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examinesnumbermarkingpatternsofKoreanreflexivesandtheirinterpretations.

Koreanreflexivescanbegroupedintotwocategoriesbasedonwhetherthey

containapronoun;pronoun-containingreflexivesandpronoun-lackingreflexives.

Pronoun-containingreflexivessuchasku-casin‘3-self’and ku-casin-tul‘3-self-Pl’

requiretheirantecedentstomatchtheirnumberfeatures,onaparwithEnglish

reflexives,e.g.,himself/themselves.Interestingly,however,the pronoun-lacking

reflexivecaki(casin)‘self(self)’,whichappearstobesingularinitsform,canhave

eithersingularorpluralnominalsasitsantecedents.Whatismore,caki(casin)

exceptionallyinducesdistributivityonapluralantecedent,asnotedbyHuang

(2001)fortheChinesereflexiveziji‘self’.Complicatingthepictureisanotherfact

thatpluralmarkingon caki(casin),i.e.,caki(casin)-tul‘self(self)-Pl’,removesthe

exceptionaldistributivityinducingpropertyofcaki(casin).Ishow thatthepeculiar

numbermarkingpatternsoftheKoreanreflexivesserveasatestinggroundfortwo

opposingviewsonoptionalpluralmarkingsuggestedintheliterature.Iclaim that

thenumbermarkingpatternsoftheKoreanreflexivesargueagainstwhatisoften

calledAmbiguityHypothesisbutfollow from whatcanbecalledOptionalNumP

Hypothesiscouchedwithinthenumbermarkingsystem developedbyKim (2005).
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1. Introduction: A contrast between English and Korean

InlanguagessuchasEnglish,anon-pluralnominalcanonlyrefertoa

singularindividual:

(1)Johnmetmyfriend.

Myfriendin(1)cannotbeusedtorefertoapluralindividual.Todoso,the

pluralmarkersisrequired,asshownin(2):

(2)Johnmetmyfriends.

Inthistypeoflanguage,pluralmarkingisobligatoryifonewantstotalkabout

morethanoneentity.

Notalllanguages,however,behavelikeEnglish.Inmanynon-European

languagessuchasKoreanandChinese,anon-pluralnominalcanbeusedto

refertoasingularorpluralindividualdependingoncontext,asshownin(3)

and(4):

(3)Wuriemma-nun ney chinku-lulshileha-n-ta. [Korean]

my mother-Top my friend-Acchate-Pres-Dc

‘Mymotherhatesmyfriend/s.’

(4)Zuotian wo mai le shu. [Chinese]

Yesterday I buy Asp book

‘Yesterday,Iboughtoneormorebooks.’(RullmannandYou2003:1)

Asa result,theKorean pluralmarkertul,which removesthesingular

interpretation,isnotrequiredtorefertoapluralentity,asshownin(5).

(5)Wuriemma-nun ney chinku-(tul)twu myeong-ul shileha-n-ta.

my mother-Topmy friend-(Pl)two Clhuman-Acc hate-Pres-Dc

‘Mymotherhatestwoofmyfriend*(s).’

Oneplausiblewaytoaccountfortheambiguousinterpretationofnon-plural
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nominalsinKorean-typelanguagesistoattributetheambiguitytothezero

realization[NumPpl∅]ofthepluralmorphemetul.Underthisview,whichIcall

AmbiguityHypothesis,theambiguousinterpretationresultsfrom theambiguous

representationsofchinku‘friend’,asgivenin(6):

(6)[NumPsgchinku‘friend’] [NumPplchinku-∅ ‘friend’]

Whenthepluralmorphemeisrealizedasazeromorpheme,thenounitattaches

tohappenstolookthesameasitssingularcounterpart.Hence,theambiguity

follows.Crucially,undertheambiguityhypothesis,whatappearstobeoptional

isinfactnotoptional;pluralmarkingappearstobeoptionalbecauseofthetwo

differentwaysofrealizingthepluralfeature[NumPpl].Thisviewisessentially

thepositiontakenbyChung(2000)toaccountfortheambiguousinterpretation

ofIndonesiannon-plural-markednominals.Considerthefollowingexcerptfrom

Chung(2000)(SeeUedaandHaraguchi2008forasimilarview):

Whereasa reduplicated noun isalways construed as plural,the

correspondingunreduplicated nouncanbeconstrued assingularor

pluraldependingoncontext.Thisamountstosayingthatsemantically

pluralnounscanberealizedmorphologicallyintwoways.(Chung2000:

165-166)

Inanotherlineofapproach,however,researchershaveattemptedtolocate

thesourceoftheambiguityintheinherentmeaningofnouns(e.g.,Kim 2005).

Underthisview,which IcallOptionalNumP Hypothesis,NumP isonly

optionallyprojectedandtheambiguousinterpretationobtainswhenNumPis

notprojectedasthedenotationofanounrangesoverbothsingularandplural

entities.Inthisapproach,theambiguityisonlyapparent;theambiguous

meaningisnotattributedtotheambiguousrepresentationbuttotheinherent

meaningofanon-pluralnominal.Anon-pluralnominalsuchaschinku‘friend’

issimplyanNPwithoutNumP,asshownin(7):

(7)[NPchinku‘friend’]
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Sincethedenotationofchinku‘friend’rangesoverbothsingularandplural

entities,pluralmarkingisnotnecessarytorefertoapluralentity.Informally

speaking,pickingasingularentityfromthedenotationofthenounwouldlead

toasingularreading,whilepickingapluralentitywouldleadtoaplural

reading.Underthisapproach,optionalpluralmarkingisduetotheoptional

projectionofNumP.

Thesetwoopposingviewsonnumberhaveemergedfrom theattemptsto

capture the ambiguous interpretation of non-plural-marked nominals of

non-European languages,asshown above,and theirattention hasbeen

exclusivelyrestrictedtothedomainofcontentfulnouns.Inthisarticle,Ishow

thatthesamedebateonnumbercanbecarriedovertoanotherdomain,i.e.,

reflexives,andthatnumbermarkingpatternsofreflexivesprovideatestground

forthetwohypothesesonoptionalpluralmarking.Iwillarguethatnumber

markingpatternsofreflexivesposeaseriouschallengetoAmbiguityHypothesis

butfollowsfrom Optional-NumP Hypothesiscouched within thenumber

markingsystem developedbyKim (2005).

2. Reflexives and challenges to Ambiguity Hypothesis

Koreanreflexivesroughlyfallintotwoclassesdependingonwhetherthey

contain pronounsinsidethem.Pronoun-containing reflexives,which Icall

pronominalreflexives,generallyhavetheformofpronoun+self,e.g.,kucasin‘3self’,

whereaspronoun-lackingreflexives,whichIcallbarereflexives,simplyhavetwo

selfsorhaveonlyoneofthem,asincaki(casin)‘self(self)’.

(8) Non-plural Plural

a.Pronominalreflexives:kucasin‘3self kucasin-tul‘3self-Pl’

b.Barereflexives: caki(casin)‘self(self)’caki(casin)-tul‘self(self)-Pl’

Asareflexive,thebarereflexivecaki(casin)cannothaveitsownreferentjustlike

Englishreflexives:
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(9) *Caki(casin)-i woa-ss-ta.

self(self)-Nom come-Pst-Dc

‘*Himselfcame.’

Itcanonlygetitsmeaningfromanotherlinguisticexpression,i.e.,antecedent,as

shownin(10).

(10)Chelswu1-nun caki(casin)1/*2-(l)ul shileha-n-ta.

Chelswu-Top self(self)-Acc hate-Pres-Dc

‘Chelswuhateshimself.’

Interestingly,thebarereflexivecaki(casin)‘self(self)’cantakenotjusta

singularantecedent,butalsoapluralantecedent,asshownin(11),inamanner

quitesimilartothewayKoreannon-plural-markednominalsareambiguous.

ThesameistrueofChinesebarereflexiveziji,asnotedbyHuang(2001):

(11)a.Chelswu1-nun caki(casin)1-(l)ul calangsulewueyha-n-ta.

Chelswu-Top self(self)-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Chelswuisproudofhimself.’

b.Kuay-tul1-un caki(casin)1-(l)ul calangsulewueyha-n-ta.

Thatchild-Pl-Top self(self)-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Thosechildreneachareproudofthemselves.’

(12)a.Zhangsan zai kuajiang ziji le.

Zhangsanat criticize self Asp

‘Zhangsanispraisinghimself.’

b.Tamen you zai kuajiang ziji le.

They again at praise self Asp

‘Theyarepraisingthemselvesagain.’(Huang2001:7)

Althoughthenatureofambiguityofcaki(casin)maynotbeexactlythesameas

thatofcontentfulbarenouns,thebarereflexivecaki(casin)canbesaidtobe

ambiguousinnumberinthatweneedtoaccountforhowitcantakeasingular

orpluralantecedent,justasweneedtoexplainhowbarecontentfulnounscan

refertosingularorpluralentities.1)
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Atfirstglance,itseemsprettystraightforwardfortheambiguityhypothesis

tocapturethefactthatcaki(casin)iscompatiblewithbothsingularandplural

antecedents.Assigningcaki(casin)the[NumPsg]or[NumPpl∅]featurethat

matchesthenumberspecificationofitsantecedent,asshownin(13),would

easilyaccountfortheexamplesin(11)and(12),asillustratedin(13):

(13)a.Chelswu1-nun [NumPsgcaki(casin)1]-(l)ul calangsulewueyha-n-ta.

Chelswu-Top self-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Chelswuisproudofhimself.’

b.Ku ay-tul1-un[NumPplcaki(casin)-∅1]-(l)ulcalangsulewueyha-n-ta.

Thatchild-Pl-Top self-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Thosechildreneachareproudofthemselves.’

Caki(casin)cantakeapluralantecedentduetothezerorealizationoftheplural

markertul.Onecrucialpredictionoftheambiguityhypothesisisthattheovert

pluralmorphemetulshouldbeabletoappearinplaceof∅,unlessthereisan

independentmorphologicalconstraintthatblocksitsrealization.Thisprediction

appearstobeborneout,asshownin(14).

1)OneofthereviewersnotesthatKoreanbarenounsarecompatiblewithcollectivepredicates,

asshownbelow:

(i) haksayng-i wundongcang-ey moyessta.

student-Nom playground-Loc gathered

‘(The)studentsgatheredintheplayground.’

Thisfact,however,doesnotmeanthattulcanberealizedasanullmorpheme.According

toKim’s(2005)analysis(seealsoKang(1994)forthesameview),asnotedin(7)inthetext,

Koreanbarenounsdenotebothsingularandpluralentitiesand,astheydenoteplural

entities,theycancombinewithcollectivepredicates.Thedenotationofanon-plural-marked

reflexive,ofcourse,cannotbethesameasthatofabarenoun,asshownin(15)and(16).

Therearemanyconceivablewaystoviewthedenotationofanon-pluralmarkedreflexive.

TheassumptionthatIadopthereisthatitisalexicalitemthatrangesoversingularentities

andturnsapredicatecontainingitasadistributivepredicate.Iwillnotattempttodefend

thisassumptionagainstitsalternatives,asitgoesbeyondthescopeofthispaper.
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(14)Ku ay-tul1-un [NumPplcaki(casin)-tul1]-lul calangsulewueyha-n-ta.

Thatchild-Pl-Top self-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Thosechildrenareproudofthemselves.’

AlthoughAmbiguityHypothesisappearstoprovideasatisfactoryaccount

forthesimplecasessuchas(11)-(14),thingsgetgrayerwhenweconsider

furtherdata.Consider(15)and(16).

(15)Pwuin-tul1-inampyen-tul2-ekey[caki-*(tul)1+2-isangkum-ulthalkela-ko]malhayssta.

wife-Pl-Nom husband-Pl-Dat self-Pl-Nom prize.money-Accwin-Compsaid

‘[Everywife]1told[her1husband]2thatthey1+2willwintheprizemoney.’

(16)Kuay-tul1-i [caki-*(tul)1-i wundongcang-ey moyessta-ko] malhayssta.

Thatchild-Pl-Nom self-(Pl)-Nom playground-Loc gathered-Compsaid

‘Thosechildren1saidthatthey1gatheredintheplayground.’

Whentheantecedentissplit,asshownin(15),tulmustbemarkedovertly.

Anothercasewheretulismarkedovertlyisgivenin(16).Whenthepredicateof

theembeddedclauseisapluralseekingpredicate,asillustratedin(17),tulis

required.

(17)*Chelswu-ka wundongcang-ey moyessta.

Chelswu-Nom playground-Loc gathered

‘*Chelswugatheredintheplayground.’

UnderAmbiguityHypothesis,tulispredictedtoalternatefreelywiththezero

pluralmarker∅ unlessthereisan independentmorphologicalconstraint

blockingoneortheother.Thesentencesin(13-14)andthesentencesin(15-16)

don’tseemtobedifferentinsuchawayastotriggeramorphologicalconstraint

toblockthezerorealizationoftulin(15-16)buttoallowitin(13).

AnotherpieceofevidenceagainstAmbiguityHypothesiscomesfrom the

comparisonofthemeaningsofthesentenceswealreadysawin(13b)and(14).

Letusreconsiderthetwosentences,reproducedhereas(18)and(19):
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(18)Ku ay-tul1-un [NumPplcaki(casin)-∅1]-(l)ul calangsulewueyha-n-ta.

Thatchild-Pl-Top self-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Thosechildreneachareproudofthemselves.’

(19)Ku ay-tul1-un [NumPplcaki(casin)-tul1]-lul calangsulewueyha-n-ta.

That child-Pl-Top self-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Thosechildrenareproudofthemselves.’

UnderAmbiguityHypothesis,themeaningofthetwosentencesshouldbe

identical,becausetheirsoledifferenceliesinthemorphologicalform ofthe

pluralmarker.Surprisingly,however,themeaningof(18)isnotidenticaltothat

of(19),aswecanseefrom thetranslations.Whenthebarereflexivecaki(casin)

appearswithoutthepluralmarker,asin (18),itinvokesa distributive

interpretationonapluralantecedent;eachofthosechildrenisproudofhimself.The

sentencewouldnotbeappropriateforscenarioswherethemembersofagroup

areeachpraisingorcriticizingthewholegrouporeachother,whichisknown

ascollectivereading.Bycontrast,whencaki(casin)isovertlymarkedwithtul,the

collectivereadingisavailableaswellasthedistributivereading.Thismeaning

contrastdoesnotfollow from AmbiguityHypothesisinwhichthe[NumPpl]

featurecanbemorphologicallyrealizedintwoways,i.e.,[NumPpltul]or

[NumPpl∅].

Giventheobligatorydistributiveinterpretationofcaki(casin),itistemptingto

say that caki(casin) is always [NumPsg cakicasin] and the distributive

interpretationsomehowresultsfromthesingularfeatureofcakicasin.Thereare,

however,manyreasonstorejectthisalternative.Firstofall,itisnotclearwhy

[NumPplcakicasin-∅]isnotavailableinthiscase.Thatis,whatblocksthezero

realizationoftul?Theredoesnotseem tobeaprincipledanswertothis

question.Second,if[NumPsgcakicasin]cantakeapluralantecedent,theopposite

case,i.e.,[NumPplcakicasin-tul]takingasingularantecedent,ispredictedtobe

possible.Contrarytothisprediction,theovertplural-markedreflexivecannot

takeasingularantecedent,asshownin(20).2)

2)Ifweassume,asoneofthereviewersnotes,thatcaki(casin)isboundbytheinherently

singularnulloperator‘each’,myargumentin(20)doesnotnecessarilygothrough.

However,ifweassume,asIdointhetext,thatcaki(casin)withsingularfeaturecantakea

pluralantecedent,thiscanbetakentomeanthattheKoreanreflexiveisnotrequiredto
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(20)*Chelswu1-nun [NumPplcaki(casin)-tul1]-ul calangsulewuyha-n-ta.

Chelswu-Top self(self)-Pl-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Chelswuisproudofselves[literal].’

Furthermore,ifthenon-pluralform cakicasinalwayshasthesingularfeature

[NumPsgcakicasin]andsomehowcantakeapluralantecedent,wepredictthat

pronominalreflexives(pronoun-containingreflexives)shouldalsobeabletotake

pluralantecedentsinlinewithcakicasin.Contrarytothisprediction,however,

non-plural-markedpronominalreflexivescanonlyhavesingularantecedents,as

shownin(21a)and(21c).Notealsothatplural-markedpronominalreflexives

canonlytakepluralantecedentsinlinewith(20).

(21)a.Chelswu1-nun [ku-casin]1-ul cohaha-n-ta.

Chelswu-Top he-self-Acc like-Pres-Dc

‘Chelswulikeshimself.’

b.*Chelswu1-nun ku-casin-tul1-ul cohaha-n-ta.

Chelswu-Top he-self-Pl-Acc like-Pres-Dc

‘*Chelswulikesthemselves.’

c.*Ku ai-tul1-un ku-casin1-ul cohaha-n-ta.

That child-Pl-Top he-self-Acc like-Pres-Dc

‘*Thosechildrenlikehimself.’

d.Kuai-tul1-un ku-casin-tul1-ul cohaha-n-ta.

Thatchild-Pl-Top he-self-Pl-Acc like-Pres-Dc

‘Thosechildrenlikethemselves.’

Theexamplesin(21)stronglysuggeststhatinvokingthe[NumPsg]featurefor

caki(casin)isnottenable.

Tosumup,thenumbermarkingpatternsofKoreanreflexivesstronglyargue

againstAmbiguityHypothesis.Assigningthenullpluralmarker[NumPpl∅]to

caki(casin)bringsupaseriousquestionastowhenthenullform canalternate

withtheoverttul,astherearecaseswhereonlyovertformsareallowed,as

shownin(15)and(16).Noprincipledanswerseemstobeavailable;thereare

matchitsantecedentinnumber,whichinturnlogicallypredictsthatcaki(casin)-tulcantake

asingularantecedent.
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apparentlynomorphologicalreasonstoblockthezerorealizationoftheplural

featurein(15)and(16)butallow itin(13b).Furthermore,thefactthata

sentencewithcaki(casin)isdifferentfrom itscounterpartwithcaki(casin)-tulin

their meaning constitutes another strong argument against Ambiguity

Hypothesis.Evenifoneclaimsthatthenon-plural-markedcaki(casin)isalways

singular,asin[NumPsgcaki(casin)],itdoesnotfareanybetter,asweexplored

above.Thus,Iconcludethatassigninganynumberfeaturetocaki(casin)leadto

aproblem onewayoranother.

3. Optional NumP Hypothesis

Wehaveseenthatassigningeitherthe[NumPsg]or[NumPpl∅]featureto

caki(casin)leadstoaproblem.Thissuggeststhatthesourceoftheproblemisthe

projectionofNumP.UnlikeAmbiguityHypothesisinwhichoneofthenumber

featuresisassignedtocaki(casin),NumPisconsideredtobeprojectedoptionally

inOptionalNumPHypothesis.Hence,OptionalNumPHypothesisdoesnotface

thesameproblemsthatAmbiguityHypothesisfaces.However,withoutatightly

constrainedsystem whichpredictswhentoprojectNumP,OptionalNumP

Hypothesiswouldsufferfromproblemsofothersort.Kim(2005)proposessuch

atightlyconstrainednumbermarkingsystem whichpredictswhenNumPis

projectedinKorean.A briefintroductionofhistheoryisthereforeinorder

beforewedelveintotheobserveddata.

3.1. Kim (2005)

Asmentionedatthebeginning,Koreannon-pluralnominalsaregenerally

interpretedassingularorplural:

(22)Chelswu-nun ecey chinku-lul manna-ss-ta.

Chelswu-Top yesterday friend-Acc meet-Pst-Dc

‘Chelswumetafriend/friendsyesterday.’

However,itisnotthecasethatKoreannon-pluralsarealwaysambiguous
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betweensingularandplural.AsnotedbyKang(1994)andKim(2005),theyare

unambiguouslyinterpretedassingularinademonstrativecontext,asshownin

(23).

(23)Chelswu-nun ku/i/ce haksayng-ul po-ass-ta.

Chelswu-Top that/this/that student-Acc see-Pst-Dc

‘Chelswusawthat/thisstudent(*thesestudents).’

Thenon-pluralnounkuhaksayng‘thatstudent’canonlyrefertoasingular

student,asthetranslationin(23)shows.Consequently,pluralmarkingis

requiredinordertorefertoapluralindividual.Thisisillustratedin(24).

(24)Chelswu-nun ku/i/ce haksayng-tul-ul po-ass-ta.

Chelswu-Top that/this/that student-Pl-Acc see-Pst-Dc

‘Chelswusawthesestudents.’

WhenthesubjectChelswusaw morethanonestudent,wecannotdropthe

pluralmarkertulin(24).

In Kim’stheory,NumP isnotprojected unlessitisforced to.In

non-demonstrativecontexts,nothingforcesNumPtobeprojectedexceptthe

overtpluralmarkertul.Hence,non-plural-markednominalsarealwaysNPs,

andtheyareinterpretedambiguouslysincetheirdenotationsrangeoverboth

singularandpluralentities.Indemonstrativecontext,however,demonstratives,

whichoccupytheDposition,forceDtobeprojected.TheprojectionofD,in

turn,meanstheprojectionofNumP,asD comeswithanuninterpretable

numberfeaturethatneedstobecheckedoffbyagreeingwithaninterpretable

numberfeatureinNumP.SinceNumPisalwaysprojectedwheneverthereisan

overtDelement,numbermarkingisobligatoryindemonstrativecontexts.This

accountsfor(23)and(24),asshownin(25):
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(25) DP

D NumP

Ku Num NP

[αϕ] [pl/sg] haksayng‘student’

Agree(Chomsky1998)

Kuin(25)comeswithanuninterpretable/unvaluednumberfeaturethatneeds

tobecheckedoff/valuedbyagreeingwithaninterpretable/valuednumber

featureinNumP,whichmeansthatNumPisprojectedwheneverthereisan

overtD.WhenNumPcomeswithsingularfeature,weget(23),whichreceives

singularinterpretation.Whenitcomeswithpluralfeature,wegettheopposite

casein(24),whichreceivespluralinterpretation.

3.2 Ambiguity of Bare Reflexives and Non-ambiguity of Pronominal Reflexives

Giventhenumbermarkingsystem,wecannowturntodiscussthedatathat

wereshowntobeproblematicforAmbiguityHypothesis.Letusfirstconsider

theambiguityofthebarereflexivecaki(casin)‘self(self)’.UnderOptionalNumP

Hypothesis,caki(casin)issimplyanounphrasewithoutthehigherprojection

NumP,asshownin(26).

(26)[NPcaki(casin)]

SincethereisnoNumPprojected,itcantakeasingularorpluralantecedentas

itsantecedentwithoutamismatchinnumber.

(27)a.Chelswu1-nun caki(casin)1-(l)ul calangsulewueyha-n-ta. [Korean]

Chelswu-Top self(self)-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Chelswuisproudofhimself.’
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b.Ku ay-tul1-un caki(casin)1-(l)ul calangsulewueyha-n-ta.

Thatchild-Pl-Top self(self)-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Thosechildreneachareproudofthemselves.’

(28)a.Zhangsan zai kuajiang ziji le. [Chinese]

Zhangsan at criticize self Asp

‘Zhangsanispraisinghimself.’

b.Tamen you zai kuajiang ziji le.

They again at praise self Asp

‘Theyarepraisingthemselvesagain.’(Huang2001:7)

ThisexplainswhyKoreancaki(casin)andChinesezijiarecompatiblewith

antecedentsofeithernumber.Thehypothesisthatthebarereflexivecaki(casin)is

anNPleavesopenthepossibilitythatapronominalelementwhichoccupiesD

canco-occurwithcaki(casin),thoughthispossibilityisnotsomethingthatmust

exist.ForareasonwhichIdon’tquiteunderstand,speakersrarelyusethe

pronounsku‘3masc’andkunye‘3fem.’withcakicasinwithoutdroppingcaki.

However,itispossibletousethepronounswithoutdroppingcaki,asshownin

(29).

(29)a.kucakicasin‘3masc.-self.self’

b.kunyecakicasin‘3fem.-self.self’

Thissupportstheclaim thatcaki(casin)isanNP,notaDP.3)

Thenumbermarkingpatternthatpronominalreflexivessuchaskucasin

‘3masc.self’exhibitsalso fallsoutstraightforwardly from Kim’snumber

markingsystem.Thepronominalreflexivecontainspronounkuinsideit.Under

3)Areviewernotesthatcaki,unlikecasin,isoftenanalyzedintheliteratureasapronominal

andcakicasinasacombinationofpronominalcakiandpureanaphorcasin,whichappearsto

argueagainstmypresentanalysisofcakicasin.Itmaybeplausibletoanalyzecakiasa

pronominal,asitdoesnotconformtomytestofNP-statusabove,i.e.,*ku-caki.Thefactthat

cakimaybeapronominal,however,doesnotnecessarilymeanthatcaki-casinisaDP,forit

iscompatiblewithku,aswasshownin(29)inthetext.Eventheclaim thatcakiisa

pronominalhasbeenchallengedintheliterature.Forinstance,HanandStoroshenko(2009)

argueagainstColeetal’s(1990)pronominalanalysisofcakiandanalyzeitasapuralbound

variable,(=ananaphor).
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thestandardassumptionintheliterature,sinceatleastAbney(1987),thata

pronounprojectsDP,thepronounku‘he’,occupiesDposition.Giventhatthe

projectionofD entailstheprojectionofNumPinKim’stheory,sincean

uninterpretablenumberfeatureinDmustbecheckedoffbyaninterpretable

numberfeatureunderNum inorderforthederivationtoconverge,wewould

haveastructureliketheonesin(30)forthepronominalreflexiveskucasin

‘3masc.Self’kucasin-tul‘3masc.Self-Pl’.

(30)a. DP b. DP

D NumP D NumP

Ku Num NP ku Num NP

‘3masc.’ ‘3masc.’

[αϕ] [sg] casin [αϕ] [pl] casin

self’ tul ‘self’

Agree Agree

SinceNumPisalwaysprojectedinpronominalreflexivesduetothepresenceof

pronoun,anon-plural-markedkucasinalwayshasthesingular[NumPsgkucasin]

feature,whereasitspluralcounterpartmustbemarkedbytul,whichisthe

realizationof[Numpl]feature.4)GiventheobligatoryprojectionofNumPin

pronominalreflexives,weexpectnumberfeaturesofpronominalreflexivesto

agreeinnumberwiththoseoftheirantecedents.Thisispreciselywhathappens

aswehavealreadyseenintheexamplesin(21),reproducedhereas(31):

(31)a.Chelswu1-nun [ku-casin]1-ul cohaha-n-ta.

Chelswu-Top he-self-Acc like-Pres-Dc

‘Chelswulikeshimself.’

4)Therearetwopossibleanalysesofhowcasincombineswithtul.Wecanassumethatcasin

attachestotul,presumablyinPF,astulisaboundmorpheme.Alternatively,wecan

assumethatcasin-tulcomesoutofthelexiconasaunitandchecksoffnumberfeaturelater

oninthesyntax.Itappearsthatmyanalysisofreflexivesdoesnothingeonthechoice

betweenthesetwoanalyses.



Against Ambiguity Hypothesis on Number: Evidence from Reflexives∣ 79

b.*Chelswu1-nun ku-casin-tul1-ul cohaha-n-ta.

Chelswu-Top he-self-Pl-Acc like-Pres-Dc

‘*Chelswulikesthemselves.’

c.*Ku ai-tul1-un ku-casin1-ul cohaha-n-ta.

Thatchild-Pl-Top he-self-Acc like-Pres-Dc

‘*Thosechildrenlikehimself.’

d.Kuai-tul1-un ku-casin-tul1-ul cohaha-n-ta.

Thatchild-Pl-Top he-self-Pl-Acc like-Pres-Dc

‘Thosechildrenlikethemselves.’

Take(31c)forexample.Unlikethebarereflexivecakicasin,thepronominal

reflexivekucasinhasthe[sg]feature.Thissingularfeaturemustbeinagreement

withthatofitsantecedentkuaitul.Sincetheantecedentispluralwhichconflicts

withthepronominal’ssingularnumberfeature,theycannotco-refer(orbe

bound).Withoutanantecedenttogetitsmeaningfrom,thereflexivefailsto

receiveinterpretation,leadingtotheungrammaticality.(31b)canbeexplainedin

thesameway.

Insum,thenumbermarkingpatternsexhibitedbypronominalandbare

reflexives,whichwereshowntobeproblematicforAmbiguityHypothesis,

followsfromOptionalNumPHypothesiscouchedwithinKim’s(2005)theoryof

number.

Now thatwehaveexplained thecontrastbetweenbarereflexivesand

pronominalreflexiveswithrespecttonumbermarking,letusmoveontothe

remainingimportantissueconcerningtheinterpretationofbarereflexives.

3.3 Distributivity and Bare Reflexives

Recallthatthe non-plural-marked bare reflexive caki(casin)induces a

distributivereadingonapluralantecedent.Reconsider(32)and(33).

(32)Ku namca-tul1-un [NumPplcaki(casin)-]-(l)ul calangsulewueyha-n-ta.

Thatman-Pl-Top self-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Eachofthosemenisproudofhimself’
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(33)Ku namca-tul1-un [NumPplcaki(casin)-tul1]-lulcalangsulewueyha-n-ta.

Thatman-Pl-Top self-Acc be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Thosemenareproudofthemselves.’

Caki(casin)ispossibleonlywheneachofthosemenisproudofhimself;Johnis

proudofJohn,TomisproudofTom,etc.ItcannotbeusedwhenJohnisproud

ofTom,Johnisproudofthegroup,orthegroupisproudofthegroup,etc.

whichcanbecalledcollectivereadings.Toobtainthecollectivereadingsaswell

asthedistributivereading,pluralmarkingisrequiredasshownin(33).

Huang(2001)observesthesamedistributivitywithrespecttoChineseziji.

(35)Tamen you zai kuajiang ziji le.

They again at praise self ASP

‘Eachofthem ispraisinghimself/herself.’[Huang2001:7]

Zijionlyallowsthedistributivereadingin(35)onaparwithKoreancaki(casin).

Inordertoexplainthedistributivityinducingpropertyofziji,Huangargues

thatzijiundergoesahead-movementatLFandadjoinstoac-commanding

predicatetoform areflexivepredicate,asshownbelow.

(36)Tamen you zai zijii-kuajiang ti le.

They again at self-praise ASP

‘Eachofthem ispraisinghimself/herslf.’

JustasEnglishlexicalreflexivepredicates(self-predicates)inducedistributivity

onapluralantecedent,asshownin(37),thesentencewithzijionlyhas

distributiveinterpretation.

(37)a.Byself-inflictingthesewounds,theytriedtowinoursympathy.

b.Theirself-appraisalswereratherself-serving.

c.Theyareoverlyself-criticizing.[Huang2001:13]

AdoptingHuang’stheoryforziji,IproposethatKoreancaki(casin)undergoesa

head-movementatLFandadjoinstoapredicatetoformareflexivepredicate,as
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shownin(38):

(38)Ku namca-tul1-un ti cakicaini-calangsulewueyha-n-ta.

That man-Pl-Top selfself-be.proud.of-Pres-Dc

‘Eachofthosemenisproudofhimself.’

InlinewiththeChineseandEnglishself-examplesin(36)and(37),Korean

caki(casin)inducedistributivityonitspluralantecedent.

Asforthequestionwhytamen-ziji‘themselves’doesnotforcedistributivity

onapluralantecedent,Huangsuggeststhatacompoundreflexivesuchasta-ziji

ortamen-zijicannotundergohead-movementtoadjointoapredicate.Notice

thatdistributivityisnotanissuewithsingularta-zijisinceitcannottakea

pluralantecedentinthefirstplace.However,beingacompounddoesnotseem

topreventareflexivefrom moving.NoticethatKoreancaki(casin)itselfisa

compoundconsistingoftwoselfs.Therefore,ifthehypothesisthatcaki(casin)

movesatLFtoform areflexivepredicateiscorrect,itcannotbethestatusof

beingacompoundthatpreventstamen-zijifrom moving.Inthisconnection,

recallthefactthattheKorean plural-marked caki(casin)-tuldoesnotforce

distributivityonapluralantecedent.Theminimaldifferencebetweencaki(casin)

andcaki(casin)-tulistheprojectionofNumP.So,Iproposethatfunctional

categoriesprojectedabove[NPcakicasin]blocksthemovementofthereflexive

caki(casin),probablyforthesamereasonpluralmarkedselvescannotmakea

reflexivepredicateinEnglish.5)

(39)a.*Byselves-inflictingthesewounds,theytriedtowinoursympathy.

b.*Thereselves-appraisalswereratherself-serving.

c.*Theyareoverlyselves-criticizing.

Ofcourse,zijicannotmoveoutoftamen-zijisinceithasmanyfunctional

5)Asareviewernotes,itisanimportantmattertounderstandwhyafunctionalprojection

aboveNPblocksthemovementofself.AlthoughIdonothaveagoodexplanationforthis

issue,ifHuang’stheoryofselfiscorrectand(39)isduetothepluralmarkers,itmustbe

thecasethatafunctionalcategoryblocksthemovementofself.
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projectionsprojectedaboveziji,atleastDfortaNumPformen.6)Movingthe

wholeexpressionisnotanoptionsinceitisaphrasalmovement.

Themovementhypothesisalsoaccountforwhythenon-pluralcaki(casin)is

excludedincertaincases.Letusreconsider(15),reproducedhereas(40).

(40)*Pwuin-tul1-inampyen-tul2-ekey[caki1+2-kasangkum-ul thalkela-ko]malhayssta.

wife-Pl-Nom husband-Pl-Dat self-Nomprize.money-Accwin-Comp said

‘[Everywife]1told[her1husband]2thatthey1+2willwintheprizemoney.[intended]’

Asusual,caki(casin)wouldmovetoadjointothematrixverbmalhayssta‘said’,

asshownbelow.

(41)*Pwuin-tul1-inampyen-tul2-ekey [tisangkum-ulthalkela-ko]cakicasini-malhayssta.

wife-Pl-Nom husband-Pl-Dat prize.money-Accwin-Compself-said

‘[Everywife]1told[her1husband]2thatthey1+2willwintheprizemoney.’

Sinceoneofthesplitantecedents,thePP,ishierarchicallylowerthanthemoved

cakicasin(Larson1988),itisnotc-commandedbyoneofitsantecedentsthereby

leadingtoungrammaticality;besides,namyentul‘husbands’isembeddedinside

PP and thuscannotc-command outside the PP.Its pluralcounterpart

cakicasin-tul,whichdoesnotundergomovement,doesnotsufferfromthesame

problem.Hence(42)isfine.

(42)Pwuin-tul1-inampyen-tul2-ekey[caki-tul1+2-i sangkum-ultalkela-ko]malhayssta.

wife-Pl-Nom husband-Pl-Dat self-Pl-Nom prize.money-Accwin-Compsaid

‘[Everywife]1told[her1husband]2thatthey1+2willwintheprizemoney.’

Anothercasethatthenon-plural-markedform isnotallowedwasillustratedin

(16),repeatedhereas(43).

6)ItisnotimmediatelyclearwhattheexactstructureoftheChinesereflexivetamen-zijiis.I

assume,forclarity,thatithasthesamestructureastheKoreanku-casin-tulandthatthe

differentordering ofthe pluralmarkerand selfisdue to theirlanguage-specific

morphologicalrequirements.
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(43)*Kuay-tul1-i [caki1-ka wundongcang-eymoyessta-ko] malhayssta.

Thatchild-Pl-Nom self-(Pl)-Nom playground-Loc gathered-Comp said

‘Thosechildren1saidthatthey1gatheredintheplayground[intendedmeaning].’

Caki(casin)movestoadjointothematrixverb,yieldingtheLFstructurein(44).

(44)*Kuay-tul1-i [ti wundongcang-eymoyessta-ko] cakicasin1-malhayssta.

Thatchild-Pl-Nom playground-Loc gathered-Comp self-self-said

‘Thosechildren1saidthatthey1gatheredintheplayground[intendedmeaning].’

Sincethemovedcakicasinturnsthematrixpredicateintoadistributivepredicate,

(43)would havethefollowing semanticrepresentation in (45),which is

paraphrasedin(46)inEnglish.

(45)*∀x[thosechildren(x)&│x│=1→ xsaidxgatheredintheplayground]

(46)*Eachofthosechildren1saidthat[he/she]1gatheredintheplayground.

Sinceasinglepersoncannotgatherintheplayground,(43)soundsodd.Justas

(46)cannotreceiveproperinterpretation,therepresentationin(45)cannot

receiveproperinterpretation.Hence,cakicasinisexcluded.Incontrasttothe

non-pluralform,cakicasin-tuldoesnotmovebutremainsinitsplace.Thus,the

pluralcounterpartof(43)in(47)wouldhavethesemanticrepresentationin(48),

whichisequivalentto(49).

(47)Kuay-tul1-i [caki(casin)tul1-i wundongcang-eymoyessta-ko] malhayssta.

Thatchild-Pl-Nom self-(Pl)-Nom playground-Loc gathered-Compsaid

‘Thosechildren1saidthatthey1gatheredintheplayground[intendedmeaning].’

(48)λx[xsaidxgatheredintheplayground](thosechildren)

(49)Thosechildren1saidthatthey1gatheredintheplayground.

Sincethosechildrenwhogatheredintheplaygroundisapluralentity,(47)

receivesaproperinterpretation.

In thissection,weanalyzed thenumbermarking patternsofKorean

reflexives.Thenon-pluralbarereflexivecakicasiniscompatiblewithantecedents

ofeithernumber,becauseitisjustanNPwithoutNumP.Otherreflexives
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whichprojectNumP,however,havetomatchtheirantecedentsinnumber.

Caki(cain),unlikealltheotherreflexives,movesandadjoinstoamainpredicate

toform areflexivepredicate.Thismovementinducesdistributivityonaplural

antecedent.Themovementanalysisalsoaccountsforwhycaki(casin)isnot

allowed when themeaningofasentencein which caki(casin)appearsis

incompatiblewithdistributiveinterpretation.Alltheotherreflexivesdonot

undergomovement.Hence,theseexpressionsdonotimposedistributivityon

theirpluralantecedents.

4. Conclusion

In thispaper,weexamined thenumbermarking patternsofKorean

reflexives.AmbiguityHypothesiswhichclaimsthatthepluralmorphemetulcan

berealizedintwowayswasshowntohavenumerousproblems.Allthe

problematiccasesforAmbiguity Hypothesiswereshown to follow from

OptionalNumPHypothesiswhichclaimsthatNumPisprojectedonlywhen

forced,coupledwithHuang’s(2001)movementanalysisofziji.
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