
ArgumentalGapsinKorean*1)

Wooseung Lee

(Konkuk University)      

Lee,Wooseung.(2014).ArgumentalGapsinKorean.TheLinguisticAssociationof

KoreaJournal,22(1),1-29.Argumentsarefrequentlyrealizedaszeroinpro-drop

languagessuchasKoreanandJapanese.Thisledmanytoproposeananalysis

resortingtothepro-dropparameterasfornullarguments.Thispaperrevisits

constructionswithnullargumentsinKoreanandthenproposesthatnotevery

argumentalgapisproinKorean,basedonnovelempiricalevidencethatlends

supporttodeletionanalysis.Bothnominalandclausalnullarguments(DPsandCPs,

respectively)areexaminedandthengivenaunifieddeletionanalysisandLF

interpretation through selective feature copying,which isa welcome result.

Specifically,asforthenewlypresentedexamples,ellipsesofDPaswellasCP

argumentsareexplainedbypositinganinternalstructureatthedeletionsite.LF

(selective)featurecopyingisofferedasaninterpretivemechanism.

KeyWords:nullarguments,pro,deletion,internalstructure,DPargument,CP

argument,LFfeaturecopying

1. Introduction

Argumentellipsisisfrequentlyfoundinpro-droplanguagessuchasKorean

andJapanese.Thishasledmanyresearcherstoproposeaproanalysisfornull

argumentsinKorean(AhnandCho2009,2010,2011;Moon2010;M-KPark

1994,2012).Othersentertainedadeletionanalysis(S-W Kim1999;Um2011for

*Iam verygratefultoalltheaudienceatWorkshoponEllipsisatDonggukUniversity

(Winter,2013),especiallyProf.MyungkwanPark,whoencouragedmetoparticipateand

furtherdevelopmyearlierworksonargumentellipsis.Iwouldalsoliketoextendmy

deepestgratitudetoanonymousreviewersfortheirvaluablecommentsandquestions.All

theremainingerrorsaresolelymine.
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DPdeletionanalysis,Huang1999;OtaniandWhitman1991forVPellipsis

analysis).Still,theotherscombinedthesetwomainstreamanalysesandthenput

forwardahybridanalysis(ParkandBae2012,Lee20111),amongothers).A

crucialdifferencebetweenthetwoprevailingviewsisthattheproanalysisjust

takeseverynullargumentasacovertcounterpartofanovertpronominal,

postulatingnointernalstructurewhilethedeletionanalysispositsaninternal

structureattheellipsissite,openingupthepossibilityofallowingvarious

(feature)mismatchesbetweentheantecedentandthe(deletion)target.This

paperrevisitsthiscontroversialissueand then proposesthatthehybrid

approachisindeedontherighttrack.Wepresentinterestingnovelsetsofdata

andthenproposethateventhoughmostargumentalgapsareexplainedbypro,

someshouldberesortedtodeletionoperation.Therationalebehindthisclaimis

thatsomeDPorCPargumentalgapsexhibitpropertiesthataretypicalof

elementswithaninternalstructure.Basedontheseexamples,weproposethat

someDPsandCPsarerealizedaszeroduetothedeletionoperation(atPF).

Finally,weofferLF(selective)featurecopying(Oku2001)asaninterpretive

method.

Thispaperisorganizedasfollows.Section2introducesearlierdiscussion

(Huang1984,Rizzi1982,1986a,JaeggliandSafir1989)onpro-droptogeta

generalideaonwhatprois,focusingonthelicensingandpropertiesofproand

thengoesoverwhatitlookslikeinotherlanguages.Then,wereconsider

typologyofNPsoriginallyclassifiedbyChomsky(1982),thefeaturecomposition

ofproanditspredictions.Section3introducesvariousintriguingphenomena

thattheproapproachdoesnothaveagoodhandleon.Inparticular,we

introducenovelempiricalevidencedisplayingvariousfeaturemismatcheswith

respecttoDPandCPargumentgaps.Section4proposesthatsomeargumental

gapsshouldbeexplicatedbydeletionoperationratherthanbypro.Thetargetof

deletionisproposedtobealexicalcore,whichwillbegivenadetailed

1)Thesetwopartiesaresimilarinthattheyacceptbothproanddeletionoperation,butthey

cruciallydivergeinthemajorempiricalphenomenatheypresentandthemechanismforthe

recoveryofcontentsofthenullarguments.Specifically,ourcurrentworks(Lee2011,inter

alia)acceptLF(selective)featurecopyingandhencereadilydealwithexampleswithvarious

featuremismatchesaswewillseeinSection3.Thispaperpartlyextendsourpreviouswork

onDPgapsbyaddingnovelempiricalphenomenaregardingCPgaps.Itfurthersolidifies

ouroriginalpositionbyofferingaunifiedanalysisofbothDPandCPgaps.
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explanation.ThedeletionsiteisgiveninterpretationthroughLF(selective)

featurecopying.Section5concludes,confirmingthatnoteverynullargumentis

pro.Bothproanddeletionoperationarerequiredtoaccountforphrasaland

clausalargumentalgapsfrequentlyattestedinKorean.

2. Licensing and Properties of a pro

2.1. Licensing of a pro

Earlierresearches(Rizzi1982,1986a)proposedthat,inlanguageswithrich

agreementsystem,prosubjectsarelicensedbypropergovernorssuchasfinite

inflections.Thesesuggestthatpro-droplanguagesarethosewithrichagreement

system.Specifically,Rizzi(1986)proposed(1),statingthatpro-licensersare

parameterizedandthatvariouslanguagesselectdifferentlicenserssuchas

inflection,nounsandverbsetc.

(1)Thepro-dropparameter:

a.proisgovernedbyX
0
y(Itislicensedunderhead-government)

b.LetXbethelicensingheadofanoccurrenceofpro:thenprohasthe

grammaticalspecificationofthefeaturesonXco-indexedwithit(The

contentofproisrecoveredthroughtherichagreementspecification)

Huang(1984),however,proposedthatproispossibleeitherinlanguageswith

richagreementsuchasItalianandHungarianorthosewithnoagreement

representedbyChinese,Koreanetc.Inasimilarvein,JaeggliandSafir(1989),

basedonthecomparativeresearchonItalian,ChineseandEnglish,arguedthat

morphologicaluniformityisessentialinallowingpro-drop.Specifically,they

proposedthatlanguagesshouldbeuniformlydistinctoruniformlythesamein

inflectionalformsinordertolicensepro.

2.2. Properties of pro

Thissubsectionreviewspropertiesofproinlanguageswithrichagreement

system.Forinstance,subjectproinItalianisequivalenttoasubjectpronoun.
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Threenullsubjectsin(2)areidentifiedbytheinflectionsas‘they’,‘they’and

‘(s)he’,respectively.

(2)a.pro dicono che le donne sono diventate.

pro say-3pl that the women are become

piu indipendenti.

more independent

‘Theysaythatwomenhavebecomemoreindependent.’

b.pro sono andati a Roma.

pro are-3plgone to Rome

‘TheywenttoRome.’

c.pro vuole scrivere un romanzo.

pro want-3sg write a novel

‘Hewantstowriteanovel.’

Letusconsidermoreexamplesin(3).TheemptyelementinItalian(3b)has

definitereference:itsinterpretationislikethatofanovertpronoun.Specifically,

itmayrefertoanentityinthenon-linguisticcontext(3b),i.e.ithasdeictic

usage,oritmaybecoindexedwithanelementinthelinguisticcontextasin

(3c),i.e.itcanbelinguisticallybound.

(3)a.Gianni ha parlato.

Gianni has spoken

‘Giannihasspoken.’

b.pro ha parlato.

has(3sg)spoken

‘Hehasspoken.’

c.Gianni ha detto [CP che [IP pro ha parlato]].

Gianni has said that has spoken

‘Giannihassaidthathehasspoken.’

TheserevealthatsubjectproinItalianisacovertcounterpartofasubject

pronoun.Unlikesubjectpro,non-overtobjectsinItalianalwayshavethefeatures

[plural,masculine]withoutspecificreferenceandtheyarelicensedbyalexical
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verb.HungarianisalsosimilartoItalianinthatitrequiresalicenserforpro.

Interestingly,thelanguagepossessesanominallicensoraswell,whichallows

Hungarianpronominalpossessorstobedroppedaswellassubjects:

(4)Lattam az (te) anyukadat.

saw-1stsing. the (you)mother-2ndsing.-acc.

‘Isawyourmother.’

TheseobservationsledChomskytocompletethefollowingtypologyofNPsas

in(5).Ourmainconcernismarkedbyshading.

(5)TypologyofNPs:

Type Overt Non-overt

[+A,-P] Anaphor NPtrace

[-A,+P] pronoun pro

[-A,-P] R-expression Wh-trace

[+A,+P] PRO

Accordingtotheclassification,pronounsandproarecomposedofthesame

featurecomposition[-A,+P].Theydivergeinthattheformerisvisiblewhilethe

latterisnot.Underthisproposedtypology,proispredictedtobeanNP(ora

DPinmorerecentviews)withnointernalstructureandshouldbeableto

alternatewithanovertpronoun(PolinskyandPotsdam 2002;Monahan2003;

Takita2008;LeeandKim 2010).Thisprediction,however,facesfollowing

challengeswhenappliedtoKoreangrammar.Letusobserveexamples(6-7)a

bit.Allthe(a)-examplesof(6-7)containprowhilecorresponding(b)-examples

haveanovertpronominal.Underthepredictionofthefeaturecompositionofa

pronounversuspro,themeaningof(a)-examplesshouldbemaintainedin

(b)-examples,whichhasanovertcounterpartofacovertpro.However,the

predictionisnotborneoutsincetheoriginalmeaningof(a)isnotpreserved(or

degraded)aftertheconversion,asrevealedbythetranslationof(b)-examples.
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(6)a.[ei calmos-ul kkaytat-kose] Cheli-kai sakwahay-ss-ta.

wrong.doing-acc realize-and.then C-nom apologize-pst-decl

'Consciousofhiswrongdoing,Chelimadeanapology.'

b.*?[ku-kai calmos-ul kkaytat-kose] Cheli-kaisakwahay-ss-ta.

he wrong.doing-accrealize-and.then C-nom apologize-pst-decl

(Intended)'Consciousofhiswrongdoing,Chelimadeanapology.‘

(7)a.[ei hayngcin-ul ha-myense] kwunintul-ii kwunka-lul

march-acc do-while soldiers-nom martial.song-acc

pwulu-ess-ta.

sing-pst-decl

'Marchingsomewhere,thesoldierssangamartialsong'

b.*?[kutul-ii hayngcin-ul ha-myense] kwunintul-ii

they march-acc do-while soldiers-nom

kwunka-lul pwulu-ess-ta.

martial.song-acc sing-pst-decl

(Intended)'Marchingsomewhere,thesoldierssangamartialsong'

Notehoweverthatthesearenotproblemsthatcannotbeovercomeatall.Itis

well-knownthatovertpronounsinKoreancannotrefertoR-expressionsthat

occurinthesubsequentmainclauseasexemplifiedin(b)-examplesof(6-7),

unlikeinEnglish2).Inaddition,theprinciplesgoverningtherestrictiononwhere

differenttypesofNPsappearinasentence,thebindingprinciplesinKorean

seemtobedifferentthanthoseinEnglish.Forinstance,anaphorssuchas‘caki’

and‘casin’donotnecessarilybeboundwithinthebindingdomainasin(8-9).

(8)Cheli-nuni[caki-kai pan eyse iltung-ul hay-ss-ta-ko]

Cheli-top self-nom class in getfirst-pst-decl-comp

mit-nun-ta

believe-pres-decl

‘Chelibelievesthathegotfirstinclass.’

2)Englishallows‘backwardpronominalization’,i.e.thepronouncanprecedeitsantecedentas

in(ia).Inthiscase,thepronounshouldoccurinasubordinateclause.Otherwise,the

sentencebecomesungrammaticalasin(ib).

(i)a.Whenheilookedoutthewindow,Johnifoundthatitwassnowing.

b.*Sheisawus,andmygrandmotheriwavedatus.
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(9)Cheli-nuni[casin-ii pan eyse iltung-ulhay-ss-ta-ko]

Cheli-top self-nom class in get.first-pst-decl-comp

mit-nun-ta

believe-pres-decl

‘Chelibelievesthathegotfirstinclass.’

Thesameaccountappliestopronounsaswell.Pronounssuchas‘ku’mustbe

freeincertaincontextsinKorean(Polinsky2007,interalia):

(10)a.Cheli-nuni[ei pan eyse iltung-ul hay-ss-ta-ko]

Cheli-top class in get.first-pst-decl-comp

mit-nun-ta

believe-pres-decl

‘Chelibelievesthathegotfirstinclass.’

b.Cheli-nuni[ku-ka*i/j pan eyse iltung-ul hay-ss-ta-ko]

Cheli-top class in get.first-pst-decl-comp

mit-nun-ta

believe-pres-decl

Inodertoavoidthesepotentialproblemsthatcanbeposedbytheoccurrenceof

thegapinthesubordinatepositionasdemonstratedabovein(6-10),wewill

employtwoseparatesentences,i.e.twomainclauseswithoutembeddingfor

syntacticteststhroughoutthispaper.

2.3. Null Arguments in Korean

Korean,asapro-droplanguage,allowsfrequentdropofargumentsinvarious

sorts.First,ithasnon-linguistically3) licensed nullarguments,which is

3)NotonlyDPargumentsbutalsoCPargumentscanbemissingwithoutlinguisticantecedents

asin(i).

(ContextGiven:Someoneenterstheroom andsays(i),noticingthattheystoppedtalking

onhisentrance.)

(i)mwue-ya.... na-to______kwungkumha-y.

what-be I-also be.wondering-decl
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non-referentialandhasadiscourse-boundvariableinterpretation.Theseusually

occurintheobjectpositionsincetheyareinherentandimpliedinthemeaning

ofthepredicatoritself(Examplefrom Lee2013):

(11)A:way amwuto i theyipul an ssuni?

why anyone this table neg use-Q

‘Whyisnooneusingthistable?‘

B:achim-ey nwuka kekise___mek-ten-tey?

in.the.morning who there eat-retro-decl

‘Someonewaseating___thereinthemorning.’

Second,Korean allowsan arbitrarily interpreted pro,which hasgeneric

interpretations‘we’or‘they’withoutthepresenceoftheantecedentatall

(Examplesfrom LeeandKim 2010):

(12)ipen yelum-ey ______ swuhay-lul

this summer-in proarb rain.damage-acc

emchengnakeyip-ess-e.

unbelievably get-pst-decl

'Thissummerwe/theyhavegotalotofdamageduetoheavyrain'

(13)ku maul-eyse ______ nok-cha-lul

the village-in proarb green-tea-acc

cwulo caypayha-y.

mainly grow-decl

'They/wegrowgreenteainthevillage'

Third,ithaslinguisticallylicensednullarguments,whichalternatewithovert

pronominalssuchasku’he’orku-kes’it’(Examplesfrom Lee2013):

'What'sthat?Iamwondering(whatyouguysweretalkingabout).Pleasetellme(what

youguysweretalkingabout).'

ThemissingargumentcanbeunderstoodasCP'whatyouguysweretalkingabout‘.Thisis

anexampleofanon-linguistically(orpragmatically)licensedCPargumentellipsis.As

notedabove,DPaswellasCPargumentscanbeelidedwithoutinvolvingpriorlocutionary

acts.
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(14)Q:Nwukwu-ka ku ppang-ul mek-ess-ni?

Who-nom the bread-acc eat-pst-Q

‘Whoatethebread?’

A:Cheli-ka ____ mek-ess-e.

C-nom eat-pst-decl

‘Cheliate(thebread).’

(15)Q:Cheli-ka mwues-ul sa-ss-ni?

C-nom what-acc buy-pst-Q

‘WhatdidChelibuy?’

A:_____ chayk-ul sa-ss-e.

book-acc buy-pst-decl

‘(Cheli)boughtabook.’

(16)Q:Cheli-ka ku cha-lul ettehkey hay-ss-ni?

C-nom the car-acc how do-pst-Q

‘WhatdidChelidowiththecar?’

A:_____ _____ phal-ass-e.

sell-pst-decl

‘(Cheli)sold(thecar).’

Allargumentalgapsabovein(14-16)canbefilledinbyovertpronominals‘ku’

or‘ku-kes’4)andtakenaspro.Interestingly,theanswersin(14-16)canserveas

fullyacceptableutteranceswithoutprecedingquestionssinceradicalprodropis

allowedinKoreanevenwithoutlinguisticantecedents(cf.Saito2007).Inother

words,givenappropriatecontexts,procanbepragmaticallylicensedaswell.

Thishoweverisnottheendofthestoryonnullarguments.Wewillseesome

interestingempiricalphenomenathatchallengeananalysisattributingevery

argumentalgaptoprodrop.Specifically,wewillgooverexamplesexhibiting

varioustypesoffeaturemismatchesbetweentheantecedentandthegap(orthe

deletiontarget).Wetakethistosuggestthatdeletionoperationisresponsiblefor

thegapsinceitpositsaninternalstructureattheellipsissite,openingupthe

possibilityofaccountingforvariousfeaturemismatches.Giventhepurposeof

thisresearch,alltheexamplespresentedearlierinvariousworkseithersolely

4)Asoneofthereviewersmentioned,theacceptabilitybecomesdegradedifthegapsarefilled

inbyovertpronominalssuchas'ku'or'kukes'.
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fordeletionorproarenotrepeatedagaininthispaper(Refertovarious

extensiveworkscitedintheintroductionforconcretedata).Instead,wepresent

novelsetsofexamplesthatlendsupporttodeletionanalysis.Letusmoveonto

thenextsectiontogiveconsiderationtothedata.

3. Argumental Gaps with Feature Mismatches  

3.1. DP argument gaps

Examplesgivenin(17-21)containnullargumentsthatdonotmatchwiththe

antecedentswithrespecttosyntacticorsemanticfeatures.First,thefollowing

pairsofdatain(17-18)displayargumentswithpolarityfeaturemismatches.In

(17),eventhoughtheantecedentis‘amwukesto',thegapis(andshouldbe)

understood as’mwuesinka-lul’,which doesnotalternate with an overt

pronominalatall.

(17)ArgumentswithPolaritymismatches:

Q:ne amwukesto5) an mek-ess-ni?

5)Thecanonicalordefaultvalueofpolarityispositivepolarity(HuddlestonandPullum2007).

Onemightwonderhow ellipsisislicensedinthiscasesincetheantecedent‘amwukesto'

andthetarget’mwuesinka-lul‘arenotidentical.Closeexaminationhoweverrevealsthat

thosetwo are ’allolexes‘,analogousto allophonesin phonology orallomorphsin

morphology.Tobespecific,theterm’allolexes’(all'other'+lex'word':Greek)arecoined

torefertodifferentrealizationsofanabstract’lexeme’(lex'word'+-eme'abstractunit':

Greek)inasimilarwaythatallophonesandallomorphsaremadeuptorefertodifferent

realizationsofaphonemeandamorpheme,respectively.Inthislight,’amwukesto'and

‘mwuesinka’contrastinasinglefeature,i.e.thepolarityfeature;’amwukesto‘isanegative

polarityitem while’mwuesinka-lul‘isapositivepolarityitem.Thatis,theyarevariant

formsofthe"same"abstractword(lexeme)asconfirmedbythecontrastin(i-ii).

(i)Q:nesakwa an mek-ess-ni?

youapple neg eat-pst-Q

‘Didn’tyoueatanapple?‘

A:ani,sakwa mek-ess-e.

no apple eat-pst-decl

‘Yes,Idid(eatanapple).'
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you anything neg eat-pst-Q

'Youdidnoteatanything?'

A:ani, (namwuesinka-lul) mek-ess-e.

no I something-acc eat-pst-decl

'Yes,Iatesomething'

(18)Q:Ne amwuto an/mos manna-ss-ni?

You anyone neg meet-pst-Q

'Youdidnotmeetanyone?'

A:ani, (na nwukunka-lul) manna-ss-e6).

no I someone-acc meet-pst-decl

'Yes,Imetsomeone.'

Second,anantecedentandthetargetcanvaryintermsofdefinitenessor

specificityasexemplifiedin(19-20).Tobespecific,adefiniteargumentnaysacen

‘mydictionary’,asanantecedent,canbereferredtoasanullargumentwithor

withoutdefinitereferenceinthecontinuedconversation:

(19)ArgumentswithSpecificitymismatches(I):

A:ne nay sacen mos po-ass-ni?

you my dictionaryneg see-pst-Q

(ii)Q:ne amwukesto an mek-ess-ni?

you anything neg eat-pst-Q

‘Didn’tyoueatanything?‘

A:ani,mwuesinka-lul/*amwukesto mek-ess-e.

no something/anything eat-pst-decl

‘Yes,Iatesomething.’

Asexemplifiedabove,theunderlinedobjectDPremainsthesameinQandAof(i)while

itcannotmaintainitsoriginalform inQ andA of(ii).Thesedialoguesshow that

‘amwukesto’isnecessarilyrealizedas‘mwuesinka-lul’inapositivesentence,whichshows

thatthosetwoelementsarevariantformsofthe"same"lexeme,i.e.allolexes.Theyare

sensitivetothe[±neg]ofthepredicate,thusbeingdifferentlyrealizeddependingonthe

[±neg]valueofthepredicate.

6)Asoneofthereviewersmentioned,thegapin(17-18)alternateswithanovertpronounif

boththequestionerandanswererhavesomespecificentityinmind.RefertoLee(2013)as

wellforrelevantdiscussion.
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‘Didn’tyouseemy dictionary?‘

B:ani, na [+def]________ mos po-ass-e.

No I neg see-pst-decl

‘No,Ididn’tseeit.‘

B’:ani, na ku kes mos po-ass-e.(=B)

No I the thing neg see-pst-decl

‘No,Ididn’tseeit.‘

A:na [+def]____ilhepeli-nkeskatha.

I lose-seem

‘ItseemsthatI’velostmydictionary.’

B:philyoha-lthentey [-def]_____ sa-lyem.

need-conj buy-dir.

‘Pleasegetadictionaryasyouwillneedone.’

A similaraccountappliestodialogue(20).Anindefiniteargumenttowumi

'assistant',asanantecedent,canbereferredtoasanullargumentwithor

withoutdefinitereferenceinaseriesofdialogue:

(20)ArgumentswithSpecificitymismatches(II):

A:ne towumi (han myeng) philyoha-ni?

you assistant one person need-Q

‘Doyouneedanassistant?’

B:ani, na [-def]_________ an philyoha-y.

No I neg need-decl

‘No,Idon’tneedone.‘

B’:ani, na ku-ka an philyoha-y.(=/=B)

No I he neg need-decl

‘No,Idon’tneedhim.‘

A:cinanpeney[-def]_____ kwuha-n-ta-ko ha-teni.....

last.time search.for-pres-decl-comp say-retro.

‘Youweresearchingforanassistantlasttime.’

B:ne acik[+def]_____mos manna po-ass-napokwuna.

you yet Neg have.a.chance.to.meet-pst-conjec.

Youhaven’tmetmyassistant.
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na[-def]______ imi kwuhay-ss-e.

I already employ.pst-decl

I’vealreadyemployedanassistant.

Third,an antecedentand the targetpossibly exhibitCase mismatch;a

dative-marked DPcanberealized aszeroundersloppyidentitywithan

accusative-markedDP:

(21)ArgumentswithCasemismatches:

A:Cheli-nun ku ay-lul ttayli-ess-ta.

Cheli-Top the child-acc hit-pstdecl

'Chelihitthechild‘

B:Yenghi-nun ___ tol-ul tenci-ess-ta.

Yenghi-Top stone-acc throw-pst-decl

'Yenghithrewastoneatthechild'

(=Yenghi-nunku ay-eykey tol-ul tenci-ess-ta.)

Yenghi-Topthe child-dat stone-acc throw-pst-decl

Takentogether,thefactsdiscussedaboveundermineauniform proanalysisof

nullDPargumentssincepro,havingnointernalstructure,isassumedtohave

strictidentitywiththeantecedentandshouldbeabletoalternatewithanovert

pronominal(PolinskyandPotsdam 2002;Monahan2003;Takita2008;Leeand

Kim 2010).

3.2. CP argument gaps

Clausalcomplements,whenrealizedaszero,alsoexhibitsimilarproperties.As

exemplified in (22),the bracketed antecedentclause has a declarative

complementizer‘ko’witha[-wh]featurewhilethetargetclauseaninterrogative

complementizer‘ci’witha[+wh]feature.

(22)Argumentswithdifferent[C]features:

A:na-nun [Cheli-ka Swumi-lul salangha-n-ta-ko]

I-Top C-nom S-acc love-pres-decl-comp[-Q]
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sayngkakha-y.

think-decl

'IthinkthatChelilovesSwumi.'

B:nay-ka Yenghi-eykey ______ mwulepoasse.

I-nom Y-dat asked

= nay-ka Yenghi-eykey [Cheli-ka Swumi-lul salangha-nun-ci]

I-nom Y-dat C-nom S-acc love-rel-comp[+Q]

mwulepoasse.

asked

'IaskedYenghiifChelilovesSwumi'

(And,Yenghisaidhedidn’t.)

Inasimilarvein,theantecedentclausein(23)hasacomplementizer‘ko’witha

[+cause]featurewhilethetargetclausethecomp‘ko’witha[-cause]feature.

(23)Argumentswithdifferent[C]features:

A:Cheli-nun [hankwuk-i pulacil-ey cwukkwu-lulci-ese]

Cheli-top Korea-nom Brazil-to football-acc lose-comp[cause]

silmangthay-ss-ta

be.disappointed-pst-decl

‘Cheliwasdisappointed sinceKorealostafootballmatchwith

Brazil.’

B:ne-nun _____ yesanghay-ss-ess-ni?

you-top expect-pst-perf-Q

= ne-nun [hankwuk-ipulacil-eycwukkwu-lulci-lke-la-ko]

you-top Korea-nom Brazil-at football-acclose-conjec.-decl-comp[decl]

yesanghay-ss-ess-ni?

expect-pst-perf-Q

‘DidyouexpectthatKoreawouldloseafootballmatchwithBrazil?’

Example(24)canbeofferedasimilaraccountexceptthattheantecedentclause

hasa[-cause]Cwhilethetargetclausea[+cause]C.
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(24)Argumentswithdifferent[C]features:

A:ne-nun [hankwuk-ipulacil-eycwukkwu-lulci-lke-la-ko]

you-topKorea-nom Brazil-at football-acclose-conjec.-decl-comp[decl]

yesanghay-ss-ess-ni?

expect-pst-perf-Q

‘DidyouexpectthatKoreawouldloseafootballmatchwithBrazil?’

B:na-nun cengmal ______ silmangthay-ss-ta.

I-top indeed be.disappointed-pst-decl

= na-nun [hankwuk-ipulacil-ey cwukkwu-lulci-ese]

I-top Korea-nom Brazil-tofootball-acc lose-comp[cause]

silmangthay-ss-ta

be.disappointed-pst-decl

‘IwasdisappointedsinceKorealostafootballmatchwithBrazil.’

Alsointriguingisexample(25)inthatthemissingargumentCPshowssome

mismatchwiththeantecedentclauseintermsof[+hon]feature.

(25)Argumentswith[+hon]mismatches7):

A:na-nuntongsayng-ul kyohoi-ey tani-la-ko seltukhay-ss-e.

I-top younger.sister-accchurch-togo-decl-comppersuade-pst-decl

‘Ipersuadedmyyoungersistertogotochurch.’

= na-nun tongsayng-uli [PROi kyohoi-eytani-la-ko]seltukhay-ss-e.

B:na-to halapeci-luli _____________ seltukhay-ss-e.

I-also grandfather-acc persuade-pst-decl

= na-to halapeci-luli [PROi kyohoi-ey tani-si-la-ko]

I-also grandfather-acc church-to go-hon-decl-comp

seltukhay-ss-e.

persuade-pst-decl

‘Ipersuadedmygrandfathertogotochurch.’

7)Oneofthereviewerspointedoutthatuseofthehonorificmarkerfor'grandfather'isa

pragmaticmatter,notagrammaticalone,andhenceitisnotamatterofgrammatical

(un)acceptability.Still,asrecentlyproposedbyHong(2013),honorificagreementcanbe

triggeredbysomecheckingfeature[±Hon]underSisterhoodinthesenseofAdger(2007).

UnderHong(2013)’sproposedanalysis,honorificagreementcanbearguablytakenassome

sortofgrammaticalonemainlydetectedinthedomainofDP,vP,andForceP.
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AsforCPgapsaswell,wehavewitnessedthatellipsisislicenseddespitethe

factthattheantecedentandthetargetarenotidentical.Togetherwiththedata

regardingDPgaps,wecanconcludefrom datawithCPgapsthatthenull

argumentsarenotnecessarilyexactcopies8)oftheantecedents.Thenextsection

willpresentaproposalonhow toaccountforthesedatasetswithmismatch

puzzles,whichchallengesapro-basedaccountofeverynullargumentinKorean.

Pro-basedaccountcannotpositaninternalstructureattheellipsissite,although

thepostulationoftheinternalstructure,atypicalsignofdeletionoperation,

playsanessentialroleinteasingapartaplausibleapproachtoaccountingfor

featuremismatches.

4. A Proposal  

4.1. The Target of Deletion

Previousanalysesofnullargumentsarerepresentedbythreeparties,i.e.the

proanalysis(AhnandCho2009,2010,2011;Moon2010;M-KPark1994,2012for

Korean),thedeletionanalysis(S-W Kim1999;Um2011forDPdeletionanalysis,

Huang1999;OtaniandWhitman1991forVPellipsisanalysis)andthehybrid

approach(ParkandBae2012,Lee2011etc.)Datapresentedinsection3exhibit

featuremismatchesandimplyaninternalstructureoftheellipsissite,which

suggeststhatdeletionoperationisresponsibleforyieldingnullargumentsinthe

relevantconstructions.Despite the factthatKorean belongsto pro-drop

languages,someargumentalgapscallforananalysisbasedon‘deletion’.An

outstandingquestionisexactlywhatundergoesdeletion?Weproposethatthe

targetofdeletionisalexicalcoremarkedwithacircleasdepictedin(26)9).

8)Seeastrongalternativeapproachtoellipsisstructurethatassumestheexactidentity—the

(PF)deletionapproachasinRoss(1967),Sag(1976),Lasnik(1995),amongothers.

9)Beforegoingintodiscussion,letmejustifytheproposedDPstructuregivenin(26).Korean

asanarticlelesslanguageisproposedtonothaveanovertelementundertheheadD.

Instead,featuressuchas[±definite]resideintheheadDsinceKoreanNPsorDPscan

standaloneintheirbareformswithoutbeingspecifiedfordefiniteness.Whentheystandin

bareforms,theyaregivenspecification bythecontexts.Duetohead-finality,D is

postulatedinthepost-complementpositionand,asmentionedabove,filledinwithnoovert
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elements.Forinstance,example(i)isambiguousduetothefactthatpyenhosa‘lawyer’isnot

specifiedasfordefiniteness,yieldingpotentiallytwointerpretations“Hemethislawyer”

and“Hemetalawyer”.

(i)ku-ka pyenhosa-lul manna-ss-ta.

he-nom lawyer-acc meet-pst-decl

a.Hemethislawyer.

b.Hemetalawyer.

Thedualfeatures[±definite]arethuspostulatedfortheDP“pyenhosa”asillustratedin(ii).

Reading(a)isobtainedinthepresenceof[+definite]featurewhilereading(b)inthe

presenceof[-definite]feature.Thisambiguousexampleiswellpredictedandexplained

underourfeature-basedproposal.

(ii)a. DP b. DP

D’ D’

NP D NP D

[+definite] [-definite]

pyenhosa pyenhosa

Note,also,that“presumable”specifiersarenotreadilydifferentiatedfrom adjunctswithin

DPstructuresinKorean.AttributesinEnglishareclearlydistinguishablefromspecifiersas

theyoccurclosertotheirheadthanspecifiers(ordeterminers) inthetraditionalNP

structure.Theyaresubjecttoawordorderconstraint:

(iii)a.theprettygirl

b.*prettythegirl

However,allthepresumabledeterminersinKoreanexhibitsyntacticbehaviorsofadjuncts.

Specifically,KoreancounterpartsofEnglishdeterminers,i.e.ku’the’,ilen‘this’,Cheli-uy

‘Cheli’s’canoccurwithotherpremodifiersoradjunctsandallofthem canbemixedup

witheachotherinanyorder:

(iv)kim kyoswunim-uy ccalpun ku kanguy

kim professor-gen short the lecture

(=ku ccalp-un kimkyoswunim-uy kanguy)

‘Theshortlectureofprof.Kim’s’

(v)kamtongcekin co moksa-uy ku selkyo

touching chopastor-gen the sermon

(=comoksa-uy ku kamtongcekin selkyo)

‘ThetouchingsermonofpastorCho’s’
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(26)TargetofDeletion10)

Specifically,allthetargetsinexamples(17-25)introduced inSection3

undergodeletionsincetheyareidenticalwiththeantecedentsintermsoflexical

cores.Lexicalcoresrefertothe(minimal)abstractlexemesorpropositionswith

nofunctionalfeaturessuchas[D],[T]and[C]specified.In(17-18),oncethe

[polarity]featureisignored,theantecedentandthetargetareidentical.Bothare

derived from the same lexeme11).In (19-20),once the [definiteness]or

[specificity]featureisignored,theantecedentandthetargetareidentical.In

(21-24),oncethe[Q]or[cause]featureisignored,theantecedentandthetarget

sharetheidenticalpropositionorlexicalcore.Thesameaccountappliesto

example(25),wheretheantecedentandthetargetareidenticaloncetheyare

strippedof[honorific]feature.

Insum,deletionislicensedin(17-25)under"lexicalcore"identitybetween

Thosethreeunderlinedpartsaretakentogetherasadjuncts.Astheycanbestackedontop

ofeachotherbyprojectingN’,theyarerepresentedassuchintheproposedstructure(26).

(SeeFukui1986forasimilarideaforJapanese)

10)Thetargetofdeletion,VP,canbeunderstoodinthesenseoftheinnermost“contentful

VP”withintheVPshellstructureproposedbyLarson(1988).

11)Refertofootnote5fortheconcept“thelexeme”.
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theantecedentand thetarget.Thoseexampleswith featuremismatches12)

severelyundermineauniformproapproachtowardsargumentalgapsinKorean.

Nextsubsectionshowshowtheellipsissitegainsrelevantinterpretation.

4.2. The Interpretive Mechanism: LF (selective) Feature Copying 

Along with the deletion operation illustrated in 4.1,wepropose LF

(selective)featurecopying(Oku1998,2001,LeeandKim2010,Lee2011)foran

interpretivemechanism.Giventheassumptionoftheminimalistprogram (and

lexicalsemanticsaswell)thatwordsarenotprimitivesbutfeaturebundles,

featurescanbe(selectively)deletedandcopied,inlinewiththeminimalists'

assumptionthatfeaturesalonecanundergomovement13).BeforegoingontoLF

12)CPdeletionisdetectednotonlyattheembeddedclausebutalsoatthemain-clauselevel.

Example(i)belowappearstoexhibitCPdeletion.Specifically,deletionofthelexicalcore

‘Cheli-kaYenghi-eykeysakwaha’yieldsanswerslike(iB).Theintendedinterpretationof

(iB)isobtainedoncethelexicalcoreisreconstructedinthetargetandthenrelevant

syntactico-semanticfeaturesarefilledinthetargetof(iB).Compatiblesyntactico-semantic

featuresareprovidedinaccordancewiththeselectionalpropertiesofeachadverbialinthe

spiritofCinque(1999)’sfunctionalhierarchybasedontheexaminationofadverbial

phrases.Based on his assumptions,Korean adverbials such as ‘ecciemyen’and

‘enceinkanun’areproposedtolicensea‘conjecture’typeclauseforce‘-ilkesita’.This

intriguingissueisunderfurtherinvestigation.

(i)A:Cheli-ka Yenghi-eykey sakwahay-ss-ni?

Cheli-nom Yenghi-dat make.an.apology-pst-Q

‘DidChelimakeanapologytoYenghi?’

B:ecciemyen.....!(=ecciemyen Cheli-ka Yenghi-eykey sakwaha-lkes-ita.)

perhaps

‘PerhapshewillmakeanapologytoYenghi.’

enceinkanun.....!(=enceinka-nun Cheli-kaYenghi-eykey sakwaha-lkes-ita.)

someday

‘SomedayhewillmakeanapologytoYenghi.’

13)Chomsky(FollowingPollock1989)suggestedthatstrongfeaturesareassociatedwithovert

movementandweakfeatureswithcovertmovement.Covertmovement,sinceitisa

post-SpellOutoperationandhenceisnotconstrainedbyphoneticoutcome,canbetaken

astheminimalmovementofthecheckingfeaturesinsteadofthewholelexicalitems.

Giventhatfeaturemovementisamoreminimaloperationthanmovingawholecategory,

thisexplainswhycovertmovementispreferredtoovertmovement.

Crucially,asrephrasedbyOku(2001),Chomsky(1995a)madeitclearthat‘LFfeature
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featurecopying,letusseewhywehavetoreassessauniform proanalysisof

nullCPargumentsandneedtofindanalternative.

BasedonMerchant(2001),AhnandCho(2009)14)arguedthatthereisnoCP

deletioninKoreanandthateverynullCPargumentisjustprointhislanguage.

Take(28)asanillustrativeexample(AhnandCho2009).Specifically,they

proposedthattheclausalcomplement‘Yenghi-kaToli-lulsalangha-n-ta-ko’in

(28A)turnintoanominal’Yenghi-kaToli-lulsalangha-n-ta-nunkes’or’ku-kes’

asin(28B’-B’’)andthenbecomeproin(28B),resultinginaninvisibleargument.

(28)A:na-nun[Yenghi-ka Toli-lulsalangha-n-ta-ko]mit-nun-ta.

I-Top Y.-Nom T.-Acc love-Pres-Dec-C belive-Pres-Dec

‘IbelieveYenghilovesToli.’

B:na-nun__mit-ci-anh-a.

I-Top believe-Neg-decl

‘Lit.Idon’tbelieve.’

= B‘:na-nun[Yenghi-ka Toli-lul salangha-n-ta-nun

I-top Yenghi-nom Toli-acc love-decl-rel

kes-ul] mit-ci-ahn-a.

the.thing-acc believe-Not-Pres-Dec

=B‘': na-to ku kes mitci-ahn-a.

I-too the thing believe-Not-Pres-Dec

‘Idon’tbelievethefact.’

Theirproposed conversion testseemstoworkattheaboveconversation

employinganidenticalcomplementizer'-ko'betweentheantecedentandthe

targetclause.The“mismatch”examplesintroduced in section 3(partially

reintroducedbelow in(29-32)),however,constituteaseriouschallengetoa

decomposition’ofalexicalitem isavailableandthatonlyrelevantfeaturesofalexical

itemcanbeaffectedbyLFsyntacticoperations.

14)Merchant(2001)arguedthatCPdeletionisnotallowedinEnglishbecauseonlyfunctional

categoriescanbearEfeatureandlicensetheellipsisoftheircomplements.AhnandCho

(2009),followingMerchant(2001),proposedthatKoreandoesnotallowCPdeletionsince

alexicalcategoryVcannotbearE-feature.Merchant(2001),however,admittedthatthe

possibilityofextendinghisanalysistootherlanguagesstillneedfurtherinvestigation

throughextensivecross-linguisticstudies.
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uniformproanalysisofeverynullCPargument.Forone,asto(29),proponents

ofproanalysiswillhavetoarguethattheclausalcomplement‘Cheli-ka

Swumi-lulsalangha-n-ta-ko’in(29A)turnsintoanominal’Cheli-kaSwumi-lul

salangha-n-ta-nun-kes’or‘ku-kes’,andthen’ku-kes’becomesproin(29B),an

invisibleargument.

(29)Argumentswithdifferentsortsofcomplementizers

A:na-nun [Cheli-ka Swumi-lul salangha-n-ta-ko]

I-Top C-nom S-acc love-pres-decl-comp [-Q]

sayngkakha-y.

think-decl

'IthinkthatChelilovesSwumi.'

B:nay-ka Yenghi-eykey ______ mwulepoasse.

I-nom Y-dat asked

=nay-ka Yenghi-eykey [Cheli-ka Swumi-lulsalangha-nun-ci]

I-nom Y-dat C-nom S-acc love-rel-comp[+Q]

mwulepoasse.

asked

'IaskedYenghiifChelilovesSwumi'

(Thisutterancecanbepossiblyfollowedby"And,Yenghisaidhe

didn’t".)

Note,however,thattheconversiondoesnotworkin(29)sinceitleadstoan

unacceptableutterance“nay-ka Yenghi-eykey Cheli-ka Swumi-lul

salangha-n-ta-nun-kesmwulepoasse”.

Consideranotherexample(30)thatseverelyunderminesproanalysisofnull

CParguments.

(30)Argumentswithdifferentsortsofcomplementizers

A:ne-nun [hankwuk-i pulacil-eycwukkwu-lulci-lke-la-ko]

you-top Korea-nom Brazil-at football-acclose-conjec.-decl-comp[decl]

yesanghay-ss-ess-ni?

expect-pst-perf-Q

‘DidyouexpectthatKoreawouldloseafootballmatchwithBrazil?’
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B:na-nun cengmal______ silmangthay-ss-ta.

I-top indeed be.disappointed-pst-decl

‘IwasdisappointedsinceKorealostafootballmatchwithBrazil.’

=na-nun [hankwuk-i pulacil-ey cwukkwu-lulci-ese]

I-top Korea-nom Brazil-to football-acc lose-comp[cause]

silmangthay-ss-ta

be.disappointed-pst-decl

AhnandCho(2009)’sproanalysispredictsthatthenullargumentin(30B)ispro

thatreferstoaclausalnominal‘hankwuk-ipulacil-ey cwukkwu-lul ci-lke-la-

nun-kes’.Theycannotpredicttheintendedmeaningof(30B).Simplyput,since

theyexplaineverynullargumentbyresortingtoprowithnointernalstructure,

theyfacedifficultyaccountingforexampleswithanyfeaturemismatches.15)

Consideranotherinterestingone(31)beforepresentingourownanalysis.

(31)Argumentswith[+hon]mismatches:

A:na-nun tongsayng-ul kyohoi-eytani-la-ko seltukhay-ss-e.

I-top younger.sister-accchurch-togo-decl-comppersuade-pst-decl

= na-nun tongsayng-uli [PROi kyohoi-eytani-la-ko]seltukhay-ss-e.

‘Ipersuadedmyyoungerbrothertoattendchurch.’

B:na-to halapeci-lul _____________ seltukhay-ss-e.‘

I-also grandfather-acc persuade-pst-decl

‘Ialsopersuadedmygrandfathertoattendchurch.’

= na-to halapeci-luli [PROi kyohoi-ey tani-si-la-ko]

I-also grandfather-acc church-to go-hon-decl-comp

seltukhay-ss-e.

persuade-pst-decl

Asspecifiedin(31),PROisidentifiedbyitsantecedent'grandfather'andthe

honorificsubject'PRO'requiresanhonorificagreementmorpheme'-si'ofthe

predicatortani-ta'attend'.Proponentsofproanalysisofnullargumentswillhave

topositaclausalnominal'kyohoi-eytani-lkes'or‘kukes’forthemissingCP

15)Otherthanthisproblem,theirproanalysisofnullCParguments"burdens"everyclausal

argumentwithanextranominalizationprocessbeforeellipsis.
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positiontoarguethatthemissingCPisinfactadisguisedCPdeletionofpro.

Theythenimmediatelyfaceadifficultyaccountingforfailureofhonorific

agreement,whichresultsinunacceptabilityof(32B').Specifically,AhnandCho

(2009)predictsthat'kyohoi-eytani-lkes'isrealizedasprointhetargetclauseB.

Thispredictionyieldsanunacceptablesentenceasin(32B'),whichdoesnot

havearequiredhonorificagreementmorpheme.

(32)A:na-nun tongsayng-ul kyohoi-ey tani-la-ko

I-top younger.sister-acc church-to go-decl-comp

seltukhay-ss-e.

persuade-pst-decl

=na-nun tongsayng-uli[PROi kyohoi-eytani-la-ko]seltukhay-ss-e.

B:(AhnandCho'sprediction:B=B')

na-to halapeci-luli pro seltukhay-ss-e.

I-also grandfather-acc persuade-pst-decl

B':*na-to halapeci-luli PROi kyohoi-ey tani-lkes-ul

I-also grandfather-acc church-to go-NML-acc

seltukhay-ss-e.

persuade-pst-decl

Sofarwehaveseenhurdlesthatproponentsofproaccounthaveyetto

overcome.Allthesechallengesledustopursueanalternativelineofanalysis

andproposeargumentdeletionoperationfollowedbyLF(selective)feature

copying.Beforeseeing how itworks,letusreview ournovelexamples

presentedaboveinsection3.Examples(17-21)containDPargumentalgaps

exhibitingvariousfeaturemismatchessuchaspolarity(17-18),specificity(19-20)

andCase(21).Likewise,examples(22-25)carryCPargumentalgapsdisplaying

diversefeaturemismatchessuchas[Q]or[wh](22),somesemanticfeature

[cause](23-24)andsomeagreementfeature[hon](25).Asforthese“mismatch”

examples,weproposedin4.1thatthetargetundergoesdeletionwhenidentical

withtheantecedentintermsof“lexicalcores”.Anoutstandingquestionishow

thegaprecoversorgainsrelevantinterpretations.Take(33)foranillustrative

exampleofDPdeletion.
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(33)ArgumentswithPolaritymismatches(=example(17)):

Q:ne amwukesto an mek-ess-ni?

you anything neg eat-pst-Q

'Youdidnoteatanything?'

A:ani, na (mwuesinka-lul) mek-ess-e.

no I something-acc eat-pst-decl

'Yes,Iatesomething'

Asdiscussed aboveinfootnote5,DPs‘amwukesto’and ‘mwuesinka’are

identicaloncestrippedofpolarityfeatures.Thatis,theysharethesamelexical

core.Sincethetarget‘mwuesinka’isidenticalwiththeantecedent‘amwukesto'

inthelexicalcore,itundergoesdeletion.Now,ourquestionishow thegap

obtainsrelevantinterpretation.Ourproposalisthatfirstthelexicalcoreis

reconstructedatthedeletionsiteandthenrelevantsyntacticandsemantic

featuresarefilled inatLFinaccordancewithC-and S-selectionofthe

predicate.Sincetheanswerpartin(33)isapositivestatement,positivepolarity

featuresareprovidedsubsequenttoreconstructionofthelexicalcore,yielding

anintendedinterpretation'Iatesomething’.

CPdeletionisalsogivenasimilaraccount.Consider(34)with[C]feature

mismatch.

(34)Argumentswithdifferent[C]features(=example(22)):

A:na-nun [Cheli-ka Swumi-lulsalangha-n-ta-ko]

I-Top C-nom S-acc love-pres-decl-comp[-Q]

sayngkakha-y.

think-decl

'IthinkthatChelilovesSwumi.'

B:nay-ka Yenghi-eykey ______ mwulepoasse.

I-nom Y-dat asked

= nay-ka Yenghi-eykey [Cheli-ka Swumi-lulsalangha-nun-ci]

I-nom Y-dat C-nom S-acc love-rel-comp[+Q]

mwulepoasse.

asked

'IaskedYenghiifChelilovesSwumi'(And,Yenghisaidhedidn’t.)
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Asisthecaseinotherconstructionsintheminimalistprogram,theexact

implementationcanvary,butweproposethattheCPargumentisdeletedunder

identity with theantecedentin termsofthelexicalcoreand then,for

interpretation,atLFthelexicalcoreisreconstructedatthedeletionsitethrough

CopyandMergeoperation.Specifically,in(34B),thedeletedpartatPFis

"Cheli-kaSwumi-lulsalangha"underidentitywiththelexicalcorein(34A),

whichcorrespondstothecontentfulVPundertheLarsonianVP-shellstructure.

Althoughthedependents‘-nun-ci’survivedeletion,theyarenotrealizedonthe

surfacesincethey,asboundmorphemes,cannotstandalonewithoutroots.This

thusyieldsaresponselike(34B),whichis‘nay-ka Yenghi-eykey

mwulepoasse’.

Now,aninterpretiveprocess,LFCopying,startsupintheargumentalgap

position.First,thelexicalcore'Cheli-kaSwumi-lulsalangha'isreconstructedat

thedeletionsitethroughCopyandMergeoperation.Sincethelexicalcore

cannotdirectlycombinewiththematrixverb'mut-',aseriesofcategory

selectionoccursaccordingtotheselectionalrequirementofeachlexicalor

functionalcategories.

First,letusconsidertheselectionalpropertiesofthematrixverb'mut-'.It

requiressomesortofcomplementizer.Canthecomplementizer'-ko'becopied

from theantecedent?Giventhefactthatthecomplementizer'-ko'isaKorean

counterpartoftheEnglishcomplementizer'that',ithasafeaturecomposition

[-wh,+finite].Foraconvergentderivation,weproposethatthe[wh]featureofC

shouldnotbecopiedfrom theantecedent(34A).Rather,the[+wh]featureis

'syntactically'filledintheCof(34B),yieldingaQ morpheme'-ci'sincethe

matrixpredicatemut-'ask'in(34B)requiresa[+wh]complementizer16).Consider

16)Howis[wh]featureofCdeterminedin(34B)?Therelevantfeatureisdeterminedbythe

mainverbmwut-ta'ask',whichhas[+wh]featureandrequiresacompatible[+wh]C(P).

Englishexamplesin(i-ii)confirmthatCPisselectedbythemainverb.Specifically,[+wh]

interrogativeanddubitativeverbssuchas'inquire'and'wonder'select[+wh]C'whether'

while[-wh]cognitiveandassertativeverbssuchas'believe'and'claim'require[-wh]C

'that'.Inotherwords,averbselectsitsowncompatibleCP.

(i)a.Marybelieved/claimedthatJohnstolethewallet.

b.*Marybelieved/claimedwhetherJohnstolethewallet.

(ii)a.*Maryinquired/wonderedthatJohnstolethewallet.

b.Maryinquired/wonderedwhetherJohnstolethewallet.
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thenext'featurefilling'processbasedontheselectionalrequirementofthe

[+wh]C.Thismorphemerequires[+finite]T,'-nun'inthisexample.Finally,the

concatenatedboundmorphemes‘-nun-ci’searchesforarootVPtoresortto,

whichisthereconstructedone'Cheli-kaSwumi-lulsalangha‘.Now,thewhole

sentence 'nay-ka Yenghi-eykey [Cheli-ka Swumi-lul salangha-nun-ci]

mwulepoasse'is builtup atLF and successfully yields the intended

interpretation.

Discussion so farcan besummarized asfollows:[1]Discourse-bound

variableinterpretationisinherentinthemeaningofthepredicator(Example11).

Inthiscase,theargumentcanbetakenasanimplicitoneorpro.[2]Null

argumentshavegenericinterpretations‘we’or‘they’withoutthepresenceofthe

antecedentatall(Examples12-13).Thesemaybepro-drop.[3]Somenull

argumentsalternatewithanovertpronominal‘kukes’or‘ku’(Examples14-16).

Thesemaybepro.[4]Someargumentsarerealizedaszeroeventhoughthey

show mismatcheswiththeantecedentsintermsofsemanticandsyntactic

features(Examples17-25).Argumentsthatareidenticalin'lexicalcores'withthe

antecedentsareproposed to undergo deletion.Nullargumentsaregiven

interpretation through selectivefeaturecopying atLF.Syntacticprocesses

involvedareasfollows;first,lexicalcoresarereconstructedatthedeletionsite

andthentheothersyntacticallyandsemanticallycompatiblefeaturessuchas

polarity,[specificity],Case,[Q]or[wh],and[Hon]featureetc.arefilledinas

requiredbythelinguisticcontexts,i.e.C-andS-selectionofthepredicateetc,for

instance.

5. Conclusion and Implications

Discussionsofarleadsustoconjecturethateither“noteverynullargument

isproinKorean”or“theproposedfeaturecomposition[+pronominal,-anaphor]

ofproneedstoberevised”.Letuscontemplatethelatterconjecturefirst.Ifwe

seriouslyconsiderrevisionofthefeaturecompositionofpro,wearetryingto

altertheoriginaldefinitionofaconcept'pro'inordertoarguethateverynull

argumentisproinKorean.Thisisnotarightdirectiontopursuesincewe

cannottampertheoriginalconcepttoaccommodateexamplesthatarenot
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explainedbythegivendefinition.Forthisrationale,ratherthanadoptingthe

latterpropositionandtryingtorevisethefeaturecompositionofpro,wecannot

butchoosetheformerpropositionthatnoteverynullargumentisproinKorean.

In ordertoadvocatethisclaim,thispaperoffered somenovelempirical

evidenceand aprincipled accountfortheellipsisofnominalandclausal

arguments(DPandCP,respectively).Inparticular,wewentintovariousfeature

mismatchpuzzles(or,sloppinesspuzzles)bothinDPandCPnullarguments.

Thesetwosortsofnullargumentsaregivenrelevantinterpretationthrougha

unifiedinterpretivemechanism,LF(selective)featurecopying,basedontheC-

andS-selectionofthepredicatorinthetargetclause.Weleaveanylooseends

forfutureresearch,recallingChomsky(1965)'soldremarksthattheconditionof

deletionisnotidentitybutrather"nondistinctness”intermsoffeaturesofthe

antecedentandtheellipticsiteand,hence,somekindofsloppinessisallowed

underdeletion.Sloppiness,asChomskyremarked,ISasignofdeletion.
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