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Constructing Sentiment Corpus in Korean
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There has been much research on the automatic identification and extraction of sentiments and opinions in
text. Researchers have been working on these issues by focusing mainly on subjectivity and sentiment
classification either at the document or sentence level. Classifying editorials or movie reviews as positive or
negative are examples of a document classification tasks while classifying individual sentences as
subjective or objective would be an example of a sentence-level task.

Along with these lines of research, a need for corpora annotated with rich information about
opinions and emotions has also emerged. This would allow for the development of statistical and machine
learning approaches for various practical NLP applications. As such a resource, the Multiperspective
Question Answering (MPQA) Opinion Corpus developed by Wiebe (2002), Wiebe et al. (2005), and Wilson
et al. (2008), plays an important role in sentiment and opinion analysis. It contains the manualannotation of
a 10,000 sentence-corpus of articles from the world press. Since this corpus provides a fine-grained
annotation scheme, it is widely used as a source for training data in machine learning approaches and
serves as the gold standard in sentiment classification tests.

We started constructing a cross-language sentiment corpus, called the Korean Sentiment Corpus.
We aim to provide both a solid theoretical background for the Corpus, reflecting the characteristics of the
Korean language, as well as fine-grained annotations for the 8,050 sentence-corpus of news articles. | am
going to introduce annotation scheme, inter-annotator agreement tests, and annotation tool for constructing

sentiment corpus in Korean.
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Some Negative Comments on the Negative Quantifier Analysis of amwu( N)-to
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Watanabe (2004) analyzes the traditionally called negative polarity item in a language like Korean and
Japanese as a negative quantifier (N-word), to account for the fact that it can be a fragmental answer to an
affirmative interrogative, despite the apparent polarity mismatch between the affirmative predicate in the
antecedent clause and the negative predicate in the ellipsis site. The polarity disparity resolves in his
system due to Agree between the N-word and the elided negative predicate, which induces the [+neg]
feature in the former to get copied into the latter and ultimately cancels out the [+neg] feature in the elided
predicate as an instance of double negation. The current work, however, casts doubt on the negative
quantifier analysis for the following two reasons: (i) the neg-feature-copy-followed-by-cancel-out
mechanism leads to interpretation failure in some structures involving an N-word (e.g., an N-word as a
short answer to a negative interrogative, an N-word in a non-negation context, and an N-word in an RNR
construction); and (ii) polarity mismatch can be induced by a non-N-word (e.g. acik ‘still, yet' as a short
answer to an affirmative interrogative sentence and selma ‘(not) a chance’ as a short response to an
affirmative declarative sentence). As for the availability of an N-word as a fragmental response to an
affirmative sentence, it is speculated in this work, conforming to Ahn and Cho (2011), that such N-word
fragments involve no ellipsis and they are to be pragmatically licensed. If this is on the right track, then the
semantic isomorphic condition becomes irrelevant to such fragments, and the polarity mismatch problem

disappears accordingly.
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On the source of subject-object asymmetries in Korean case ellipsis: The case of
OSV sentences
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It has been observed that subject case ellipsis occurs less frequently and is also less acceptable than
object case ellipsis (Kim 2008; S. Lee 2009; H. Lee 2010, 2011). One particular case of this general
subject-object asymmetry in case ellipsis is the dispreference for subject case ellipsis in sentences that
have the non-canonical OSV word order. This has been analyzed as resulting from a violation of a
structural requirement on the position of bare subject NPs (Ahn and Cho 2006a, 2006b, 2007). In this study,
we present evidence from an acceptability rating experiment demonstrating that OSV sentences containing
a case-ellipsed subject exhibit acceptability patterns different from ungrammatical sentences violating a
core syntactic principle on case assignment and that these sentences are judged acceptable when the
subject refers to expected, predictable information in context. We argue that this evidence supports the
conclusion that the dispreference for subject case ellipsis in OSV sentences is due to violations of
probabilistic constraints that favor case marking for rare types of subjects and such violations can be

remedied by non-syntactic information.



