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Setting the stage

* A central question in recent linguistics literature:

How human language encodes different types of definiteness

* What we know due to Schwarz (2009, 2013) and much subsequent work:
= Definites are at least of two kinds:
= Unique definites
= Anaphoric definites
" Languages mark unique definites differently than anaphoric definites: e.g.,
= So-called weak vs. strong articles in German and Fering
= Bare vs. demonstrative (DEM) marked nominals in Thai and Mandarin Chinese



Where does Korean fit in this picture?

* In the existing literature, it is already well known that:

e Korean uses bare nominals (BNs) to mark unique definites as well as product-
producer/part-whole bridging cases (e.g., Kang 2021).

e And it uses both BNs and DEM-marked forms to encode anaphoric definites
(see, e.g., Ahn 2019; Park and Kang 2020; Kang 2021).

* But exactly when a BN is chosen over a DEM-marked nominal in encoding
anaphoric definiteness, or vice versa, is still poorly understood.



Illustration

. Unique definites in Korean

(1) a = g0, (Immediate situation)
b. & | GG Ct, (Larger situation)
C. EHEEC” Q= 7| X} 2[AS BHLT (Larger situation)

=t AO|0|Ct.  (Product-producer)

(2)a. L= 25 &AHS oHH o
Ct, £ 20| Of AL}, (Part-whole)

b. L7t &= ME M

* Anaphoric definites in Korean
(3)a. 7tAl A2 OfH 2197 S0 Lt 2= 7t = =0 UUL}
b. O1X| e}l ot HO| L& XOIRtCt 1 sl 2 X5 2ot = £

. Of%| A0F7} ARHE 29 ZAICH TR &F 2T
d. ZHH= 7HX|1 2 E= 010 = L 74 = HRALE



Goal of this paper

* |dentify factors governing the choice between a BN and a DEM-marked form in
encoding anaphoric definiteness in Korean, based on both fieldwork and
naturally occurring data.

* Provide a possible explanation for the facts by resorting to the notion of point of
view (POV) and an output filter (compare Jenks 2018; Ahn 2019).



Key claims

* The surface form of an anaphoric definite is determined by several factors: e.g.,
e POV

* Tense/aspect

Sentential predicate type

Information structure

Discourse coherence

A BN’s ability to function as a text-internally licensed unique definite.
(compare, a.o., Simpson et al. 2011; Jenks 2018; Ahn 2019; Moroney 2021).

 DEM-marking on anaphoric definites in Korean is not really about encoding
definiteness; rather, it’s about encoding what | call situation-external reference.
That is, it indicates that reference is being made from a POV that is external to
the situation described by the sentence at hand (compare Kang 2021).



Roadmap

* Need to treat anaphoric topics differently from non-topic anaphoric definites
* Anaphoric definiteness marking on continuing topics

* Anaphoric definiteness marking on non-topic nominals

 How to explain the facts

* Conclusion



Why treat topics differently from non-topics

* Topic-marked semantic subjects behave differently than nominative case (NOM) marked
semantic subjects or versa.

)a. L= 25 OH ol o 1t 0| = Lt =4 0| 0|E =H|S & i BtCt.
e A LEOfA S RO RERUCE (NOM-marked)

b. L= 2= OffH ot ot ut 0= UL 22 sP 0] O =H|Z & off ZL.
12 A LEO A S Eh= Ol ALt




Why treat continuing topics differently from
contrastive topics

* In Korean, what Jenks (2018) calls continuing topics tend to require a DEM-marking
whereas (purely) contrastive topics do not; in fact, the latter may resist a DEM-marking.

(7) 7tAl 22 = OffH HAt7F =0 2Lt 2/22() HA= 7t = =10 AL

(continuing topic)

(8) 7HAl t2 2 OftH HXt2t OfH O X7t S0f ZtCt. (2/227) HA= 7HHE S

UAPLD (2/220) A= 4= =10 AAL (contrastive topic)
(9) 7HA| 2t S AR O A7 S0 AL} 22(2) HALRE 2?(11) B A=

o=
2= =10 /UL (continuing topic)



Variability in grammaticality judgments

 Grammaticality judgments on data involving anaphoric definites in Korean are
not categorical:

* The seven Korean speakers | consulted with gave rather varied ratings for (11)
though they all judged (10) to be perfectly grammatical.

* On the scale of 5, one speaker rated it asa 2; two as a 3;twoasa 4;andtwoas a5,

where 5 means ‘perfectly grammatical/acceptable’ and 1 means ‘absolutely
ungrammatical/unacceptable’.

o

(10) 7t 2= O A7 SO 2Ly O 5A= 718 = =12 UL

(11) 7HA 22 2 O EAt7F = 2CE HAE 7t = =30 JURLL

o



Some corpus data findings

e Given the variable grammaticality judgments among Korean speakers, |
conducted Google searches using the template in (12) and created a small corpus.

(12) [Text [ S1 ... [indefinite NPJi ...] [S2 [NP-nun/un]i .... ] [S3 [NP]i ...] ]

* The anaphoric definites | looked at all involved non-defective Ns such as 7+, &0} X,
70, 20|, 2K} stll EAF B X & 0=, and =X, which can occur as BNs on
their own, unlike the case with defective Ns such as 2, =, and [l (e.g., *(1) A /=x).

* The data were drawn from newspaper articles, encyclopedia entries, tourism Ads, fables,

children’s books, (translated) fictions, sermons, blogs, and personal letters, so some of

them were in formal/written style or register, but many were in informal/spoken style
or register.



Corpus data search findings cont’d

* |In total, 71 tokens of phonologically overt continuing topics were obtained.

e Of these:
e 49 were modified by a DEM (e.g., -L E 2 E =),

. S|4x \q/ere only modified by a (reduced) relative clause (RC) (e.g., = 2F0]| CH
H™M
* three were only modified by a possessive (Poss) (e.g., (1) ) Sl o] & 2);

|
e and 13 were in the form of a purely bare nominal (e.g., .1 2F0|=).
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Corpus data search findings cont’d

Table 1. Anaphoric definiteness marking on continuing topics

-

# of tokens

(n=71)

13



Figure 1. Percentage of each type of continuing topic form
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Factors playing a role in licensing purely BN
continuing topics

 The BN’s inherent ability to function as a quasi-name:

(13) a. 7} OFO 2 OfTH A 47} SO ATt AL 7P4S S YL
b. 7Pl QLO 2 Off A 147} S0f $ITh 1 A= 7S S1 YQICt

(14)a. 7t 22 = O{fH O X}Of 7} = 0] BELt. */2?20 A0 = 7t = =10 AL
b. 74| 22 2 OfH O XtOf7F SO RCE O Ao &= 7t = =10 UL




Factors playing a role in licensing purely BN
continuing topics cont’d

* Genre or text type:

(15) Ve Ol = 50| E7[ o OrE| 7 20 AR/RN K. (271) E7|= HE[ 7} OF=
01 2. (Fable context)

(16) e 22| FEO| £7] oF OF2[ 7} & ATt (x/2270) E71| = K 27} OFF S ULE,
(Non-fable context)




Factors playing a role in licensing purely BN
continuing topics cont’d

* How sufficiently both the familiarity and uniqueness of the discourse
referent at hand has been established in the local discourse context:

(17) 2 HO|Lt =X B2 20| 7t RS LIEL. (S1)
—1 I FO|= T FHO[Lt =0 SO HO[L 25 L L. (S2)
WO B AHFES| DYO|R2H, B2 HO| AtZ 0] 0] RS LICt. (S3)
WO F2| AHFO| O 00|17t == W =S LIC (S4)
SfX|2H 1 0 F0|= trot M S X HR_ASLIL (S5)
e E ol 120 = =2 D ¥O[L Ot El At7|2re| DK O[7F &| A& L L. (S6)

ool 1
_ —
(https://market.bookshopmap.com/100RF-FH-AF-31.QF0]/ accessed May 24, 2021)



Factors playing a role in licensing purely BN
continuing topics cont’d

* Spatiotemporal overlap and no POV shift between the sentences involved:




Interim summary 1

* Factors playing a role in licensing purely BN continuing topics:
 Whether the BN topic at hand can inherently function as a quasi-name or not
 Whether the discourse context is fable- or fairy-tale-type or not

 Whether both the familiarity and the uniqueness of the intended referent of
the BN have been sufficiently established in the local discourse context or not

 Whether the sentences in which the BN topic and its antecedent occur have
the same tense and whether there is no change of POV between them or not
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Anaphoric definiteness marking on non-topics

* In looking at anaphoric definiteness marking on non-topic nominals in Korean, |
focused on three types of syntactic positions:

(i) Direct object position inside a verb phrase (VP), where the anaphoric nominal
occurs bearing an accusative case (ACC) marker
(ii) Indirect object position, where the anaphoric nominal occurs bearing the dative
case (DAT) marker -Of| A|
(iii) Subject position, where the anaphoric nominal occurs bearing a NOM marker.
* Caveat: ANOM marker in Korean also functions as an identificational focus
marker (Sohn 1999) in ways comparable to its Japanese counterpart ga (Kuno

1973).

* Findings: Again, variable grammaticality judgments obtained.



Anaphoric definite marking on direct objects

* Anaphoric definite direct objects in Korean typically require a DEM-marking but
both inter-speaker and intra-speaker variations in grammaticality obtained.

(20) a. L= 2H0| O] LtE[O A OfFH §H ot = BHECE 2|3 X| 2 0] L=
*2(1) SES HI H O 2rEC
b. L= SHOAM & Ble= 1Z0] ot Or2[ = ERUCH 2|4 L= () A H0[S
(SESE-NE [ N g )
c. FOFZFOIA LhA| ALl o 7S AL L= */22(A) MIE 2= HH2 =2
AL,

_IAA

d. SLHH7I A= 2=
e ZHAS XD 2 3

S5 *22(1) LT
= o
— =

OfO|= *(d) 7+~




Anaphoric definite marking on indirect objects

* Anaphoric definite indirect objects in Korean exhibit similar behavior, but
possibly because only [+animate] nominals can bear the DAT marker -0l A| in
Korean, BNs are shown to be more readily licensed.

(21) a. L= 2H0| O] LtE[O| A OfFH §H ot =5 BHECE 2|30 X| e 0] L=
(L) "EOA H=hE 2 RACE.
b. LI= SHUA & Ble 10| ot Or2[ & 2Lt 2|4 L= (1) 1 F0[0f| 7
HA A UE IAS 25 FRALC

=
c. 77t Aes E= Elo]=22/2(A) LA HetE ZULt

|_




Anaphoric definiteness marking on Subjects

* Anaphoric definite subjects also exhibit similar variability in grammaticality, but in
some cases, they are seen to resist DEM-marking (e.g., (22c, d)):

(22) a. L= ZE0]| O mHE[O|A] O FE oF HZ2 BHGCH J2[ 10 X[ =0
*/22() §HO| LE &OF 2Lt
b. 7tAl ¢t 2 Ot ZOtX| o Or2| 7k &0 L 2|10 (1) ZEO0FX| 7} LEof| A
= 2L
c. 07t O A TfAHS
d. O{ &| =t/ oF Huf MEFS ULCE (22/271) SHAO| & FE3ULCE
e. Ot It TYO| Y= AE S MAH */22(0) 2 H0| BXt= BHE0] & AO|L},

n —1
i
-
%
Al
B%)
iy
~
)
H
=l
Ral
N

n 0X

n MM
>E|
O
4
11




Corpus data search findings

* Given the somewhat mixed grammaticality judgment patterns and variable

grammaticality judgments, | looked at the same corpus data that | used to
examine anaphoric definiteness marking on continuing topics in Korean.

* Findings:

* When it comes to non-topic positions, DEM-marked anaphoric definites are attested
60.52% of the time, and purely bare nominal ones are attested 27.63% of the time.

* But the distribution between DEM-marked forms and BNs varies depending on the
grammatical function of the anaphoric definite nominal at hand.

* There is suggestive evidence for a correlation between DEM-marking and focus-
marking.



Corpus data search findings cont’d

Table 2. Anaphoric definiteness marking in non-topic positions

_

Subject (n = 26) 14 0
Direct Object (n=17)
Indirect Object (n = 6)

Possessor (n = 15)
Locative (n = 4)

Other (e.g., Instrumental,

o & O U1 o0
o O U O O
N O O B O
© O »r O W

Comitative) (n = 8)

Total # of tokens (n = 76) 46 (60.52%) 21 (27.63%) 5(6.57%) 4 (5.26%)



Corpus data search findings cont’d

Figure 2-A. Distribution of each type of anaphoric non-topic nominal form

n=76

li I.i 1 1.

Subject Object Indirect Object Possessor Locative Other

16
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EDem+N ®mBare N mRC+N Possessive + N



Corpus data search findings cont’d

Figure 2-B. Distribution of each type of anaphoric non-topic nominal form

mnl

Subject Object Indirect Object Possessor Locative Other
EDem+N m®mBare N mRC+N Possessive + N
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20.00%
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Corpus data search findings cont’d

« Of the 76 tokens, eight contained focus particles (e.g., -Et ‘only’, - = ‘also’) and of

these, six were DEM-marked, one was a complete bare nominal, and one was
modified by a possessive.

Table 3. Anaphoric non-topic nominals bearing a focus particle

-

# of tokens
(n=8)

28



Factors playing a role in licensing purely BN
anaphoric definite arguments

* Spatiotemporal overlap and no POV shift between the sentences involved:

(20) b. L= SROIA & Y= 2¥0| ot Oi2| & ERUCH d2|n L= () 1 A0|F
O Z | 2|1 2L} (spatiotemporal overlap)

(20) a. L= 20| OffH IHE[O| A O] FH oF = BHECH O8] 30 X[ H 0] L=

— 1 - —

*A0) §EZ M B § THGECE (no spatiotemporal overlap)

(23) Variant of (20a)
L= 20| O THE[O[ M Ot M H o BS TrRtCr 12(10 1 Xt2|off M HEZ
() §EZ HHEHO A 270RCF. (spatiotemporal overlap)

29



Cont’d

(20)c. 2OF7HO{F| LA ALDE 3F HS FMCH Lb= #22(0) ALTHE @5 B2
H ALt (no spatiotemporal overlap)
(24) Variant of (20c)

BOE7E O A Lh Al Ab 2k o 7h S =AU 22|30 () AbabE 3 XE| 0|l M BEZ

H QIL}, (spatiotemporal overlap)

30



Factors playing a role in licensing purely BN
anaphoric definite arguments cont’d

e Whether the BN at hand names the social relation its referent bears to the attitude
holder from the viewpoint of the attitude holder, and the attitude holder can use it as a
vocative to address an individual or not.

(24) 2= 22| SUH[0|M O{TH obd oft O] Z5 &1 3|01 ARAC
M L= () st S BE A0 Ol &

(25) 2= FE| SHIO|A O{H L ot 20| 25 &1 5|0 L A ALt
e L= () LS BE A0 2MCF =L

(26) a. SHl, Of 7| QFOF.
b. L], O{7| H2M K.




Cont’d

Nominals like 7 €| and 2| Af cannot occur as anaphoric BNs as readily as nominals like
- O = )

St and 2 L, and they cannot occur as vocatives which reflect the social relation
between the speaker and the addressee

(27) 2= 22| SUIOA O =2l o 0| 2= &1 o0 0 AURUC.
e L= 22(d) w @ls FEAOf Ol C =AU,

28) 25 2| SY|O| M OftH QAL 3 HO| U2 U S OfR UYC

2N L= *(3) S| AHE BE MO Ol 2 = ALt/ =FICE

(29) a. */2? 21, O 7| SO/ AN K.
b. *2[AL O 7| GHOH/ B2 M Q.

LXK —



Cont’d

* With appropriate honorific marking (e.g., Ot X M|, M2 =), nominals like T ! and
O| Al can occur as anaphoric BNs.

(30) 2= ?2| SH|0|A OfH = 2 OtX M| ¢t BO| 25 &1 o[ 0f 1 RUARLCY.
e L= () O OF KM M-E FEAMO| G 2T —|—MEP/': AL

(31) 2= 7| SHI0f|A OfH SfAF H-d's oF O] 25 &1 o0 L ARAC
e L= () A -l HE FEMO Gl 2Tt 3= UATH ERICL

(32) a. = 2! O} RO ML/0 7| 2Ot
b. 2 Af 4148 'E!, 7| R M /40 7| SOt

33



Factors playing a role in licensing purely BN
anaphoric definite arguments cont’d

* How sufficiently the familiarity of the discourse referent at hand has been
established in the local discourse context.

* Typically, anaphoric definite BNs occur after DEM-marked nominals which bear the
same index have already occurred in the same discourse.

(33) Y ACH=QL|Ct (S1)
ZOtX| & &of| 2 X Hyg HY 8 X|5t= &7 A0 K. (S2)
1 20X = o M0 = =7 7F7F Ih H 1 Ol A| RS SIC}HI}... (S3)
olgh &1 S0t ZOMX| 7} 22X = B8R E BotR. (S8)

(https://pann.nate.com/talk/346167386, accessed May 24, 2021)



Interim summary 2

* Factors playing a role in licensing purely BN anaphoric definite arguments:

There is spatiotemporal overlap between two consecutive sentences in which
one nominal bearing index i and another nominal with i respectively occur.

The anaphoric BN at issue names the social relation its referent bears to the
attitude holder from the viewpoint of the attitude holder, and the attitude
holder can use it as a vocative to address an individual.

The sentential predicate is adjectival.

The familiarity of the discourse referent denoted by the anaphoric BN at issue
has been sufficiently established in the discourse in which it occurs.



How to explain the facts?

* My claim: The choice between a BN and a DEM-marked form has to do with
whether a situation-internal or a situation-external POV is taken in referring to a
discourse referent:

* When a situation-internal POV is taken, a BN form is chosen.
* When a situation-external POV is taken, a DEM-marked form is chosen.

* Note: DEM-marking also indicates an activated or familiar status of the
discourse referent at hand in the sense of Gundel et al. (1993).

* Continuing topics in Korean are more frequently DEM-marked than anaphoric
arguments are because an output filter, which consists of several violable
constraints, ensures that, all else being equal, continuing topics in Korean carry
phonologically overt indices (compare Jenks 2018).



Explaining the facts

* Contrast between (22c, d) and (34):

(22) No DEM-marking on anaphoric definites: Situation-internal reference
c. A0H7F O M| RS T+ FAILCE (2272 0) ApAH7F H 2 SEUARILCE.
d. O X|| =helf of F1p &&= Tt (22/271) < O] & £EJUCT.

(34) Obligatory DEM-marking on anaphoric definites: Situation-external reference
ElH] S AN 228 M=F EUCEH *() =7t 2= EHO| 7t YL

* In (22c, d), the speaker is commenting on a discourse-familiar individual without
comparing it with another individual with respect to the property denoted by an
adjective phrase (AP).

* In (34), the speaker is comparing a discourse-familiar individual with another
individual w.r.t. an AP meaning.



Explaining the facts

e Contrast between (7) and (8):

(7) 7tAl L2 O YA 7t S0 BCf 2/22(2) HAt= 7t =0 UARUALL
(continuing topic)

(8) 7tAl St = Ot FHALeF OHH X7} S0 2L, (2/2°1) A= 7t S S0 JA/YLD
(2/22) O{ A= R4k =10 AL (contrastive topic)

* In (7), the anaphoric definite is a continuing topic, so, all else being equal, it needs to have a
phonologically overt index, i.e., a DEM-marking.

* In (8), two discourse-familiar referents that are part of the same situation are being
compared with each other from a situation-internal POV, so BN forms are chosen for them.



Explaining the facts

e Contrast between (5) and (6):

(5)a. L= 2= OffH obd o Pt Oj &= ACt. =4 0] O] FH|

o O] 2FRAL.

S 2 off BT 22 Lo A TS

= off RECE 2i A LHOf| A

O]t ot of Bt O] = Ut *=tdl = OjE £H[E 2 off R DA Lo A ST S

OftH SHAY 3+ I} 0| &2 $HTH 21 S O|E ZH|S & o 2ATH L2fM Lo A

In both (5) and (6), given the way the discourse is structured, situation-internal reference must
be taken, so the BN form is called for. And this also makes the Topic-marking not so felicitous.



Conclusion

» Korean uses both BNs and DEM-marked forms to encode anaphoric definiteness, but the
choice between the two forms is not randomly made, and DEM-marking is not always

“optional”, contra the prevailing view in recent literature (e.g., Ahn 2019; Park and Kang
2020; Kang 2021):

* Anaphoric BNs encode what | call situation-internal reference;

 DEM-marked nominals encode what | call situation-external reference.

e Continuing topics in Korean are more often DEM-marked than not, contra what Jenks
(2018) would predict, because of the workings of an output filter.

* For a similar reason, all else being equal, even non-topic anaphoric definites in Korean
are more frequently DEM-marked than not.

e There is significant variability in grammaticality judgments.

* Implication: When it comes to anaphoric definiteness marking, Korean may have more
than one grammar.



Appendix: Types of definites based on Hawkins
1978 and Schwarz 2009

- Types of definite use Examples from English

U Immediate situation use Open the door!

U Larger situation use The moon has risen.

A  Anaphoric use John bought a book and a magazine today. The book was
expensive.

A  Bridging: Product-producer John bought a book today. The author is French.

A  Bridging: Part-whole John bought a new house. The ceiling is very tall.

A  Donkey anaphora Every farmer who owns a donkey beats the donkey.
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Appendix: Some recent typological findings

Type of Definite Use German Thai Mandarin Shan
(Schwarz 2009) (Jenks 2015) (Jenks 2018) (Moroney 2019a)
Immediate situation U weak bare bare bare
Larger situation U weak bare bare bare
Anaphoric A strong dem. dem. bare/dem.
Bridging: Producer-product A strong dem. dem. bare/dem.
Bridging: Part-whole A weak bare bare bare
Donkey anaphora A strong dem. dem. bare/dem.

(Moroney 2021: Table 4)

42




Appendix:
How the POV
features are

formally
licensed

LocP

uPOV -ext] /\

NP,

FP

A/\

A

LocP

[uPOV int] /\

t1
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Appendix: Violable constraints comprising the
output filter

(i) Index!
Represent and bind all possible indices.
(Jenks 2018: 524, (50))

(ii) Don’t Overdeterminate!
Block Bif 3a: a € ALT(H) A VP - AWP ([[A1178) < AWP ([[]]°#)
(Ahn 2019: 73, (90))

(iii) Index Continuing Topics! (INDEXCNTTOP)
Represent and bind all possible indices on a continuing topic.
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Appendix: Violable constraints comprising the
output filter cont’d

(iv) Use External Point of View! (USEEXTPOV)

Use a situation-external POV if applicable and morpho-syntactically realize it on a

nominal.

(v) Use Bare Nouns as Text-Internally Licensed Unique Definites! (USETXTINTUNQDFTS)

Use bare nouns as text-internally licensed unique definites.

(vi) Use Internal Point of View! (USEINTPOV)

Use a situation-internal POV if applicable and morpho-syntactically realize it on a

nominal.
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Appendix: Ranking among the violable constraints
for Korean

e Grammar |

{INDEXCNTTOP, USETXTINTUNQDFTS, USEEXTPOV, USEINTPOV}
>> INDEX! >> DON’T OVERDETERMINATE!

* Grammar ll
{INDEXCNTTOP, USETXTINTUNQDFTS, USEEXTPOV, USEINTPOV}
>> DON’T OVERDETERMINATE! >> INDEX!
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