 79),

140b is derived:

(140) a. I want to give a flower that I bought to Mary, (and)
N\ the flower is red.

\
\
\  b. I want to give a flower that I bought, which is red,

A\

(3) RELATIVE CLAUSE REDUCTION and ADJ-PREPOSING will derive 139 from

-to Marye.

140b. In the proposed analysis, then, none of the deletability

conditions have td be violated, since»in the~deep structure all

-adjectives were. predlcates of lndLV1dual conguncrs.

The same llne of argument holds fbr Kbrean.too.‘xSeptence,

od 2 v :"N!‘:é&‘tg
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(141) na-nin (han) pulki-n kkoch-lil sass-nintey, ki kkoch-lil
I-T one red-REL flower-0 bought-and the flower-0O
Mary-eykey cuko-siphta
Mary=-to give-want
*I bought a red flower, and I want to give the flower
to Mary.'
(142) na-nin na-ka sa-n pulk-in kkoch-lil Mary-eykey cuko-siphta
I-T I-S bought-REL red-REL flower-0 Mary-to give-want
tT want to give a red flower that I bought to Mary.®'
The sentences of 141 and 142 are not synonymous for the reason that
142 is derived from either seﬁtence of 141, but becauee Loth of tne
sentences share the same underlying structure, viz. 143:
(143) (na (etten) Kkoch,_ sassta) - ((na kioch Mary-eykey
I certain flower bought I flower Mary-to
cuko-siphta) - (kkoch pulkta))
give-want flower red
For 141, the derivation proceeds as follows: (1) the first conjunct
of 143 is copied into the second conjunct there by'RRAfORM (A}, and
the RR in the second conjunct--(directly f£5llowing the inﬁro-s)--is
Geleted; (2) the third conjunct is embedded into the first conjunct
by NR;FORM.(ru1e~89)w. For the derivation of 142: (1) the,first
B conjunct of 143 is copled -into- the last: conJumct by'RRéFORM.(AJ,
and the RR resultlng thereby is deletedf (2) the first conJunct is
‘embedded into the second congunct by'RRéFORM (B); (3) the thlrd
conJunct is embedded 1nto what 1s~90w the first.conjunct by

NR-FORM. : e

Iy
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3.33. Implications made by the hierarchy of anaphorae.

G. Lakoff (1968b:33) has divided definite NP's into four groups
and proposed the hierarchy shown below:

(144) 1. Proper names (e.g. Dirksen)
5. Definite descriptions (e.g. the man in the blue suit)
3. Epithets (e.g. the bastard)
4. Pronouns (e.g. he)

Lakoff claims that the same relation between antecedent and
anaphora exists between!NP's of higher group and NP's of lower
group as the relation tgat exists between definite NP's and
pronouns. Thus, the (b) sentences below are all ungrammatical,
while the (a) sentences are good only if the underlined NP's are
correferential:
(145) a. Napoleon entered the room, and he announced that
Jean-Luc would hang.
b. *He entered the room, and Napoleon announced thac
JeanAﬁﬁcnwould hang.

(146) a. Napoleon entered the room, and the bastard announced

that Jean-Luc would hang.

b. *The bastard entered the room, and Napolecn announced

that Jean-Luc would hang.

(147) a. Napoleon entered *the room, and the emperor announced

that Jean~-Luc would.hang.:

. b. *The emperor entered the room, and.Naggl eon announced

. that JéanADuc would.hang.,fﬁﬁf

r
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(148) a. The emperor entered the room, and he announced that

Jean-Luc would hang.

b. *He entered the room, and the emperor announced that

Jean-Luc would hang.

(149) a. The emperor entered the room, and the bastard announced

that Jean-Luc would hang.

b. *The bastard entered the room, and the empsror

announced that Jean-Luc would hang.

(150) a. The bastard entered the room, and he announced that®

Jean-Luc would hang.

b. *He entered the room, and the bastard announced that

Jean-Luc would hang.
This indicates that there is some sort of hierarchy, which
determines the crdering of definitizing clauses in the underlying
structure. As expected, definite NP's, which are more restricted
in the sense that the scope of their reference is narrower, are
higher in the hierarchy. Proper rouns are the most restricted and
therefore highest in the hierarchy: consequently, they are ordered
first. The pronoun he can refer to any male and so cannot occur
before a proper noun in the deep structure. To put it différe;tly,
if two definite NP's which are correferential are used in the same

discourse, the possibility of ambiguity as to the identity of

‘referent is least where there is‘ajpropérﬂnbun\and greatest where

“there is a pronoun. To i< effective, then, it is understandable

that the identity of any NP is confirmed with a term which has the
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* least possibility of ambiguity; after the identity of the two
has been clearly established, effective communication will not be
diminished by referring to the NP with a somewhat more ambiguous

term.

LR
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CHAPTER FOUR: TOPICALIZATION:

NEIN VS. KA

Introduction

4.1. Geach (1950) discusses two uses of an NP which he

calls the formal use and the material use, which in turn were

porrcwed from Aquinas. Geach (465) goés on to characterize
these in the following manner:

A noun or noun phrase is used materially if it stands for an
object (suppositum, res naturas), but rormally if it is a
predicate expressing a property (forma, nacurad, essentia) °°°
T€ a noun or noun phrase is used E§=f%3éIE'EE”naﬁE‘§BﬁE'object
in the environment, then its use must be regarded as material,
whether it is a proper noun or not.

Thus, the subject NP of an existential sentence is used formally,
since it fills the blank of *something is ____°*'- Accordingly,
the (a) sentences below are sSynonymous witr. the (b) sentences:
(1) a. There was a dog.
b. Something was a doge.
(2) a. A dog chased Mary.
b. Something was a dog; and the dog chased Mary.
Ex. 2a has conjoined predicates in the deep structure--one
asserting the existence of a dog, and the other asserting its
having chased Mary. In other words, 2a as a single §entencé does
not assert the existence of any dog, butrthat of a specific dqg,
viz. the one that is specified by_the predica;e'of the sen%ence!

After the utterance of this sgntence,vthe existgnce of this

specific dog is also hereafter avpresuppositionhofwanyiheérers
13% |
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and is therefore definitized. Naturaily, definite nouns will not .
occur as subjects of existential.sentences, as is illustrated in 33
(3) *John existed.
(4) Nimrod existed (= did exist).
But then, how could it be.that Nlmrod in 4--which is as definite
as John--could be used as the subject of an ex1stent1a1 sentence°
The difference between 3 and 4 is to be explained as follows: in 3,
Jchn is definite, i.e. his existence is presupposed by both the
speaker and hearers, so’ that lt is not neﬁessary to assert hrs
existence afterwards, whereas 4 is acceptable only when‘the existence
of Nimrod is doubted by the hearers and ‘the speaker feels the need
to convince the hear=rs further of the.existence of 'the mighty
hunter agalnst Jehovah'. S . o - N B R
Indeflnlte WP's modified by adJectlves, which I have
extenslvely discussed in the fore901ng chapters, could all be
considered to be instances of the formal use of NP.;_ We can expand . 551,§
our term.here, so that NP's used fbrmal;y 1nc¢ude those NP'S'whlch | = s
supply ahe new 1nformatlon in a sentence.r In Kbrean, tne .

dlstlnrtlon.between.N?'s used formally and NP's used materlally 1s PR

syntactlcaliy marked by partlcles.- Formal NP's, 1n an expanded

sense, may 1nc1ude definlte NP's~-but 1ndef1nlte NP's are never ".j_.

used materlally. A plau51ble solurlon

the long-debated and
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) 4.11. Definite NP and TOPICALTZATION. An NP used formally

cannot be topicalized, since it is the part of a sentence which

delivers the key information. To put it differently, definiteness

is a necessary, although not sufficient, condition for an NP to be

topicalized. Thus; an NP in its intro-S can never be’topicalized.
Thls is clearly brought out in the following sentences:
(5) a. manh-in yeca-til-ka ingmohayessta
many-REL girl-PL=-S applied
‘Many girls applied.i
b. ((etten) yecastzl. ingmohayessta) « ((k#) yeca=til,
| ceitain girl-PL - applied ~ the giﬁlfPL :
ménhassta)3 | | o
were-many

'*((etten) yeca-til, manhassta) ((k&) yecaetili

ingmohayessta)

(6) a. tases \myeng-ay) yeca-tal-ka angmohayessta ;'

five personpof glrl-PL-S appl;gd o

1Pive glrls‘applled. “;05 , :
b. ((etten) yeca-tal.,&ngmohayessta) ((ka) yeca'ﬁiil_tésés .,
certaln glrl-PL applled ;fu-,ﬁthe glrl-PL ffivéf;

(myeng)-lessta)

persons -wer e

" t((etten) yeca-ta».l tases (myeng)-lessta) ((ké) Yeca.tlll :

s A
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“belong to B adjectives (cf. 2.2), which cannot have indefinite NP's
as subjects--the first conjuncts of the (c) sentences have B
adjectives as predicates of intro-S's. In Chapter Two (2.21),

I showed that 1ndef1n1te NP's modified by adjectives are formally-
'used NP's by peointing out that NEG, which always negates new
information in a sentence, negates those adjectives. Naturally,»
such indefinite NP's cannot be topicalized.

TOPICALIZHTICN is formulated in fhe following manners:

(7) TOPICALIZATION (abbr. TOPZN) 3

X, NP i Particle, ¥
[+ definite]
——
1 2 3

=—> (2 + nén)#(1, 0, _3)

Thus, the (b)- .(d) sentences in ex. 8 are derived from the (a)
sentences by'TOPZN°
(8) a. Johnekwa suyoll-ey hakkyo-ey kanta
John-W1th'Wednesday-on sdhool-to go

T g0 to school w:.th John on Wednesday. e
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- (8) b. John-kwa-nin, suyoil-ey hakkyo-ey kanta

tAs for John, I go to school with him on Wednesday. '

- S
/
NP ‘ 'S
[+ topic]
[+ com] \ c t 1E d;r]
+ time] [+
John kwa / \ \

suy011 ey h_.kkyo ey kanta

c. suyoil-ey-nin, John-kwa hakkyo-ey kanta

tpAs for Wednesday, I go to school with John.'

d. ddqo-ey-mn, John-kwa suyo;l-ey kanta

. _'A_s__ fpz: school, | I go there w:Lth John on Wednesday.

fmm e r i m

o atr - —n
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. does not definitize a head noun which is in an intro-S. Thus, 5a

and 6a will become ungrammatical if the subjects are topicalized:

(5') a. *manh-in yeca-til-nin ingmohayessta

e mrreme s pugye W T P S g Y

many-REL girl-PL-T applied |
*tAs for many girls, they applied.’ %

(61) a. *tases {myeng-iv) yeca-tal-nin ingmohayeséta

five person-6f girl-PL-T applied _ i

#tpg for five girls, they applied.f
As expected, however,.if the whole subject NP's in 5%a and 6ta zre
definitized by'RR4FORM (cf. 3, rule 585, then the NP's can be :
toplcallzed ﬁs shown.beIOW°' R g
i

(5") 1peney angndha-n manh-an yeca-t&l-nan rmotu 51ptay-1essta

this-time applledéREL many-REL glrl-PLdT all teenpagereawere .
'As for the many girls that applied this time,,they,were

- all teen-agers.

(6") ipeney &ngmoha-n tases (myeng-&y) yeca—til-n&n s;ptay-yessta

thla-tlme applledAREL flve (personpof) glrl-PL-T all teen-
agers-were . o
'As fbr'the flve glrls that applled thls tlme, they were all

teenpagers.

Before proceedlng further, I w1ll clarlfy the notlon of N

definiteness.-

ln.Chapter Two (2 1), I hawe characterlzed ‘
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something. But only when definitization is the result of either
a deictic marker in the deep structure or a restrictive relative
clause can a Korean NP be marked with kz. Restrictive relative
clauses have been extensively discussed .in Chapter.Three (3.12).
The deictic markers are the followings: i vthis'; ce 'that (over
there)'; and ki 'that (there)'. The usages of these demonstratives
are illustrated below:
(9) i kes-nin pissa-n chayk-iyo
thls thlngJT expen51ve-REL book=is
"This is an expen51ve book. !
(10) ce chaYk-nen Einstein-cenki-iyo
that book-~T Einstein('s )-blography-ls___
:Tpat.bOok over there is Einstein's b;ograpby,"
-(11)-E§icpa&k-nin eceyosasso
that book-T yesterday bought |

'I bought that book yesterday. o

The worc 1 is used w1th reference to what is. close to the speaker, o
regardless of wnether 1t is close to the hearer or not (e.g. 9)° ,
ce, when the reference 1s made to what 1s far from both the speaker |

and hearer (e.g. 10)- and.kz, when the.object‘referred to 1s far _;wus'

~ from, the speaker. but close to the hearer (e.g.'ll).ﬁff_VN;;;'¥:‘;;

'_ B

Ce e ey v iwa e erse
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- (12) a. The roof is leaking. : T

b. cipung-ka saynta

roof-S leaks
(13) a. The moon is rising. _ _ i
b. tal-ka ttiko-issta
moon-S is-rising
(14) a. I was driving on the freeway the other day when suddenly

the engine began to make a funny noise. I stopped the

car, and when I oupened the hood, I saw that the radiator

was boiling.

b. yocennal kosoktolo-1il talli-nintey, kapcakireynCin-ka

the-other-day freeway-O ran-and suddenly engine=S
isangha-n soli-1#1 nay-ki sicakhayessta. cha-1il mec-ko . »
strange-REL noise-O make-NOM began car-0 stopped=-

and

hus-1il yel-ni latieytha-ka kkilhko-issessta

hood-O opened-when radiator-S was-boiling '
All the Engllsh nouns underllned above are marked with the, whlle
their Kbrean counterparts are not marked w1th k&.. Notlce that thex’

‘subJect markers are ka 1nstead of nen 1n the most natural

translatlons of the respectlve Engllsh sentences, althougb the
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" to be not only [+ definite], but also (+ mentioned].5 The feature ]
[} mentioned] implies [} definite], but the reverse is not necessarily |
true. This explains why subject NP's used materially are sometimes
marked with n#n (topicalized) and sometimes with,ga:(not yet

topicalized). Consider the following:

(15) a. sensayng-ka (na-12l) ttayliesseyo.

teacher-S me=0 beat

*The teacher beat me!?

b. sensayng-nin (na-121) ttayliesseyo
(16) a. cipung-ka ecey-puthe sayko-isseyo
roof-S yesterday-from has-been-leaking
*The roof has been leaking since yesterday.'
b. cipung-nin ecey-puthe sayko-isseyo |
75 make clear what I have just said, let us consider some
environments where one sentence, but not the other, in 15 and 16
can be used. When a boy, comlng home from school, cries for his
parents' sympathy over an event that hao happened at school that
day, he would use lSa, but not le. Sentence le is possmble only
when sensayng 'teacher' has been already 1ntroduced by elther
speaker or hearer as tOplC of the present dlscourse--e.g. arter-the
boy stated 'the teacher'was angry at nw'behav1or, and he called me H
-~ to the front, and then .,.t .- Suppose an old wzdow complalnlng about
’_her relatives! bclng llttle concerned about herself, pldks out the'?

M\

roof that has been leaklng s1nce yesterday;_ She:w111 deflnltely -

'choose loa.and mlght contznue.dgy,,,:rv._u
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(16') a. kilayto kocheculye-nin salam hana epseyo

but fix-willing~-REL man even-one is-not

'but there is not even one man whe is willing to fix it

for me.'
Sentence 16b is possible only when the roof has already been
mentioned in the present discourse by such a statement as 'I could
not sleep in the sleeping room, because the roof was leaking. In
fact, «--'. In thi.s respect, TOPZN closely cor rresponds to
definitizer marking: I previously claimed that only when
definitization is performed by a linguistic device is ki 'the!
attached to the NP. The same thing can be said about TOPZN=--namely,
that an NP can be topicalized only when it is linguistically
definitized in the present d:i.scourse.6

The next question to be asked is whether any materially-

used NP must be topicalized if it is linguistically definitized in

the present discourse. We seem +o have another limitation on
current transformat:.onal theory which employs only an obllgatory-
optional d_..stlnctn.on in rule anpl:x.cab:.l::.ty. Some rules can be as
low as Five percent optlcnal while other rules are as h:l.gh as
ninety-five percent opta.onal If all these are Just descr:.bed as
opt:x.onal, dlsregardz.ng the degree of optlonallty, we' surely are
losing some very s:l.gm..z.cant generallzat:x.on. ‘E‘or nat:x.ve speakers
know, and m.ll tell us, ,that one case :Ls 'correct but rarely sa:.d/

heard' hereas another case may be descr:.bed as what 1s almost

always sa.:.d/heard' TOPZN is an optlonal rule, btrt the degree’ of '?if"‘._'_j .

DA isty w6
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“ optionality seems to be very low=-~-that is, the rgle is almost, but
not quite, obligatory. Some non-linguistically conditioned, but
systematic (rule-governed) variation might exist here, but the
investigation of such variation 1is far beyond the scope of the
present dissertation.

My formulation of the TOPZN rule (rule 7) indicates that
this rule has to be ordered after PARTICLE INSERTION.7 Basically,

there are two types of particles: functional and contextual. A

functional partig%giis essentially a case marker that shows the

function in the sentence of the NP to which it is attached (e.g.
ka tsubject’, 131 'object!, eyse *locative', eykey 'dative',

ey ttime'), whereas a contextual particle offers a cue to the

contextual relation of the NP to which it is attached--e.g. to 'too!,

man ‘'only', or ya tat least!. Both types of particles are
transformationally inserted into a sentence. Functional particies
are divided into two subgroups: those that are inserted by cyclic
rules (ka and 121), and others that are inserted by pre-cyclic

rules. All these are formulated below:

(17) SUBJECT-PARTICLE INSERTION:"
NP, NPV % 1+ka, 2
1 2 |
(18) OBJECT-PARTICLE INSERTION: ,_ |
N, W, V. =OBLIEs, 3, 24281, 3
9_.

-(19) DRTIVIZHTIGN'

| [[x,_» vJS]NP’ .

o
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(20) +to-INSERTION:

(x, 2, (¥, 2y=>1l, 2, 3+Eto, 4
1 2 3 4

The following data suggest that these varicus particle rules are
ordered in the following way: (1) precyclic rules that insert
functional particles (e.g. 19); (2) precyclic rules that insert
coritextual particles (e.g. 20); and lastly (3) cyclic rules that
insert functional particles (e.g. 17 and 18):
(21) a. John-man-ka hapkyekhayessta
John-alone-S passed (the exam).
'Only John passed the exam.®
b. Mary-ka John-man-lzl salanghanta
Mary-S John-alone-~0 loves |
tMary loves only John.'!

(22) Mary-ka John-eykey-man senmul-1:l cuessta.

Mary-S John-tc-alone gift-0 gave

*Mary gave a g:_ft oniy to John.!
In 21, man precedes ka and lzl, thus suggesting that Step 2 above
precedes Step 3; in 22, SI]SEI ‘precedes man, suggesting that Step 1
precedee Step 2. |

The utlllzata.on of :.nformat:.on across sen..ences as well as

information w:.th:.n a sentence in a *ule formulatlon enables a .

grammar to descr:.be presuppos:.t:.ons ratber neatly. 10_ ,Siiiee'_ ’

the Barta.cle that appears :m the stn:ctural descr:.ptlon of 5

PSRy
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“ jncludes both contextual and functional particles, and since some
functional particles are inserted by cyclic rules (17 and 18),
TOPZN must be either a later cyclic rule or 2 postcyclic rule.

Tt will be shown below that TOPZN is a postcyclic rule.

4.13. TOPICALIZATION as a postcyclic rule. Kuno (1970:

Note TI) observed two different uses of Japanese wWa, viz. thematic
(= topicalized) and contrastive, and three uses of ga, viz.
descriptive, exhaustive, and objective--all of which seem to be
applicable to Korean without radical revision. These are
illustrated below:

(23) John-nin enehakca=-ita
John-T linguist-is
tJohn is a linguist.*

(24) John-pin enehakca-iciman, ki-iy anay-nin enehakca-ka
John-T linguist-is-but he-of wife-T linguist-S
ani-ita
not-is
tJohn is a linguist, but his wife is not.!®

(25) cipung-ka saynta

| roof-S " leaks
'Tt is the roof that is leaking.®

(26) cipung-ka saynta - |
roof-< 1eaks
"The roof :leea]c:.ng.' |

RETTI
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(27) John-nin yenge-ka yuchanghata: = o ) T

John-T English—S'.fluentois S

1As for John, his English 1s fluent.®

Thenatlc: wa (or Korean mn) corresponds. to my topicelized NP

(e.g. 23). As for the coni:rastlve wa (or Korean nen) --e g. 24--1

merely conjecture that it :.s inserted by some . precycl:x.c rule wh:.ch ;

inserts a contextual particle. I make the: above conj ecture for rthe

following- reasons.n (l) We need - rontextual :Lnformatlon to d 1s_e ‘::.t-

(2) it is _s'emantn.r*ally closer to the del:n.m:.tmg _wa (or

will be d:Lscussed :Ln Chapter

(3) unl:.ke themat::.c wa (or nen) 2 contrastlve wa -(or"

in an embedded sentence.]'2
John-nen is contrastlv'nly used.

(28) Mary—nen John-nen ecey haJdcyo-ey ,,k

ary-T John-DLM yesterday- ’-schoo.r-to »went-NOM appear-QI sa:Ld

readers who do not know -Korean oxr: J’apanese,z
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~ 1like 2%9a may be ‘used as an answer to a guestion like 'What did you

say about Jobn°' .. John vis‘ used ,d’escriptivelx 2n 29a. An exhaustive
ga (or ka) -phrase is a form ly-used NP, wh:Lch carries new

z_nformat:t.on, .a descriptive 9__-phrase is a materlally-used NP which

is not yet top:.cal:x.zed. - Exhaustlve ga carr:n.es the. pr:Lmary accent,

‘whn.le descrlptlve ga does not. The dlfference between 25

(exhaustlve) and 26. (descr:.pt:.ve) lS made clear :Ln their underly:.ng

structures 25' and 26' belOW°"

(25') ((etten) kes saynta) ((ke) kes cipunéita) |
certa:Ln th:Lng leaks the thJ.ng roof-:x.s
(26') (c:Lpung saynta)
Obj ect:.ve 9__ w:Lll be separately d:Lscussed 1ater :1.n th:.s chapter-

Kuno (I-12) further observed that thematlc wa in Japanese

never occurs :Ln an embedded clause. He attempted to expla_n thls ,_.‘

the follow:x.ng‘ manner' |

V"?The..d:l.st:.nctlon between the '_thematlc wa and the descr:.pclve g_a_ o
_and “the _e.xhaustlve _g__ neutrallzes Ain suborda.nate ¢lauses. ~ A1l
i re reali : n tke follomng-_ [the | ur\ber
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It cannot be questioned that Kuno is correct in.stating that -
thematlc wa.neter occurs. in the embedded sentence.13 pPut
otherwise, TOPZN never applles untll all the cyc11C‘rules_havei
operatedmon the final'cycle, and therefore cannot appry to any
sentences other than’ the topmost sentence. “But‘it.iS~hard'to,agree
that a preV1ously toplcallzed NP ‘can become detoplcallzed in an '
_embedded sentence, as is 1mp11ed 1n the above quotatlon from Kuno..:
of course, there is no a}prlorl reason.why 1t should not. However,'
it. appears to me not only +o be unmotlvated, out also an unnecessary
‘rcompllcatlon of the grammar. What seems to be the fact is. that
TOPZN 51mp1y may . not apply to any sentence except the topmost one.,,
But what about the other 51de of Kuno's ooservatlonp-that
exhaustzve and descrlptlve ka's (or oa's) are also neutrallzed 1n

the embeaded sentence° I should llke to suggest that Kuno may'hawej[‘

fbeen mlsled by 1nadequate or lncorrect examples.;;ﬂ' 30a aoove,

Vfbr lnstance, definltely 1ean< toward a descrlptlve lnterpretatlon
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where an exhaustive. interpretation is called for by '} the si:tuation:

; ’
. (31) a. anata-wa Jonn-ga katu-to.omoima_su-ka - o . ‘
: . You-T ~ John-S win-QT think=-QUES ,
Do you think that the w:.nner will be John?'

b.. anata-wa J‘ohn-g okane-o nusunda lfoto-o s:.tte:.masu-ka

You-T . John-S ffmorieya-o ‘stole; th:.ng-o know-CIUEs

Do you know that J.t ‘was John who stole the moneyz'

Ce.. watakus1-wa John ga katu-to-wa omowanakatta

- o 'T did not think that the winner would be John ,'_

Exactly j:he‘sém'e arguments can be made forA the Korean eqtuvalents

the above; o . e S

- . s
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" As is clearly shown in the English render:.ngs, the ka (or 5_@_)-
phrases above are all Sﬁbjects which are exhaustlvely (or formally)
used and which are not neutralized in-the embedded sentence. It
follows that there is no neutrallzatlon“of theluSes of.NP in the‘
embedded sentence. It also follows that the non-occurrence of
themat:x.c mn (or wa) in the. embedded sentence lS due, not t

neutrallzatlon, but to the fact that TOPZN 1s a postcycllc rule.-

4, l4.\'Restr1ctlons on-the appllcabllrty of TOPICALIZATION.

In this sectlon, I'w111 dlscuss the two problems of determlnlng
ewhere TOPZN 1s o be blocked and where 1t 1s oblzgatory.t TOPZN
_is;blocked for exhaustlve (or fbrmal) kapphrases-. Why should.thlsl
be so° Thls questlon w111 be answered 1n the derrvatlons of
‘exhaustlvely, and formally, used NP's. The eXhaustmve ka and
descrlptlve ka are dlstlngulshed rrom each other by the presence

or absence of the maln accent onpthe.beglnnlng of the VP.‘ The two

'uses of ka are also semantlcally dlstlnct., Certalnly'the dlfferent
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(34) a. cipung-ka sayyo
. roof-S leaks
- ¥The roof leaks.'

b. cfbung-ka sayyo

1Tt is the roof that is leaklng.
Whereas the (a) sentences of 33 and 34 are s1mple statements, the
underllned NP's in the (b) sentences carry. the key 1nformatlon of
the sentences, as is 1nd1cated in the translatlon. The (b)
sentences come from underlylng conJunctlons, -as already shown.W1th

respect to ex. 5 1n sect. 4. ll.

Accordlng to the suggested analys1s, sentences 33 and 34 w111

*have the follow1ng underlylng structures (here 1rrelevant detalls
».areglgnpred, such as- speedh level or. tenses)'14 | |
(33f) a;n((sensayng)NP”=(na)“ h (ttayllessta) )

salam) (sensayng) (rta) )

1c’manv[ teacher Qiisﬁg;ev”"”

3 s (G 9y <saynta> s
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" NR (Adj-Pr) FORM (ch. 2, rule 96)--applies to 33'b and 34'b, we will
rave 33b and 34b, respectively; if RR-FORM (ch. 3, rule 52) applies
instead,'the respective (c) sentences below will be derived. The
respective (b) and (c) sentences in 33 and 34 are synonymous with
each other. ’
(33) c. na-1lil ttayli-n salam~nin sensayng-ita
me-0  beat<REL man-T teacheréis
'The man who beat me is"the"teacher.f
(34) c. say-nin kes-ninvcipungeita 1c
1eaks4REL thing-T'roof-is-
'The thlng that 1s 1eak1ng is- tke roof.'

All that is needed to account for ka belng marked on a formally-used
NP in the (b) sentences of 33 and 34 -and for nan belng used after L
a relat1Vﬂzed NP in the (c) sentences, ‘is to order. the two. rules S
(R [2dj-Pr] FORM and RBLATIVIZATION) after PARTICLE DISERTION.]'S
To be exact, the shared subJect NP's 1n the 1ntro-S's--the flr
vconJuncts of 33'b and 341b--are always marked w1th ka, and these

- NP's are not subJect to TOPZN because of thelr‘lndefinlteness., in
. the derlvatlon of the (b) sentences of 33 and 34 the subJect |

| partlcle has been orlglnally J.nserted by PARTICLE msmxon in ...he

1ntro-s, anc 1ater PRED PREP moves the,predlcates of the second

: conjuncts 1nto the 1ntro-S's and replaces¥the subject NP's ot the

‘,orlglnal 1ntro-S's w1th those predlcates fIn.the derlvatlon of the

iNPfs of the second conguncts of‘33'b and

- ,34'b are marked w:.th ka-rby?"cycl



147

- RR-fORM (A) (ch. 3, rule 58) definitizes those NP*s, to which TOPZN
applies. The correctness of the rule-ordering suggested above
becomes clearer from the consideration that PARTICLE INSERTION is
a cyclic rule.

On the other hand, TOPZN seems to be obligatory,with
habitual and gnomic statements. Consider the follewing:

(35) a. inkan-nin manmul-iy yengcang-ita | .

man-T  all-the-things-of master-is
tMan is the master of all the things.'®
b. kolay-nin pholyutongmul-ita |
whale-T mammalian;is
1The whale is mammalian.’®
c. John-nin maywel hanpenssik kyohoy-ey kantai
thin every=-mcnth once'éhurcheto goee
tJohn goes to church once a month.?* |
If the subject NP's above can ever be marked w1th ka, thenﬁtheyﬁarer
automatically 1nterpreted formally or. exhaustlvely. Thisaseems to
indicate that in habltual or gnomlc statements TOPZN is comnletely

dbllgatory. In other words, the habltual or gnomlc character of the‘

statement functlons exactly llke 11ngu1st1c deflnltlzatlon., The

automatlc fo al Interpretatlon of ka-phrases ln the above sentences
can be ea51ly explalned 51nce the other type of ka (v1z-;ﬁr
descriptive3,williimmed;atelyabe sw1tched tOfnen.by obllgatory
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The so-called objective ka (or ga)

4.2. By introducing the concept of a formal NP (an NP
——
moved from the second conjunct into an intro-S) and that of a

material NP (an NP used in sentences other than intro-S), and by

restricting TOPZN in such a manner that it applies only when the
NP is definite, I hope that I have neatly described and explained
the complicated uses of nin vs. ka. But Kuno (1970, Note IIT),
claims that there is a third use of ga (or ka) phrase, which he

calls objective ga (or ka). Objective ka is illustrated below:

(36) John-nin yenge-ka yuchanghata
John~T English-S fluent-is
1John is fluent in English.?

(37) John-nin toum-ka philyohata - = - ' -
John-T help=-S- necessary |
*John heeds help.'

(38) John-nin sul-ka masi-ki s:l.lhessta ]

John‘-'l‘ | llquor-s d.r:.nk-NOM d:l.sl:.ked.-; -
'John d:.d not feel lzx.ke dr:mk:.ng.

But the term -1ob Ject:l.ve ka' does not seem to e - to have adequate

mot:.vat:.on, at least 1n Korean, s::.nce the verbs vuchangha be

fluent', ph::_lyohata 'be necessary' and s:.lhta 'be¥‘-'tm131cab1e' are,

.11ke stat:x.c adjectlves :Ln Engllsh, :. S ;_; : N
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36t and 37':

.(36') John~iy yenge-ka yuchanghata17
John-of English-S fluent-is
1John's English is fluent.'

(37') toum-ka John-eykey philyo'hata18
help-T John=to  necessary
tJohn needs help.'

TOPZN applies to 36' and 37' and derives the followings

(36") John-iy=-nin yenge-ka yuchanghata

(37") John-eykey-nin toum-ka philyohata

We need a rule which'delefes ailrparticles éxcebt the last one when
they are in juxtaposition. I will call thiszule'PAR$ICLE-DELETION"
(abbr. PART-DEL). PART-DEL is obligatory when’géﬁofolloﬁs

functlonal part1c1es-‘otherw1se, opblonal. PARi#DEL?derives 36 and

37 from 36" and 37", respectlvely.v But some serious ‘difficulties

‘arise in this'first.approaché'“First,»there is no way to derive - -

39a by Ehls approach. |
1 (39) a. na-nin thnpka.yenge-ka yuchanghata-nzn.kes-l&lf}
" I-T  John-S Engllsh-S ﬂuent-ls-NOM-O
"/“mollassta;gf U

dldonot-know

| 'I dld not know fhar John.ls good ln Engllsh-\wjj;v“'

b. napnan.Johnp&y'yenge-kaoyuchanghatapnan.kes-1&157w3a}}7ﬁ
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- If we follow the analysis suggested as the first alternative, 39a
must be derived from 39b by TOPZN. But TOPZN is a post-cyclic rule
and can be applied only once. The consequence of this is that there
is no way of switching John-iy in 39b to John-ka in .39a. Even if it
were possible for TOPZN to change John-zy to John-nin, there is
still needed a detopicalization rule which switches nin to ka, in
order to derive 38a from 38c. A second and more crucial difficulty
+hat arises with the first approach suggested is the derivation of
40a:z
(40) a. na-nEn Jéhn-ka yenge-ka yuchanghata-nin ‘kes-lil

mollassta

'I did not know that it was John who was fluent in -

Engl:x.sh. | |

b. {na mollassta ((X-zy yenge yuchanghata = (X John :L-..a)))
I have pointed out ea.rlier in this chapter that NP's used ::ogp_a}.ly
(or exhaustively) ca.nno+ be ‘topicalized; therefore even., 1f S
detopicalization were Just:n.flable, it would be mposs;.ple f"Q der.j.'ve,
40a from the suggested underlylng structure 40b._ Does th:.s mean |
that we have to. go back to Kuno's ana.lys:.s and cla:.m that John:Ln o
39 and 40 is the underly:.ng subJect, and ..hat u_ 'Englz.sh' lS g
actually an object, desp:.te ‘the partlcle ka.? » s
The second alte.rnat:.ve analys:.s, wh:l.ch seems to me. to be

, the correct one, sugge..ts that an opt:l.onal mle precedes EOPZN and

changes 92_21 in 39b to John-ka A "-'39a under' certam cond:.t:x.ons - ,
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justifiable? In the sentences that follow, the (b) sentences scem
to be derived from tha respactive (a) sentences by a rule which I
call CASE AGREEMENT; it is an optional rule.
(41) a. John-nin ki kay-iy kkoli-lil ccalinta
John- the dog-of tail-0 cuts
'John cuts the tail of the dog.' |
b. John-nin ki kay-lzl kkoli-1lzl ccala’:nta
John-7* the dog-0 tail-O - ‘.cuts
(42) a. k= kay- &y kkoli-ka ccalllecn.essta
the dog-of tail-S was-cut
"The tail of the 'dog was cut.'
b. k& kay-ka kkoli~ka ccall:.ec:.essta
the dog-3 ta.ll-S was-cut

CASE AGRBEME:NT changes the partlcle _z 'off :.n an NP. -2y NPi

»construct:.on sc as to agree with the part:.cle of the head NP

(= NP ). Thus, in 41 _z:.s sw:.tched to la;l to agree w:Lth the
partlcle attached to kkoll 'ta:.l' ' And :_n 42 _l is changed to ka
to agree WJ.'th the part:l.cle attached to the head noun Ickol...: Thus,

the (aJ sentences of 4‘1 and 42 are synonymous w:x.th the resPectJ.ve

,(b) sentences. Compare these w::.th the follow:Lng.




(44) a. ki kay—_l pap_ka ePClllec:Lessta ‘

the dog-of food-s :x.s-turned-over

"I‘he food of the dog lS turned over.
b. ki kay-ka pap-;ca epc:.llec:Lessta o

' the dog-S food-S :Ls-turned-over

-The (b) sentences of 43 and 44, wh:x.ch are der:Lved ‘rom the respect:l.ve

(a) sentences by CASE AGREEMENT, are not grammatlcal The only

difference between 41 and 42 on the one hand and 43 and e on the S
other hand is that NP and NPJ are in an’ mallenable relat:Lonsh:Lp :

-only in 41 and 42.20. In other words, NP and Nl?__J must be 1n

inalienable relat:Lon w:Lth each other 1n order for CASB AGRBEMENT to

apply to NP -ey NP;L construct:Lon. Thus, ‘k x 'dog' and R_P. 'food' g

are not 1n an mallenable relatlon, wh:Lch expla:l.ns the
ungrammat:.callty of 43b and 44b Exs. 43b and 44b are gramnat.;.cal,” :
however, :1.:E the NP ( kay in th:Ls case) lS formally used' that :Ls,
CASE AGREEMENT ‘seems to be appl:l.cable to a formally used NP any

t:.me, regardless of whether the relat:Lon between NP and NPJ lS

mallenable or not. o

In th:Ls second approach the d:\.ff:Lcult:Les that ar:Lse w:x.th_‘

Uz N

the suggested flrst approach naturally cease to":ar:Lse. The firs».."" L

dlfflculty is the der:LvatJ.on of 39b from 39a, 'to Whlch CASE: - s

- AGREEME:NT--:.ndependently needed :Ln :Korean syntax supplles a':"» lmple_g"" won



AGREEMENT derlves 40a from 40c, slnce CASB AGREEMENT is appllcable ST

'7fftf-to all formally-used NP 's 1n.an NP '-ey NPJ_ constructlon.

(40) c.:na-nen John-ey yenge-ka yuchanghata-n&n kes-lel o
rr John-of Engllshps fluent-lséNOM-O
'Lﬁollassta R |

u”:iiﬁ;dld-not-know | .

The thlrd case of the so-called 'obJectlve ka' ‘is dlscussed?--‘
h below. Cons:.der the follow::.ngf | |
(38') a. Johnpn&n sul-lel masl-kl(ka) s1Ihessta. -

thin | llqpor-o drlnkANOMPS unllkable
'John dld not feel llke drlnklng.

' b. Johnpnen sul-ka ma51-k1(ka) S11hessta

o thnPT llquor-s drlnkeNOMPS unllkable
"‘John-nen sul-lel (or -ka) ma51-k1-lel s11hessta

'3-Knno (III-9) clalmed 'that actlonpverbals take o and state-verbals

",EL.for obJect marklng' and went on to characterlze the verb ml-ta

f'want to see' as- a state-verbal.‘ He seems to 1mp1y--correctly,
' thlnk--that the feature of the 1ast verbal governs the whole ‘

fcomplex b'when two or more verbs are comblned and functlon like

"'vr.a slmple verb., Thls comblnatlon of verbals Whlch functron as a

jslmple verb I Wlll call an agglutlnated verb.: Furthermore, I w111

g call agglutlnatlve verbal a verbal whlch comblnes w1th other verbs

'7and behaves llke a slmple verb.f All agglutlnatlve verbals are ‘_J

'x?zlntranSLtlvefz}f Another Characterlstlc of agglutlnatlve verbals :f;v,i”v'~

‘titls that embedded subject.and matrlx, VA_dJNP'S are always
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. correferentlal--n.n other words, _the person who drn.nks and the person.g'
7, who hates to drn.nk are correferentn.al w:.th each other in 38'b.‘

'. The verb s:.lhta,'be d:le:Lked' can have the nomlnal:.zer ic:. :
only when embedded sub Ject and matr:. dat:.ve NP's--cf. 38'e--are ~
correferent:.al w:.th each other, as shown by the ungraxmnat:.caln.ty of o
| 45b. | But s:.lhta can have the nonu.nal:.zer nen kes 'that' k) ‘even when |
' ‘they are not correferent:.al, as shown by the grammat:.caln.ty of 45a :
‘below.' . | B RS

(43) a. John-nen _Ex-ka sul-lel mas:.-nen kes-ka sn.lhess'ba
John-‘I‘ | ary-s ln.quor-o dr:.rﬂc-NOM-S dn.sl:.ked
'John d::.d not 1:1.ke Mary's dr:mk:.ng. o

b. *John-na:n ﬂ-ka sul-lel mas:.-kn.-ka sn.lhessta e

John—T ary—S llquor-o drn.nk-NO‘VI-S d:le:L]ced

""'Jobn dld not 13.ke John's d.r:Lnk:Lng.

Since silhta wn.th nin kes :.s not an agglutn.natn. ve verbal such a. o |

'feature as [ transn.t:l.v j of sn.lhta will never :Lnfluence the
preceding verb when nin kes is J:l:s nom:l.naln.zer; and therefore 46b
is :.mposs:.ble.- | . C
(46) a. John-nen sul-lel mas:.-na-.n kes;ka sn.lh.essta.._»
John-‘l‘ ...J.quor-O er.nk-NOM-S was-d:.sln.ked
1John. d:le:Lked drn.rﬂc:lng. o

. De *John-n&n sul-ka mas:.-nen kes-ka sn.lhessta |

John-T ln.quor-s drmk-Nom-s" was-dlsllked"

I w:Lll d:x.scuss the der:.vatlon }’of 38 .wn.th a.v v:c.ew to putt:.ng

| more expl:.c:d:ly what has been."mere]_yf hlmpln.ed o .far ,T"I'he suggested R
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underlylng szructure of 38'a and 38'b is 38'd'below:f-

e @ SR e

thn B sul - masi

In order to derlve the surfaeedstfﬁetﬁfes.ftbmdfh;sdﬁnderLYingéﬁ‘
tructure, we need the fbllow1ng rules- - S
'DA‘I.‘IVIZATION (rule 19) |
PARTICLE JNSERTION (rule 17 and 18)
TOPICALIZATION (rule 7)
" PARTICLE DEI.EI‘ION (cf.,-.2):
REFLEXIVIZATION (appendn.x I, mie 7
COMPLEMEI\ITATION " "
PREDICATE PROMOI‘ION
A1l these rules except EREDICATE PROMOTION are. 1ndependently needed d
in Kbrean syntax.' The flrst‘four rules have already'been dlscussed.i
If the NP 1s correferentlal to a matrdx:NP, REFLEXIVIZHTION elther ,=""
changes an embedded NP to cakl -self' or completely deletes 1t

under the condltlon that amblgulty does not result thereby.zg o

COMPLEMENTATION adds one of the nomlnallzer;:kl, n&n kes, a. or ko.‘ﬂsl

.?PREDICAIE PROMOIION 1s an optlonal'mlnor-rul hldh 'pplles

'f b"‘ o~

frequently in agglutlnatlve languages 11ke :
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* PROMOTION simply ra:Lses an embedded pred:.cate and amalgamates :Lt
wn.th the matrix predicate to create a complex verb wh:x.ch behaves 11ke
one verb. The features of the second verb govern the complex verb.
Tnis is formulated as 4. ” |

(47) PREDICATE PROMOTION‘(abbr. PRED PRQM).
f I nlg. nEH [2 : 3]
1 f2 3
I have prev:.ously’ shown that DATIVIZM‘ION 1s a precycl:Lc rule and .
that- TOPZN and PARTICLE DELEIION are postcycl:Lc ruleso | The rest
_of the rules are cycl:.c and are appl:Lcable n.n the follovn.ng order. |
PARTICLE INSERTION, REFLEXIVIZATION, COMPLEMENTATION, ?RED PRCM.
These will be 1llustrated with 38. | -
F:.rst DATIVIZATION Wlll apply to 38'd and der:Lve 38'e°

(38%) e.

John . sul - Hmas:Lta i
In the first cycle, only PARTICLE INSBRTION 3.s appl:.cable and
derives 38'f fromx38'e;f‘ | | |

v
. John eykey -silnta

Jotfi ka sul 15l masita .
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1 the second cycle, PARTICLE INSERTION, PEFLEXIVIZATION, and
COMPLEMENTATION apply and derive 38'g from 38'f:
(381" g. s

NP NP . v

Sl ‘John = eykey silhta .

Y\\

sul 121 masi ki

Since PRED PROM is an oprt:l.onal rule, it may or may not apply, if it

applies, 38'h will be derived. after sl has ‘been pJ:'uned:23

(38') h. o g
//”'7\
S &
NP/\ John eykey
sul 1z1 o0 masiki. s:.lhta ‘.

Postcycl:.c TOPZN and PARTICLE DBLETION w:Lll apply ‘and derive 38'a
and 38'Dd From 38'g and 38'h.
Thus, all three cases of "so-called tobjective ka' are

shown to: be underlylng sub"ect markers. - Now we do -'not‘_ have. to

vweaken or comprom:.se the general:.zat::.on that ka always is. a. SIJbJeCu

: arker and 11 3.s an object marker. : ,’I‘he d:.fference between

exhaust:x.ve ka and descrlpt:.ve ka has been shown to correspond to tne,
formal vs. mater:.al d:Lst:ant:Lon in the NP. | The ana_ys:x.s suggested |
in this chapter also :Lnd:n.cates that the dlstlnctlon between the use N

of exhaustlve ka and that of descr:s.pt:.ve ka 1s not restrlcted to ka-

ph_:ases. Thls 1s shown below' B
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-

(48) a. na-nin Mary-1lil ‘salanghanta
-I-T Mary-0O love -
'I love Mary' - ‘ , _—
(na Mary salanéhenta) T
b. na-nin Mgry-li-.l eelanghanta |
I-T Mary=-0 love
1Tt is Mary that I love.!
(na X salanghanta) *(X Mary ita)
| I X love X Mary 1is |
(49) a. John=-iy tongsayng-ka ikiessta
John-of ]erother-'s f ‘has-won
1John's brother has won.?
(John-iy tongsayng ikiessta)
b. John-iy 'tongsayn"g-ka. ikiessta
A'It is Jél'm'vs brother that has won.'
(X v tongsaync :s.klessta) (X John ita)
As far as nen-phrases are concerned themat:l.c nen has: been shewn to

'be derived by TOPZN, _ax_ld contrast:.ve nen has been. cla:.med to be a

contextual particle whlch ZLS derived by some precycl:.c rule. S
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CHAPTER FIVE: NEGATION

Introduction:

S5.1l. The present ahalysis of Korean syntex seems to shed
some 1lght on another prdblem whlch has recently drawn a great deal
'of attentlon from native generablve syntact1c1ans--Negatlon. In
Kbrean, there are two ways of negatlng sentences, 111ustrated

'ﬂ¥beloW° |
(l) a; al-ka canta
o child-s sleeps.
1The child sleeps.’
b. ai-ka ani-canta
Child-s ﬁotesleeps
*The child does“nbﬁ sleep.'
c. ai-ka ca-ci(1il) ani-hanta
. child-s sleepANOMpO not-does |
-."The Chlld does not sleep. |
(2) a. aryanen yeyppeta
“ Mary-T pretty
-ng'yary . pretty PR
b. Marybnen anl-yeyppeta'xn
Mary-T not-pretty
'Mary 1s not pretty LA
c. Marybnzn yeyppe-c1 an1-hata.£¥: j 
Mary-T pret’cy-NOM not=does s

~ﬁ ® g~ -
P;.,

'Mary 1s not pretty.{
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" In the (b) sentences, NEG is simply posited before the verb, whereas
in the (c) sentences three thlngs‘happen (1) the original verb is
nominalized--always w1th k1 'to' (2) The verb hata 'do' is used as
a verb of the main clause. Thls verb--v1z. hata--whlch is used in
negatlng sentences is a dlfferent lexlcal 1tem from a transltlve
verb hata tdo?t. The dlfference between these two verbs w111 be
discussed in 5.32. (3) NEG is added pefore hata. I W111 call the

negation which is examplified by the (b) sentences above gng I

negation, and the sort that is exampllfled by the (c) sentences,

Type II negation.

Basically, three approaches to negatlon 1n Korean are
conceivable: (1) an analysis whlch postulates separate underljlng
structures for both types; (2) an analy81s which adopts
NEG-TRANSPORTATION (abbr. NT); (3) an analys1s whlch adopts NEG=-
INCORPORATION (abbr. NI)._ The NT approach and the NI approach
will be extensively dlscussed ln 5 2. and 5 3 respectlvely.

The separate-underlylng-structure analys1s postulates two dlfferent
underlying structures for Type I and Type II negatlons. Accordlng
to this analysis, 1'b and 1l'c below would be the underlylng
structures of 1b and lc, respectg.yely.f o f N

(1*) b.
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(1') < ‘//E\
NP VP
ai NP Neg v
| | |
S ani hanta
NP VP
| |
al A"/
|
ca(ta)

Song (1967: 58-60) has suggested such analyses. But in view of
- the fact that the two types are completely synonymous Wlth eadh
other,rit'appears that there is no motivation for postulat;ng

sepa;ate deep structures.

The NEG-TRANSPORTATION approach

5.2. The NT approach has been.suggested'by'Lge (1970:175
et seqg.). Lee (177) postulates 3 as the1und¢:1y§pgistructu;e,,
for both 1b (Type I) and lc (Type II), justifying»his.po;;t;pnfby
claiming that 'at present, there is nQ.well-motivated rule' by
which sentences like 1b can be derived from 4:. o

. (3) T 'S

"’_,,4~“§;i;.;;;;:;;:'_
1 /\v
e
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NIP /VPN.
ai NEG v
. l

ani ha

This analysis of the‘ derivation of 1b will be discussed‘ in 5.22.
For the derivation of lc from 3, Lee has no choice but to raise the
NEG into the higher sentence from the embedded ‘sentence, where NEG
is voriginally postulated.. ‘For this purpose he uses NT. But the
use of NT will be shown below to be a.bsehiteiy, illegitimate.

5.21. | The illegitimacy of NT with hata. In the first

" place, hata is not what can be called a NT verb.l An example of a

NT verb is sayngkakhata *to think*. There are two readings of

savnagkak-hata: a NT reading and a non-NT reading. These two

readings are syntactically marked in Korean with different

nominalizers: ko with a NT reading and nin kes with a non=NT )
reading. The follow:z.ng sentences :Lllustrate the two readings:
(5) a. na-nen (John-lca tases s:.kan pakkey(n:n) kongpahayess'ca-ko)
- I=T John-s five hours other-than-DLM studied-QT
5 sayngka]chaf;;i ani-hayessta
th:mk.NOM - not-d:.d |

iT did not thirk that John studied more thon five hours.*

1'7?

ot
., t? ;:‘

s
- o
A "
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(5) b. *na-nin (Sohn-ka tases sikan pokkey[bin] kongpu-hayessta-
I.0  John-3 five hours other-than-DLM studied-
nin kes-1:l) sayngkakha-cz anl-hayessta
NOM~-O think-NOM not-dld
c. na=nin (John-ka tases sikan man kongpuphayesstapnin kes-
I-T. thn-s five hours only studleddNOM-_
121 sayngkakha-c1 anl-hayessta | N J
O think-NOM not-d:.d
I dld not remember that thn studled only f-ve hours.

With sayngkathata 'thlnk' in 1ts NT readmng-—vmz. Sa--the spea‘er

is giving hls opinion or Judgment about tne truth value of a certaln
»statement, while w1th the vcrb in 1ts nonéNT readlng one clalms
one's involvement in the mental process of thlnklng. Naturarly,
xggkak-hata in its N“-readlng cannot be negated in the deep
structure. For 1f one makes no Judgment-l.e. if the verb is
negaeed-no object of Judgment is needed' I suggest, then, that the

underlying structure of 5a 1s a'a, not 5'b°2

(5%) a. -

v

na s o sayngkak-hata
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(5') b. //"s‘\
NP , -V
| |

//yP ?P -V
{
na S say—gkakhata

John-ka tases sikan pakkey(n'en)v kbng;hi hayesste
The correctness of postulatlng 5va instead of 5'D es the
underlying structure of 5a is clearly demonstrated by the fact that
" in Korean it is possible to use Eakkez 'other than' onlv in a
negatlve sentence: Thus, sentence 6b, whlch'has akkey: “in an»”
afflrmatlve sentence, is ungrammatlcal.

(6) a. thn-nen tases 51kan pakkey kongpu-be—c1 anl-havessta
John-T flve hour other-than srudy-NOM not—dld
1John studled only flve hours.

b. *John-nin tases sikan pakkey kongpc-hayessta
1John studled only ‘1ve hours.! .
c. John-nin tases 51kan man &ongpu-hayessta
*John- studied only five hours._v
" Notice that the embedded sentence of 6a--wh1ch is affirmative-éhas
Eakkez? In order to cerive Sa from 5'a,_NEG-TRAhSPORTA;ION must
therefore be applied. This rule is fbrmulated as follows:’

(7 NEG-TRANSPORTATION (abbr. NT)

[[[[ﬂ ]N;_,a NBG] }NP’ | Y NT'verb,A |

1 ‘ 3 TS

{[l, | [[2] ]NP , .’ 4]S]NP’ | _3

1’74
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" That NT is an optional rule is shown by the grammaticality of 5c

below--where NT has no£ applied to 5'a--and by the synonymy of. 5a
with 5c:
(5) c. na-nin (John-ka tases sikan pakkey kongpuha-ci ari-
I-T John-S five hour other-than study-NOM not
hayessta-ko) sayngkakhanta
did-Qr think
‘T think that John has studied only five hours.'

Tc substantiate Lee's claim that NTvgene:ates lc from 3, it
is necessary to show that Eggadis a NT verb. But the following
facts clearly indicate that it is not a NT verb: (1) If hata is a
NT wverb, and if 3 is the correct underlying structnre‘of,lc, then
1d below--where NT has not applied to 3--should be grammaticai;
since NT is an optional rule. But 1d is not grammaticals

(1) d. *ai-ka ani ca-ki(1lzl) hanta

child-S not sleep-NOM-O does

'The child does not sleep.'
(2) The following features of Kantunnen's A verbs are not required
for Korean NT verbs. Kartunnen;(;969)_div§desnverbs into two
groups: A and B.4 When an A verb occurs in.the predicate of a
matrix sentence, the follow1ng condltlons obta1n° (a) The subject
of a matrix verb and that of a constltuent sentence are necessarily
the samej . \b) the embedded verb is tense’eas in the deep stracture°
(c) time adverblals cannot remaln in the embedded sentence;

(@) negating or 1nterrogat1ng the matr;x verbf;mplles,the same also

3EY
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" with respect to the embedded verb, etc. These characteristics are
i1lustrated in comparison of 8 (an A verb) and 9 (a B verb):
(8) a. 'thn managed (for) Mary to run.
b. *John managed f’_o"..’ have run.
c. *John managed to see' Mary tomorrow.
d. *John did not manage to see Mary, but saw her.
(9) a. John expected Mary to run.
b. John expected Mary to havé run.
c. John expected to.see Mary tomorrow.
d. John did not expect to see Mary, but ‘saw-her.
Compare these with the following Korean sentences, all of which have
Qg_t_c‘:t; as 'thej.r matrix verb:
(10) a.;John-nin 'I(Ma:jéka"mek'-ki-to)s hayessta
John-T  Mary-S eat-NOM-too did
«tJohn did Mary's also eating.'
b. *John-nin ka-ass-ci ani-hata
John-T go-PAST-NOM not-does
 s1John does not went.? |
c. 'Johfkﬁin neyil Mary-1:l manna-kiito hayessta’
i Jol*-u"l-T“ t’éino::rbw Mary-0 meet-NOM-too does’
*1John did meet:n.ng Mary tomorrow.
d. *John-nin (Mary-lil manna-ci) s "‘érii-hayess;iha
John-T'  Mary-O ‘meet<NOM hoﬁ-:did'-fbutv :
Mary-1il mannassta | '
RN Mary-o : metb

*1John did not meet Mary, but met Mary.'

.3
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- The verb hata behaves exactly like A verbs. Now, the crucial

question here is whether NT verbs belong to the class of A verbs
or to that of B verbs. We may now compare the behavior of

sayngkak-hata tthinkt--a typical NT verb--with the characteristic

behavior of A verbs.
(11) a. John-nin (Mary-ka mek-ilila-kg)s sayngkakhayessta
John=-T Mary-S eat-QT thought
tJohn thought Mery wculd eat.?
b. John-nin {(Mary-ka ka-ass-ililako)S sayngkakhanta
John-T Nwmyfs wént-QT thinks
tJohn thinks that“Mary went.?
¢c. John-nin (neyil Marf-lil manna-lilako)S sayngkakhayessta
John-T tomorrow Mary-0 meet-QT thought
1John thought that he would meet Mary tomorrow.'®
d. John-nin (Maryelil,manna-lilako)s sayngkakha-ci ani-
John-T  Mary-O rmeet-QT think-NOM  not-
hayessina,»Mary—lil mannassta .
but Mary-0 . mat
'John did not think that he wasrgoing to meet Mary, but
he did meet her.' |
Ex. 11 exactly parallels 9 (not 8) .. This fact shows that the WT

verbs belong to the class of B_verbs, :Thereforevhataf-which.is an

- A verb--is not & NT verb.

Another argument agalnst the utlllzatlon of tne NT rule in

the derivation of a Type II negatlon (whlch is 111ustrated by the

*77
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" derivation of lc from 3) is related to the analysis of a double
negation. Consider the following:
(12) John-nin ani mek-ci-lii ani-hayessta
John-T not eat-NOM-O not-did
'It is not the case that he }did not eat.'!
Lee (194-6) suggests that 12 has 12' as its undenlying structure:

(12') S

NP VP
John - NP Neg v
| | !
/S\ - ani ha
John Neg ' \'f
i
ani ‘mek

If NEG is allowed to be attached to the matrix verb hata in 12°,
why not also in lc? The reason offered by Lee (177) for such a
distinction--viz. there is no well-motivated rule to derive a
sentence like lc from a structure like 4--does not seem sound.
For NEG-LOWERING, which lowers NEG from the matrix sentence into
the embedded sentence '(e.g; “the derivation of 1lc from 4) , is as
well motivated as NEG-RAISING, which is Suggeste'd“t on Lee's NT
analysis. Besides, it is now accepted by most analysts that NEG
comes from a higher predicete' in the deep structure. This lends
an additional support to NEG-LOWERING. Independent justification
for the h::.gher-pred:.cate analys:.s of NEG w:.ll be g:nven later.

- Till now, I have shown that the NT approach is not the

correct analys:.s of negat:.on in Korean by show:mg that hata is not
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. a NT verb: With hata used in T&pe II negation, NT should ke

obligatory, although NT is actually optional with other NT verbs;
and hata behaves like A verbs, although other NT verbs belong to
the class of B verbs. Another argument against the NT approach is
related t+o the derivation of 1b from 3.

5.22. The theoretical implications of ha-DELETION. In order

to derive Type I negation, one needs a rule to delete hata, since the
NT approach postulates that hata is present in the deep structure of
every single sentence--as illustrated by 3. vThis rule of ha-
DELETION is responsible for the.derivafiop of 1b from 3. Lee (185)
formulates QEADELETION in the foliowing.manner:

(13) E—DEL-Z_S

X - fx-.v] ctha-x =XEIL5, 2 3 g s

Before T discuss the implications contingent on hata in the deep
structure of every sentence and the appliCation of 13 to derive
Type I negation, I will comment on the formulation of rule 13.
Tmmediately after presenting the rule, Lee adds that tthe feature

specification [viz. f- N] ] is 'hecess,ary in order not to delete the

~ verb hata of a deénominal verbt!. Korean has a group of verbs which

are formed by adding hata--which correspdnds to Japanese suru--to

some nouns. Thus, kongpu tresearch' is a noun, but xcongpu-hatza
tto study' is a verb. For arother example, taceng 'kindness’' is

a noun, but taceng-hata “*to .be kind' is a verb. ‘Lee calls these

verbs denominal verbs. In thevabOQe7fu1eff6rmﬁ15tion;uﬁeepw1

jdentifies verbalizing hata“witﬁ'neéétiviziﬁgrhata;*fhe“létfér is

s %:F %v
-l
-
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"used as the higher predicate of a Type IT negation. However, the
feature [-: N] is rather peculiar if viewed as an inherent property
of a verb--it is hard to allow a [+ N] verb in our ‘theory.
Furthermore, the difference between the two hata's is revealed in the
negations of sentences which contain them. Consider the following:
(14) a. John-nin uphyo mo#~ki-lzl ani-hanta
John-T stamp collect-NOM=O not-does
tJohn does not do stamp-collecting.'
b. *John-nin uphyo moi-ci-1lil ani-hanta
'John does not do stamp-collecting. !
(15) a. *John-nin uphyo-1il moi-ki(1il) ani-hanta
John-T  stamp-0 collect~NOM;O rot does
'John does not collect stamps.'
b. John-nin utho-lil moz-ci-1il ani-hanta
tJohn does not collect stamps.' |
That hata in 14 is’averbalizer is shown: by its comparisonowith.gggg
in 163 o
(16) a. John-nzn uﬁhyo‘sucip-lil ani-hanta
Johin stemp collectionﬁo ootfqoes
tJohn does not do stamp collectlng._
b. annpnen uphyo-lel suclp-hanta
John-T  stamp-O collects
'John collects stamps.'A.
Sentence 16a is semantically 1d.nt1cal Wlth l4a.‘ The only dlffererce

between l4a and 16a is that lGa has the Slno-Korean morphene
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"zucip 'collectiont in place of the Korean nominalized form teop=t i
tcollecting!, which occurs in l4a. All Sino-Korean words functiocn
as nouns; in order to function as verbs, verbalizing hata has to e
suffixed to them. And in Korean there is a restriction that no
denominal verb is derivable from a pure Korean nominalized form.
Therefore, l4a cannot be transformed into 1l4c below:

(14) c. *John-nin upyo-lil moi-ki ani-hanta
John~T stamp-O collect-NOM not does
tJohn does not collect stamps.!

The compound word moi-ki hata fcollect!' does not function like a

single verb, as sucip-hata tcollect! does. Anyhow, hata in both

14a and 1l6a is clearly the same morpheme as verbalizing ggté_which
makes kongpu 'research! into a verb. The difference between
negativizing hata--e.g. 15--and verbalizing hata--e.g. 14 and
16--is then tﬂé following: Only before negativizing hata does
the nominalizer ki change to ci by a morphophonemic rule. This is
shown_by the ungrammaticality of l5a. ‘But ki cannot be changed
before verbalizing hata, as shown by the ungrammaticality of 1l4b.
. This idiosyncracy of negativizihg hata is further
illustratéd by the fblloWing example:
(17) a. na-nin John-ka ilting ha-ki-nin ani-palanta
I.T  John-S top  do-NOM-DLM not-hope
'T do not hope that John will take the first place'.;

b. *na-nin thnpka 1lt&ng ha-c1-n§n anl-palanta

'T do not hope that thn.w1ll take ‘the flrst place.!

{ﬁ: 4 _.’ \
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(18) a. John-ka ilting ha-ci-nin ani-hayessta
John-S top do-NOM-DLM not-did
tJohn did not take the first place.'!
b. *John-ka ilting ha-ki-nin ani-hayessta
1John did not take the first place.'
The idiosyncracy of negativizing hata that‘gi_changes to ci in
negative sentence when it is used is ignored in Lee's formulation
of rule 13.
What then is the theoretical implication of postulating

hata as a higher predicate of every sentence? Actually, a sentence

with triple negation is grammatical; e.g. 193
(19) Speaker A: John-ka i yak-iil mek-ci ani-ha-myen
John-S this medicine-O take-NOM not-does-if
etteckey ha-lkkayo?
what do-shall
tWhat if John will not take this medicine??
Speaker B: John-ka mekﬁgitgnifhaﬁgi_Egsfhafgi‘ggifhaélkkayo?

thnps eat-NOM not-does-NOM not-does-NOM note
do-shall

"Wouldnlt_it beiggreasenable to expect_that John
would.ggt take this meeicine?f o
If we pursue Lee's reasonlng--that s1nce hata appeers in negatlor,
it has to be in the deep structure of every sentence, whether
negated or not--then because of 19B, every sentence has to have at
least three levels of embeddlng w1th three hlgher hata verbs in the

deep structure. In other words, since 19B would have 19'B as lts

182
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" underlying structure, 20 must have 20' as its underlying structure:

(19') B. /§Q\
I\'IP /vp\.
S Neg \'2
NP VP ani ha(lkkayo)
l /\
S Neg v
NP VP mos ha(ci)
l A\
S Neg Vv
N )
l\iP NP VP ani ha{ci)
|
John 1 yak v
\
mek(ci)
(20) John-ka i yak-13l mek-ilkkayo?
John-S this medicine-O eat-will
1Will John take this drug?®
(20') ' /§Q\
NP VP
| | |
S Vv
NP VP ha(lkkayo)
| 1
S v
. A _ ‘
ha

189
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- Phis wculd mean that every single sentence had to have at least

three hata verbs in its deep structura! Three is of course an
arbitrary limit. Theoretically, there is no limit to the possible
depth of negative embeddings, and so a sentence may have an
unlimited number of hata's in its deep structure. The NT approach
(which suggests postulating hata as the underlying higher predicate
of every sentence and deleting hata in affirmative sentences) is
simply incorrect. To reiterate the points made so far, the NT
approach cannot be correct because negativizing hata is not an

NT verb and hata-DELETION causes the awkward problems discussed
above.

The NEG-INCORPORATION approach

5.3. The lavt possible way of analyzing negation in Korean--
which I will show to be the correct one-~has NEG as the next higher
predicate. Both 1lb and lc (which are repeated below for convenience)
will have 21 as their underlying structure in this analysis:

(1) b. ai-ka ani-canta
child-S not-sleeps
tThe child does not sleep.'!

c. ai-ka ca-ci(1#1) ani-hanta

child-S sleep-NOM-O not does
tThe child does not sleep;'

(21) (((ai cantabs NEG)S PRESENT)S

child sleep .

Because of the irrelevancy of tense here and in the interests of

-
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.simplifying the exposition, I have so far ignored the status of
TENSE in the discussion of underlying structures. But I will
discuss TENSE from now on, since it is directly relevant to
negation in Korean. I will still ignore the performative marker
(particles distinguishing declarative, interrogative, and
imperative sentences), which is ultimately Jerived from a
performative verb (for details, see Lee 1970, ch. 2). The tree

diagram for 21 is given below:

(21') /’s\
P v
l
S
/\
NP v
| l
S NEG 'PRESENT
N '_
NP v ani
] :
al ca

In order to derive surface structures from 21, we need the

following two rules:

(22) NEG-INCORPORATION (abbr. NI)

: OPT »
[Xs V]s ’ NEG ) 1, [3 + ZJV s &
1 2 3
(23) ha-ADDITION (abbr. ha-ADDIT)®

.

x ‘ [{NEG | .
? Y CONTEXTUAL PARTICLB} v

1 ‘ 2 - |
._mm——?l’ 2 + ha

NT is a rule similar to ADVERBIALIZATION (abbr. ADVB), which lowers
a higher predicate into a lower clause, méking’it also an adverb.

ADVB is illustrated in the derivation of 24a from 24b heret’
BRL |

185
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(24) a. Jonn-ka pplalikey tallinta
John=-S fast runs

tJohn runs fast.?

/S\\‘
NP v
John ADV v

| l

ppalikey tallinta

b. (((John tall:i.nta)S ppalérl:a)S PRESENT)

John run fast
/S\
NP v
! |
S PRESENT
/\ , .
NP v
\ I
S ppalz
NP v
| i
John talli

The ha-ADDIT rule is needed when NEG is to be real.u.zed as the -

surface verb--i.e. when NEG has not been lowered by NI-»-or when

contextual particles (e.g. to ttoot, y__' tat 1east' man 'only' ) are

attached to the verb. The 1atte- is 111ustrated by the dern.va..:.on

of 25a from its underlying structure, 25b. | .l

(25) a. John-nin Mary-lil mannassta. (ka:l:.ko) John-mn Mar:v—li1 |

John=-T Ma.r:y'-ol me£ ' ooand ,_;JQI’.IF}.-T:. _ ta.ry-O”
chacg]cg—};ifto ,hayes:sta, | | o
v:.s:x.t-NOM-too dld B

tJohn met Ma.ry, and he even v:Ls:Lted her.'

189
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(25) b. ((John Mary mannata)s PAST) - ((John Mary
- meet
chaca]ca’ca?,.'S - PAST)
visit |
c. ((John Mary mannata)s PAST) »((John Mary
chacakota-to)  PAST)
too
One instance of .CONTEXTUAL PARTICLE INSERTION (ch. 4, rule 20)
applies to 25b ahd attaches the contextual particle to 'too! to
the verb. The resultant derived constituent structure satisfies
the second part of the structural description of 23. Therefore 23
applies and attaches hata. Then 23 generates 25a from 25¢c after
8

the application of COMPLEMENTATION and TENSE SPELLING.

5.31. The correct derivation of negation. If NI 'applies

to the underlying structure 21, ex. 26 will be derived:

(26) /S\
NP v
| !
S PRESENT
N
NP W
| g
al NEG v
l !
ani = cata

Then TENSE SPELLING and PARTICLE INSERTTION (ch. 4, rule 17) will
finally derive 1b from 26. If optional NI does not apply to 21,

ha-ADDIT will automatically app’y and ge}:neraté 27
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27

COMPLEMENTATION (cf. 4.2) and TENSE SPELLING will generate lc from

27.

5.32. Justification of the NEG-INCORPORATION analvsis.

First of all, the infinite-regress problem--which was discussed in
5.22 as a difficulty of the NT approach--does not arise with NI
analysis. Thus, sentences 19B and 20 will have 19"B and 20" as

their underlying structures in the NI analysis:

(lom) B. /\
NP v
S |
S TENSE
A (dixkayo)
NP v
l |
/S‘K N?G
ND v ani
| |
NP Vv mos
B P
54 NEG
NP NP VvV ani
! N
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(20) S

:
S

N NP
John :4% mek
The diagram 19"B has more embeddings than 20", just as 28a has nere
embeddings than 28b:
(28) a. John knew that he would pass the exam.
b. John will pass the exam.

The ha-ADDIT rule will apply to 19"B and generate 29, from which

COMPLEMENTATION and TENSE SPELLING will generate 19B:

(29)‘ | /S\
NP '
| Y
S PRESENT
/J\ (ilkkayo)
NP \'A
l /N
/K NEG ha
]
NP Vv ani
l /\ -,
S. NEG ha
NP v mos
{
S 4 NEG ha
M '
NP NP V - ani

£

John 1 yak mek
Second, the jdiosyncracy of negativizing hata is explained
:.n a natural manner. Only before a NEG followed by a

transfomat:.onally 1nserted hata doeé kl become c:.. In other ‘words,

ERlc - 189
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" there are two hata's: hatal, which is in the lexicon; and hataz,
which is not in the lexicon, but added to a sentence by a
transformation.9 Only before hata2 does ki become ci. The

difference between,ggggl and EEEEZ is illustrated in the derivations
of l4a and 15b, which are repeated here for convenience:
(14) a. John-nin uphyo mo#-ki-l:l ani-hanta
John~T stamp collect-NOM=O not-does
tJohn does not do stémp collecting.’
(15) b. John-nin uphyo-1:l moi-ci-121 ani-hanta
John-T stamp-O collect-NOM-O not-does
1John does not collect stamps.'

The uaderlying structures of the above sentences are given belows:

e 2
NP v
| !
Sy PRESENT
/\
NP v
i {
e
NP NP i hata ani
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e A
NP \'
: ! 10
”’,/El\\\\ PRESENT
NP \'
| !
[
NP NP \' ani

| I |
John uphyo moixta

If NI applies to 14', then 1l4a will ultimately be generated;
if not, 1l4c will be generated:
(14) c. John-nin uphyo moi-ki-lil ha-ci ani-hanta

John-T stamp collect-NOM=G do-NOM not-does

=

tJohn does not do stamp collecting.'
If NI does not apply to 15', then 15b will be derived; but if it
d;es, 15¢ will be derived:
(15) c. John~nin uphyo~-lil ani-mointa
John-T stampéo not-collect_
tJohn does not collect stamps.?
There is no way to derive 14d and 15d. They are therefore
ungrammatical:
(14).d. *John-nin uphyo ani moi-ki-1lil hanta
'John does not do stamp collecting.'
(15) d. *John-nin uphyo-1lil moi-ki-1il ha-ci ani-hanta
'thn-T does not collect stamps;" |
Third, the NI approach ehables us to keep the genéralization

that the lexical item hata 'dq(hata ) is a verl which does not

B
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have a sentential object. It might seem that 14' constitutes a
counterexample to the foregoing, but in fact 83 in 14' must be an
idiom, which functions like a single lexical item rather than a
sentence. Therefore, a sentence like 14' is not a counterexample

to the generalizaﬁion just given. Consider the followings:

(30) a. uli-nin quiz macchu-ki-lil hanta

we-T quiz £ill-NCM-0O do
"We play a quiz game.'?

b. uli-nin quiz macchu-ki-lil ani hanta

(31) a. John-nin 1500-mi talli-ki-l2]l ani hayessta

John~T 1500-meter run-NOM-0 not did
tJohn did not participate in the 1500-meter race.?

b. *John-ni#n olay talli-ki(l2l) ani hayessta

John=-T long run-NOM-~O not did

tJohn did not run long.?! |
The nominalized phrases can be objects of 22231 only when in idioms
or when used as rnames of games or hobbies, as in the underlined
words of 30a, 30b, and 3la. As the nominalized phrase of 31b is not
used as an idiom or as the name of a gaﬁe, hata in 31b camnot be

hatal. If hata in 31b were hata,, then nominalizing ki should have

—?

been changed to ci. Furthermore, such naming does not in Korean allow
particles within or between Sino-Korean words, nominalized -forms
used as idioms, or their combinations. The (b) vhrases below are

all pdd:
193
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) (32) a. cencayng yukacok touw-ki cukan
war the bereft help-NOM week
'The week for helping the war-bereft.?
b. *cencayng-iy yukacok-lil touw-ki-iy chan
war-of the bereft-0 help-NOM-of week
(33) a. tayhanminkuk toklip kinyem il
Korea independence celebration day
'The Independence day of Korea.'
b. *tayhanminkuk-y toklip-1lil kinyem=-y il
Korea-of independence-O celebration-of day
If 31b had lacked lil in the underlined phrase, a forced
interpretation--viz. that John did not play a game called

olay-talliki 'long race'--might have been possible. But as it is,

31p is completely ungrammatical.

Lastly, Song (1967:59-61) has.corréctly commented on the
awkwardness of 34 and 35 below, in contrast with the grammaticality
of 36 and 37, although he did not ‘know the precise natuﬁe of the
discomfort felt by native speakers when they hear[d] (i) and (ii)
in 2 [my 34 and 35], which are perfectly grammatical and readily
acceptable...with other particles like Egg,‘gg,‘xg.'

(34) *pi-ka o-ki-1lil hanta
rain-S come-NOM-~O does

tTt rains.'

(35) *nalssi-ka chuw-ki-ka h&%é?iﬂ
weather-S cold-NOM-S does

'ihe weather is cold.®

ERIC 184
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(36) uli-nin pi-ka o~-ki-1l2l kitalinta
we=~T rain-S come-NQM-O wait
"We wait for rain to come.'
(37) nalssi-ka chuw-ki-to hata

weather-S cold-NOM=-too does

"The weather is extremely cold.!
The ungrammaticality of 34 and 35 has been neatly accounted for
by my formulation of ha-ADDIT. 4For hata is added when cantextual
particles are attached to a verb, or when NEG is the only
constituent of a verd (cf. rule 23). Structures like 34 and 35
do not satisfy the structural description of ha~-ADDIT from the
outset, and so hata in 34 and 35 cannot be aata,, which is
transformationally inserted. Can the hata there be hata,, which is
in the lexicon? Subjects should be agentS'with.g§E§15 but
_pi 'rain' (subject in 34) and nalssi 'weather' (subject in 35)
are not agents, and therefore hata in 34 and 35 cannot be EEEE&’

either. In other words, hata in 34 and 35 cammot be motivated at

all. That is why 34 and 35 are not arammatical.
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APFENDIX I: FORMAL CONSTRAINTS ON THE DELETION

OF REFLEXIVE PRONOUNS

G. Lakoff (1971:340) argues that °’the principles governing
the distribution of morphemes will involve presuppositional
information'. He illustrates his claim by the following phenomenon:

(1) a. I get my paycheck tomorrow.

b. 2*I get a cold tomorrow.

(2) a. The astronauts retwrn to the earth tomorrow.

b. ?*The astronauts return safely tomorrow.

(3) a. Sam gets a day off tomorrow.

b. 2+*Sam enjoys his day off tomorrow.

Although all the events'described by the above sentences are in the
future teﬁse, for some reason the deletion of will is allowed only
with the (a) sentences. The only possible explanation seems to be
that only when a future event has been arranged, wilil can be deleted.
In other words, the (b) sentences of 1-3 normally describe events
which are not arranged beforehand: therefore the deletion of will
is blocked. However, in a rather unusual situation such as when it
has been arranged for me to be injected with cold germs in a
medical experiment, 1b can be perfectly grammatical. The conclusion
is that grammar cannot be preéuppositionpfree without rendering
many important generallzat_ons imporsitle.

Another case where presupposltien is absolute;y needed for

~ syntactic explanation 'may be mentioned. In Korean, as 1n,Japanese,
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pronominalization by deletion is one of the major processes which
have made the so-called 'syntactic component! unmanageably
complicated, simply because the theory has not allowed
presupposition in syntax. Consider the following:
{4) a. 2*John-nin caki-ka Shakespeare-1l&l caki-2y chinku~-til-
John-T (him)self-S Shakespeare=O (himjself-of friend-
eykey ilkecu-ki-lils cohahanta
PL-toO read-NOM-O likes
'John likes to readc Shakespeare for his friends.'
b. John-rin Shakespeare=-lil chinku-til-eykey ilkecu~ki-lzl
~ cohahanta
tJohn likes to read Shakespeare for his friends.'
(5) a. John-nin Mary-lil ponay-nin taysin caki-ka ka-keysstako
| John-T Mary-O send-instead of (him) self-S go-will-QT
malhayesssta
said
tJohn said that he would go himself instead of sending
Mary.' '
_ b. 2*Jonn-nin Mary-1il ponay-nin taysin ka-keysstako
malhaygssta

tJohn said that he would go himself instead of sending

Mary.?
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(6) a. John-nin caki-ka ecey cecili-n silsu-ey tayhayese
John-T (him)self-S yesterday made-REL mistake=-about
sakwahayessta
apologized

tJohn apologized for the mistake that hz made yesterday.'
b. John-nin ecey cecilz-n silsu-ey tayhayése sakwahayessta
tJohn apologized for the mistake that he made yesterday.'
The sub‘ect of each embedded sentence in 4-6 is correferential with
that of the respective matrix sentence.t The underlying structures
of 4-6 are shown as 4'-6' below:

(41) John-nin John-ka Shakespeare-lil John-iy chinku-til-eykey
John=7 John-S Shakespeare~0 John-of friend-PLfto
ilkecu-ki-1il cohahanta
read-NOM=O likes

(5') John-nin John-ka Mary-lil ponay-nin taysin John-ka
John-T John-S Mary=-0 send-instead of John-~S
ka-keyss-tako malhayessta
go-will-QT said

(6') John-nin John-ka ecey cecili-n silsu-ey tayhayese
John-T John-S yesterday made-REL mistake-about
sakwahayessta
apoleogized

REFLEXTVIZATION, which is formulated below, aﬁplies to these

structures and derives the (a) sentences of 4-6, respectively:
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(7) REFLEZXIVIZATION:

U NP, W [x, we, v]. 2z =1, c&ki, 2
[ - ) § ot

1 2 3

Sentences 4-6 represent three cases which are diffecrent [rom ecin
other in regard to the deletability of the reflexive proncin:

(1) the deletion is obligatory in 4; (2) the deletion is Zlozzoc

in 53 (3) the deletion 15 1p to rhe irdividual cnearnor's

in 6. I will show below how the ntroductLion Of Presuppositlioln *
inte grammar enables it to explain this apparer.:ly rando:n
phenomenon. The explanation will be provided case Ly Case.

Case 1, where the deletion is onliauiory. AS In 4, tho

deletion of reflexive pronoun 1s also opligatory in the Ic WingG
sen’.ence:
(8) a. ?*John-nin caxi-ka Mary=lszl salneyha=n rocemney=lel
John-T (him)self=S Mary-O murderec-xil suspicion=C
patassta
received
' John was suspected to have murdered Mary.'
b. John-nin Mary-1il salhayha-n hyemay-1lal patasst.
'John was suspected to have murderecd Mary.'
Compare 4 and 8 with 9 and 1¢, where the reflexive pronoun is e/

ggg}onally_delutable:

(9) a. John-nién caxi-ka Snakespeare-lal ilkey-toy-ki-lszl palanta
John-T (him)self-S Shakcspeare-0 read-becore=NCi=-0 hopes

'John hopes that he will be appointed to ~~ad Shaxespeare.'

19%
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(9) b. John-nin Shakespeare-1lil ilkey-toy-ki-1#l palanta
'John hopes that he will be appointed to read Shakespeare.'
(10) a. John-nin caki-ka Mary-l:zl salhayha-n yayki-1li#l hayessta
John-T (him)self-S Mary-O murdered-REL story-O did
tJohn told the story of (his) having killeil Mary.'
b. John-nin Mary-lil salhayha-n yayki-1z2l havessta .
'Tohn told the story of (his) having killed Mary.'
Whet could be the factors that make the deletion of reflexive
pronouns okligatory in 4 and 8, while optionally leaving the
pronouns in 9 and 10? Could it be conditioned by the different

verb in the embedced sentences? It could not, since € and 10 have

the same embedded verb salhay hata 'murder', but only in 8 is the

deletion obligatory. Could the different complementizers cause the
diiference in deletability? No, for 4 and 9 have identical
complenentizers, although they differ in the deletability of tne
reflexive pronouns. It does not follow, however, that we are
dealing with complete randomness. In fact, there is one consistent
factor that helps to explain the situation. The difference in

deletability seems to come from the different natrix verb: 1in

Korean (but not in English), one cannot like (= cohahata) to read
1€ that reading is done by others, although one can hope (= palata)
that others may read. And on purely semantic grounds, it would

hardly be possible for one to be suspected of (= hyemiy-1lil patca)

others! having committed murder, even though one can talk akout

(- yayki-lkl hata) & murder's having been committed by others.
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* In other words, 4 and & have matrix verbs which require embedded
subjects to be correferential with matrix subjects, and therefore
there is no possibility of ambiguity as to the identity of the
embedded subject when the embedded subject is deleted. The matrix

verbs of 9 and 10 do not, on the other hand, require

correferentiality between the subject of an embe . sentence and
that of a matrix sentence. A geﬁeralization can be made
tentatively as follows: if the matrix verb is lexically marked for
correferentiality between the subject of an embedded sentence and
that of a matrix sentence, then the reflexive pronoun which is in the
embedded sentence must be deleted.
Now, consider the following:
(11) a. ?*John-nin caki-ka chuw-ta-ko malhayessta
John-T (him)self-S cold-QT said
tJoh~ said that he was cold.'
b. John-nin chuwta~ko malhayessta
tJohn said that he was cold.'
(12) a. ?*John-nin caki-ka suyeng-lil ha-ko siphta-ko
John-T (hiim)self-S swimming=0 do-NOIi want-udT
malhayessta
said
tJohn said that he wanted to swim.'
b. John-nin suyeng-lil ha-ko siphta-ko malhayessta

tJohn said that he wanted to swim.'
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(13) a. ?*John-nin caki-ka enehak-lil cenkongha-keyssta-ko
John-T (him)self-S linguistics=0 ma jor-will-Ql
malhayessta
said
'John said that he would major in linguistics.'

p. John-nin enehak-l:l cenkongha-keyssta-ko malhayessta
'John said that he would major in linguistics.'

(14) a. ?%John-nin caki-ka chayk-lzl sacu-ma-xo Mary-evkey
John=T (him)seli- book-0 buy-will-QT Mary-~to
yaksokhayessta
promised
'John promised Mary that he would buy a book fqr her."

b. John-nin chayk-1:l sacu-ma=-ko Mary-eykey yaksokhayessta

'John promised Mary that he would buy a book for her.'
Lee (1970) has ascertained that morphemes like keyss or ma rfuture
intention' and several perceptional verbs like chuw-ta 'feel cold!'
or siphta 'feel like' can only be used in embedded sentences whose
subjects are correferential with the subjects of the next-higher
sentences.1 There is no possibility of ambiguity as to the
identity of the embedded subject in such instances. But in 11-14,

it is the verb of the embedded clause that requires

correferentialit; between the embedded subject and the matrix

subject, unlike 4 and 8-10, where the matrix verb requires

correferentiality.
The generalization that has been made with respect to 4 and

8-10 must now be expanded:
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(15) If the subject of the embedded senterice is required to be
correferential with that of the matrix sentence either
because of the matrix verb or because of the embedded
verb, the embedded subject is obligatorily deleted.

ggig_g, where the deletion of a reflexive pronoun is

blocked. It is easy to think of counterexamples like 5 and 16 to

the expanded generalization given immediately above:

(16) John-nin caki-ka suyeng-lil ha-ko siphta=~ko malhayessta
John-T ¢{him)self-S swimming-O do-~NOM want-QI said
tJohn said that he wanted to swim himself.!
However, the NE's that are reflexivized in 5 and 16 are formally or
exhaustively used-~-they are key iaformation in the embedded
sentences. That caki *himself' in 5 and 16 is used formally can
be demonstrated by the direct narrative counterparts to 5 and 16:2
(5') a. John-nin tMary-lil ponay-nzn taysin 25;52 kakeyssta!
John~T Mary-O send-instead of I-S go-will

hako malhayessta

QT said

tJohn said, "I will go myself instead of sending-Mary."!
b. *John-nin 'Mary-lil pcnay-nin taysin na-nin ka-keyssta!'

T

hako malhayessta

tJohn said, "I will go instead of sending Mary."!
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(16') a. Johnenin 'Eé:EE_suyeng-lil ha-ko siphta' hako
John=-T I-S swimming~0 do-NOM want QT
malhayessta
said
tJohn said, "I want to swim myself."?®

b. John-nin 'na-nin suyeng-lil ha-ko siphta' hako
malhayessta
tJohn said, "I want to swim.™"!
The direct quotations seem to be treated as independent of their

matrix sentences so far as the cycle is concerned: i.e. post-cyclic

rules=-which apply only after the final cycle--can apply in a direct
quotation before it itself is embedded. Therefore, if the underlined
phrases na-ka in 5ta and 16'~ had been used materially, they could
have been topicalized. However, the ungrammaticality of 5'b and the
lack of synonymy between 16'a and 16'k show that TOPZN is blocked.
Furthermore, 5'a and 1l6'a can be grammatical only when the
under.ined phrases are heavily accented. The fact that TOPZN is
blocked in S5'a and 16'a and the fact that the NP's must be accented
in that eventuality demonstrate that caki in 5 and 16 stands for
formally used I'P's. These reflexive pronouns that stand for NP's
used formally cannot be deleted, as shown by the ungrammaticality of
Sb and the lack of synonymy of 16a with 12b. Since an NP used
formally carries the key information of a sentence, its deletion will
necessarily result in ambiguity as'to the identity of the referent;

therefore, reflexive pronouns that replace NP's used formally are
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. not deletable. Now I can expand the previous generalization to read
that only when the speaker presupposes that ambiguity does not
result can reflexive pronouns be deleted.

Case 3, where the deletion is up to the individual speaker's

judgment. By expanding the generalization to say that the reflexive

pronoun should be automatically deleted when the spesker does not
presuppose resultant ambiguity, I have shown that the deletability
of a reflexive pronoun is actually conditioned by an individual
speaker's judgment. With the previous two cases, then, speakers of
Korean share presuppositions: In case 1, I have dealt with those
sentences concerning which speakers share a presupposition that
ambiguity is not possible; in case 2, we find sentences concerning
which speakers share the presupposition that ambiguity is
inescapable when an embedded NP is deleted. In case 3, I will deal

with those sentences about which speakers share no presupposition

concerning any resuitant ambiguity. Thus, consider the following
sentences:
(17) a. John-nin caki-ka Mary-kwa heyeci=-te-n nal-lzl
John-T (him) self-S Mary-with separate-RET-REL day-O
kiekhakoissta‘
remembers
tJohn remembers the day when he left Mary.'
b. John-pin Mary-kwa heyeci=-te-n nal-lil kiekhakoissta
tJohn remembers the day when he left Mary.!

Sentaences 17a and 17b are equally grammatical and are synonymous.
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* The deletion of the reflexive pronoun is optional here, not in the
sense thal the presence or absence of it depends on a speaker's
unconaitioned choice, but in the sense that the deletion is left to
a speaker's judgment as to situational need--if the speaker
presupposes that ambiguity will beset the identity of an embedded
NP when the reflexive pronoun is deleted, he will {mandatorily)
leave it; otherwise, he will obligatorily delete the reflexive
pronoun.

In fact, this obligatory deletion of redundant
information--which is dependent on the speaker's presupposition
that resi.tant ambigquity is unlikely-~is not limited to the deletion
of reflexive pronouns in embedded sentences. Thus, 188i is rather
awkward as a response to 18A, since the information carried by
the underlined na-ka (or -nin) is clearly redundant. Notice that
the choice between 18Bi and 18Bii is not uncondicionally left to
the speaker: the choice of 18Bii is in fact mandatory.

(18) Speaker A: (tangsin-n&n) cikim etey Kaéeyyo?
you=-T now Wwhere go-QUES
'Where are you going?!
Speaker B: i. na-nin cikim hakkyo-ey kapnita
I-T now school=to go
'T am going to school now.'
ii. hakkyo-ey kapnita
'{I) go to school (now).'

Then the generalization on deletion of redundant information in

EB@}; ;3{325
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~ Korean can be given in the following manner:
(19) When and only when the speaker prresupposes that resultant
ambiguity is not likely may reflexive pronouns
conveying redundant information be deleted. -
G. Lakoff (1971:340) calls such a general constraint as 19
a global cbnstraint. A global constraint conditions t.=2
applicability of transformational rules. In my approach, then, the
obligatoriness or optionality of a rule depends .on global

constraints in the grammar.
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APPENDIX II: LIST OF RULES*

ADJECTIVE PREPOSING 3.1

CASE AGREEMENT 4.2
COMPLEMENTATION 4.2
CONJUNCTION REDUCTION 2.14
DATIVIZATION ch. 4, rule 19
DEFINTTIZ" 2ION - 3.12

EQUI-NP DELETION 2.13
LEFT-SISTER-ADJUNCTION ch. 3, rule 47
NR (Adj-Pr) FORM . ch. 2, rule 56
NR-FORM ch. 3, rule 58
NOT-TRANSPORTAT ION | ch. 3, rule 7
OBJECT PARTICLE INSERTION ch. 4, ruie 18
PARTICLE DELETION 4.2

PARTICLE INSERTION ch. 4, rules 17-20
PREDICATE PREPOSTTION 4.14
PREDICATE PROMOTION - ch. 4, rule 47
PRONOMINAL IZAT ION . 3.11
REFLEXTVIZATION Appendix I, rule 7
RELATIVE CLAUSE REDUCTION | 3.1 and 3.21
REPT-NP DELETION 3.22

RR~FORM | ch. 3, rule 58
RR ~PRONOMINAL IZAT ION | 3.13

S -DELETION 3.12
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SURCHCT PARTITLE DINSERTION cn. 4, ruic 17

£o-DISERTION ch. &, rule 28

TCPICALIZATION ch. 4, rule 7

eThe ordering of these rules 18 sO complicazed that the
deterrination of their precise formulatlion is oeyord the scope

of tne present disserctation. For part of the rule ordering,

see sect. 4.2.
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APPENDIX III: LIST OF KOREAN PARTICLES

ci

ciman
cul
cungeyse
ey

ey
ey(se)
eykey

&

la

1l

myen

ney

-orpnopronemic variant of ki

but

NOM

from among

time

directional (moving toward inanimate nouns)
locative

dire=tional .moving toward animate nouns)
NOM

of

S

NOM

Q7

and

with

REL with future meaning

IMP

(o

only

if

when

299
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" nan

nin

(nan) tey
pakkey
pota
ruthe

te

tey

til

to

to

wi

T

DLM

and

other than
than

from

RET

see nin tey
PL

even, too
but

on

210
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NOTES ON CHAPTEZR TWO

:Pre- and post-determiner Q's are jllustrated in 1 and 2
below, respectively:
(1) a. 211 (of) the boys
b. Many (of the) boys
(2) a. The many boys
b. The five boys
For further explanation, see Carden 1970:36-39.
2Carden's arguments III, IV, V, and VIII in his book are not
applicable to Korean, as far as I can see.
3NT-verbs are those verbs that allow the NEG in the embedded
sentence to be raised. Such verbs as think and believe are NT=-verbs,
and therefore the (a) and (b) sentences below are synonymous with
each other:

(1) a. I think that the train will not start until noon.

b. I do not think that the train will start until noon.

(2) a. I believe that John will not ever date any girl.

b. I do nct believe that John will ever date any girl.
Although the embedded sentences of 1b and 2b do not contain NEG, the
underlined morphemes (which cannot occur in an affirmative sentence)
jndicates that the NEG on the matrix verbs have been raised. For
further discussion, see Lakoff 1970:145-65 .and Baker 1970b.

4I owe this term, delimiter, to Yang.

sFor an analysis of implicitly negative verbs, see

Klima 1964b:294.
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sPor further discussion of definiteness and specificity of
NP's, see Bailey 1967:29-55.
The correferential N2's may be repeated when they are the

words thai: carry the new information of a sentence (formally=-used

NP's).
(1) Jéhn-ka cenhwa~iil hayessko, John-ka kkoch~1lil sawassta
John~3 telephone-O0 did-and John=5 flower-0 brought
'Tt was John who made the phone call, and it was John who
brought the flower.'
8See sect. 3.31 for the suggested underlying structures of
generic nouns.

Some native speakers of English are dubious about the
acceptability of this sentence. But even such speakers accept 1
below:

(1) Those men were many in number.

loA sentence like 72b is here termed an intro-S. For a
detailed analysis of an intro-S, see sect. 3.11.

11The fact that all is not used as an overt predicate seems
to be peculiar to current English.

12There are two different ki's: one is a demonstrative k%,
which is used to refer to something that is close to the hearer but
far apart from the speaker; the other is the pro-form of a relative
clause. For an example of the second ki, see 84a of this chapter.

130 Ljaim in sect. 3.11 that la below is & derived

structure which 1lb underlies:

21g
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(1) a. A certain man tried to conquer the world.

Y\, (There was mani)-(mani tried to conquer the world)

If the second conjunct of lb alone is within the scopz of a NEG,

2 will be derived:
(2) A certain man did not try to conquer the world.
If 1a is within the scope of a NEG, 3 will be derived:
(3) No man tried to conquer the world.

‘There was not a man such that he wanted tc conquer the

world.?!

14This rule is actually a rule schema consisting of NR~

FORM, RELATIVE~-CLAUSE REDUCTION, and ADJECTIVE~PREPOSING. This rule
reads as NR-FORM applying to a clause with an adjective predicate.

15The verb deny is derived from say that --- not. The rule

EQE-HOPPING applies and raises not to the matrix verb. The derived
structure not say is realized as deny by a lexical spelling ruie.
See Klima 1964b:294 for other words which make implicit negation.

16It appears that we rarely use stative verbs in an intrc-S
unless such additional phrases as TIME, LOCATION co-ccur or the
stative verb carries sufficienwv information to determine the
identicy of a referent in a particular situation. For this reason,
T excluded 12' in illustrating the appl@;gtion of RR-FORM here.

17Accidentally identical NP's are those NP's which have

jdentical forms only on the surface, as a result of different
transformational rules from distinct deep structures. Thus, flying

planes in 1 and flying planes in 2 are accidentally identical
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* to each other. .
(1) Flying planes can be dangercus (= 'To fly planes can be
dangerous') .
(2) Flying planes can be dangerous (= 'Those planes that are

flying can be dangerous?') .
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NOTES ON CHAPTER THRLE

lSee sect. 2.2 for two types of adjectives.

2 why B adjectives cannot be predicates

This also explains

of restrictive relative clauses, for restrictive relative clauses

will be shown later in this chapter to be copies of an intro-S.

3The discussion of tense will be ignored for the sake of

simplicity in exposition until Chapter V.
4For the formulation of RR-FORM, see rule 58 of this chapter.

ard

5RELNTIVE-CLAUSE REDUCTION deletes relative pronoun + be,

ADJECTIVE-PREPOSING moves an adjective ahead of the NP it modifies,

as illustrated below:
(1) I bought a flower which is red.
(2) *I bought a flower red.
(3) I bought a red flower.

6The terms copying and chopping are here used in the sense

T ——

that Ross usés them fo: reordering transformations. A copying type

of movement rule leaves & trace, but a chopping one does not. See

Ross 1967, sect. 6.2.1, for details.

7Proper nouns can be used as [F definite]. Cf exs. 25'=-31"

of this chapter and the succeeding discussion.
8For different sources of definiteness, see exs. 80=-82.

- -
™~ k! .

9 . . . , .
The noun man in this case 1s used as a generlic noun as z._

horse, a horse, and horses are in the following examples:

(1) A horse is a faithful animal.

(2) The horse is a faithful animal.
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(3) Horses are faithful animals.
Generics have been claimed to be definite in the scnse suggested in
the present dissertation.

An interesting analysis of the definite article in
connection with generic nouns has been suggested by Vendler (1962:11~
55). Vendler argues that 2 is derived from 2' helow:

(2') The (animal that is) horse is a faithful animal. .
Vendler's work had been brought to my attention only after this
dissertation had been finished.

10'For the definition of representative ancl partitive eneric,

see pp. 27-28.

1lsince it is mostly Type II intro-S that is relevant in the
discussion, from now on I will refer to it simply as an intro-S.

12In Thompson 1967, she seems to imply the ordering of pasic
conjuncts by distinguishing left-to-right embedding from right-to-
left embedding. But in Thompson 1970b, she seems to contradict
what she had claimed earlier. |

13See sect. 2.2 for detailed discussion of why Q's cannot
have indefinite subjects.

141 do not use this term, deep structure, in the traditiona.

sense that means a base component. Lakoff and Ross (1967) have
convincingly claimed that there is no such level. I mean by tals
term a logical or semantic level underlying surface structures
generated from it.

15See sect. 3.11 for details concerning intro-S's and <he

basic ordering of an intro;S;with respect to other conjuncts.
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165ee Appendix I for details concerning REFLEXIVIZATION and

the deletability of reflexive pronouns.

Y5ee note 6 of chapter 3 for the definition of a chownnlir,

rule.

18Subject NP's modified by a RR-(B) cannot be topicalizeaq,
as shown by the ungrammaticality of 1 below:
(1) ?%ecey na-1lil cuki-lyeha-n han sakong-nin spei-iessta
yesterday me-O kill-tried-REL one sailor-T spy-was
tA sailor who tried to kill me yesterday was a spy.'
(2) ecey na-lil cuki-lyeha-n sakong-nin spei-lessta .
‘The sailor who tried to kill me yesterday was a spy.'
19Under the present analysis, step 1 is obligatory, as shown
by the ungrammaticaiity of la;
(1) a. *Seymour gave me a knifei; and I used a knifei.
b. Seymour gave me a knifei; and I used the knifei.
The secord occurrence of any correferential NP has to be definite
because of the obligatoriness of step 1.
onhe deletion of S1 seems to me to be a complete mistake.
2l.For some apparent counterexamples, see sect. 3.22.
22What I suggest as the underlying structure of 87a is
different from 87b. I suggest 1 below as the underlying structure

of 87a; note the additional brackets in my suggested underlying

structure.

laduihdd

(1) (--+ a janitor -..)+((I just met a janitor).(A janitor g

me this key))

217




208

23The interrelation among speaker, hearer, referent are

intricately involved in the Korean honorific system. See Lee

1970:87=-93 for details.

24Particles are actually inserted by later transformacions,

but added here to facilitate the interpretation.

25A stacked clause is similar to Chomsky's nested

construction. For further discussion of this matter, see

Chomsky 1965:12.
26Som.ehow, speakers accept sentences like 1 (where a RR in

which the shared NP is the subject follows a RR in which the
shared NP is non-subject) more readily than sentences like 2 (where
the ordering of the BR's is opposite from what is given above) :

(1) There are many people that I know that do not know me.,

(2) There are many people that do not know me that I know.
Bailey 1969 has maue an interesting experiment, in which a very neat
implicaticnal scale of acceptability is revealed to be conditioned by
different types of RR's, relative prorouns, etc.
27Copula agreement and number agreement seem to be later
rules, in spite of Lakoff-Ross's (1966) suggested rule ordering.
These authors claim that RELATIVE-CLAUSE FORMATION comes later than
NUMBER AGREEMENT and CCPULA AGREEMENT. But then, we could not expiain
the agreement in a surface structure like 105.

28For the definition of this term, see pp. 27-28.

| 2%0r the definition of this term, see p. 88.

See sect. 5.3 for the suggested analysis of negation.
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31For explanations of rules 129-131, see Copi 1969:41-46
and 122-30. The Greek letter phi in ruie 131 represents any property
symbol.
| 321n othes words, 138 is converted into 1 below by the
principle of distribution.
(1) ((I bought {certain) flowerx)-(I want to give flower to
Mary) )+ { (I bought (certain) flowerx)-(flowerx is red))
Since the intro-s is given in the first major conjunct, the same
intro-S in the second major conjunct is necessarily presupposed
by the speaker to be shared by hearers. Therefore, only RR-FORM (A)

is possible in the second major conjunct.
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NOTES ON CHAPTER FOUR

1o . sect. 2.2 for the derivation of indefinite Ni 'S modified

by adjectives.
2See sect. 311 for the definition of intro-S.
3We have two distinct etten's in Korean: one whic means

'certain', and the other which means ‘which'. We are here dealing

with etten in the first reading.

4the features [+ com], [+ locl, [+ dir], and [+ time] are

derived from predicates of higher sentences in the deep st icture.
Then some low-level rules give phonological shapes to thes features,
which are realized as particles on the surface. For an ex aple of the
process of lowering such higher predicates' into lower sent nces,
see rule 19 of this chapter.

5This feature, [ mentioned], is suggested by Dru ig (1968) .
An NP is [+ mentioned], ;£ it has been mentioned in the d scourse ir
which a given sentence is used.

Generic nouns behave similarly and get topicalize In
gnomic sentences, TOPZN actually becomes obligatory. See . 147
for an example.

7For detailed discussion of Korean particles, see ang _57i.

8S:i.nce Korean is a SOV language, the first NP in t ¢

NP, NP, V construction is the subject, and the second NF 55 tne

object.

9For convenience of exposition, T use the English ,,a

by -

affect. But I assume that thié represents an abstract ver , .;.:.-
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- determines the relation between a dative NP and an embedded sentence.

10Lakoff 1971 has made it very clear that presuppositional
information conditions the applicability of transformational rules.
But I have shown in the present dissertation that this presuppositional
information has to be incorporated in the structural description of
a rule.

11The fact that both contrastive wa (or nin) and exhaustive
ga (or Eg) are rormally accented and the fact that both of them
carry new information of sentences might suggest that they are
related. But for the present, I do not have any further evidence
to conclude that they are (or are not) related.

12One might wish to argue that since both thematic nin and
contrastive nin need contextual information, these two nin's are
actually not distinct from each ogher. But in that case, the fact
that only contrastive nin can occér in an ~mbedded sentence cannot
be explainead.

_ lBDirect quotations behave differently from other embedded
sentences. TOPZN applies to a direct quotation which is embedded
into other performative séntences. See pp. 192-93 for a discussion
of this matter.

14Martin (1964:408) claims that Korean has the following

six speech levels: plain, intimate, familiar, polite,

authoritative, and deferential} For different analyses of speecn

jevels in Korean, see Lee 87-93, and Song 15-23.
15LREDICATE PREPOSING,.one example of which is NR (Adj~Pr.

FORM, is a rule schema cbnsistibﬁ“df NR-FORM (e.g. derivation o 1z

22)

\I
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“ from la) and RELATIVE-CLAUSE REDUCTION (e.g. derivation of lc from
1b). In case the predicate of the second conjunct is an adjective,
ADJECTiVE PREPOSING is included in that schema. Otherwise, a
replacement occurs, as illustrated by the derivation of 1d from lc
below:

(1) a. (x killed Mary)+(x is John)
b. X, who is John, killed Mary.
c. X, John, killed Mary.

/
d. John killed Mary.

16Contrastive nin can mark the subject NP's of these verbs.
17.

John=-iy is derived from some deeper structure like

dohn-kg ha-nin twhich John does' by some sort of relative-clause
reduction rule. For some discussion of RELATIVE-CLAUSE REDUCTION in
Korean, see Ree 1969, ch. 3.
: 1§For the derivation of dative NP's, see rule 19 in this
chapter.
1g‘I‘he morpheme series nin kes is a derived form of

la-ko ha-nin kes 'thing which they say...' by deleting ko ha

tthey say'. For simplicity %f description, I gloss nin kes as NOM

here.

 20p0r some discussion of 'inalienability', see Pillmore -
1968:61.

2lpor examples of agglutinative verbal, see Kuno 1970:III 19-
21. | |
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22For the specific condition for deleting reflexive pronouns,

see Appendix I.

23For S-pruning, see Ross 1§67:41-102.
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NOTES ON CHAPTER FIVE

lFor a discussion of NT verbs, see ch. 2, n. 3.

2See ch. 4, n. 8.

3Lee might want to argue that obligatory ha-DELETION will
automatically delete hata. But in 5.22, I have shown that ha-DEL
is not motivated in Korean syntax. Besides, if Korean has
obligatory ha-DEL, the grammar cannot explain the difference in
grammaticality between the sentences in 1 and those in 2 below:
(1) a. *i kong-ka ttwi-ki-1lzl hanta
this ball-S bounce-NOM-O does .
tThis ball does bounce.?
b. *i kong-ka ttwi-~ki-ka hanta
this ball=-S bounce-NOM=-S does
tThis ball does bounce.?!
c. *John-nin achim-puthe cenyek-kkaci yelsimhi kongpuha-
John-T morning-from evening-till hard study-
ki-1lil hanta
NOM=O does
tJohn does study hard from morning till evening."'
(2) a. i kong=ka ttwi-ki-to hanta
this ball-S bounce-NOM-even does
tThis ball even bounces.?'
b. i kong-ka'ttwi-gignip hanta
this ball-S bounce-NOM-DLM does

'This ball does at least bouncing.'
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(2) c. John-nin achim-puthe cenyek-kkaci yelsimhi kongpuha-ki=-to

John-T morning-from evening-till hard study-NOM=-even

hanta
does
tJohn even studies hard from morning till evening.'
For a detailed explanation, see 5.22.

45The following are some examples of A and B verbs.

A verbs B verbs
manage, remember, see fit decide, plan, expect
venture, dare, have sense  try, be (ready .
' eager
be lucky enough willing
- kind
fortunate

A verbs are just the expressions of speaker's feeling or judgment
of the subject. This is similar to what Kajita (1967) calls semi-
auxiliary verbs.

5Lee (65) has another rule which deletes ha, which he calls
ha-DEL-l. |

§For the discussion of contextual particles, see pp- 137=-39.

7If ADVB does not apply to 24b, COMPLEMENTATION
automatically applies to the lowest senfence of 124b, and 1 below
w111 be derived:

(1) John-ka talli-nin kes-ka ppalzta
John~-S run-REL thing-S (= NOM) is-fast

.,
o

1Tt is fast that John runs. '
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8TENSE-SPELLING adds a tense morpheme (e.g. ess for the past,
nin for the present tense of action verbs) to verb roots.

Verbalizing hata, which was discussed in p. 159, is one
example of ggggl.

1oAs I have claimed, hata2 is not in the deep structure,

but transformationally inserted in sentences later.
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- NOTES ON APPENDIX I

1Perceptive verbs like chuwta 'feel cold!, silhta
tdisliked', always have the first-person, singular subject if in the
present tense; if the tense of those verbs is past, there is no such
restriction on the subject (e.g. ex. 3):
(1) na-nin chum-ka chuko-siphta
I-T dance~S dance-want
1T feel like dancing.'
(2) *ne (or ki)-nin chum~ka chuko-siphta
you (or he)-T  dance=3 dance=-want
tYou (or he) feel like dancing.'
(3) ki~-nin chum-ka chuko-siphessta
tHe felt like dancing.'
This seems to be so becavse one can only be sure oI onet's own
perceptions at a given moment.

2For the definition of the formal use of an NP, see sect. 4.1.

O
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