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AnderBois, Scott. 2010. Sluicing as anaphora to issues. Proceedings of SALT 20: 451-470.

=3 Barros, Matthew. 2012. A Non-repair approach to island sensitivity in contrastive TP ellipsis. To be

published in the Proceedings of CLS 48.
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Identifying the null argument in Korean has been a very controversial issue in the literature. Two major
approaches have been proposed: ellipsis approach (Kim 1999, Saito 2007, Um 2011, Lee 2011) and pro
approach (Hoji 1998, Ahn and Cho 2010, 2012a,b). The aim of this talk is two-fold. | will first re-introduce
the main arguments for the hybrid approach that claims the null argument may involve either pro or ellipsis
(Park and Bae 2012, Park and Oh 2013a,b). By providing more arguments, | will attempt to strengthen the
claim that "the exact identity reading” of the null argument can be best captured only by the ellipsis
approach (Park and Oh 2013a). Second, | will critically review Choi's (2013) claim that AdjP and AdvP can
also be construed as pro.

A Case against the Ellipsis Analysis of the Null Argument in Korean
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Takahashi(2008:310)= 22N WA (1b)el =80l (2b)2 JtAIR AL SR CHE2A HA ST

J SJotd ULCH

(1) a. Hanako—ga taitei-no sensei-o sonkeisiteiru.
Hanako—-NOM most-GEN teacher—ACC respect
‘Hanako respects most teachers.’

b. Taroo—mo e sonkeisiteiru.
Taroo-also respect
‘(Lit.) Taroo respects, too.’

(2) a. Hanako—ga taitei-no sensei-o sonkeisiteiru.

Hanako—-NOM most-GEN teacher—ACC respect

‘Hanako respects most teachers.’



b. Taroo—mo karera—o sonkeisiteiru.
Taroo—also them—Acc respect

‘Taroo respects them, too.’

(2b)OIA DEAIE THE AN SE N karera—o ‘them'S XIAIHOI)LE =S (anaphoric)2 = UCH O]
YA &8 2& (2a)2 2Z3atE(quantificational) SEMHE =3ote &EX &2 Z<, 0 LA
£ Evans(1980)JF ¥HSH E-R8 YAMZ A6l 0 22, & (2b)= ‘Taroo also respects
those teachers that Hanako respects’2 0l ol = Ct.

2Lt (1b)e d=H= S8 EYZAM (2b)2 JHAIE AL SHENIF 2= E-RE Y
AMZ2| oA FBE OfLict FIHHEQ oS =0 0 FIOHEQ HAA =X
=X taitei-no sensei-o ‘most teachers’ 0l &S&CtD & = UCH
teachers that Taroo respects can be different from the set of teachers that Hanako respects’2 ol
S EC.
Takahashi= JtAIE S0t O

o

ot CHE SME EHFZ S 20l H22 =Sotd UL TA

e I)0A 2ols A il = | OF
ot QULCH(B)MAM FHH2 Mz 228 Hg26 ASs ZAE).
(3) a. Hanako—ga taitei-no  sensei-o sonkeisiteiru.
Hanako—-NOM most—GEN teacher—ACC respect
‘Hanako respects most teachers.’
b. Taroo—mo aitei=nro—sensei=o sonkeisiteiru.
Taroo—also most—-GEN teacher—ACC respect
‘(Lit.) Taroo respects, too.’
2 =2l= Takahashl < HIcte EIEHES ZEGIHA L2002 =HHA SLoIH dSct=s A2
Z Ol e 2L =HAH SAHE HHME oledl UL A 2 =2 2120 2209 o
SHHS ZLE AEGIHA Takahashl HMCH0| HEGHH OIFHE =302 I20e 2 &
& =0 st e sHA0lct) XEDSHAN, 22y d2H s 222 40| Rl
o 222N YA PES HAN S04 0ld 2 =SH/UHEAN ESo AN-SEA 228l JI
olstg B 210ICH
pro 241 M22A( o8t SR F=F D&
dEE (HME)
St=HUME F=&0 et A= IAH M2 2AY pro SHELZ LIS ZYSHAH 0IFHAIL
QL Hoji(1998)2 g EEZ2 gt pro 24 WI|0= Ahn & Cho(2009, 2010 & 1 2 C=)9
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P =2SsH HHEM(EHUE)Y =250 O =T =SZ5tD U220, Kim(1999)9 HIPE
LS 2 Takahasi(2008)2 =250 M2f 240 1 2H2 F2 S0 ULL

OteHel 2ZNAMRH =H0l F3t=d UA=0 0 2HO0l & Takahasi (2008)2 =&2
CtS3t ZCh

(1) a. Taroo-wa sannin—no sensei-o sonkeisiteiru.
Taroo—TOP three—GEN teacher—ACC respects
Et2-= ANl ¥-9of dMEd-2 =F 60
‘Taroo respects three teachers.'

b. Hanako—mo e sonkeisiteiru.
Hanako—also respects
otLt2-& =&

'(Lit.) Hanako respects e, too.'

(2) a. John respects three teachers.

b. Mary respects them, too.

c. Mary does, too.

(1b)o] SHOIM OH A2MO{I} M2t0] TACD IS S JIXC HH0l LURH €=

bS]
SHLEZ Q2 Et2It &Fote &Y M Hol 22 ZR% X £2 Z<LI OA0ICH

' gHH Ol
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proctl) JIEEICIE = 21b)0IMME oo A &2 IES 6 2o S HMe
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(4) At Chelswu—ka casin-ul pinanhay—ss-ta.
Chelswu—Nom self-Acc criticize—Past-Dec
-0t Rpel-2 dHidtoi—m-C.

'Chelswu criticized himself.'
B: Yenghii—to eci pinanhay—ss—ta.

Y.-also criticize—Past-Dec



g3/-% dltoll—m-LCh.

'Yenghi criticized, too.'

= (4B)= ‘g3 HIHCH = dLdSLoia=8t otliet g3

<
Ol2SZoiAdT MERI W20l 0l =g A=HHJCD 2= A0l EBtEotbis A0l 4=
0l o =

7 A
< =34
A
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SAM0ICH Ol0l CHall Ahn & Cho(2011)= Hoji(1998)J1 MIAlgt 220 =242 HE S0 (4B)
Ol2t=goid s 2t= 210| OtLlet RAOI2tS ol Al (sloppy—like reading)S 2=CtD FZSHC.

(5) At John—-ga zibunzisin—o suisensita.
John-Tom self-Acc recommended
Z&-0| Adl-= =&ML
‘John recommended himself.'
B: Billi-mo eci suisensita.
Bill-also recommended
g-C =L

'Bill recommended too."

Hoji(1998)= (4B)2] oO|2sddia=2  (BB)UMIAS  SXIAlGHA (coreferential  interpretation) 3t
2ANMOZ 2Lt FASHC.
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oA Saito(2007) Ol2S oA L= SAOI2SLoHAMIl HHEIl M0 6IIML
X

A=82 M2t ZA0 2 40I0{0F BCHD F=FHBEHCE Ol0 CHEH BHE L8 Ahn & Cho (2011)t

0l =20Md=s XA3NHA & HESS HIE2Z2 M2 2410 pro 242 2HES XESHL
st=0l0lAel =22l 220 ol O 28E = UAs dets 25 20X ettt
gz EUUE. 220 =9 45 24 20l SHIOH

Ahn, H-D. & S. Cho. 2010. More on the absence of CP ellipsis: A reply to Park (2009). Studies in
Generative Grammar 20: 549-576.
Ahn, H-D. & S. Cho. 2011a. Notes on apparent DP ellipsis : A reply to Lee & Kim (2010). Korean
Journal of Linguistics 36 : 457-471
Ahn, H-D. & S. Cho. 2011b. On sloppy-like interpretation of null arguments. Linguistic Research 28,
471-492.
Ahn, H-D. & S. Cho. 2012. on the nature of zero realization of argument: a reply to Lee & Kim
(2011). Linguistic Research 29, 1-20



Hoji, H. 1998. Null object and sloppy identity in Japanese. Linguistic inquiry 29:127-152.

Saito, Mamoru. 2007. Notes on East Asian argument ellipsis. Language Research 43: 203-227.

Takahashi, D. 2008. Noun phrase ellipsis. In Shigeru Miyagawa and Mamoru Saito (eds.), 7he
Oxford Handbook of Japanese Linguistics, 394-422. New York: Oxford University Press.

On Two Types of Fragments in Korean
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Fragments convey the same propositional content that their full sentential counterparts do. The form-
function mismatch of fragments has been one of the non-trivial issues in syntax, semantic and pragmatics.
We suggest that there are two types of fragments in Korean, and they have different derivational processes
and interpretative mechanism. Case-marked fragments have full sentential structures prior to ellipsis and
the interpretation follows from the sentential structures that are the sources of propositional interpretations.
Caseless fragments, on the other hand, are base-generated nonsentential XPs whose interpretations come
directly from pragmatics-discourse. Patterns of fragments containing negative polarity items or temporal
adverbs support our claim that caseless fragments do not correlate with any sentential source. One of the
issues regarding the architectures of grammar is whether the pragmatic/semantic factors come into play
independently from syntax. Culicover & Jackendoff (2005) suggest that the grammar consists of parallel
generative components, at least independent components for phonology, syntax, and semantics, each of
which creates its own type of combinatorial complexity (this architecture of grammar is often called
parallelism). We aim to defend the syntactocentrism advocated in Minimalism led by Chomsky (1995) that
the grammar permits sound structure and semantic/pragmatic structure to interact only by way of syntax
proper by exploring two kinds of fragments in Korean.

We further suggest that Caseless fragments are just CPs directly dominating nonsentential NPs. The
analysis of Caseless fragments in Korean raises non-trivial problems in three phenomena: P-stranding,
guantifier scope, and anaphoric binding. Merchant (2004) argues that fragments and their sentential
correlates show parallelism with respect to P-stranding. Interestingly, in Korean, P-stranding is allowed in
fragments unlike their sentential correlates. We suggest that the apparent P-stranding is a consequence
of the existence of Caseless fragments. Regarding scope interaction, Caseless fragments yield only wide
scope reading with respect to another scope bearing element. We suggest that it is related to the complex
structure of quantifiers put forward in our previous works where guantifier fragments are all analyzed in
some sense as Case-marked fragments. Hence, argument quantifier and adjunct quantifier can display
the same scope patterns. With respect to anaphoric binding, we note that Caseless fragments of
anaphors show distribution different from their full sentential correlates in both subject and object positions,
which may further support our analysis of Caseless fragments in Korean; namely, Caseless fragments are
directly generated as XPs without full sentential structures.
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