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Introduction

It
hasbeengenerallyobserved

(e.g.,Li
and

T
hom

pson1976)thatE
ast-A

sian
languagessuch

as
K

orean,Japaneseand
C

hinesepresenta
certain

clusterof
com

m
onfeaturessuchasfollo

w
ing:

1.
Topic-orientedness

2.
D

ouble
nom

inative
constructions

3.
Long-distanceanaphora

F
irstly,

one
of

the
long

establishedcharacteristicsof
languagessuch

as
C

hinese,Japanese,and
K

oreanis
theircontextdependence;or

to
putit

in
Li

and
T

hom
pson’s(1976)term

inology,their“topic-orientedness.”U
nlike

other
pro-drop

languages(e.g.,those
in

the
R

om
ancefam

ily)
em

pty
pronounsin

E
astA

sian
languagesare

licensednotby
strongagreem

entbuttheirability
to

be
identifiedvia

strongcontextualordiscoursefeatures.T
heirsecondcom

m
on

feature,double
nom

inative
constructions,representstheirability

to
generate

tw
o

subjectpositions.T
heselanguagesalsoconsistentlyexhibitlong-distance

anaphoricpatterns(ziji
in

C
hinese,zibu

n
in

Japanese,and
ca

kiin
K

orean).
E

ven
thougheachofthesecom

m
onfeatureshasbeena

w
idely

discussedissue,
theirinteractionhasnotbeenthoroughlyinvestigated.In

this
paper,w

e
w

ill
sketch

the
interactionofthe

firsttw
o

featuresin
orderto

accountfor
the

third
one.T

he
relevanceofcontextualfactorsin

accountingforlong-distanceanaph-
ora

hasalso
beenrepeatedlystressedin

the
literature

in
variousform

s
(P

er-
spective

(Iida
1996),Logophoricity

(S
ells

1987),or
P

ointof
V

iew
(K

uroda
1973,B

anfield
1982,Z

ribi-H
ertz

1989)).O
n

the
otherhand,syntacticcondi-

tions
such

as
the

subjecthoodcondition
w

hich
statesthatthe

Japaneselong-
distanceanaphorzibu

n
allow

s
a

subjectantecedent,butnota
nonsubjectone

(K
uroda1965,K

uno
1973)have

also
beenputforw

ard
for

the
explanationof

�R
esearchfor

this
paperw

aspartially
supportedby

the
Faculty

ofA
rts

atthe
U

ni-
versity

ofE
dinburgh.I

am
indebtedto

R
onnieC

annand
G

eorge
T

soulasfor
ideasand

detailedcom
m

entson
earlierversionsofthis

paper.I
w

ould
alsolik

e
to

thankIvan
S

ag
and

M
asayoIida

for
theirhelpfuldiscussion.A

ll
errorsare

m
ine.

U
.Pe

n
n

W
o
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p

e
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L
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u
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Long-D
istanceA

naphora.It
is

not,how
ever,alw

aysclearw
hetherthesecon-

ditions
are

proposedin
orderto

replacethe
contextualonesor

to
be

taken
in

conjunctionw
ith

them
.

In
this

paper,
w

e
w

ill
proposean

accountfor
long-

distanceanaphorain
m

ore
structuraland

form
alterm

sratherthan
depending

on
the

contextualfactors.B
y

reconsideringdata
in

K
orean,usually

cited
in

favourofthe
contextual/discourseapproachto

long-distanceanaphora,w
e

w
ill

argue
thatthe

phenom
enoncan

be
bestexplainedratherin

term
softhe

inter-
action

ofthe
com

m
onpropertiesofE

ast-A
sianlanguages:Topic-orientedness

and
D

ouble
N

om
inative

constructions.T
hatis,ca

ki-binding
in

K
oreanin

the
relevantdatais

very
closelyrelatedto

topicalisedconstructionsw
hich,asw

e
claim

,are
closely

relatedto
the

null
topic

constructionsand
sharethe

sam
e

underlyingstructurew
ith

the
doublenom

inative
constructionin

K
orean.

2
T

he
B

asic
F

acts
and

P
revious

A
ccounts

In
this

section,w
e

w
ill

observe
the

basicphenom
enonoflong-distanceanaph-

ora,especiallythosethatare
centralto

the
accountshighly

dependenton
the

contextualfactors.B
y

w
ay

of
exam

ining
thoseapproachesto

the
basicfacts,

w
e

w
ill

also
outline

the
questionsw

e
w

ould
lik

e
to

raiseand
try

to
answ

erin
this

paper.
T

he
long-distanceanaphorca

kican
take

an
argum

entantecedentacrossa
num

berofclauseboundaries(1a), 1
butcanalsobe

boundby
a

To
p

ic
in

w
hatat

firstappearsto
be

a
non-argum

entposition
w

hich
contravenesthe

A
-binding

requirem
entfor

anaphors.

(1)
a.

John� -i
John-N

O
M

B
ill� -ekey

B
ill-

D
A

T

M
ary� -ka

M
ary-N

O
M

caki�� ��� � -lul
self-A

C
C

cohahanta-ko
lik

e-C
O

M
P

L

m
alhayssta

told
‘John� told

B
ill�

thatM
ary�

lik
esself�� �� � ’

b.
John� -un
John-T

O
P

ttal-i
daughter-N

O
M

caki� -pota
self-than

ki-ka
height-N

O
M

tem
ore

kuta
is

tall
‘A

s
for

John� ,his
daughteris

tallerthan
self� ’

1W
e

w
ill

notdiscussthe
exam

pleslik
e

(1a)w
here

the
anaphoris

bound
by

the
antecedentslocally

orin
a

higherclause,forw
hich

case,a
num

berofsyntacticandnon
syntacticapproachesare

proposed.R
ather,in

this
paperw

e
w

ill
focuson

the
exam

ples
w

hich
are

know
n

to
be

subjectto
som

ediscoursefactors.
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c.
John� -un
John-top

caki� -ka
self-N

O
M

ka-ss-ta
go-PA

S
T-D

S
E

‘A
s

for
John� ,self� -N

O
M

w
ent’

(1b)and(1c)show
the

casew
herea

topic-m
arked

nounphraseantecedesca
ki.

T
he

differencebetw
eenthe

tw
o

is
thatin

the
form

er,ca
kioccursasa

com
ple-

m
entofthe

A
andin

the
latterasa

genitive-m
arked

elem
entw

ithin
the

subject
N

P.T
heseexam

plesare
often

consideredas
a

caseof
discoursebinding

w
ith

an
em

phasison
the

discoursefunctionsoftopic
(seeH

uang1984).
T

hereis
also

a
setofdataw

hich
hasbeenprovided

asthe
evidenceofthe

discoursebasedaccountof
long-distanceanaphora.T

he
follo

w
ing

is
one

of
thoseexam

plesin
K

orean:

(2)
A

.
M

ary� -ka
M

ary-N
O

M

kuthe
pati-e
party-to

kass-ni
w

ent-Q
anim
or

tarun
other

salam
-i

person-N
O

M

taysin
instead

kass-ni?
go-Q
‘Is

it
M

ary� w
ho

w
entto

the
party

orsom
ebodyelseinstead?’

B
.

A
ni,

N
o,

caki� -ka
self� -N

O
M

kasse
w

ent
‘N

o,self� w
ent’

(2)
illustratesan

exchangebetw
eentw

o
speakers

A
and

B
.

In
A

’s
utterance,

M
a

ry
is

m
entionedand

rem
ainsa

prom
inenttopic

throughoutthe
exchange.

In
B

’s
utterance,ca

kioccursw
ithoutany

overtly
expressedantecedentin

its
ow

n
sentence.A

s
the

indexing
indicates,ca

kiis
antecededby

M
a

ry.
T

his
sortofexam

plehasbeencited
in

m
ostofthe

literatureas
a

caseofdiscourse
binding

(H
uang1984,U

eda1984).In
fact,ca

kiin
(2)looks

asif
it

w
asbound

in
discourse.In

otherw
ords,w

ith
no

possibleantecedentavailable
in

its
ow

n
sentence,itlooksforits

antecedentin
the

previousdiscourse.In
this

case,ca
ki

is
boundby

the
prom

inenttopic
M

a
ry

in
the

discoursew
hich

is
introducedby

the
subjectin

the
initialutterance(A

).
T

he
reasonthatdiscoursebinding

appliesto
theseexam

plesis
thatto

p
ic

is
view

ed
as

a
discoursefunction

interpretedas
w

hatis
being

talked
aboutor

w
hatis

presupposedor
understoodby

th
e

sp
e

a
ke

r.
T

his
definition

of
topic

is
w

ellsuitedfor
the

notion
ofPe

rsp
e

ctiveorPo
in

to
fView

usedin
the

discourse
basedaccountsoflong-distanceanaphora.H

ow
ever,this

type
ofaccountde-

scribesratherthan
explainsdata.O

ne
w

ould
lik

e
to

have
a

form
alaccountof

how
the

prom
inenttopic

or
the

levelof
prom

inenceofany
given

topic
is

for-
m

ally
representedin

orderto
disam

biguateand
decideam

ongstseveralpossi-
ble

topic
antecedents.This

is
particularlyobviousin

the
follo

w
ing

situation:
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(3)
A

.
M

ary-ka
M

ary-N
O

M

pati-ey
party-to

ka-ss-ni?
go-PA

S
T-Q

anim
or

John-i
John-N

O
M

ka-ss-ni?
go-PA

S
T-Q

‘D
id

M
ary

go
to

the
party

oris
it

Johnw
ho

w
entto

the
party?’

B
.

*C
aki-ka

self-N
O

M

ka-ss-e
go-PA

S
T-D

C

‘Self
w

ent’

(3)hasthe
sam

estructureas(2)exceptthatin
(3),Jo

h
n

replacesta
ru

n
sa

la
m

‘otherperson’.W
hen

thereare
tw

o
equallyprom

inententitiesin
the

discourse
such

as
M

a
ry

and
Jo

h
n

in
(3),

ca
kiin

B
’s

reply
is

notlicensed.If
ca

kiis
indeedbound

by
a

prom
inententity

in
discourseaccordingto

discourseap-
proaches,then

ca
ki-binding

shouldbe
licensedhaving

eitherM
a

ry
orJo

h
n

as
the

antecedent.U
nlesssuch

accountscan
provide

a
good

explanationfor
the

ungram
m

aticalityofB
in

(3),it
is

hard
to

seethatthe
binding

relation
is

com
-

pletelydependenton
the

discourse.F
urtherm

ore,even
if

discourseapproaches
candealw

ith
instanceslik

e
(3),a

superioraccountw
ould

be
onew

hich
canbe

concretelyform
alisedso

thata
legitim

ate
antecedentcan

be
clearly

visible
in

relation
ofca

kiin
som

eform
allevel,ratherthan

leaving
the

predictionofthe
correctantecedentto

the
discoursecontext.G

iven
this,the

questionw
e

w
ould

lik
e

to
askis

sim
ple:

�

C
an

w
e

reducethe
explanationofthe

phenom
enato

a
structuralaccount?

T
he

answ
erw

e
suggestin

the
nextsectionw

ill
involve

the
follo

w
ing:

�

T
here

alw
ays

exists
a

topic
phraseeitherovertor

covertthatbinds
the

long-distancereflexive
ca

ki

�

T
he

binding
in

such
context

is
licensedonly

in
double

nom
inative

con-
structions(D

N
C

)

3
Topic

B
inding

in
D

ouble
N

om
inative

C
onstructions

T
he

m
ostfundam

entalhypothesisis
thata

syntactictopic,be
it

overtor
not,

is
alw

ays
available

and
provides

the,or
one

of
the,appropriatebindersof

ca
ki.

F
urtherm

ore,w
e

claim
thatthis

topic
constituentis

licensedin
double

nom
inative

constructions.O
n

the
basisofthis

hypothesis,the
actualstructure

of(2)is
illustratedasbelow

:
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(4)
A

.
M

ary	 -ka
M

ary-N
O

M

kuthe
pati-e
party-to

kass-ni
w

ent-Q
anim
or

tarun
other

salam
-i

person-N
O

M

taysin
instead

kass-ni?
go-Q
‘Is

it
M

ary	 w
ho

w
entto

the
party

orsom
ebodyelseinstead?’

B
.

A
ni,

N
o,

[e	 ]
��
caki	 -ka
self	 -N

O
M

kasse
w

ent
‘N

o,[e	 ]
��

self	
w

ent’

In
B

of
(4).

the
topic

phraseis
show

n
to

bind
ca

kiand
it

is
notovert.

A
s-

sum
ing

thatthis
is

a
correctrepresentation,the

questionof
licensing

of
this

topic
rem

ainsto
be

answ
ered.W

e
proposethatthe

licensing
of

this
topic

is
closely

linked
to

the
double

nom
inative

constructions.It
is

w
ellknow

n
that

K
oreanand

Japaneseallow
tw

o
nom

inative
m

arked
N

P
s

to
occurw

ith
a

one
placepredicate.

(5)
a.

John-i/un
John-N

O
M

/T
O

P

ton-i
m

oney-N
O

M

issta
exist

‘John
hasm

oney’

b.
M

ary-ka/nun
M

ary-N
O

M
/T

O
P

m
eri-ka

hair-N
O

M

norahta
yellow

is
‘M

ary’s
hairis

yellow
’

c.
LA

-ka/nun
LA

-
N

O
M

/T
O

P

hankukin-i
K

orean-N
O

M

m
anhta

m
any

‘LA
hasm

any
K

oreans’

A
s

show
n

in
(5),

the
first

nom
inative

nom
inalcan

be
readily

topic-m
arked

w
ith

‘-n
u

n
’. 2

T
he

outernom
inative

can
be

consideredan
argum

entof
the

com
plex

predicatecreatedby
the

com
binationofthe

innernom
inative

and
the

core
predicate,very

m
uch

lik
e

the
topic-com

m
entrelation

holding
betw

eena
sententialtopic

andthe
restofthe

sentence(H
eycockandLee

1990).C
om

bin-
ing

now
the

tw
o

observationsm
adeabove,w

e
proposethatsentencesw

here
ca

kioccursw
ithoutan

overtantecedentare
underlyingly

double
nom

inative
constructions.

2If
the

secondnom
inative

nom
inalis

m
arked

w
ith

‘-n
u

n
’,

it
gives

a
readingof

the
contrastive

focus
(C

hoi1996).A
lso

note
thatin

double
nom

inative
constructionsthe

orderofthe
tw

o
nom

inalsis
rigid,for

instance,the
scram

blingofthe
tw

o
nom

inalsis
notallow

ed
(Y

oon
1987).
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T
his

proposalhow
everis

not,asit
stands,really

dependenton
thesesen-

tencesbeing
double

nom
inatives. 3

T
here

is
how

everevidencew
hich

clearly
suggeststhatthis

is
indeedthe

case.T
his

evidencecom
esfrom

the
rangeof

sem
anticrelationsthatm

usthold
betw

eenthe
topic

thatw
e

postulateand
the

restof
the

sentence,and
the

onesholding
betw

eenthe
outernom

inative
and

the
derived

predicateofw
hich

it
is

an
argum

ent.
T

he
relationsin

questionare
preciselythe

onesof
alienablepossession

(5a),inalienablepossession(5b),part-w
hole(5c)and

identity
w

hich
are

the
only

onesthatoccurbetw
eenthe

outerand
innernom

inative
in

a
doublenom

-
inative

construction. 4
A

s
for

the
exam

plesw
e

have
seenfor

ca
ki-binding,the

relationin
(1b)is

a
lie

n
a

b
lep

o
sse

ssio
n

,the
relationin

(1c)is
id

e
n

tity,w
hich

is
the

sam
ein

B
of(2).A

nd
alsoobserve

othercorrespondingexam
pleinvolving

ca
ki: 5

(6)
In

a
lie

n
a

b
lep

o
sse

ssio
nre

la
tio

n
M

ary
 -nun
M

ary-T
O

P

m
eri-ka

hair-N
O

M

caki


self
ekkay-kkaci
shoulders-upto tahnunta

reach
‘A

s
for

M
ary
 ,(her)hairreachesto

self
 ’s
shoulders’

It
then

follo
w

s
from

the
above

thattopic
binding

of
ca

kican
only

occurin
a

doublenom
inative

construction.
M

oreover,in
the

follo
w

ing
exam

ple,as
an

answ
erto

the
questionin

(2),
ca

kicannotbe
topic-m

arked
itself: 6

(7)
B �.*A

ni,
no,

caki
 -nun
self-T

O
P

kasse
w

ent

3It
could

very
w

ellbe
thata

phonologicallynulltopic
is

sim
ply

presentin
the

struc-
ture.4It

shouldbe
notedthatthe

relationsw
e

referto
hereare

to
be

distinguishedfrom
,

nam
ely,

‘a
b

o
u

tn
e

ssre
la

tio
n

.’
T

he
aboutnessrelation

is
generallyknow

n
to

hold
be-

tw
een

a
topic

phraseand
the

follo
w

ing
clause,w

hereasthe
relation

in
ourdiscussion

holdsbetw
eenthe

tw
o

nom
inalsin

doublenom
inative

constructions.
5A

s
for

the
part-w

holerelation,it
norm

ally
involves

inanim
atenom

inative
nom

-
inals,thus,it

is
hard

to
find

a
context

w
here

the
anim

atenom
inalsinvolved

in
this

relation
appearto

bind
ca

ki.
6T

his
is

only
relevantto

gaplesstopic
constructionslik

e
those

discussedin
this

paper.
In

gappedtopic
constructions,ca

kim
ay

be
topic-m

arked.
For

the
details

of
the

tw
o

kinds
oftopic

constructionsin
relation

to
ca

ki-binding,seeM
oon

(1994),G
ill

(1998).Forthe
discussionofca

ki-binding
especiallyin

gappedtopic
constructions,see

G
ill

(Forthcom
ing).
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In
a

discourseapproach,this
exam

ple
w

ill
notdiffer

from
B

in
(2)

and
there

is
no

w
ay

ofexplaining
the

ungram
m

aticalityof(7).H
ow

ever,in
ourhypoth-

esis,the
answ

eris
ratherstraightforward.C

a
kibeing

a
topic

itself,it
cannot

be
entitled

to
have

anothertopic
phraseavailableby

the
condition

thatK
orean

allow
s

only
one

topic
persentence(M

oon
1994,C

hang
1995).

T
hus,there

is
no

possibleantecedent(no
possibletopic

phrase)to
bind

ca
ki.Its

ungram
-

m
aticality

also
show

s
thatca

kiin
(7)

cannotlook
for

its
possibleantecedent

beyond
the

sententiallevel,thatis,it
cannottake

any
discourseantecedent.

F
urtherm

ore,given
thattheserelationsm

usthold
in

double
nom

inative
constructions,the

ungram
m

aticalityof
casesw

here
a

topic
phraseinappro-

priately
occurs,predicting

w
rong

binding
patternsas

in
(8),

is
im

m
ediately

explainedaw
ay

w
ith

no
furtherstipulation(e.g.,(8)cannotbe

seenasa
dou-

ble
nom

inative
constructionbecausethe

relation
betw

eenthe
tw

o
nom

inals
Jo

h
n

and
B

ill
doesnotsuitany

ofthe
relationsfor

tw
o

nom
inative

nom
inalsin

doublenom
inative

constructions):

(8)*John� -un
John-T

O
P

B
ill-i

B
ill-

N
O

M

kuthe
chayk-ul
book-A

C
C

caki� -ekey
self-D

A
T

cw
uessta

gave
*‘A

s
for

John� ,B
ill

gave
the

book
to

self� ’

To
sum

up,w
e

argue
thatthe

binderfor
ca

kiin
(4)

is
nota

topic
in

dis-
course,but

actually
a

phoneticallyunrealisedtopic
w

hich
originatesin

the
outerm

ostnom
inative

position
licensedin

an
double

nom
inative

structure,in
otherw

ords
the

topic
thatbinds

ca
kiin

theseinstancesis
alw

ays
in

a
legit-

im
ate

argum
entposition.T

he
centralevidencefor

this
approachis

tw
ofold;

syntacticallyit
com

esfrom
the

otherw
iseunexplainedfactthatca

kican
never

be
topic-m

arked
itself,w

hich
suggeststhatw

hen
ca

kioccupiesthe
topic

po-
sition,thereis

no
available

position
thatcould

be
occupiedby

a
potentialan-

tecedent.T
his

alsoim
pliesthatca

kicannottake
an

antecedentin
the

discourse
dom

ain,butonly
a

sentence-internalantecedent.F
urtherm

ore,w
e

have
seen

thatin
orderfor

ca
ki-binding

to
be

licensed,the
topic

phraseseem
sto

have
a

particularrelation
w

ith
a

subsequentnom
inaland

this
is

preciselythe
ones

holding
betw

eenthe
tw

o
nom

inalsin
doublenom

inative
constructions.T

hus,
this

indicatesthatca
ki-binding

in
this

caselicensedin
the

doublenom
inative

constructionsand
the

topic
phraseis

actually
licensedin

the
position

of
the

outernom
inal.T

his
confirm

sagain
thatthe

topic
phrasew

e
postulateas

an
antecedentofca

kiis
a

syntacticone.
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4
Topic-O

rientedness
and

the
E

xpression
of

Topics

T
he

lastquestionthatrem
ainsis

w
hatallow

s
the

topic
notto

be
expressed

as
in

(4).
T

he
answ

eris
related

to
the

topic-orientednessof
K

orean.
In

a
highly

discourseorientedlanguagelik
e

K
orean,topic

phrasesare
very

often
suppressedin

sentencessubsequentto
the

firstoccurrenceof
the

topic
in

the
discourse.C

onsiderthe
follo

w
ing

exam
ples:

(9)
A

.
Y

ong-i
Y

ong-N
O

M

nuw
ku-hako

w
ho-w

ith
ssaw

a-ss-ta-ko?
fight-P

S
T-D

C-Q
‘W

ho
did

you
sayY

ong
foughtw

ith?’

B
.

H
eyn-hako-yo

H
eyn-w

ith-P
O

‘W
ith

H
yen’

(C
hang1995,p.200,ex.57(c-d))

G
iven

the
topic

Yo
n

g
in

the
initial

dialogueA
in

(9),
B

’s
reply

is
elliptical:

the
topic

elem
entsare

notrepeated.A
nd

once
the

topic
is

introducedin
an

unstressedform
,it

is
suppressedin

the
subsequentutteranceor

realisedin
a

pronom
inalform

.O
therw

ise,the
sam

etopic
is

repeatedasshow
n

below
:

(10)M
ia-nun

M
ia-T

O
P

ko-sam
-i

high-three tw
ay-yo.

becom
e-SE

N
ay-nyen-ey

next-year-at
(kaya-nun/M

ia-nun)
she-T

O
P/M

ia-T
O

P

tayhak-ey
college-to ka-yo.

go-S
E

K
ulayse

S
o

(kyay-nun/M
ia-nun)

she-T
O

P/M
ia-T

O
P

Y
elsim

hi
diligently

K
ongpw

uha-ko
study-ing

iss-e-yo
iss-P

O
-D

C

‘M
ia

becom
esa

high
school3rd

grader.S
hegoesto

college
nextyear.S

o
sheis

studyinghard’
(C

hang1995,p.200,ex.58)

In
the

above
discoursesetting,M

ia
is

the
topic

in
the

firstsentence.It
con-

tinues
to

be
the

topic
and

it
is

realisedby
zero

or
the

pronom
inalka

y-n
u

n
‘child/she’.

M
ore

im
portantly,

the
only

casew
here

the
topic

is
obligatorily

overtis
w

hen
there

exists
som

eam
biguity

of
the

topic
(w

hen
there

are
m

ore
than

one
prom

inenttopicsin
the

given
context),w

hen
the

topic
hasbeenjust

changedfrom
the

previousoneorw
henthereis

a
needto

reintroducethe
topic

for
clarification.G

iven
this,w

e
can

now
explain

the
ungram

m
aticalityofB

in
(3).

In
(3),M

a
ry

and
Jo

h
n

can
be

equallyprom
inentin

the
context,in

w
hich

casethe
reply

of
B

should
expressthe

topic
explicitly

to
clarify

w
hich

one
he/sheis

talking
about.D

espitethis,the
topic

is
stillnotexpressedexplicitly.

W
ithoutsuchoverttopic

phrase,ca
ki-binding

cannotbe
licensed.
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T
he

failure
oflicensingca

ki-binding
canbe

alsofound
w

henthereis
m

ore
than

one
prom

inenttopic
in

the
discourseand

w
hen

the
topic

is
notproperly

reintroducedto
disam

biguatebetw
eenthose

prom
inenttopic.

S
uch

a
case

can
be

show
n

in
(3)w

e
saw

above,w
here

M
a

ry
and

Jo
h

n
are

equallyprom
i-

nentin
discourseand

the
reply

of
B

failed
to

reintroducea
propertopic

to
disam

biguatebetw
eenthe

tw
o,thus

ca
ki-binding

is
notproperly

bound.A
ll

the
m

ore,topic
being

a
pronom

inalelem
entof

a
particularkind,it

disallow
s

splitantecedents. 7
In

this
w

ay,the
chain

of
an

overtor
coverttopic

is
rather

system
atic.U

nderstandingthis
chain

of
the

topics,w
hich

is
structurallyac-

com
m

odatedby
doublenom

inative
constructions,providesa

ratherneatw
ay

ofpredictingthe
observed

binding
patterns.

5
H

P
SG

A
pproach

In
the

lastsection,w
e

saw
thatthe

outernom
inalcan

take
the

topic
m

arker
-n

u
n

asw
ellasthe

nom
inative

m
arker.It

m
aybe

arguedthatthe
topic-m

arked
nom

inalshould
notbe

included
in

the
argum

entstructure,as
to

p
ic

is
nota

selectedargum
ent.Forexam

ple,Y
oon

(1987)arguesthatthe
D

N
C

shouldbe
analysedasa

gaplesstopic/focusconstructionsuchthatthe
outernom

inalm
ay

be
licensedby

the
sam

eprinciplesthatlicensea
s

fo
r

phrasesand
otherparen-

theticalsin
E

nglish.In
fact,the

analysisof
the

outernom
inalas

a
pure

topic
is

notuncontroversial.T
hereis

plenty
of

evidencethatthe
outernom

inalhas
legitim

ate
argum

entstatus(see,for
exam

ples,D
oron

and
H

eycock
(1999)).

O
urview

of
D

N
C

is
in

line
w

ith
the

latterand
the

outernom
inalis

treatedas
a

subjectm
em

berof
A

R
G

-S
T.

T
he

factthatit
occursin

the
leftm

ostposition
identifiesit

as
the

m
ostprom

inentelem
entas

is
com

m
onin

otherlanguages.
T

his
sim

ply
explainsw

hy
the

nom
inative

caseofthe
outernom

inative
nom

inal
can

freely
alternatew

ith
the

topic
m

arkerasshow
n

in
(5).

In
this

paper,w
e

adoptthe
hypothesisof

M
anning

(1996)and
M

anning
and

S
ag

(1998)thatbinding
principlesare

statedon
a

levelof
syntacticized

argum
entstructure.O

n
the

basisof
this,the

constrainton
doublenom

inative
constructionsis

presentedasfollo
w

s:

7P
erhapsthe

pronom
inalin

questionis
akin

to
P

RO
,w

hich
also

needsto
be

bound
and

cannottake
splitantecedents.How

ever,w
e

w
ill

leave
thatissueopenfor

the
tim

e
being.
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(11)
D

O
U

B
L

E
N

O
M

IN
A

T
IV

E
C

O
N

S
T

R
U

C
T

IO
N

L
E

X
IC

A
L

R
U

L
E

���� V
A

L� S
U

B
J� �

N
P���

A
R

G
-S

T� �

N
P����

(� �
� ) ���� �

 

������������ V
A

L� S
U

B
J� !

N
P"

, �

N
P���

C
O

N
T� R�

N
P"

,
N

P���
C

O
N

X# T
O

P
IC !

N
P$

A
R

G
-S

T� !

N
P"

, �

N
P�� �

(� �
� ) ������������

A
s

for
the

basicm
echanism

of
this

lexicalrule,the
inputof

the
rule

should
take

a
lexicalentry

w
ith

a
single

subject(indicatedby !
),

w
hich

returnsthe
outputw

ith
the

tw
o

subjects( !

and �)
resulting

in
double

nom
inative

con-
structions.A

lso,the
A

R
G

-S
T

of
the

inputshow
s

thatit
takes

one
subjectas

an
argum

entand
this

is
follo

w
ed

by
an

appendinglistofotherargum
ents( �

)
if

any,w
hereas,he

A
R

G
-S

T
ofthe

output,then,hastw
o

subjects.W
hatD

N
C

statesforlong-distanceanaphorais
thatD

oubleN
om

inative
C

onstructionscan
be

licensedonly
if

they
satisfy

the
sem

anticand
discourseconstraintsfor

the
tw

o
nom

inative-m
arked

nom
inalsto

take
a

appropriatepositionin
the

A
R

G
-S

T

in
orderto

constitutelegitim
ate

bindersfor
ca

ki.T
he

C
O

N
T

attributeschecks
the

appropriatesem
anticrelationbetw

eenthe
tw

o
nom

inatives,thatis,inalien-
able,relationalpossession,identity

etc.,w
hich

w
e

w
ill

referto
asR

-relations.
A

t
the

sam
etim

e,the
C

O
N

X
attribute

indicatesw
hatthe

prom
inentelem

ent
in

the
discourseis.

T
hatis,the

C
O

N
X

hasa
topic

featurew
hosevalue

should
be

instantiatedw
ith

a
prom

inentelem
entin

the
given

discourseoran
elem

ent
provided

as
a

topic
explicitly

w
ith

n
u

n
m

aking.W
ith

thesetw
o

featuresap-
propriatelysatisfied,the

tw
o

nom
inalsare

placedas
the

firstelem
entsin

the
A

R
G

-S
T.

T
hesepositionsguaranteethatthe

tw
o

nom
inative

nom
inalsw

ill
be

the
optim

albinderofca
ki.M

ore
im

portantly,how
ever,it

is
only

w
hen

the
topic

valueis
explicitly

providedthatthe
outernom

inalis
allow

ed
to

be
covert.

T
he

covertelem
entcan

be
understoodas

an
em

ptypronom
inalw

hich
can

be
recoveredthrougha

given
contextin

languagesthatfreely
allow

pro-dropand
lack

a
rich

inflectionalsystem
lik

e
K

orean. 8
T

hus,the
ungram

m
aticalityof

8T
his,how

ever,
shouldnotbe

understoodas
a

m
issingelem

entora
g

a
p

asthatof
S

ag(1997).
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(12)
below

is
due

to
the

factthatthe
topic

is
underspecified,and

the
outer

nom
inalis

covert.

(12)*
C

aki-ka
S

elf-N
O

M

kasse
w

ent
*

‘S
elfw

ent’

(13)

* %&&&&&&&&&&' V
A

L( S
U

B
J) *

N
P+ ,-

./0

C
O

N
T( R) [],

N
P+/0

C
O

N
X1 T

O
P

IC234
A

R
G

-S
T)

P
R

O
, *

N
P+ ,-

./ 566666666667
F

urtherm
ore,as

the
outernom

inalis
covertthere

is
no

w
ay

of
ensuringthat

the
D

N
C

-relevantrelations(R
-relations)are

properlysatisfied.
T

urning
back

to
(12),observe

thatit
becom

esfully
gram

m
aticalw

hen
a

contextw
herea

topic
can

be
identified

is
supplied,asis

also
the

casefor
(4),

w
hosefeaturestructureis

illustratedin
(14):

(14)

%&&&&&&&&&&' V
A

L( S
U

B
J) +

N
P*

/0

C
O

N
T( R)

N
P*

,
N

P*
/0

C
O

N
X1 T

O
P

IC 8

N
P4

A
R

G
-S

T) 8

P
R

O*

, +

N
P* ,-

./:9
;

N
P 566666666667

In
this

case,even
though

the
outernom

inalis
covert,there

is
a

contextual
back-upw

hich
allow

s
the

recovery
of

the
contentof

the
m

issing
elem

entas
indicatedin 8

.
W

ith
the

outernom
inalproperlyidentified,the

C
O

N
T

attribute
indicatesthatthe

tw
o

nom
inalsare

in
a

properR
-relation.F

urtherm
ore,on

the
basisof

the
D

N
C

lexicalrule,the
exam

ple
in

(8)
w

e
observed

earlieris
straightforwardly

explained.
In

(8),
the

topic
m

aker
is

licensedonly
from

D
N

C
constructionsand

the
firsttw

o
nom

inalsJo
h

n
and

B
ill

do
nothold

any
ofR

-relations.T
hereforeD

N
C

is
notlicensed,letaloneany

caki-binding.
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6
C

onclusion

In
this

paper,
w

e
have

looked
closely

atthe
data

of
long-distanceanaphora,

w
hich

have
beenw

idely
treatedby

discourseaccounts,and
tried

to
reducethe

explanationof
the

phenom
enato

a
m

ore
form

aland
structuralaccount.W

e
have

argued
thatthe

data
in

questionis
an

instanceof
topic

binding
w

here
the

topic
phraseis

licensedin
an

outernom
inative

nom
inalposition

in
double

nom
inative

constructions.A
lso,

exploiting
the

factthatK
orean

is
a

highly
topic

orientedlanguage,the
topic

antecedentof
ca

kican
be

eithercovertand
notbe

repeated,orovertto
disam

biguateorreintroducea
topic.T

his
provesto

be
adequateto

predicta
correctbinding

relation,andfurtherm
ore,having

been
im

plem
entedin

H
P

S
G

,it
turnsoutto

be
a

m
oreform

alaccountin
com

parison
to

discourseapproaches.
In

conclusion,w
e

broughttogethera
setofseem

inglyunrelatedproperties
of

a
particularsetof

languagesundera
specialm

ode
of

interaction
of

the
syntactic,sem

anticandpragm
aticcom

ponentsoflinguistic
theoryandshow

ed
thatthis

setof
propertiesinsteadof

being
a

m
ere

curiousand
interestingset

of“arealfeatures”in
factrepresentsa

tightly
knitnetwork

and
one

ofthe
best

(perhapsthe
optim

al)solution
to

the
long-distanceanaphoraquestion.
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