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The Generation of Implicit Propositions in “Alleged” Korean Topics

= ZHUA= =20 =AM =l S 2MIt 2ol Mdol U 2t O 80| Z&&E 2
S0 AHEEHE=E SUE S0A ZHME2 =00 2o M= 2010 HHE sEH oSS 20l
Aol 2toff =2fof =Ch 8=0 XAt =t SdstH 2ADF Zgs Ze=2 XA Mo
(Contrastive Topic, CT henceforth)ct =c2l=0l 0] CT= 8t=0 (Lee 1997, 2000, 2003) &2+ OtLlct A
O , S2 0 (Bolinger 1968, Jackendoff 1972, Buring 1994, 1997, 2000, Roberts 1997, Krikfa2007), 2=
O (Hara2006) SOIA 20l HRE 2Ch Ol s ZCH
(1) Contrastive Topic: Focus within Topic -Krifka (2007) : Ctg& 2& Wl “I
A:  Where were you (at the time of murder)? B: [[l]Focus]topic [was [at HOME]rocus]comment

CTOl 28t dEAHAASUH A= -= 0l 22 #+E EE+FZX (Information Structure)E *&o6t= A
o YB2Z IIH Ol 3HOUHI ZHME &= I LB SHHA= Eel HE 20IE Hdst=2t0 2
A2 FALL Lee= CTIt scalar implicatureE S & 8tCH1) 1) Hara= uncertainty implicatureE S &
St 2A3UCH Buring2 CTE 0120 W= E3tdssS EstECE O £330 0 g2S2 3
Sd2 MO st ER Jlss el= dHGH O HEXA J|Is0l RAX =2 ESolM e
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S SAtES zlUHe iAot (=, -='01 2HHIE Al Oi(Topic
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(existential presuppositiont exhaustive implicature)E M&HHCID FESICH 0 BHS2 20IE
HEH 0l 2A -='2 & S0l £ CE alternative S JHXA Dl RAS SPHGHOFRH SHC
£ Contrast Triggeret) ot ZAI-='2 Contrastorctll £=20 2ZAI’-='8 Contrastive operator&
ZAl-='8F -2 0l Ol=0l et CHE 2012 2S0UsE A=

012 2tHE & H=CH.

HEBER0A -='01 Z2&= 2&2 MA 20Is0 285 FAUE =
=
—

20| Contrastor?t Contrast TriggerAl

FE

FlM=s MdBR0HAMA M4
ol 20l HEN et &
SF2HOA S BEYIIX(felicity value)E IJtAH & =XKE  Stalnaker(1973)2|speaker’s
presupposition, common ground®t Lewis (1979), Von Fintel(2000)2 accommodation = 0| Zof &F &
240IC ‘=01 LiEtLlE CheFst &3t & € HE TS0l A00StCH

= BHS(2 SH M existential presupposition by “-nun’ )i =0l 2 Al*-

(2) Ann: anthakkapkeyto, nwukwun-ka ku salin-ul mokkyek-hay-ss-e.

Unfortunately, = someone-Nom the murder-Acc witness-do-pst-Dec



‘Unfortunately, someone witnessed the murder.’
a.Bill:  Alayo. [BEN-I] hay-ss-eyo. (£0/L2, 210/ 0/ L)
Know. [BEN-Nom] do-pst-ind
| know. [a-acc/BEN)] did.
b.Bill: #Alayo. [BEN-UN] hay-ss-eyo. (# &'0/2, Y2 0/ L)
Know. [BEN-NUN] do-pst-ind
#l know. [B-acc\BEN/] did.

(3) Ann: anthakkapkeyto, amwuto  ku salin-ul mokkyek-haci-anh-ass-e.
Unfortunately, anyone the murder-Acc witness-do-Neg-pst-Dec

‘Unfortunately, no one witnessed the murder.’

a.Bill:  kulsseyyo, [BEN-] hay-ss-eyo.
well, [BEN-Nom] do-pst-Dec
Well..[a-acc/BENY] did. (EHNR, 20/ FIAHR)
b.Bill:  kulsseyyo [BEN-UN] hay-ss-eyo.
well... [BEN-NUN] do-pst-ind

Well... [p-acc\BEN/] did. (ZMR, = AAHK)

(4) A:Minwu-ka i yangpok-ul  sa-l kelako sayngkak-ha-ni
Minu-Nom this suit-Acc buy-fut that thought —do-Q
‘Do you think Minu would buy this suit?’
B: kulssey, [NAY (a)#-KA/(b)-Nun] hwaksilhi an  sa-I-keya.
Well, [#-Nom/-Nun certainly Neg buy-fut-Dec.
a#Well, [aacc /] certainly wouldn't.  (# S M, /7 EAE] 2HAD{0F)
b. Well, [-acc \I/] certainly wouldn’t (but Minu may buy it.) (M, L/= E4&I6] 2HAID{0})

A
Jm
0y
Vv

CF-reduplication: Dynamic Prototypes and Contrastive Focus Effects
o] AR, FHAKA L)

This paper presents a novel approach to the interpretation of the so-called contrastive focus reduplication
(CF-reduplication), as in (1), based on prototype theory and contrastive focus semantics. The previous
analyses (Dray (1987), Horn (1993), Ghomeshi, et. al. (2004), McCready & Ogata (2007)) were limited in
capturing the fact that the denotation of the CF-reduplication covaries as the context varies, as witnessed
in (2). Moreover, as Whitton (2007) pointed out, they did not come up to scratch in accounting for the

polysemous CF-reduplication ‘drinkce-drink’ in (3a) and the homonymous CF-reduplication ‘batce-bat’ in



(3b), where the denotations vary with the same offering utterance. Whitton’s scalar analysis tackled this
problem by introducing a pragmatically determined scale made up of ‘intended construals’ and ‘rejected
construals’, but it failed to constrain a member that has less of relevant features or an illegitimate member
in occurring as the first element in the scale. We thus propose dynamic prototypicality in addition to
relevance as a crucial factor in calculating the denotation(s) of CF-reduplication. Furthermore, we propose
a four step interpretation process to accommodate the contingently determined denotations of a CF-
reduplication. First, speakers properly ignore all the alternatives that are not relevant to the semantic value
of the CF-reduplication (Properly Ignoring, Lewis (1996)), leaving behind a relevancy set. Secondly, they
match one of the relevant alternatives in the relevancy set with a prototype (Taylor (1989)) in their
conceptual category (Prototype Matching). Thirdly, they fix a context by restricting the domain contexts to
one particular context (Context Fixing). Finally, they exhaustively select the denotation of the expression by
excluding immediately relevant alternatives in the previous discourse (Immediately Relevant Alternatives
Excluding, Lee (2003)).

This interpretation process first accounts for the contingency of denotations of the CF-reduplication,

‘bookcr-books’, from a context to another as shown by the possible prototype structures below.

Contextl: Exam Context: Cooking Context: Comic Book

Preparation Competition Club

cor'vc book .~ N b corntc bock i

‘-‘- gBokbook \ / cuokbock

s@

—~ /
\ textboo
A

It also disambiguates the contingently determined denotations of the polysemous CF-Reduplication,
(drinkcr-drink), and the homonymous CF-Reduplication (batcr-bat), in the same situation, by means of
default prototype and dynamic transition due to the existence of a contrasting prototype given in the

previous discourse (Harel (1987)), as shown below.

CAT : Drink Word BAT
SUBCAT: SUBCAT: BAT1 BAT2
Alcoholic Nonalcoholic baseball bat flying mammal
Drink Drink
d ul coke —

fruit bat

Tyt - k‘,

yampife bat

oy,

ymblee bat

/ \ | =




Given that the CF-reduplication refers to the most prototypical alternative in the relevancy set (max< (D<e,t)
or maxs (De)), the formalization of the denotations of the CF-Reduplication involves three modular
functions, mainly drawing on the Relevant Alternatives Theory (Holliday (2010)) and Comparative Similiary
Relation (Lewis (1973)). First, the intensional base word (-Xsase) is a function that maps a set of possible
worlds to a set of the entities that are the prototype of the category itself (e.g. [[-salad]] in saladcF-salad =
Aw[maxs (D<et)N Ax[salad(x)[Vw, w <p P]]], where P is a prototype) or the unique individual that is the
prototype of the individual concept (e.g. [[-Dave]] in Davecr-Dave = Aw [maxs< (De) N ix [name (x,Dave) [V
w, w <p P]1]).]). The CF-reduplicated modifier (Xcr-) is another function that takes the intension of the base
word and restricts the set of domain possible worlds to one particular possible world, yielding an extension
of a set of prototypical entities in a category (Xcr-(wW)= maxs (D<et-)N AX[X(X)[Vw, w <, P]]]) or an
extension of a unique individual (Xcr-(w)= [max< (De) N ix [name (x,X) [Vw, w <p P]]. The third function
involves the contrastive-focus marking which serves to exhaustively select the proposition containing the
CF-Reduplication and exclude the propositions containing the immediately relevant alternatives in the
previous discourse ([[CF]](A«stt>)(p<st)(W) iff p(w) &V qEAi~q(w), where A is a set of immediately
relevant alternatives.). This function of contrastive focus helps to disambiguate the denotation of a
polysemous CF-reduplication and a homonymous CF-reduplication in the way that the contrastive focus
negates one disjunct(say, p) of the two propositions available in the same situation (p or g) and refers to
the other proposition (q) by means of disjunction elimination: ((p or q) & ~p — Q).

To sum up, our approach to the interpretation of the CF-reduplication phenomenon can be regarded as
a breakthrough in two respects. First, the four-step interpretation process covers all the cases of CF-
Reduplication. Second, the contingently denotations of the CF-Reduplication are formalized with a
successive application of functions. After all, CF-reduplication is a phenomenon of semantics-pragmatics
interface. It semantically removes lexical vagueness or ambiguity implicit in a conceptual category and

pragmatically facilitates a communication between discourse participants.

(1) a. No, what | wanted was a dogcr-dog. (Horn, 1993. p.48)
b. I’ll make the tuna salad, and you make the saladcr-salad. (Ghomeshi, et al p.308)
c. So did you go to the movie with Dave or with Davece-Dave? (ib. p.314)
(2) a. (i) No more comic books. Read bookcr-books for the exams.
(‘textbooks’ in the exam preparation context)
(ii) No more school textbooks. Do what the bookce-books say.
(‘cookbook’s in the cooking competition context)
(iii) What’s that school textbook? Read bookce-books with us.
(‘comic books’ in the comic book club context)
b. A: Dave has got to go to the meeting.
B: Which Dave?
A: Davece-Dave. (varying denotations, depending on where the speakers work)
(3) a. (i) Husband: I want a drink.
Wife: Here, have some water.
Husband: No, | want a drinkce-drink. (With alcohol).
(ii) Husband: I want a drink.



Wife: Here, have some beer.
Husband: No, I just want a drinkce-drink. (With no alcohol).

b. (i) Son: | want a bat for my birthday.
Dad: Aren’t you afraid it will bite you?
Son: No, a batce-bat. For little league.

(ii) Son: | want a bat for my birthday.

Dad: Wooden or aluminum?
Son: No, a batcr-bat. With wings. (adapted from Whitton (2007))

References

Ghomeshi, J., R. Jackendoff and N. Rosen and K. Russell: Contrastive Focus Reduplication in English (the
salad-salad paper). Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 22: 307-357 (2004)

Harel. D.: Statecharts: A Visual Formalism for Complex Systems. Science of Computer Programming 8:
231-274 (1987)

Horn, L.: Economy and Redundancy in a Dualistic Model of Natural Language. SKY: The Linguistic
Assaociation of Finland (1993)

Holliday, W.H.: Epistemic Logic and Relevant Alternatives. In M. Slavkovik, ed., Proceedings of the 15"
Student Session of the European Sum- mer School in Logic, Language, and Information : 4-16
(2010)

Lee, C.: Contrastive Topic and/or Contrastive Focus. Bill McClure (ed). Japanese/Korean Linguistics 12.
CSLI, Stanford (2003)

Lewis, D.: Elusive Knowledge. Australasian Journal of Philosophy Vol.74, No.4 :549-567 (1996)

Lewis, D.: Counterfactuals. Malden, Mass: Wiley-Blackwell (1973)

McCready, E., Ogata, N.: Adjectives, stereotypicality, and comparison. Nat Lang Semantics 15: 35-63
(2007)

Taylor, J.: Linguistic Categorization: Prototypes in Linguistic Theory. Oxford. Great Britain: Clarendon Press
(1989)

Whitton, L. The Function of English Contrastive Reduplication: Evidence from Homonyms. Paper

presented at the Linguistic Society of America (LSA) Annual Meeting, Anaheim, CA (2007)

<IN =3 2>
Priming Effects in Children’s Production of Passive Sentences
2 00 = (&XH)
Two experiments are reported which investigate the roles of perceptual priming and lexical priming in

Korean children’s production of passive sentences. Experiment 1 examined whether manipulations of focal

attention could affect Korean children’s linguistic choices regarding subject role assignment, by using so-



called fish film (Tomlin, 1997) in an on-line production task. 4-year-old and 5-year-old children were not
able to produce passives even when a patient was perceptually primed by a flashing arrow. Experiment 2
examined lexical priming effects in children’s production of passive voice. 5-year-old and 6-year-old
children were more likely to use passive sentences if a patient has been verbally primed by the
experimenter. These results indicate that young children’s production of passive voice is more likely to be

affected by linguistic cues than perceptual salience.
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