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1. Introduction

Sluicingreferstoaphenomenoninwhichanisolatedwh-phrasefunctionsas

aninterrogativeclauseasin(1).

(1)Someoneleftthebookonthedesk,butIdon'tknowwho.

*ThisworkwassupportedbytheCollegeofHumanitiesResearchFund(CHRF)ofSeoul

NationalUniversity.Iwouldliketothankthreeanonymousreviewersfortheirhelpful

comments.
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Whilesluicing hasbeen taken to constitutean independentsyntactic

phenomenoninEnglishandmanyotherwh-movementlanguages,typicallyasa

subsetofinterrogativeconstructionsthatischaracterizedbyadditionalsyntactic

propertiessuchasellipsis,ithasbeenmoreorlesscontroversialwhether

wh-in-situ languages like Korean and Japanese have the same type of

phenomena.

SluicinginKoreanisdistinguishedfromthatinwh-frontinglanguagesinthe

respectthatitrequiresacopula(followedbyaquestionmorpheme)aswellas

awh-phraseinembeddedcontexts.

(2)Yenghi-ka nwukwunka-lulmannass-nuntey,[nwukwu-i-nci]

Yenghi-Nom someone-Acc met-but who-Cop-Q

molukeyssta.

notknow

‘Yenghimetsomeone,butIdon'tknowwho.’

SinceacopulainKoreaisalwayscliticizedtoitscomplementwithotherverbal

suffixesattachedtoit,thewh-phraseandcopulacombinationbehaveslikeone

morphologicalword.

ThispaperinvestigatessluicinginKoreanandarguesthatitshouldbe

analyzedasaninterrogativeclauseconsistingofawh-phraseorawh-phrase

withacopulacliticizedtoit.Observingtheparallelism betweensluicingand

fragmentsinKorean,thispaperwillproposethatKoreansluicedsentencesbe

analyzedasbase-generatedfragmentsalongthelinesofGinzburgandSag

(2000).WhilemanypreviousstudiesonKoreansluicingfocusonembedded

sluices,thisworkwillshowthatsluicingoccursbothinmatrixandembedded

contextsinKorean,andthatmatrixfragmentswithacopula,togetherwithcase

parallelism sharedbetweenmatrixandembeddedsluices,providesupporting

evidenceforthisposition.

2. Previous Analyses 

TherehavebeentwokindsofapproachestosluicinginKorean,bothof
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whichinvolveellipsis.Thefirstoneisamovement-basedanalysisthatpositsa

wh-movement(orafocusmovement)ofawh-phrasefollowedbydeletionofa

clausalelement(i.e.,IPorTP).Thesecondonetakessluicingtobeacopular

constructioninwhichthesubjectiseitheranullpronominaloranelidedcleft

clause.Inwhatfollows,recentproposalsrepresentingeachapproachwillbe

brieflyreviewed.

2.1. Movement-based Ellipsis Approaches

BasedonTakahashi(1994)thatanalyzesJapanesesluicingaswh-movement

followedbyIPellipsis,Kim (2000)proposesthatKoreansluicingsentences

involvefocusmovementofwh-phrasesandsubsequentVPorTPdeletion.The

following(3)showsKim’s(2000)analysisofsluicedsentences.

(3)a.John-imwuenka-lul sass-nuntey,na-nun[mwue i/iess (nu)nci]

J-Nom something-Accbought-but,I-Top what is/wasQ

molunta.

notknow

‘Johnboughtsomething,butIdon’tknowwhat.’

b.na-nun[CP[FocPMWUE[TP[VPJohn-itsa]i/iess](nu)nciFoc][+WH]]

I-Top what J-Nom buyis/wasQ C

molunta

notknow

ThisanalysiscapturescommonalitieswithEnglishsluicingin(4),whichwas

takentobeanellipsisphenomenonthatfollowsQuestionFormationbyRoss

(1969).

(4)Johnmetsomeone,butIdon’tknowwho.

Basedonthemovementofwh-phrases,thisapproachmayalsoaccountfor

multipleoccurrencesofwh-phrasesin(5).
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(5)Minho-kaku nal mwuenka-lul nwukwunka-eykey

M-Nom thatday something-Acc someone-to

ponayss-ta-nuntey,mwues-ulnwukwu-eykey-i-ncimolukeyssta.

sent-said-but what-Accwho-to-Cop-Q notknow

‘Minhoissaidtohavesentsomethingtosomeone,butIdon’tknowwhat

towhom.’

However,itfacescriticismsregardingaccountsofvariouspropertiesthat

onlyKoreansluicingexhibits.(SeeSohn2000,Park2001,2009,Jo2005interalia

fordetailedcriticalreviewsofKim'smovement-basedellipsisapproach.)

Mostimportantly,theoccurrenceofacopulaisnotwellexplained.Kim

(2000)claimsthatthecopulai,whichisafocusauxiliaryverb,issupportedas

alastresortoperationinordertopreventastrandedtenseinTPin(3b).

However,theclaim thatthecopulaiisafocusauxiliaryverbneedstobe

independently motivated,becauseexceptin cleftconstructions,thecopula

doesn'tseem tohavespecialassociationwithfocusinKorean.Since(3a)isnot

analyzedasinvolvingacleftsentence,itshouldbeexplainedwhythesupported

verbisacopula.

Moreover,inKim (2000),theoptionofTPdeletionmaycauseaproblem,

becausewhenthewh-phraseiscase-marked,theoutputwithTPdeletionisnot

alwaysacceptable.Forexample,in (3b),ifthewh-phraseappearsin its

accusative form mwues-ul,then the output of TP deletion would be

*mwues-u(l)-(nu)ncior*mwues-ul-nunci,bothofwhichareunacceptable.

Next,Kim (2000)doesnotaccountfortheabsenceofislandeffectsin

exampleslike(6).

(6)Na-nun[kuhayngsa-eyettenchaykinka-lulkipwuha-n]salam-ul

I-Top thatevent-to somebook-Acc donated person-Acc

alkoiss-nuntey,[ettenchayk-i-nci]-nun molunta.

know -but, whatbook-Cop-Q-Top notknow

‘Iknow thepersonwhodonatedsomebooktotheevent,butIdon’t

knowwhatbook.'

UndertheFocusmovementapproach,thewh-phraseettenchaykinthe
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sluicedclauseisassumedtobemovedoutofthecomplexNP.Sincethistype

ofexamplesareacceptable,itshouldbeexplainedwhyislandconstraintsare

notobserved.1)

Inaddition,optionaloccurrencesofpostpositionsasin(7)alsoraisea

problem forthisapproach.

(7)John-i nwukwunka-lo-pwuthecha-lulsass-ta-nuntey, na-nun

John-Nom someone-from car-Accbought-said-but,I-Top

[nwukwu-(lo-pwuthe)-i-nci]molukeyssta.

who(-from)-Cop-Q notknow

‘Johnboughtsomething,butIdon’tknowwhat’

In (7),thecomplexpostposition -lo-pwuthe‘from’can beomitted without

changingthegrammaticalstatusofthesentence.However,sincethewhole

wh-phrase including the postposition undergoesFocusmovementin this

analysis,exampleswithomittedpostpositioncannotbeaccountedfor.2)

2.2. Sluicing as Subjectless Copular or Cleft Constructions

Anotherwell-knownview onKoreanexampleslike(2)isthatthereisno

sluicinginKoreanandthatsuchexamplescanbeanalyzedassubjectless

copularorcleftconstructions.Thisapproachisclassifiedintotwopositions.One

ofthem,whichisadvocatedbySohn(2000),assumesthatthesubjectofsuch

copularconstructionsisademonstrativepronominalkukey/kukes-i‘it’orits

emptycounterpartpro.ThusaccordingtoSohn(2000),theseexamplesare

simplyinstancesofaplaincopularconstruction.Incontrast,theother,whichis

mainlyproposedanddevelopedinPark(2001,2009),3)analyzesthatthesubjects

1)'Repairbyellipsis'isassumedbymanyadvocatesofmovement-basedapproachesinorder

toaccountfortheabsenceofislandeffectsinsluicing.(Cf.Ross1969,Merchant2001)

However,seeCulicoverandJackendoff(2005:239-248)forcriticismsforthismechanism.

2)Areviewerpointsoutthatomittedpostpositioninexampleslike(7)canbeaccountedfor,

ifthepostpositionisanalyzedasbeingstrandedandthendeletedbyTP/VPdeletion.

However,Park(2009)discussesthatitisproblematictoemploythiskindofrepairby

ellipsisanalysisforomissiblepostpositions,becausepostpositionscannotbeomittedwhen

thecombiningNPsbear'contrast'inthecontext.
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ofthosesentencesarecleftclausesortheiremptycounterpartsandthatthe

remnantphraseswithacopulaconstitutethepivotsofcleftclauses.

2.2.1ASubjectlesscopularConstructionApproach

Sohn(2000)analyzestheexamplein(3)asin(8),positinganovertorcovert

demonstrativepronominal.

(8)John-imwuenka-lul sass-nuntey,na-nun[kukey/[pro]mwues-i-nci]

J-Nom something-Accbought-but,I-Top it what-Cop-Q

molunta.

notknow

‘Johnboughtsomething,butIdon’tknowwhat.’

Hearguesthatthedemonstrativepronominalinthisconstructionmayreferto

variousantecedentsincludingaclauseandanominalexpression.Inthisregard,

thisconstructionisdistinguishedfrom typicalcleftconstructions,inwhichthe

subjectcorrespondstoaclause.

However,Sohn’sanalysishassomelimitations.Firstly,whileproistakento

beinterpretedindiverseways,evenreferringtoadegreethatisrelatedtoan

adverbialexpressionasin(9),theexactnatureofproandthewayitis

interpretedisnotexplicitlyinvestigated.

(9)Kucolyensa-kahangsangcosimsulepkeytongmwultul-ultalwunta-ko

thetrainer-Nom always carefully animals-Add treat-Comp

tuless-nuntey,[pro]elmanacosimsulepkey-i-nci-nuncalmolukeyssta.

heard-but how carefully-Cop-Q-Top wellnotknow

‘Iheardthatthetraineralwaystreatsanimalscarefully,butIdont'know

howcarefully.’(Sohn2000:290)

Anotherlimitationofthisapproachcomesfromthefactthatitisdifficultto

provideaunified analysisformatrixand embedded sluices.Aswillbe

3)Nishiyamaetal.(1996)alsoanalyzetheseexamplesascleftconstructions,however,Park

(2001,2009)differfrom them inthattheemptysubjectofthecleftconstructionis

identifiedwithacleftclause,notanemptypronominal.
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discussedindetailinSection3,matrixsluicessharemajorpropertieswith

embeddedones,whiledifferinginthattheoccurrenceofacopulaisnot

obligatory.Therefore,ifsluicedclausesareviewedasacopularconstruction,

similaritiesbetweenembeddedandmatrixsluicescannotbeaccountedfor.

Furthermore,whenacopulaisnotpresentinamatrixsluice,thesluiced

wh-phrasemayormaynotincludeacasemarker(orapostposition),asin(10b)

and(11b).However,whenacasemarker(orapostposition)appearswiththe

wh-phrase,the occurrence ofthe pronominalsubjectkukey/kukes-iisnot

acceptableasin(10c)and(11c).

(10)a.A:Minho-kamwuenka-lulmekesse.

M-Nom something-Accate

‘Minhoatesomething.’

b.B:Mwues(-ul)?

what-Acc

‘What?’

c.B’:*Kukey/kukes-imwues-ul?

it-Nom what-Acc

(11)a.A:Nwukwunkaoassesse.

someone came

‘Someonecame.’

b.B:Nwuka?/ Nwukwu?

who-Nom who

‘Who?’

c.B':*Kukey/kukes-inwuka?

it-Nom who-Nom

Therefore,thecopularconstructionanalysishasaburdentoprovideaseparate

analysisforthecopula-lessmatrixsluicesasin(10b)and(11b).

Finally,asdiscussedinTakahashi(1994)andPark(2001),thislineofanalysis

cannotexplainthepair-listreadingoftheexampleswhichincludemultiple

wh-phrases.



34∣ Eun-Jung Yoo

(12)Hoysa-eyse mwuenka-lul nwukwunka-eykeyponayss-ta-nuntey,

company-Sourcesomething-Acc someone-to sent-said-but

(kukes-i)mwues-ulnwukwu-eykey-i-ncimolukeyssta.

it-Nom what-Acc who-to-Cop-Q notknow

‘Thecompanyissaidtohavesentsomethingtosomeone,butIdon’t

knowwhattowhom.’

Whiletheexample(12)mayreceiveapair-listreadingofwh-phraseswhenthe

subjectkukes-iisabsent,theoccurrenceofkukes-imakessuchpair-listreading

unavailable.4)

2.2.2ASubjectlessCleftConstructionApproach

Park(2001)proposesthatsluicedsentencesasin(2)beanalyzedasacleft

constructioninwhichthesubject,overtorcovert,isacleftclause.Inthis

approach,itnaturallyfollowsthattheremnantpartoccurswithacopula,since

thepivotofacleftconstructionalwaysincludesacopula.Park(2001,2009)

arguethattherearetwotypesofsubject-lesscleftconstructions,anantecedented

typeandanantecedent-lesstype.Hefurtherclaimsthatthelackofislandeffects

intheantecedentedtypeisaccountedforbyanalyzingthephonologically

suppressedcleftclauseinthesubjectpositionasinvolvingbindingasin(13c)

ratherthaninvolvingmovementasin(13b).

(13)a.sensayngnum-i[ettenmwunceyinka-lulcal phwun

teacher-Nom someproblem-Acc correctlysolved

haksayng-ul]chingchanhaysstakohate-ntay, etten mwuncey-inci

student-Acc praised-Comp said-Circum whichproblem-Interr

ne-nun al-ni

you-Topknow-Interr

‘Peoplesaidthattheteacherpraisedthestudentwhosolvedacertain

problem correctly,butdoyouknowwhichproblem?’

b.*sensayngnum-i[ticalphwunhaksayng-ul]chingchanhaysstakohaten

kesi-i

4)Foradditionalcriticismsforthisapproach,seePark2001.
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c.sensayngnum-i[etten mwunceyinka-luli calphwun haksayng-ul]

chingchanhaysstakohaten(paloku)keyi/kesi-i

(Park2001:730-733)

However,therearesomeproblemswiththisaccount.Firstofall,toanalyze

acleftsentenceviabindingasin(13c)mayraiseaquestionaboutthecleft

constructionapproachitself,becausecleftsentenceshavebeentypicallyviewed

asamovementorunboundeddependencyconstructionthatexhibitsisland

effects.Sincetheantecedentedtypeconstitutesthecorecaseofsluices,ifthe

antecedentedtypehastobeanalyzedasinvolvinganunusualtypeofcleft

construction,itisquestionablewhetheritisadequatetotakesluicedsentences

asacleftconstruction.

Arelatedproblemisthatunderthebindinganalysisofthecleftconstruction

analysis,thefullyspecifiedsentencewithoutthesuppressionofthesubjectpart

doesnotsoundverynaturalandisnotlikelytobeactuallyusedbyspeakers.

Thesentencein(14b)exemplifiesthis.

(14)a.Minho-ka mwuenka-lulsass-nuntey,na-nunmwues-i-nci

Minho-Nom something-Accbought-but,I-Top what-Cop-Q

molukeyssta.

notknow

‘Johnboughtsomething,butIdon’tknowwhat.’

b.?*Minho-kamwuenka-lulsass-nuntey,na-nun[Minho-ka

mwuenka-lulisankeyi/kesi-i]mwues-i-ncimolukeyssta.

Inaddition,Park(2001)claimsthatthepair-listreadingassociatedwiththe

multiplewh-phrasescanbealsoaccountedforbyreconstructingacleftclausein

thesubjectposition.Giventheexamplebelowin(15),thereconstructedversion

willberepresented asin (16).However,(16)doesnotsound acceptable.

Furthermore,in(16),itisnotclearwhatkindofbindingmechanismoperatesfor

theindexingofkes,becausekeshastobelinkedtotwodifferentindicesunder

thebindinganalysisofacleftconstruction.5)

5)Additionally,Sohn(2000)pointsoutthatthemultipleoccurrencesofwh-phrasesasin(5)

arenotcompatiblewiththecleftapproach,becausecleftconstructionsdonotpermit
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(15)Con-i ecey ettenchinkwuinka-eykeyseettensenmwulinka-lul

John-Nom yesterdaysomefriend-from somepresent-Acc

patasstakohanuntey, na-nun nwukwu-eykeyseetten

receive said-Circum I-Top who-from which

senmwul-(ul)-incikwungkumhata.

present-Acc-Interrwonder

'PeoplesaidthatJohnreceivedsomepresentfrom somefriend,butI

wonderfrom whom whichpresent.'(Park2001:734)

(16)*Con-ieceyettenchinkwuinka-eykeyseettensenmwulinka-lul

patasstakohanuntey,na-nun[con-iettenchinkwuinkai-eykeyse

ettensenmwulinkaj-lulpatunkes?]-inwukwui-eykeyseetten

senmwulj-(ul)-incikwungkumhata.

Finally,thisapproach hasthesamekind ofproblem asthecopular

constructionanalysiswithregardtothematrixsluiceswithoutacopula.Since

thepresenceofacopulaisrequiredinthecleftconstructionanalysis,itcannot

accountformatrixsluiceswithoutacopulalike(17b).Moreover,asshownin

(17c),theoccurrenceofthesubjectcleftclauseisnotpermittedwhenthe

remnantiscasemarkedandnotcombinedwithacopula.

(17)a.A:Minho-kamwuenka-lulmekesse.

M-Nom something-Accate

‘Minhoatesomething.’

b.B:Mwues-ul?

what-Acc

‘What?’

c.B’:*[Minho-kamekun-kes]-imwues-ul?

Minho-Nom ate-Nm-Nom what-Acc

multiplefociasin(i).

(i)*[Minho-ka ponayn-kes]-unchayk-ulMina-eykey-i-ta.

M-Nom sent-Nm-Top book-AccM-to-is-Decl

‘WhatMinhosentwasabooktoMina.’
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3. Sluicing as Base-generated Fragments

Incontrasttotheapproachesthatclaim thatthereisnosluicinginKorean

andthatwhatlookslikeasluicingconstructionismerelyatypeofcopular

constructionorcleftconstruction,thispaperarguesthatthereisasluicing

constructioninKoreanthatisindependentofacopularorcleftconstruction.

WhileallthepreviousanalysesofKoreansluicingpositsomekindofdeletion

(eitherofaVP/TPoraclausal/pronominalsubject)oracovertpronominal

element,weproposethatsluicedsentencesbebase-generatedasafragment

phrasewhosemainelementisawh-phrase.Therefore,wedonotassumeany

deletionprocessoranullpronominalinsluicedclauses.

Manyofpreviousworkshaveconcentratedontheanalysesofembedded

sluices.However,sluicingmayoccurinmatrixcontextsaswell.Theexamples

(10b,11b)andthefollowing(18)representmatrixsluices,whichsharecertain

propertieswithEnglishonesin(19).6)

(18)A:Minho-ka nwukwunka-wahamkkeyoassesse.

Minho-Nom someone-with together came

‘Minhocamewithsomeone.’

B:Nwukwu-wa?/Nwukwu?

who-with/who

‘Withwhom?/Who?’

(19)a.A:Johnwenttothetheaterwithsomeone.

B:Who?/Withwhom?

b.A:Johnmetaguywhospeaksaveryunusuallanguage.

B:Whichlanguage? (Culicover&Jackendoff2005:267)

Besidesthesluicesdiscussedsofar,thereareothertypesoffragments.Other

representativetypesincludeshortanswersasin(20-21)andreprisesluices(or

echoquestionsluices)like(22-23).(Cf.Ginzburg&Sag2000)

(20)A:Whobroughtthepie?

B:Jessica.

6)Theexamplein(19b)showsthatEnglishmatrixsluicesdonotexhibitislandeffects,either.
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(21)A:Nwuka kwail-ulkacyeoass-ni?

who-Nom fruit-Accbrought-Q

‘Whobroughtthefruits?’

B:Minho.

(22)a.A:DidJoleave?

B:WHO?

b.Whoiareyouaskingifileft. (Ginzburg&Sag2000)

(23)A:Minho-kattenass-ni?

Minho-Nom left-Q

‘DidMinholeave?’

B:NWUKA?/NWUKWU?

who-Nom/who

‘WHO?(=Whoiareyouaskingifileft)’

Koreansluicingexhibitssimilaritieswiththeotherfragmentconstructions.

Firstofall,inKorean,acopulamayoccurinallofmatrixsluices,shortanswers

toquestions,andreprise(orecho)fragmentquestionsasshownin(24-26).

(24)A:Minho-ka mwuenka-lul chasskoiss-upnita

Minho-Nom something-Acclook-forProg-Decl(polite)

‘Minhoislookingforsomething.’

B:Mwues-i-pnikka?/Mwues-i-ntey?/Mwues-ul(-yo)?

what-Cop-Q(polite)/what-Cop-Q/what-Acc-DM

‘What(ishelookingfor)?’

(25)A:Mwues-ulchassko iss-supnikka?

what-Acc look-forProg-Q

‘Whatareyoulookingfor?’

B:Yenphil-i-pnita./Yenphil-i-yo./Yenphil(-ul(-yo)).

pencil-Cop-Decl(polite)/pencil-Cop-DM/pencil-Acc-DM

‘Apencil.’
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(26)A:Minho-ka sakwa-lulponaysse.

Minho-Nom apples-Accsent

‘Minhosentapples.’

B:MWUES-I-YO?/MWUES-UL(-YO)?

what-Cop-DM what-Acc-DM

‘WHAT?(=whatididyousayMinhosenti)’

In general,absenceorpresenceofacopulaseemstodepend onthe

selectionalpropertiesofaverbalordiscourseendingsinthefinalpositions.For

example,whileacopulaisoptionalwiththe(informal)discourseending-yo,it

isrequiredwhenanominalphraseisusedwiththeformaldeclarativeending

-(u)pnita.7)Likewise,acopulaisobligatoryinembeddedsluicesinKorean,

becauseitisrequired bythepresenceofaninterrogativecomplementizer

-(nu)nciinembeddedquestions.ComplementizersinKoreanhavetocombine

withaverb,notwithothercategories.8)

Anotherpieceofevidenceinfavorofthefragmentanalysisisthatshort

answersandreprisefragmentquestionsaswellassluicesexhibitmoreorless

relaxedsyntacticconnectivitywithregardtotheoccurrenceofsemanticcase

markers(i.e.,postpositions)inKorean.Shortanswers,reprisequestions,and

sluicescanbeallformedwithoutapostpositioneveniftheirprecedingclauses

includethem,asshownin(27b),(28b),and(29b).Theembeddedsluicesalso

exhibitthesamepatternasin(30a),asbrieflymentionedinSection2.

7)Evenifacopulaispresentinashortanswer,theanswerwillstillbecountedasa

fragment,becausetheKoreancopulaismorphologicallyboundtoitscomplement,thus

notoccurringasanindependentword.However,aswillbeshownshortly,inasyntactic

analysis,thecopulawillbetreatedasaverbthatcombineswithitscomplementphrase,

basedonvariouspropertiesofaworditbears(e.g.combiningwithaverbalsuffix).(Cf.

Chan&Kim 2002)

8)Phonologicallyreducedformswithoutacopulacanbealsousedasin(i),however,this

reductionisonlypossiblewhenthecomplementofthecopulaendswithavowel.A

copulaisobligatorywhenitscomplementendswithaconsonantinitsphonologicalform

asin(ii).

(i)Na-nun[ku-kanwukwu(-i)-nci]molukeyssta.

(ii)Na-nun[ku-kahaksayng*(-i)(-nu)nci]alko-sipta.



40∣ Eun-Jung Yoo

(27)a.A:Nwuku-eykeysecenhwa-lulpatass-ni?

who-from call-Acc received-Q

‘From whom didyoureceiveacall?’

b.B:Minho(-eykeyse)-i-pnita./Minho(-eykeyse)(-yo).

Minho-from-Cop-Decl(formal)/Minho-from-DM

‘From Minho.’

c.B':Minho{-hanthese/-lo-pwuthe}-i-pnita./

Minho{-from/-from}-Cop-Decl(formal)/

Minho{-hanthese/-lo-pwuthe}(-yo).

Minho{-from/-from}-DM

‘From Minho.’

(28)a.A:Nay-kaChelmin-eykeysecenhwa-lulpatasse.

I-Nom Chelmin-from call-Acc received

‘Ireceivedacallfrom Chelmin.’

b.B:NWUKWU(-eykeyse)(-yo)?

c.B':NWUKWU{-hanthese/-lo-pwuthe}(-yo)?

(29)a.A:Yenghi-ka nwukwunka-eykeysecenhwa-lulpatassta.

Yenghi-Nom someone-from call-Acc received

‘Yenghireceivedacallfrom someone.’

b.B:Nwukwu(-eykeyse)-i-pnikka?/Nwukwu(-eykeyse)(-yo)?

c.B':Nwukwu{-hanthese/-lo-pwuthe}-i-pnikka?/

Nwukwu{-hanthese/-lo-pwuthe}(-yo)?

(30)a.Nay-kanwukwunka-eykeysecenhwa-lulpatass-nuntey,

I-Nom someone-from call-Acc received-but

nwukwu(-eykeyse)-i-ncimolukeyssta.

who-from-Cop-Q notknow

‘Ireceivedacallfrom someone,butIdon'tknowfrom whom.’

b.Nay-kanwukwunka-eykeysecenhwa-lulpatass-nuntey,

nwukwu{-hanthese/-lo-pwuthe}-i-ncimolukeyssta.
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Whatismoreinterestingisthatitisalsopossibletohaveadifferentformof

postpositionssofarasthemeaningofthepostpositionispreserved,as(27c),

(28c),and(29c)exemplify.Thesameparallelism isobservedinembedded

sluicesasin(30b).Thisshowsthatwithregard toconnectivity,semantic

parallelism isalsorelevantaswellassyntacticparallelism.

Furthermore,asinembeddedsluiceslike(6)and(13a),matrixfragmentsdo

notexhibitislandeffects.Thefollowing(31B)showstheabsenceofislandeffects

inmatrixsluices.

(31)A:Na-nun[Yenghi-ka kyengmae-eysemwuenka-lulsassta-nun]

I-Top Yenghi-Nom auction-in something-Accbought

sonwum-ultulesse.

rumor-Accheard

‘IheardtherumorthatYenghiboughtsomethingintheauction.’

B:Mwues-i-ntey?/Mwues-ul?

what-Cop-Q what-Acc

‘What?’

Finally,incontrasttoEnglishsluicesthatonlyconsistofawh-phrase,Korean

sluiceshave directevidence fortheirclausalstatus.Since the question

morpheme-(nu)ncionlyappearsattheendofaverbsteminaquestion,Korean

sluicesmustbetreatedasinterrogativeclauses.Thisisalsosupportedbytheir

questioninterpretations,especiallybypair-listreadingsofmultiplewh-phrases

asin(32).

(32)Ku-ka mwuenka-lul ettenhaksayngtul-eykeynanwuecwuess-nuntey,

he-Nom something-Accsomestudents-to gave-out-but

mwues-ulnwukwu-eykey-i-ncimolukeyssta.

what-Accwho-to-Cop-Q notknow

‘Hegaveoutsomethingtosomestudents,butIdon’tknow whatto

whom.’

Therefore,basedontheforegoingdiscussions,weproposethatembedded

sluicesinKoreanshouldbetreatedasafragmentphenomenonthatshares
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essentialpropertieswithmatrixsluices.

Now,wewillconsiderwhethersluicingshouldbetakenasaninterrogative

phenomenoninKorean,asithasbeeninthestudiesofEnglishsluicessuchas

Ross(1969),Chungetal.(1995),Ginzburg&Sag(2000),andMerchant(2001).

Advocatesofsubjectlesscopular/cleftapproachestoKoreansluicingarguethat

thefollowingkind ofdeclarativeexamplesexhibitthesamepropertiesas

interrogativeoneslike(2),thusbelongingtothesamecopular/cleftconstruction.

(33)a.Chelswu-nun[Yenghi-ka sakwa-lulmekesstako]cwucangha-ciman,

Chelswu-TopYenghi-Nom apple-Acc ate claim-but

na-nun[sakwa-la-ko] sayngkakha-cianh-nun-ta.

I-Top apple-Cop-Compthink don't

‘ChelswuclaimsthatYenghihadanapple,butIdon’tthinkthatit

wasanapple.’(Park2009:44)

b.Chelswu-nun[Yenghi-ka sakwa-lulmekesstako]cwucangha-ciman,

Chelswu-Top Yenghi-Nom apple-Accate claim-but

na-nun[swupak-i-la-ko] sayngkakhan-ta.

I-Top watermelon-Cop-Compthink-Decl

‘ChelswuclaimsthatYenghihadanapple,butIthinkthat[itwas]

watermelon.’

However,inspiteofinvolvingafragmentaryelement,exampleslike(33)

aredifferentfrom interrogativeonesasin(2)inafew respects.First,they

observeislandeffectsasin(34),whichcontrastswithinterrogativecasessuchas

(6)and(13a).

(34)a.*Chelswu-nun[Yenghi-ka cip-ul sassta-nun]somwun-ul

Chelswu-TopYenghi-Nom house-Accbought rumor-Acc

mit-ciman,na-nun [cip-i-la-ko] sayngkakhacianh-nun-ta.

believe-butI-Top house-Cop-Decl-Compthink don’t

‘ChelswubelievestherumorthatYenghiboughtahouse,butIdon’t

thinkthat[itwas]ahouse.’
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b.*Minho-ka[khokkili-ka myelcongha-lke-la-nun] cwucang-ul

M-Nom elephants-Nom extinct-Prospective-Decl-Adnom claim-Acc

naynohass-cimanna-nunkhokkili-la-ko sayngkakhacianhnunta.

put-forth-but I-Top elephant-Decl-Compthink don't

‘Minhoputforthaclaim thatelephantswillbecomeextinct,butI

don'tthinkthatelephants[will].’

Second,embedded declarativefragmentsdonotallow theomission of

postpositionsasshowninthefollowing:

(35)a.Minho-ka [Yenghi-ka hoysa-lo-pwuthesenmwul-ul

Minho-Nom Yenghi-Nom company-from present-Acc

patassta-ko] cwucangha-ciman,na-nunhoysa*(-lo-pwuthe)-la-ko

received-Compclaim-but I-Top company-from-Decl-Comp

sayngkakhacianhnunta.

think don't

‘MinhoclaimedthatYenghireceivedapresentfromthecompany,but

Idon’tthinkthat[it's]from thecompany.’

b.Minho-nun[Yenghi-ka hoysa-lo-pwuthesenmwul-ul

Minho-TopYenghi-Nom company-from present-Acc

patassta-ko] cwucangha-ciman,na-nuntonglyo*(-lo-pwuthe)-la-ko

received-Compclaim-but I-Top colleague-from-Decl-Comp

mitnunta.

believe

‘MinhoclaimedthatYenghireceivedapresentfromthecompany,but

Ibelievethat[it's]from hercolleague.’

Third,althoughthereseem tobematrixcounterpartsfortheembedded

declarativefragmentsasshownin(36),theyshowdifferentpatternsfrommatrix

oneswithregardtopostpositionomissibilityandislandsensitivity.Thelatter

casesareillustratedin(37-38).
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(36)a.A:Chelswu-nun[Yenghi-ka sakwa-lulmekesstako]cwucanghaysse.

Chelswu-TopYenghi-Nom apple-Acc ate claimed

‘ChelswuclaimedthatYenghiateanapple.’

B:(Anya,)swupak-i-ya.

no watermelon-Cop-Decl

‘(No,)watermelon.’

b.A:Yenghi-ka sakwa-lulmekesse.

‘Yenghiateanapple.’

B:(Anya,)swupak-i-ya.

‘(No,)watermelon.’

(37)a.A:Yenghi-nunCwungkwuk-eyseoasse.

Yenghi-TopChina-from came

‘Yenghiisfrom China.’

B:Ilpon-i-ya.

Japan-Cop-Decl(informal)

‘Japan.’

b.A:Yenghi-ka wuenemin sensayngnim-eykeyseyenge-lul

Yenghi-Nom native-speakerteacher-from English-Acc

paywuess-ni?

learned-Q

‘DidYenghilearnEnglishfrom anativespeakerteacher?’

B:(Aniyo,)hankukinsensayngnim-i-yo.

no Korean teacher-Cop-DM

‘(No,)from aKoreanteacher.’

(38)A:Minho-ka [khokkili-ka myelcongha-lke-la-nun]

Minho-Nom elephants-Nom extinct-Prospective-Decl-Adnom

cwucang-ulnaynohasse.

claim-Acc put-forth

‘Minho-Nom putforthaclaim thatelephantswillbecomeextinct.’

B:?Anya,khoppwulso-ya.

no rhinoceroses-Decl(informal)

‘No,rhinoceroses.’



A Base-generated Fragment Approach to Sluicing Constructions∣ 45

In(37),postpositionscanbedeletedinthematrixfragmentsincludinga

copula.Itislessclearthatmatrixfragmentsasin(38)donotexhibitisland

effects,however,inveryinformalcontexts,B’sutterancein(38)seemstobe

allowed.9)

Inaddition,incontrasttomatrixones,embeddeddeclarativefragmentsmay

consistofapredicate,asshownin(39).

(39)Chelswu-nun[Yenghi-ka sakwa-lulmekesstako]cwucangha-ciman,

Chelswu-Top Yenghi-Nom apple-Acc ate claim-but

na-nun [pelyessta-ko] sayngkakhan-ta.

I-Top threw-away-Compthink-Decl

‘ChelswuclaimsthatYenghiatetheapple,butIthink[she]threw [it]

away.’

Itshouldbenotedthatexampleslike(39)arenotcompatiblewithacopulaor

cleftconstructionanalysis,becauseacleftclauseorapronominalcannotbe

positedasasubjectinthesecases.

Theabovediscussedcontrastsbetweenembeddeddeclarativefragmentsand

matrixonessuggestthatembeddeddeclarativefragmentsasin(33)shouldbe

treateddifferentlyfrom embeddedsluicesthatsharesyntacticandsemantic

patternswithmatrixsluices.

Asamatterofafact,declarativefragmentsasin(33)and(36)demonstrate

furtherrestrictionsthatotherfragmentsdonothave.Whilepreciserestrictions

havetobefurtherexamined,itseemsthattheyappearinasemanticcontext

thateither(partially)negates orreaffirms the contentofthe previous

proposition.10)Forexample,in(33a),theembeddedfragmentsakwa-la-ko‘an

9)Oneofthereviewersdidnotagreewithourungrammaticalityjudgementsin(34)and(35).

Wearenotsurehowmuchspeakervariationexistsastothegrammaticalstatusofthese

examples;however,itisnotclearwhatanalysesthecopularconstructionapproachescan

providetothespeakerswhoaccepttheseexamples.In(34),forexample,itseemsawkward

toinsertkukeyoracleftclauseasasubjectoftheembeddedfragmentaryclauses.

10)Anexampleinanaffirmingcontextcanbeillustratedasin(i):

(i)Chelswu-nun[Yenghi-ka sakwa-lulmekesstako]cwucanghayss-ko,

Chelswu-Top Yenghi-Nom apple-Accate claimed-and

na-to [sakwa-la-ko] sayngkakhanta.
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apple’isembeddedbythenegativeform ofthepredicate,whichyieldsa

contentcontrastingwiththeprevioussentence.In(33b),ontheotherhand,the

embeddedfragmentcorrectsorrevisesapartofpreviousproposition,giving

risetoacontrastivefocus.Therefore,declarativefragmentsin(33)shouldbe

distinguishedfrom interrogativesluicesandtreatedseparately,probablyasa

subtype offragmentconstructions.Since the investigation ofdeclarative

fragmentsisbeyondthescopeofthispaper,wewillfocusonsluices,whichare

interrogativefragments.

4. A Fragment Analysis of Korean Sluicing

ThissectionproposesasententialfragmentanalysisofKoreansluicingthatis

based on Ginzburg& Sag’s(2000).Ginzburg& Sagproposethatsluiced

sentencesinEnglishbeanalyzedintermsofsluiced-interrogative-clause(slu-int-cl)

whichisasubtypeofheaded-fragment-phrase(hd-frag-ph)andinterrogative-clause

(inter-cl).Thetypeconstraintsforslu-int-clandhd-frag-pharegivenasin(40)-(41)

inGinzburg&Sag.

(40)slu-int-cl:

question

CONT proposition

SIT 

PROP SOA QUANTS□A

NUCL 

STORE{} → H[STOREneset(param)]

question

PARAMS{}

proposition

MAX-QUD SIT 

PROP SOA QUANTS<pquant-rel>⊕□A

NUCL 

(Ginzburg&Sag2000:324)

I-also apple-Decl-Compthink

‘ChelswuclaimedthatYenghiateanapple,andIthinkthatitwasanapple,too.’
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(41)hd-frag-ph:

HEAD v

VFORM fin

SUBJ<> → H CAT [HEADnmnl]

SPR<> CONT|IND 

CTXT|SAL-UTT{CAT }

CONT|IND 

(Ginzburg&Sag2000:304)

RegardingtheCTXT(CONTEXT)attribute,Ginzburg&Sagassumetwofields,

MAX-QUD (MaximalQuestionsUnderDiscussion)andSAL-UTT(SALIENT

UTTERANCE).WhileMAX-QUD represents‘thequestion currently under

discussion’,SAL-UTTmanifests‘the(sub)utterancewhichreceiveswidestscope

within MAX-QUD’,which istypically thewh-phraseassociated with the

questionintheMAX-QUD.11)

AsdiscussedinSection3,oneofthesignificantpropertiesofKoreansluicing

isthata copula occursoptionally in matrix sluices,and obligatorily in

embeddedones.Inaddition,omissibilityofcasemarkersshouldbetakeninto

accountwhenrelevant.WeproposethatfragmentphrasesinKoreanbelicensed

viatheconstraintsin(42),whichmanifestsacollapsedformoftwophrases,i.e.,

nml-hd-frag-ph (nominal-head-fragment-phrase) and vbl-hd-frag-ph (verbal-head-

fragment-phrase).In(42),vbl-hd-frag-phlicensestheexampleswithacopula,and

nml-hd-frag-ph,theoneswithoutacopula.Sinceacopulacombineswithits

complementtoform averbphrase,vbl-hd-frag-phisasubtypeofhd-comp-phin

ouranalysis.Ontheotherhand,nml-hd-frag-phisasubtypeofhd-only-ph.12)

11)Ginzburg&Sag'snotionofMAX-QUDisbasedonGinzburg's(1996)theoryofcontextual

structuringinwhichthedialogueparticipant'sversionofthecommongroundisstructured

byseparatefieldssuchasFACTSandQUD('questionsunderdiscussion').InGinzburg,

QUD consistsofthecurrentlydiscussablequestions,someofwhicharesubsequently

resolvedindialogue.Atagivenpoint,aconversationalistmaydecidewhichquestiontobe

maximal,anddependingonthemaximalquestiontobediscussed,thesalientutterance,

whichistheutteranceoftheconstituenttoberesolvedorclarified,isalsodetermined.See

Ginzburg(1996)andGinzburg&Sag(2000)fordetaileddiscussionofthesenotions.

12)Asoneofthereviewerspointedout,oneissuethatmayarisehereiswhyacopula

appearsinthisconstructionandwhatkindofusageithas.Inourview,themajorfunction

ofthecopulainKoreanfragments(andinsluicingconstructions)isessentiallythesameas
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(42)nml/vbl-hd-frag-ph:

HEAD v

M-VFORM mood-marking CAT 'HEADnmnl HEAD v

SUBJ<> →  CASE ' (, COP+ )

SPR<> CONT|IND COMPS< >

SAL-UTT{CAT [CASE ]}

CONT|IND 

(CASE '= whenthegrammaticalcasevaluearethesame.)

Besidesallowingoptionalpresenceofacopula,theconstraintsin(42)havesome

importanteffects.First,regardlesstheoccurrenceofacopula,afragmentphrase

isspecifiedas[HEADv[mood-marking]],whichenablesthephrasetoconformthe

constraintforrootclauseinKorean.13)

Next,thenominalelement(i.e.,anounorprepositionphrase)thatappearsas

adaughterofthephrasecorrespondstothephraseprovidedintheSAL-UTTin

theCTXT.Semantically,thenominalphraseisrequiredtobecoindexedwiththe

phraseintheSAL-UTT,asindicatedbytwooccurrencesofthenumeraltag .

ItssyntacticinformationpresentedviatheCAT(EGORY)(i.e., )isthesameas

thatoftheSAL-UTTelement(i.e. '),exceptthattheCASEvalueshavethe

samegrammaticalcasevalues(i.e., and ').Weassumethefollowingtype

thatofanordinarycopula,intherespectthatthecopulayieldsaverbalform by

combiningwithanominalelement.Thecopulaherecanbeconsideredasasemantically

vacuousraisingverbwhichidentifiesitsSUBJvalue(whetherelistornelist)withthatofits

complement.Unlikeanordinarycopula,however,i)itsSUBJmaybeofanelist(emptylist)

whenitcombineswithanon-precativeelementorii)itsnon-emptySUBJelementisnot

realizedinsyntax.Thelattercasecanbeviewedasoneofthepropertiesofthis

construction.Sincethemotherisspecifiedas[SUBJ<>]in(42),thesubjectofthecopula

isallowedtobeunrealized.

13)Based onthediscussionsinYoo(1997),Korean verbsareassumed tohaveboth

M(OOD)-VFORM and C(OMPLEMENTIZER)-VFORM within theVFORM,and root

clausestohavethefollowingconstraint:

(i)root→ [M-VFORM mood-marking]

Sincenotallverbformsbearmoodmarkers,onlytheverbswithmoodmarkersare

specifiedas[M-VFORM mood-marking],whiletheverbswithoutonesare[M-VFORM

mood-none]inYoo(1997).Thevaluemood-markinghasitsowntypehierarchytorepresent

variousformsofdeclarative,interrogative,imperative,andpropositivemoodmarkersin

Korean.
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hierarchyfortheCASEvaluesofanominalcategoryinKorean.14)

(43) case

grammaticalcase morpho(-phono-)logicalcase

syn-case sem-case realized unrealized

nom acc gen source goal loc

i/kanom-null(l)ulacc-null eykeyse hantheselo-pwuthesource-null

In(43),nom-null,acc-null,andsource-nullrespectivelyrepresentnullformsof

nominative,accusative,andsourcecase.Weassumethatthedistributionofsuch

nullcaseformsaredeterminedbyvariousmorpho-phonological,semanticand

pragmaticreasons,whichwillnotbeexploredhere.

Nowturningintosluicedsentences,weproposethatsluicedclauseswitha

copulaasin(2)and(24)beanalyzedintermsofverbal-sluiced-interrogative-clause

(vbl-slu-int-cl) in (44),which is a subtype of verbal-head-fragment-phrase

(vbl-hd-frag-ph)and interrogativeclause(inter-cl).The constraintson verbal-

sluiced-interrogative-clause(vbl-slu-int-cl)arethesameasthoseforEnglishsluiced-

interrogative-clause(slu-int-cl)inGinzburg&Sag(2000)exceptforthepresenceof

thecopulaverbasaheaddaughter.

14)Itshould benoted thatnotallthecasevaluesarespecified in(43).Asforthe

morphologicalcaseforms,onlythoseofnom,acc,andsourceareexpressedin(43)for

spacereasons.
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(44)vbl-slu-int-cl

question

CONT proposition

SIT 

PROP SOA QUANTS□A

NUCL 

STORE{} → [STOREneset(param)],H[verb]

question

PARAMS{}

proposition

MAX-QUD SIT 

PROP SOA QUANTS

<pquant-rel>⊕□A

NUCL 

On the other hand,matrix sluiced sentences withouta copula are

representedbybare-slu-int-cl,whichisasubtypeofnominal-head-fragment-phrase

(nml-hd-frag-ph)and interrogativeclause.The constrainton bare-slu-int-clis

identicaltothatofGinzburg&Sag’sslu-int-cl.

AsinEnglish,interrogativeclausesarerequiredtobe[CONTquestion]by

theirtypeconstraints.Inaddition,basedonthediscussionsinYoo(1997)and

Pollard& Yoo(1998),weassumethatthefollowingconstraintholdsforthe

questionsinKorean.

(45)(ForKorean)

[CONTquestion]→ [M-VFORM int]

Theconstraint(45)ensuresthataKoreanclausecanbeinterpretedasaquestion

onlyifitsverbalheadbearsaninterrogativeendingthatis[M-VFORM int].

Accordingly,thesluicedclauseshaveinterrogativeverbformssuchas-(nu)nci,

-pnikka,and-ni.

Inouranalysis,thesluicedclausein(2)canbeaccountedforasin(46),

basedonthecombinedconstraintscharacterizingvbl-slu-int-clin(44)andits

supertypevbl-hd-frag-phin(42)andaswellasallotherrelevantconstraints

associatedwiththesetypes.
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(46) S

vbl-slu-int-cl

HEAD  

question

CONT PARAMS{ IND }

RESTR{person( )}

proposition

SIT 

PROP SOA QUANTS<>

NUCL meet-rel

MET 

STORE{}

question

PARAMS{}

proposition

MAX-QUD SIT 

some-rel

CTXT PROP SOAQUANTS<IND >

RESTR{person( )}

NUCL 

SAL-UTT{CAT [CASEacc]] }

CONT|IND 

CAT '[CASEacc] v

SS CONT|IND HEAD COP+

STORE{ } M-VFORM int

COMPS< >

nwukwu -i-nci

In(46),consideringthetypehierarchyin(43),theactualCASEvalueof will

be(l)ulandthatof 'willbeacc-null.However,thisdoesnotviolatethe

constraintin(42),becausenwukwuandtheelementintheSAL-UTThavethe

samegrammaticalcasevalue,i.e.,acc.

Ouraccountproposedhereprovidesexplanationsforvariouspropertiesof

sluicedsentences.Firstofall,notonlyembeddedsluicesbutalsomatrixsluices

like(24)canbeaccountedforbythesamesetofconstraints,becausebothcases

aretreated assluicedinterrogativeclauses.Accordingly,thecommonalities

betweenthetwotypesofsluicesdiscussedinSection3canbenaturally

captured.Althoughembeddedsluicesarelimitedinthattheydonotoccurin

theform ofbare-slu-int-cl,thiscanbeascribedtothepropertyofembedded

clausesinKoreaningeneralthatrequiresacomplementizerandaverb.
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Second,itfollowsfrom thetypeconstraintforvbl-slu-int-clthatsluiced

sentencesarerequiredtobeaquestionintermsofsemanticinterpretationand

haveaclausalpropertysyntactically.Sinceembedded sluicedsentencesin

Koreanarealwaysmarkedbyinterrogativeending-(nu)nci,theconstraint(45)

ensuresthatthoseclausesreceiveaquestioninterpretation.Moreover,bythe

constraint(42),whichrequiresafragmentphrasetobeaverbphrasewithits

SUBJvaluesaturated,sluicedphrasesarerepresentedasanS.

Third,ouranalysisoffersanaccountofcaseparallelism aswellasoptional

presenceofcasemarkersexhibitedin(29-30).Asmentionedwithregardtothe

constraintin(42),thenominalphrasethatappearsinasluicedclausehasthe

samegrammaticalcasevalueasthephraseintheSAL-UTT.Thus,giventhe

typehierarchyforCASEvaluesin(43),caseparallelism isensuredasfaras

thosetwophrasesbearanidenticalgrammaticalcasevaluessuchasnom,acc,

gen,source,goal,andloc.Forexample,in(30),theNPnwukwuinsluicedclause

mayhavevariouscaseformslikeeykeyse,hanthese,andlo-pwutheaswellasa

nullform,whilethephrasenwukwu-eykeyseintheSAL-UTThaseykeyse.Thisis

permittedinouraccountsinceallsuchforms(includinganullform)hasthe

samegrammaticalcasevaluesource.Actualformslikeeykeyseandhantheseare

morpho-phonologicalformswhichhaveidenticalgrammaticalcasevalues.15)

Fourth,theexamplesofmultiplesluicingcanbealsoaccommodatedinour

account.Whiletheconstraintsin(42)and(44)donotfitmultiplesluicing

examplessuchas(5)intheirpresentforms,ouraccountmayextendtocover

suchexamplesbyaddingadditionalnominaldaughtersin(42)and(44).Thus

thesluicedclausesin(5),mwues-ulnwukwu-eykey-i-nci,canbeanalyzedasa

clauseconsistingofacopulaanditstwonominalcomplementdaughters.

Fifth,like English slu-int-cl,Korean vbl-slu-int-cland bare-slu-int-clare

requiredtohaveapositivequantificationalNPintheMAX-QUD.Thisis

manifestedin(44)via positive-quantifier-relation(pquant-rel)inthequantifiers

15)Ontheotherhand,nominativeandaccusativecasemarkersdonotusuallyoccurin

embedded sluiced sentences. In our perspective, it is due to the general

morpho-phonologicalbanonthecomplementofacopulathatsuppressesthesyntactic

casemarkerofitscomplementphrase.However,ofcourse,thisisnotastrictrule,given

thatnominativeandaccusativecasemarkersmaysometimesoccurincaseslikemultiple

sluicing,as(15)exemplifies.
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(QUANTS)listofthepropositionintheMAX-QUD.Thisconstraintguarantees

thatsluicingdoesnotoccurwhenthereisnoquantifierorwhenthereisa

negativequantifierintheMAX-QUDasin(47).

(47)#John-i amwukesto an-sass-ta-nuntey, na-nun[mwues-i-nci]

John-Nom anything not-bought-said-but,I-Top what-Cop-Q

kwungkumhata.

wonder

‘Johndidn'tbuyanything,butIwonderwhat’

On theotherhand,sluiced interrogativesgetadequatewhen thereisa

quantifiedpropositionwithapositivequantifierintheMAX-QUDasin(2)and

(48).As(48)exemplifies,apositivequantifierisnotnecessarilyanexistential

quantifier.

(48)Manhunsalamtul-i kuchayk-ulsass-tanuntey, na-nun

many people-Nom thebook-Accbought-said-but,I-Top

nwukwu-i-ncimolukeyssta.

who-Cop-Q notknow

‘Itissaidthatmanypeopleboughtthebook,butIdon’tknowwho.’

5. Concluding Remarks

ThispaperhasarguedthatsluicedsentencesinKoreanshouldbetreatedas

fragmentsthatappearbothinembeddedandmatrixcontexts.Thisposition

contrastswiththeexistingview thatthereisnosluicinginKoreanandwhat

lookslikesluicescanbeanalyzedassubjectlesscopularorcleftconstructions.In

thispaper,sluicedsentencesareanalyzedintermsofsluicedinterrogative

clauses,whichareindependentofcopularorcleftconstructions.Ithasbeenalso

shownthatsluicedsentencesshouldbedistinguishedfromdeclarativefragments

whichtypicallyinvolvescontrastivefocusornegative/affirmativecontexts.

Theproposalpresentedinthispaperdoesnotpositanyellipsisprocessor

null pronominal, since sluiced interrogative clauses are analyzed as
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base-generated fragments.Thusitisdistinguished from both movement

approachesthatassumeVP/TPdeletionandcleftconstructionapproachesthat

presupposeellipsisofacleftclauseinthesubjectposition.Moreover,unlikethe

copularconstructionapproach,thepresentanalysisdoesnotassumeanull

pronominalelementwithinasluicedclause.

We haveshown thatthe proposed analysiscan accountforvarious

propertiesthatKorean sluiceshave.Thepresenceofacopulahasbeen

accounted for in our analysis, together with the omissibility and

interchangeabilityofcase-markingpostpositions.Sincesluiced sentencesare

treatedasinterrogativeclauses,itisalsopossibletoaccommodate multiple

sluicingexamples.

Therearemanyrelatedareaswheremoreextensiveinvestigationsarecalled

for.Assluicingisviewedasonetypeoffragmentsinthispaper,amore

comprehensiveunderstandingoffragmentphenomenaandcomparisonsamong

diversetypesoffragmentswillprovidemoreinsightsinexplainingsluicingin

Korean.Inparticular,itwillbenecessarytolookintothecompositionofthe

MAX-QUDmoresystematicallyinordertoaccountforcontextualinformation

thatisrelevanttotheformationandinterpretationoffragments.Weleavesuch

investigationsforafutureresearch.
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