The Long-Distance Anaphora Conspiracy:
The Case of Korean*
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1 Introduction

It hasbeengenerallyobsered(e.g.,Li andThompsonl976)that East-Asian
languagesuchasKorean,Japanesand Chinesepresenta certainclusterof
commonfeaturesuchasfollowing:

1. Topic-orientedness
2. Doublenominative constructions
3. Long-distancenaphora

Firstly, one of the long establishedharacteristicef languagesuchas
ChineseJapanesegndKoreanis their context dependencegr to putit in Li
andThompsons (1976)terminology their “topic-orientednes.Unlike other
pro-droplanguagege.g.,thosein the Romancefamily) empty pronounsin
EastAsianlanguagesirelicensednot by strongagreemenbut their ability to
beidentifiedvia strongcontectual or discoursdeaturesTheirsecondcommon
feature,doublenominative constructionsrepresentsheir ability to generate
two subjectpositions.Thesdanguageslsoconsistentlyexhibit long-distance
anaphoricpatterns(ziji in Chinese,zibun in Japaneseand caki in Korean).
Eventhougheachof thesecommorfeatureshasbeemawidely discussedssue,
their interactionhasnot beenthoroughlyinvestigated.In this paper we will
sketchtheinteractionof thefirst two featuresn orderto accounfor thethird
one.

Therelevanceof contextualfactoran accountindor long-distancenaph-
ora hasalsobeenrepeatedlystressedn the literaturein variousforms (Per
spectve (lida 1996), Logophoricity (Sells 1987), or Point of View (Kuroda
1973,Banfield1982,Zribi-Hertz 1989)). On the otherhand,syntacticcondi-
tions suchasthe subjecthoodconditionwhich statesthat the Japaneséong-
distanceanaphoizibun allows a subjectantecedenthut not a nonsubjecbne
(Kurodal965,Kuno 1973)have alsobeenput forwardfor the explanationof
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Long-DistanceAnaphora.lt is not, however, alwaysclearwhetherthesecon-
ditions are proposedn orderto replacethe contectual onesor to be takenin
conjunctionwith them. In this paper we will proposean accountfor long-
distanceanaphoran morestructuralandformal termsratherthandepending
on the contectual factors. By reconsideringlatain Korean,usuallycitedin
favour of thecontextual/discours@pproacho long-distanc@naphorawe will
arguethatthe phenomenorcanbe bestexplainedratherin termsof the inter-
actionof the commonpropertieof East-AsiarlanguagesTopic-orientedness
andDoubleNominative constructionsThatis, caki-bindingin Koreanin the
relevantdatais very closelyrelatedto topicalisedconstructionsvhich, aswe
claim, are closelyrelatedto the null topic constructionsand sharethe same
underlyingstructurewith the doublenominative constructiorin Korean.

2 TheBasic Facts and Previous Accounts

In this sectionwe will obsenethebasicphenomenowof long-distancenaph-
ora, especiallythosethatare centralto the accountshighly dependenbn the
contectual factors. By way of examiningthoseapproache$o the basicfacts,
we will alsooutlinethe questionsve would like to raiseandtry to answelin
this paper

Thelong-distancenaphoicaki cantake anargumentantecederdcrossa
numberof clauseboundariegla)} but canalsobeboundby aTopicin whatat
first appeargo be a non-agumentpositionwhich contravrenesthe A-binding
requirementor anaphors.

(1) a. John-i Bill j-ekey Mary-ka  caki/.;/-lul  cohahanta-&
JohnNom Bill-DAT  Mary-NoM  self-Aacc like-comPL
malhayssta
told

‘John; told Bill ; thatMaryy, likesself;/; /1’

b. John-un ttal-i caki;-potaki-ka te  kuta
JohnTop daughtemowm self-than heightinom moreis tall
‘As for John, his daughteis tallerthanself;’

We will not discussthe exampleslike (1a) wherethe anaphoris boundby the
antecedent®cally or in ahigherclausefor which caseanumberof syntacticandnon
syntacticapproacheareproposedRatherin this papemwe will focusontheexamples
which areknown to be subjectto somediscoursdactors.
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c. John-un caki;-ka ka-ss-ta
Johntop self-NOM go-PAST-DSE
‘Asfor John;, self,-NOM went’

(1b)and(1c)shav thecasewhereatopic-marlednounphraseantecedesaki.
Thedifferencebetweerthetwo is thatin theformer, caki occursasa comple-
mentof the A andin thelatterasagenitive-marledelemenwithin the subject
NP. Theseexamplesareoften consideredisa caseof discoursebindingwith
anemphasi®nthediscoursdunctionsof topic (seeHuang1984).

Thereis alsoa setof datawhich hasbeenprovidedasthe evidenceof the
discoursebasedaccountof long-distanceanaphora.The following is one of
thoseexamplesin Korean:

(2) A. Mary;-ka ku pati-e kass-ni anim tarun salam-i taysin
Mary-NOM the party-to went-Q or  other personNom instead
kass-ni?
go-Q

‘Is it Mary; who wentto the partyor somebodyelseinstead?’

B. Ani, caki;-ka kasse
No, self;-NoM went
‘No, sdf; went’

(2) illustratesan exchangebetweentwo spealersA andB. In A’'s utterance,
Mary is mentionedandremainsa prominenttopic throughoutthe exchange.
In B’s utterancecaki occurswithout ary overtly expressedantecedenin its
own sentence.As the indexing indicates,caki is antecededy Mary. This
sortof examplehasbeencitedin mostof the literatureasa caseof discourse
binding(Huang1984,Uedal1984).In fact,cakiin (2) looksasif it wasbound
in discourseln otherwords,with no possibleantecedendvailablein its own
sentenceit looksfor its antecederin thepreviousdiscourseln thiscasecaki
is boundby the prominenttopic Mary in the discoursewvhichis introducecby
thesubjectin theinitial utterancegA).

Thereasonthatdiscoursebinding appliesto theseexamplesis thattopic
is viewedasa discoursdunctioninterpretedaswhatis beingtalked aboutor
whatis presupposedr understoody the spealer. This definitionof topicis
well suitedfor the notionof Perspectiveor Point of View usedin thediscourse
basedaccountsf long-distanceanaphoraHowever, this type of accountde-
scribesratherthanexplainsdata. Onewould lik e to have a formal accountof
how the prominenttopic or the level of prominenceof ary giventopicis for-
mally representedh orderto disambiguat@nddecideamongsseveral possi-
ble topic antecedentsThisis particularlyobviousin thefollowing situation:
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(3) A. Mary-ka pati-e/ ka-ss-ni? animJohn-i  ka-ss-ni?
Mary-NOM party-togo-PAST-Q or  JOhnNOM gO-PAST-Q
‘Did Mary goto thepartyor is it Johnwho wentto the party?’

B. *Caki-ka ka-ss-e
self-NOM go-PAST-DC
‘Self went’

(3) hasthe samestructureas(2) exceptthatin (3), Johnreplacegarun salam
‘otherperson’.Whentherearetwo equallyprominententitiesin thediscourse
suchas Mary and Johnin (3), cakiin B’s reply is not licensed. If cakiis
indeedboundby a prominententity in discourseaccordingto discourseap-
proachesthencaki-bindingshouldbelicensedhaving eitherMary or Johnas
the antecedentUnlesssuchaccountanprovide a goodexplanationfor the
ungrammaticalityf B in (3), it is hardto seethatthebindingrelationis com-
pletelydependentnthediscourseFurthermoregvenif discoursepproaches
candealwith instancedik e (3), a superioraccountvould be onewhich canbe
concretelyformalisedsothata legitimateantecedentanbe clearlyvisible in
relationof cakiin someformallevel, ratherthanleaving the predictionof the
correctantecedentb thediscoursecontext. Giventhis, thequestionwe would
like to askis simple:

¢ Canwe reducethe explanationof the phenomené#o a structuralaccount?
Theanswemwe suggestn thenext sectionwill involve thefollowing:

e Therealways exists a topic phraseeither overt or covert that binds the
long-distanceeflexive caki

e Thebindingin suchcontet is licensedonly in doublenominative con-
structiong DNC)

3 Topic Binding in Double Nominative Constructions

The mostfundamentahypothesiss thata syntactictopic, beit overt or not,

is always available and providesthe, or one of the, appropriatebindersof

caki. Furthermorewe claim that this topic constituents licensedin double
nominatie constructionsOn the basisof this hypothesisthe actualstructure
of (2) is illustratedasbelow:
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(4) A. Mary;-ka ku pati-e kass-ni anim tarun salam-i taysin
Mary-NOM the party-to went-Q or  other personNom instead
kass-ni?
go-Q

‘Is it Mary; who wentto the partyor somebodyelseinstead?’

B. Ani, [&]t0p Caki;-ka kasse
No, self;-NoM went
‘No, [&;]¢0p Self; went’

In B of (4). thetopic phraseis shavn to bind caki andit is not overt. As-
sumingthatthis is a correctrepresentationthe questionof licensingof this
topic remainsto be answered.We proposethat the licensingof this topic is
closelylinkedto the doublenominative constructions.lt is well known that
KoreanandJapanesallow two nominatize marked NPsto occurwith a one
placepredicate.

(5) a. John-i/un ton-i issta
JohnNOM/TOP mong/-NOM exist
‘Johnhasmong/’

b. Mary-ka/nun meri-ka norahta
Mary-NoM/ToP hair-NoOM yellow is
‘Mary’s hairis yellow’

c. LA-ka/nun hankukin-i manhta
LA-NOM/TOP KoreanNOM mary
‘LA hasmary Koreans’

As shown in (5), the first nominative nominal can be readily topic-marled
with ‘-nun’.2 The outer nominative can be considerecan argumentof the
comple predicatecreatedoy the combinatiorof theinnernominatve andthe
corepredicateyery muchlik e the topic-commentelationholdingbetweera
sententiatopicandtherestof thesentencéHeycockandLee 1990). Combin-
ing now the two obsenationsmadeabove, we proposethat sentencesvhere
caki occurswithout an overt antecedenére underlyingly doublenominative
constructions.

2If the seconchominatie nominalis marked with ‘-nun’, it givesa readingof the
contrastve focus(Choi 1996). Also notethatin doublenominatve constructionghe
orderof thetwo nominalsis rigid, for instancethe scramblingof the two nominalsis
notallowed(Yoon1987).
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This proposahoweveris not, asit standsyreally dependentn thesesen-
tencesbeingdoublenominatives® Thereis however evidencewhich clearly
suggestshatthis is indeedthe case. This evidencecomesfrom the rangeof
semantiaelationsthatmusthold betweerthe topic thatwe postulateandthe
restof the sentenceandthe onesholding betweenthe outernominative and
thederivedpredicateof whichit is anargument.

The relationsin questionare preciselythe onesof alienablepossession
(5a), inalienablepossessioli5b), part-whole(5c) andidentity which arethe
only onesthatoccurbetweerthe outerandinnernominative in adoublenom-
inative constructiorf: As for the exampleswe have seerfor caki-binding,the
relationin (1b)is alienablepossessiortherelationin (1c)is identity, whichis
thesamein B of (2). And alsoobsene othercorrespondingxampleinvolving
caki®

(6) Inalienablepossessiorelation
Mary;-nunmeri-ka caki; ekkay-kkaci tahnunta
Mary-Top hairNoMm self shoulders-uptoeach
‘As for Mary;, (her)hairreachego self;’s shoulders’

It thenfollows from the above thattopic binding of caki canonly occurin a
doublenominative construction.

Moreover, in the following example,asan answerto the questionin (2),
caki cannotbetopic-marleditself:®

(7) B'.* Ani, caki;-nun kasse
no, self-ror went

31t couldverywell bethata phonologicallynull topicis simply presentn thestruc-
ture.

“It shouldbe notedthatthe relationswe referto hereareto bedistinguishedrom,
namely ‘aboutnesgelation. The aboutnesselationis generallyknown to hold be-
tweena topic phraseandthe following clause whereaghe relationin our discussion
holdsbetweerthetwo nominalsin doublenominatve constructions.

®As for the part-wholerelation, it normally involvesinanimatenominative nom-
inals, thus, it is hardto find a context wherethe animatenominalsinvolved in this
relationappeato bind caki.

®This is only relevant to gaplesstopic constructiondike thosediscussedn this
paper In gappedtopic constructionsgcaki may be topic-marled. For the detailsof
thetwo kinds of topic constructionsn relationto caki-binding,seeMoon (1994),Gill
(1998).Forthediscussiorof caki-bindingespeciallyin gappedopic constructionssee
Gill (Forthcoming).
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In a discourseapproachthis examplewill not differ from B in (2) andthere
is noway of explainingthe ungrammaticalityof (7). However, in our hypoth-
esis,the answeris ratherstraightforvard. Caki beinga topic itself, it cannot
be entitledto have anothettopic phraseavailableby the conditionthatKorean
allows only onetopic per sentenc§Moon 1994, Chang1995). Thus,there
is no possibleantecedentno possibletopic phrase)o bind caki. Its ungram-
maticality alsoshaws that cakiin (7) cannotlook for its possibleantecedent
beyondthesententialevel, thatis, it cannottake any discourseantecedent.

Furthermore given that theserelationsmusthold in doublenominatve
constructionsthe ungrammaticalityof caseswherea topic phraseinappro-
priately occurs,predictingwrong binding patternsasin (8), is immediately
explainedaway with no further stipulation(e.g.,(8) cannotbe seenasa dou-
ble nominative constructionbecausehe relation betweenthe two nominals
JohnandBill doesnotsuitary of therelationsfor two nominative nominalsin
doublenominative constructions):

(8)*John-un Bill-i ku chayk-ul caki;-ekey cwuessta
JohnTopP Bill-NOM thebook-Acc self-DAT gave
*‘As for John, Bill gavethebookto self;’

To sumup, we arguethatthe binderfor cakiin (4) is not atopicin dis-
course,but actually a phoneticallyunrealisedtopic which originatesin the
outermosthominative positionlicensedin an doublenominatie structure,jn
otherwordsthe topic that binds caki in theseinstanceds alwaysin a legit-
imate argumentposition. The centralevidencefor this approachis twofold;
syntacticallyit comesfrom the otherwiseunexplainedfactthatcaki cannever
be topic-marleditself, which suggestshat when caki occupieghe topic po-
sition, thereis no available positionthatcould be occupiedby a potentialan-
tecedentThisalsoimpliesthatcakicannotake anantecederin thediscourse
domain,but only a sentence-internantecedentFurthermorewe have seen
thatin orderfor caki-bindingto be licensed,the topic phraseseemgo have
a particularrelationwith a subsequentominalandthis is preciselythe ones
holding betweerthe two nominalsin doublenominative constructionsThus,
this indicatesthat caki-bindingin this caselicensedin the doublenominative
constructionsandthe topic phraseis actuallylicensedin the position of the
outernominal. This confirmsagainthat the topic phrasewe postulateasan
antecedendf cakiis asyntacticone.
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4 Topic-Orientednessand the Expression of Topics

The last questionthat remainsis what allows the topic not to be expressed
asin (4). The answeris relatedto the topic-orientednessf Korean. In a
highly discourseorientedlanguagdik e Korean,topic phrasesarevery often
suppresseth sentencesubsequentp the first occurrenceof the topic in the
discourseConsidetthefollowing examples:

(9) A. Yong-i nuwku-halo ssava-ss-ta-b?
Yong-Nom who-with  fight-PST-DC-Q
‘Who did you sayYongfoughtwith?’
B. Heyn-halo-yo
Heyn-with-Po
‘With Hyen’ (Chang1995,p.200,ex.57(c-d))

Given the topic Yongin the initial dialogueA in (9), B's reply is elliptical:
the topic elementsare not repeated.And oncethe topic is introducedin an
unstressedlorm, it is suppresseth the subsequentitteranceor realisedin a
pronominalform. Otherwise the sametopicis repeatedsshavn below:

(10)Mia-nun ko-sam-i tway-yo.
Mia-Top high-threebecomese
Nay-rnyen-g/ (kaya-nun/Mia-nunjayhak-g ka-yo.
next-yearat sheTop/Mia-ToP college-togo-SE
Kulayse(kyay-nun/Mia-nun)Yelsimhi Kongpwuha-k iss-e-yo

So sheToP/Mia-Top diligently study-ing issPO-DC
‘Mia becomes high school3rd grader Shegoesto collegenext year So
sheis studyinghard’ (Changl1995,p.200,ex.58)

In the above discoursesetting,Mia is the topic in the first sentence.lt con-
tinuesto be the topic andit is realisedby zero or the pronominalkay-nun
‘child/she’. More importantly the only casewherethe topic is obligatorily
overtis whenthereexists someambiguityof the topic (whentherearemore
thanoneprominenttopicsin the givencontext), whenthe topic hasbeenjust
changedrom the previousoneor whenthereis a needto reintroducehetopic
for clarification. Giventhis, we cannow explain theungrammaticalityof B in

(3). In (3), Mary andJohn canbe equallyprominentin the context, in which

casethe reply of B shouldexpressthe topic explicitly to clarify which one
he/shes talking about. Despitethis, the topic is still not expresseaxplicitly.

Without suchoverttopic phrasegcaki-bindingcannotbelicensed.
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Thefailureof licensingcaki-hindingcanbealsofoundwhenthereis more
thanone prominenttopic in the discourseandwhenthetopic is not properly
reintroducedto disambiguatebetweenthoseprominenttopic. Sucha case
canbe shawn in (3) we sav above, whereMary andJohn are equallypromi-
nentin discourseandthe reply of B failed to reintroducea propertopic to
disambiguatdetweenthe two, thuscaki-bindingis not properlybound. All
the more,topic beinga pronominalelementof a particularkind, it disallons
split antecedents. In this way, the chainof an overt or covert topic is rather
systematic.Understandinghis chainof the topics, which is structurallyac-
commodatedby doublenominative constructionsprovidesa ratherneatway
of predictingthe obsenedbinding patterns.

5 HPSG Approach

In the last section,we sav that the outer nominal cantake the topic marker
-nunaswell asthenominative marker. It maybearguedthatthetopic-marled
nominal shouldnot be includedin the argumentstructure,astopic is not a
selectecargument.For example,Yoon (1987)arguesthatthe DNC shouldbe
analysedsagaplesgopic/focusconstructiorsuchthatthe outernominalmay
belicensedby the sameprinciplesthatlicenseasfor phrasesndotherparen-
theticalsin English. In fact, the analysisof the outernominalasa puretopic
is not uncontraversial. Thereis plenty of evidencethatthe outernominalhas
legitimate agumentstatus(see,for examples,Doron and Heycock (1999)).
Ourview of DNC is in line with the latterandthe outernominalis treatedas
a subjectmemberof ARG-ST. Thefactthatit occursin theleft mostposition
identifiesit asthe mostprominentelementasis commonin otherlanguages.
This simply explainswhy thenominative caseof theouternominative nominal
canfreely alternatewith thetopic markerasshowvn in (5).

In this paper we adoptthe hypothesisof Manning (1996)andManning
and Sag(1998)that binding principlesare statedon a level of syntacticized
argumentstructure.On the basisof this, the constrainton doublenominative
constructionss presenteésfollows:

"Perhapshe pronominalin questioris akin to PRO, which alsoneedso be bound
andcannottake split antecedentddowever, we will leave thatissueopenfor thetime
being.
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(11) DouBLE NOMINATIVE CONSTRUCTION LEXICAL RULE
VAL mcmgAHzﬁL
ARG-ST Aszﬂv@ AAHVV

VAL -mcmgAHzﬁ_ Hzﬁ&

=

CONT TA%H, zﬁ&
CONX To_u_oﬂi

ARG-ST Aszﬂ_ BN iv@ AAHVV

As for the basicmechanisnof this lexical rule, the input of the rule should
take a lexical entry with a single subject(indicatedby [1]), which returnsthe
outputwith the two subjects(1] and[3)) resultingin doublenominatve con-
structions. Also, the ARG-ST of theinput shavs thatit takesone subjectas
anargumentandthisis followed by anappendindist of otherargumentg(s])

if any, whereashe ARG-ST of the output,then,hastwo subjectsWhatDNC

statedor long-distanc@naphoras thatDoubleNominative Constructiongan
belicensedonly if they satisfythe semanticanddiscourseconstraintdor the
two nominatve-marlednominalsto take aappropriatgositionin the ARG-ST

in orderto constitutelegitimatebindersfor caki. The CONT attributeschecks
theappropriatesemantigelationbetweernthetwo nominatves,thatis, inalien-
able,relationalpossessiorigdentity etc.,which we will referto asR-relations.
At the sametime, the cOnX attribute indicateswhat the prominentelement
in thediscoursds. Thatis, the cONX hasatopic featurewhosevalueshould
beinstantiatedvith a prominentelementin the givendiscourseor anelement
provided asa topic explicitly with nun making. With thesetwo featuresap-
propriatelysatisfied the two nominalsare placedasthe first elementsn the
ARG-ST. Thesepositionsguarantedhat the two nominative nominalswill

bethe optimalbinderof caki. More importantly however, it is only whenthe
topicvalueis explicitly providedthattheouternominalis allowedto becovert.

The covert elementcanbe understoodisan emptypronominalwhich canbe
recoveredthrougha givencontext in languageshatfreely allow pro-dropand
lack a rich inflectional systemlike Korean® Thus, the ungrammaticalityof

8This, hawever, shouldnot be understoodisa missingelementor a gap asthat of
Sag(1997).
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(12) below is dueto the fact that the topic is underspecifiedand the outer
nominalis covert.

(12)* Caki-ka kasse
SelfNoM went
* ‘Self went’

(13)

VAL Tcm(._AHzﬁﬁQL

. | CONT TA:_ z_-HL

CONX To_u_o&

>mo-qu_umo_ Hzﬁiv

Furthermoreasthe outernominalis covert thereis no way of ensuringthat
the DNC-relevantrelations(R-relations)areproperlysatisfied.

Turning backto (12), obsere thatit becomedully grammaticalwvhena
context wherea topic canbeidentifiedis supplied,asis alsothe casefor (4),
whosefeaturestructures illustratedin (14):

(14) ,<>_. Tcm(._ AHZ 1!&

CONT TA%H, z_-HL

CONX To_u_ C[1N _u_

ARG-ST AHnmoﬂ, (BN iiv@ BINP

In this case,even thoughthe outer nominalis covert, thereis a contextual
back-upwhich allows the recovery of the contentof the missingelementas
indicatedin [1]. With theouternominalproperlyidentified,the CONT attribute
indicatesthat the two nominalsarein a properR-relation. Furthermoreon
the basisof the DNC lexical rule, the examplein (8) we obsenred earlieris
straightforvardly explained. In (8), the topic maker is licensedonly from
DNC constructionsandthe first two nominalsJohnandBill do not hold ary
of R-relations.ThereforeDNC is notlicensed)et aloneary caki-binding.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper we have looked closely at the dataof long-distanceanaphora,
which have beenwidely treatedby discourseaccountsandtried to reducethe
explanationof the phenomendo a more formal and structuralaccount. We
have arguedthat the datain questionis an instanceof topic binding where
thetopic phrasds licensedn anouternominative nominalpositionin double
nominatie constructions. Also, exploiting the fact that Koreanis a highly
topic orientedlanguagethetopic antecedendf caki canbe eithercovertand
notberepeatedor overtto disambiguater reintroduceatopic. This provesto
beadequatéo predictacorrectbindingrelation,andfurthermore having been
implementedn HPSG,it turnsoutto beamoreformalaccounin comparison
to discourseapproaches.

In conclusionwe broughttogethera setof seeminglyunrelatecroperties
of a particularsetof languagesundera specialmode of interactionof the
syntactic semantiandpragmaticcomponentsf linguistictheoryandshoved
thatthis setof propertiesnsteadof beinga merecuriousandinterestingset
of “arealfeatures’in factrepresentatightly knit network andoneof the best
(perhapghe optimal) solutionto thelong-distancenaphorajuestion.
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