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of focus types on case ellipsis in Korean. A number of previous studies have
suggested that accusative case markers in Korean and Japanese cannot be
dropped when the object they mark is contrastively focused (Masunaga, 1988;
Yatabe, 1999; Ko, 2000; Lee, 2002). Using experimental evidence, we argue
against the view that case ellipsis in Korean is sensitive to the distinction be-
tween contrastive vs. non-contrastive focus. An alternative analysis is proposed
which accounts for the phenomenon of variable case marking in terms of the
interaction between the contrastive strength and the discourse accessibility of
focused object NPs. By viewing patterns of case ellipsis as the result of balanc-
ing between these two forces, such an analysis can correctly predict the gradi-
ent pattern of case ellipsis shown by the three types of focused objects tested
in the experiment (contrastive replacing focus, contrastive selecting focus and
non-contrastive, informational focus), while at the same time offering an ex-
planation for why subtypes of focus exert distinct influences on case ellipsis.
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1. Introduction

Korean has been described as a language in which all subjects and objects are
case-marked, though case marking is optional in colloquial speech. An example of
ellipsis of case markers is given in (1):
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(1) a. Ecey Minswu-ka  chinkwu-lul manna-ss-ta.
yesterday Minsoo-Nom friend-Acc meet-Pst-Indic
‘Minsoo met his friend yesterday.’

b. Ecey Minswu-ka chinkwu manna-ss-ta.
yesterday Minsoo-Nom friend(-Acc) meet-Pst-Indic
‘Minsoo met his friend yesterday.’

In (1b), the object chinkwu ‘friend’ appears without the following accusative case
marker -lul, which would normally indicate the object of the verb. While (1a) and
(1b) are semantically equivalent, i.e., in both cases the actor is Minswu and the
theme is chinkwy ‘friend’, they may differ in contextually determined meanings,
pragmatic functions, attitudes of interlocuters.

This paper examines the effects of the focus type of object NPs on the choice
between case-marked and case-ellipsed objects in colloquial Korean. In a number
of previous studies, the notion of contrastive focus has been claimed to be an
important factor affecting case ellipsis in Japanese and Korean (Tsutsui, 1984;
Masunaga, 1988; Ko, 2000; Lee, 2002, among others). For instance, Ko (2000) has
suggested that the accusative case marker -(l)ul in Korean cannot be dropped
when the object it marks is contrastively focused, i.e., when it is interpreted as
contrasting with some other object(s) of the same type. More recently, Lee (2002)
has analyzed the function of particle ellipsis in Japanese as ‘absolute specification’,
i.e., referring to an entity without implying the existence of some alternative.

Using evidence from an elicitation experiment, we argue against the view that
the naturalness of object case ellipsis in Korean can be explained in terms of the
distinction between contrastive and non-contrastive focus. Instead, we show that
patterns of object case ellipsis are sensitive to a more fine-grained distinction be-
tween focus types. Section 2 examines the two major information structure con-
cepts that are of interest in this paper: focus and contrastiveness. Section 3 presents
a brief summary of the generalizations that have emerged from previous studies
on the focus effect on case ellipsis and then addresses the question why focus and
contrastiveness are relevant to case ellipsis and case marking. After discussing the
hypotheses to be tested in the experiment in section 4, in section 5 we provide
experimental evidence in support of the view that patterns of object case ellipsis
are sensitive to a more fine-grained distinction between focus types. It is argued
that the distinct influence of the three subtypes of focus tested in the experiment
can be accounted for in terms of the interaction between the contrastive strength
and the degree of the discourse accessibility of a focused object. Section 6 offers a
summary and some conclusions.

2. Focus and Contrastiveness

Focus is usually defined as the portion of the sentence that the speaker assumes is
not known to the hearer. Focus is distinguished into two types: contrastive focus
and non-contrastive focus. Contrastive focus involves an explicit choice among the
limited set of contextually given alternatives, whereas non-contrastive focus does
not require the contrast set (Chafe, 1976; Rooth, 1992; Kiss, 1998; Vallduvi and



Hanjung Lee Focus Types and Gradients in Korean Case Ellipsis

Vilkuna, 1998). Non-contrastive, informational focus simply marks new information
in the sentence without explicitly contrasting it with something in the discourse.
A very common example of informational focus is an answer to a WH-question:

(2) A: Who wants to marry Jane?

B: John wants to marry her.

B’s utterance is non-contrastive if it is an answer to A’s question: the focus indicates
the referent is novel, or newly activated. Note that formally identical sentences

may receive either a contrastive or non-contrastive interpretation, depending on
context:

(3) A: Who wants to marry Jane, John or Tom?

B: John wants to marry her.

B’s answer in (3) is contrastive because it selects John from the contrast set pro-
vided in the context. If, however, no such context set were provided by A, John in
B’s answer would be non-contrastive focus, as in (2).

Contrastive focus is further distinguished from non-contrastive, informational
focus in terms of exhaustiveness (Chafe, 1976; Kiss, 1998). The exhaustive nature
of contrastiveness means that once a subset is selected and marked as contrastive,
all other members and subsets of members of the set are excluded.! For example,
the sentence in (4B) containing a contrastive focus conveys that it was only a hat
and nothing else Mary picked out for herself, whereas the informational focus in
(5B) merely presents a hat as new information, without suggesting that the hat
was the only one of a set of relevant things for Mary.

(4) A: Did Mary buy a shirt?

B: No, it was a hat that she picked for herself.
(5) A: What did Mary buy?

B: She picked a hat for herself.

To summarize briefly, contrastiveness is the state in which there is a set of
entities that is mutually known (a contrast set) and one member is chosen from
that set to the exclusion of the other members. Contrastive focus represents a
subset of the set of contextually or situationally given elements for which the

! An anonymous reviewer points out that both (2B) and (3B) imply that John is one and the
only person who wants to marry Jane. While an answer to a WH-question which functions as
informational focus can be interpreted as exhaustive, in the case of informational focus, by pick-
ing out one alternative the rest is only implicitly excluded and the excluded alternatives may
not be mutually known to interlocutors. This effect is due to the Gricean maxim of quantity
licensing the hearer to assume that the speaker’s statement is the strongest, or most informa-
tive, that can be made in the situation. By contrast, contrastive focus involves a closed set of
contextually specified alternatives and hence the excluded alternatives must be explicitly given
in the context.
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predicate phrase can potentially hold, whereas non-contrastive, informational focus
only conveys new, non-presupposed information. These properties of contrastive fo-
cus—the availability of a limited set of contextually given alternatives and exhaus-
tiveness—contextualize the interpretation of contrastively focused elements and
hence make them highly prominent as compared to non-contrastive focus (Choi,
1999; Cowles, 2003).

3. Focus Types and Case Ellipsis

In a number of previous studies, the notion of contrastive focus has been claimed
to be one of the strongest factors affecting case ellipsis in Japanese and Korean
(Tsutsui, 1984; Masunaga, 1988; Ko, 2000; Lee, 2002, among others).2 This claim
has been formulated in various ways by different scholars:

My assumption is that whenever the pertinent NP is deemphasized
or defocused, the case marker can be deleted (Masunaga, 1988,
147).

The ellipsis of the case particle (CP) of an NP-CP is unnatural
if the NP-CP conveys the idea of exclusivity (Tsutsui, 1984, cited
from Yatabe (1999)).

The nominative case particle ga in Japanese cannot be dropped
when the expression it marks is focused, i.e., when the expression
it marks is interpreted as contrasting with some other object(s) of
the same type (Yatabe, 1999, 79).

I suggest that -lul is a focus marker in the sense of the alternative
semantics of Rooth (1985) which is elaborated in Vallduvi and
Vilkuna (1998): a set of alternatives for the ‘focused’ constituent
is generated as an additional denotation (Ko, 2000).

In certain cases, however, case ellipsis of the accusative case marker is favored
even though the object it marks is contrastively focused. Consider the following
example in (6), taken from Lee (2006a, 333):

(6) A: Jinmi-ka  computer(-lul) sa-ss-e, hywudayphon(-ul) sa-ss-e?
Jinmi-Nom computer(-Acc) bought, cell phone(-Acc) bought
‘Did Jinmi buy a computer or a cell phone?’

B: computer(-lul) sa-ss-e.
‘(She) bought a computer.’

2 Additional factors affecting the naturalness of case ellipsis in Japanese and Korean which will
not be discussed here include the following: the formality of the extralinguistic context, famil-
iarity among interlocuters (Lee and Thompson, 1985; Ko, 2000), the kind of semantic role that
a nominal argument bears (Lee, 2002), specificity of the object (Kim, 1993), syntactic position
of the argument (Ahn and Cho, 2006; Ahn and Cho, 2007), length of the argument NP, utter-
ance length, proximity of the NP to the predicate (Fry, 2001) and the animacy, definiteness and
person of argument NPs (Lee, 2005; Lee, 2006b). For extensive reviews of previous studies, see
Fry (2001), Lee (2005), Lee (2006b), Lee (2006).
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In B’s reply, ‘computer’ is an example of what Dik and others (1981) refers to
as ‘selecting contrastive focus’. This type of contrastive focus does not involve
any explicit contradiction of some other previously stated alternative. As in B’s
reply in (6), the speaker simply picks out one of the two candidates presented in a
disjunctive question uttered by A. What’s interesting about the formal expression
of selecting focus objects is that as Lee (2006) notes, they seem to favor case ellipsis
over explicit accusative marking. All Korean speakers we have consulted agree that
the version with case-ellipsed selecting focus is more natural than that with the
case-marked counterpart, while both versions are grammatically well-formed.

Selecting focus is in sharp contrast to ‘replacing focus’, which does not show
strong preference for case ellipsis:

(7) A: Jinmi-ka  computer(-lul) sa-ss-e.
Jinmi-Nom computer(-Acc) bought
‘Jinmi bought a computer.’

B: Aniya, hywudayphon(-ul) sa-ss-e.
No, cell phone(-Acc) bought.
‘No, (she) bought a cell phone.’

Unlike selecting focus, replacing focus explicitly contradicts a stated alternative
and is considered the clearest instance of contrastiveness in some pragmatic ap-
proaches to contrastiveness (Lambrecht, 1994; Lee, 2007). The contrast between
the two subtypes of contrastive focus illustrated above suggests that not all kinds
of contrastive focus may behave in the same way with respect to their formal real-
ization. One of the goals of the experiment, which will be presented in section 5, will
be to examine whether and how the two subtypes of contrastive focus (replacing
vs. selecting focus) exert distinct influences on variable case marking in Korean.

‘Why is it that contrastiveness is relevant to case ellipsis and case marking?
In Lee (2006a), we have argued that the effect of focus type is a reflection of
the ‘identifying’ function of case marking. de Hoop and Narasimhan (2008) argue
that in its identifying function case-marking identifies arguments that are strong
or prominent subjects or objects in order to distinguish between more prominent
subjects and objects and less prominent ones. Thus for Korean the identifying
function predicts more prominent or stronger focus type, i.e., contrastive focus to
be more frequently case-marked than weaker focus type, i.e., non-contrastive focus.
Hence the identifying function explains the tendency observed in our experiment
that objects left unmarked more frequently when they are low-prominent in the
dimension of focus (i.e., non-contrastive focus) than when they are more prominent
(i.e., contrastive focus).?

de Hoop and Narasimhan (2008) suggest two criteria of argument strength
that apply to subjects and objects. One such criterion is ‘discourse prominence’.

3 Another widely attested function of case marking is to disambiguate arguments in terms of
their function in the clause, especially where these are most likely to be confused (Dixon,
1972; Dixon, 1979; Comrie, 1978; Aissen, 2003). This function of case marking is known as the
‘distinguishing’ function of case. Lee (2006a) argues that the effects of animacy, definiteness
and person on Korean case ellipsis/marking are distinguishing rather than identificational.
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Another way of measuring the ’strength’ of an argument is by looking at its se-
mantic prototypicality, i.e., the degree to which it possesses certain features that
characterize the argument’s role in the expressed event. Following de Hoop and
Narasimhan (2008), we will use ‘strength’ measured in different ways as a com-
prehensive term for different factors such as discourse prominence, referentiality,
proto-role properties, etc.

4. Contrastive Strength, Accessibility and Case Ellipsis

Recall that in its identifying function, case marking identifies strong arguments to
distinguish more prominent subjects and objects from less prominent ones. Thus
an account of case marking based on argument strength would predict that con-
trastively focused arguments to be more frequently case-marked than arguments
that are not contrastively focused. This account further predicts stronger subtypes
of contrastive focus to be more frequently case-marked than weaker ones. Of the
two subtypes of contrastive focus tested in this experiment, which one is stronger
than the other in terms of contrastiveness? Let us consider main sources of con-
trastiveness to clarify this question. The most important criteria that have been
discussed in the literature in connection with the definition of contrastiveness are
listed below:

(8) a. Membership in a set
b. Limited set of alternatives
c. Exhaustiveness

d. Explicit contradiction of alternatives

The basic requirement for contrastiveness is membership in a set, namely that we
can generate a set of alternatives for the focused constituent (Jackendoff, 1972;
Rooth, 1985; Krifka, 1993; Vallduvi and Vilkuna, 1998). Rooth (1985) and Krifka
(1993) claim that a focus always evokes a set of alternatives. According to this
view there is no contrastive focus to be separated from the ordinary, informational
focus. Instead, focus is viewed as uniformly conveying a contrast between the actual
element in focus and the potential alternatives. In fact, informational focus may
involve membership in a contextually or lexically evoked set, though it does not
require the existence of a contrast set. This is illustrated in (9):

(9) A: Did you finish packing what you need?

B: Yes, I packed toothpaste and a hair-drier. But I forgot my toothbrush.

Toothpaste and a hair-drier can trigger a set of travel items in the context of (9)
(due to the previous mention of packing), and these items can provide the contrast
needed for the focused toothpaste and a hair-drier.

In many approaches to focus, however, membership in a set is narrowed down
to the requirement of a closed set. The decisive criterion for contrastiveness is
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thus, according to Halliday (1967), Chafe (1976) and Rooth (1992), the availability
of a limited number of candidates. When the set of possibilities is unlimited (or
not contextually restricted), the sentence supplies only new information and fails
to be contrastive. Contrastiveness adds the requirement of exhaustiveness (Chafe,
1976; Kiss, 1998). Thus based on the two decisive criteria for contrastiveness (the
limited number of candidates and exhaustiveness), we can define contrastive focus
as follows: a contrastively focused constituent refers to alternatives in a contextually
limited set where the alternatives are known to the participants of the discourse
and identifies one element exclusively out of that set.

A further criterion of contrastiveness is explicit contradiction of some previ-
ously stated alternative(s). Halliday (1967) defined contrast to mean something
that is contrary to a previously stated or predicted alternative. However, while it
is the case that contrastiveness often has this corrective reading as in the case of
replacing focus (example (7)), it does not require it, as shown in (6) above.

The criteria of contrastiveness mentioned above lead to the following distinction
between foci:

(10) Distinction between foci according to contrastive properties

Informational|Selecting |Replacing

focus focus focus
Membership in a set Vv Vv v
Limited set of alternatives X N Vv
Exhaustiveness X v v
Explicit contradiction of alternatives X X Vv

On the basis of this distinction, we can also derive the following scale of contrastive-
ness where higher positions correspond to greater contrastive strength:

(11) Scale of contrastive strength:
Replacing focus > Selecting focus > Informational focus

Informational focus is the least clear or weaker instance of contrastiveness because
it meets only the most basic requirement for contrastiveness, namely that of mem-
bership in a set. In addition to this, selecting focus meets two other criteria for
contrastiveness, i.e., the limited number of candidates and exhaustiveness, and re-
placing focus meets the additional requirement of explicit contradiction of stated
alternatives. Thus informational focus can be considered the least clear or weakest
instance of contrastiveness, while replacing focus is the strongest instance of con-
trastiveness having the greatest number of crucial factors of contrastiveness.

The account of case marking based on contrastive strength would predict that
of the three subtypes of focused objects, overt case applies most frequently to
replacing focus objects and least frequently to informational focus objects, in line
with the degree of contrastive strength:

(12) Prediction of contrastive strength:

Overt case-marking Case ellipsis
Replacing focus > Selecting focus > Informational focus
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An alternative account of the phenomenon of variable case marking that is con-
ceivable is to focus on the function of case ellipsis rather than on the (identifying)
function of case marking. Why do speakers sometimes omit elements of syntactic
structure that are normally obligatory? The short answer to this question is that
speakers exploit ellipsis “for reasons of economy or style” (Crystal, 1997, 134). The
first function, economy of expression is, as the philosopher H.P. Grice observed,
one of the fundamental principles underlying how speakers communicate with one
another. Speakers strive to be only “as informative as required” and to “avoid un-
necessary prolixity” (Grice, 1975). From this perspective, ellipsis can be viewed as
a mechanism by which speakers achieve more efficient communication (Nariyama,
2000). However, ellipsis is not merely a tool for compressing utterances. Speakers
often exploit ellipsis in order to convey aspects of the ‘packaging’ of their message.
Hawkins (2004) argues that economy of expression is tied to the accessibility or
cognitive status of a referent, i.e., the degree of activation of a referent in a mental
representation: the more accessible entities are referred to by shorter and more
reduced forms.

The accessibility of a referent is affected by three main factors: recency of men-
tion, explicit mention, and unity—whether the previous mention of the referent is
in the same or previous sentence, or in the same or previous paragraph. Entities
that have been recently mentioned are more accessible than those mentioned fur-
ther back in time (Prince, 1981; Ariel, 1990). Entities that have been mentioned
explicitly are also more accessible than those whose existence is derived by an asso-
ciative or bridging inference or by a general knowledge frame (Clark and Haviland,
1977; Hawkins, 1978; Matsui, 2000). Entities are more accessible when they are
mentioned in the same or previous sentence than when they are not (Arnold, 1998;
Almor, 1999).

Coming back to the problem of the morphosyntactic encoding of focus acces-
sibility, focus is not generally associated with high accessibility of its referent. But
it is not the case that the referent of focus is always inaccessible. While focused
referents do not consistently encode highly accessible referents, empirical work on
the processing of focus shows that both topic and contrastive focus cause an in-
crease in referent accessibility that leads to a preference for pronominal co-reference
(Arnold, 1998; Almor, 1999; Cowles, 2003). Cowles (2003) argues that this similar-
ity between topics and contrastive foci with respect to referent accessibility is at-
tributable to their shared property of presupposition of existence. As discussed ear-
lier, in order for a sentence containing a contrastive focus to be felicitous, elements
that are within the scope of that focus are presumed to exist prior to the utterance,
even when they are not previously given in the discourse. Topics also necessarily
presuppose the existence of their referent (Lambrecht, 1994). These studies thus
provide evidence in favor of the higher accessibility of contrastive focus compared
to non-contrastive focus.

Of the two subtypes of contrastive focus tested in the current experiment,
selecting focus can be considered more accessible than replacing focus in terms of
givenness and unity. The referent of the selecting focus is often explicitly mentioned
in a disjunctive question uttered by the previous speaker, whereas replacing focus
does not have to take up a previously mentioned referent. Unlike replacing focus,
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selecting focus does not involve any explicit contradiction of some other previously
stated alternative and satisfies the previous speaker’s expectation or presupposition
that his or her question will be answered with one disjunct (Lee, 2007), thus leading
to more predictable continuation of the discourse. This unity in turn may result in
higher activation for the representation of the referent of the selecting focus.

Since more accessible entities are preferentially referred to by shorter or less
complex forms, selecting focus objects are expected to be case-ellipsed more fre-
quently than objects that represent other kinds of focus that are less accessible
than selecting focus:

(13) Prediction of accessibility:

Case ellipsis Overt case-marking
Selecting focus > Replacing focus > Informational focus
High accessibility Low accessibility

The experiment to be reported in section 5 will compare this prediction with the
prediction of the account based on contrastive strength by examining the relative
frequency of case-marked and case-ellipsed objects according to the three factors
(replacing focus, selecting focus and informational focus).

5. Effects of Contrastive Strength and Accessibility: Experimental Study

5.1 Methods

Participants: 98 students from Sungkyunkwan University, ages 20-26, participated
in this experiment. The time to complete the experiment was approximately 15-20
minutes. All participants were native speakers of Korean, defined as having learned
Korean before age five.

Procedures: Each participant was asked to fill in a questionnaire, which contained
short conversations between two speakers, providing contexts for the choice of case-
marked and case-ellipsed forms of an object. The participants had to choose as
spontaneously as possible between the two object forms in the given contexts (A
full list of experimental items is given in Appendix). An example of the stimuli
used in the experiment is given below.
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(14) Example stimuli

Condition Stimuli

A: Jinmi-ka  computer(-lul) sa-ss-e.
Contrastive- Jinmi-Nom computer(-Acc) bought
Replacing ‘Jinmi bought a computer.’
focus B: Aniya, hywudayphon-ul/) sa-ss-e.

No,  cell phone-Acc/® bought.
‘No, (she) bought a cell phone.’

A: Jinmi-ka  computer(-lul) sa-ss-e, TV(-lul)
Jinmi-Nom computer(-Acc) bought, TV(-Acc)

Contrastive- sa-ss-e?
Selecting bought
focus ' ‘Did Jinmi buy a computer or a TV?’

B: computer-lul/@ sa-ss-e.
‘(She) bought a computer.’

A: Ecey mwuel  sa-ss-e?
Non- yesterday what.Acc bought
contrastive- ‘What did you buy yesterday?’
Informational | B: hywuka cwung ilk-u-lyeko chayk-ul/} sa-ss-e.
focus break during read-to  book-Acc/@ bought

‘(I) bought books to read over the break.’

There were 20 items per condition, 60 items altogether. The items used in the
questionnaire were further controlled for other factors in the following way:

(15) a. Only the nominal objects of transitive verbs were included in the ques-
tionnaire.

b. The type of the head of object NPs has been limited to a countable
common noun.

c. The factors of animacy and definiteness have been controlled by keep-
ing them constant throughout the questionnaire. The object is always
inanimate and indefinite.

Controlling items in this way, the present study attempts to investigate the choice
between overtly case-marked and case-ellipsed focused objects in what can approxi-
mate real choice contexts where the influence of other factors is kept to a minimum.

5.2 Results

Figure 1 below shows the relative frequency of case-marked and case- ellipsed ob-
jects according to the three types of focus tested. We can see that case-ellipsed forms
are most frequent in the selecting focus condition (65%) and least frequent in the
replacing focus condition (35%). By contrast, accusative-marked forms are most
frequent in the replacing focus condition (65%) and least frequent in the select-
ing focus condition (35%). These results are significant at the 0.05 level (x2=9.66,
df=2)

10
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(16) Figure 1. Relative frequency of case-marking vs. case ellipsis for three types
of focused objects
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Figure 1 further shows that case-ellipsed forms are more frequent only in the se-
lecting focus condition, while in the other two conditions, accusative-marked forms
are more frequent.

When collapsing replacing focus and selecting focus into a single category of
contrastive focus and considering how the two object forms are distributed in
the two conditions, the following picture emerges. As shown in Figure 2, non-
contrastive, informational focus objects show higher rate of overt case marking
(55%) than contrastively focused objects (50%). The table further reveals that the
rate of case ellipsis for contrastively focused objects (50%) is higher than the rate
for informational focus objects (45%), but the difference is not significant (x?=0.5,
df=2).

(17) Figure 2. Relative frequency of case-marking vs. case ellipsis for contrastively
focused objects and informational focus objects
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These results show that the dichotomous distinction between contrastive vs. non-
contrastive focus is insufficient to account for the gradient pattern of case ellipsis for
focused objects. Moreover, the results are not consistent with prior claims regarding
the influence of contrastiveness on case ellipsis in Korean, calling into question the

11
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categorical generalization offered in previous studies that accusative case markers
cannot be dropped when the object they mark is contrastively focused.

5.3 Discussion

In this section we consider implications that this experiment has for theoretical
accounts of variable case marking. We show that neither an account based on
contrastive strength nor an accessibility-based account is sufficient to explain why
subtypes of focus show different preferences for case marking and case ellipsis.
We propose an alternative account that combines a more fine-grained distinction
between focus types with the functional, cognitive motivations for case marking
and case ellipsis.

5.3.1 Accounts Based on Contrastive Strength. As discussed in section 4,
according to the account of case marking based on argument strength (e.g., Lee
(2006a)), the rate of case marking for argument NPs is sensitive to their relative
strength in contrastiveness. If this is the case, replacing focus objects should show
higher rate of case marking than the other two kinds of focused objects, in line with
the degree of contrastive strength: replacing focus > selecting focus > informational
focus. The experiment presented in section 5.2 provides support for this account as
well as showing some results that it does not predict. Support for this account is
found in the highest rate of case marking on replacing focus objects. However, the
experiment also showed that informational focus objects are overtly case-marked
by the accusative case marker more often than selecting focus objects. This finding
is not consistent with the prediction of the account based on contrastive strength
and cannot be accounted for in an account that takes into account contrastiveness
as a sole factor triggering case marking.

5.3.2 Accessibility-based Accounts. The highest rate of case ellipsis on select-
ing focus objects confirms the prediction of an accessibility-based account that rate
of case ellipsis is sensitive to the degree of the accessibility of argument NPs. The
difference between selecting focus objects and replacing focus objects with respect
to the rate of case ellipsis is attributable to the higher accessibility of the referent
of selectively focused constituents. While offering a good account of the difference
between selecting focus objects and replacing focus objects, the accessibility-based
account offers no account of why informational focus objects, which are least acces-
sible among the three subtypes of focused objects tested, show higher rate of case
ellipsis than replacing focus objects. This suggests that an account which attempts
to explain case variation solely in terms of the accessibility of arguments but does
not take their contrastive strength into account would be inadequate.

5.3.3 The Balance between Form Minimization and Identification of
Strong Arguments: A Proposal. Why should accessibility be such an impor-
tant factor that results in form minimization? Levinson (2000) and Hawkins (2004)
suggest that what underlies form minimization is processing enrichment, that is in-
ferences of various sorts which make use of linguistic or contextual clues. Levinson
(2000) discusses an important truth about the exploitation of such clues, namely

12
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‘Inference is cheap’: these inferences take place anyway, and it is inefficient to un-
dertake additional processing of forms and properties when the relevant proper-
ties are already inferable contextually or are readily accessible for other reasons.
Hawkins (2004) formulates a similar idea as the principle of Minimize Forms (MiF):

Minimize Forms (MiF): The human processor prefers to minimize
the formal complexity of each linguistic form F and the number of
forms with unique conventionalized property assignments, thereby
assigning more properties to fewer forms. These minimizations ap-
ply in proportion to the ease with which a given property P can
be assigned in processing to a given F. {Hawkins, 2004, 38)

The principle of MiF predicts that the processor prefers minimizations in unique
form-property pairings. Both formal units and unique property assignments can be
minimized by using morphologically simple forms for frequently used elements and
for properties that are inferable contextually or through inferences or real-world
knowledge.

The strong preference of selecting focus for case ellipsis follows naturally from
MiF: it is because of the high accessibility of the referent of selecting focus that it
has priority for a simpler form, i.e., zero-marking. Although minimizing forms and
assigning properties through on-line processing enrichments reduce overall process-
ing effort in many cases, one cannot minimize everything and assign all properties
through on-line inference. There has to be a balance in human languages between
conventionalized forms and their linguistic properties on the one hand, and on-line
inference on the other. This balance is achieved by the interaction of processing
ease and conventionalization or grammaticalization. Hawkins (2004, 41-42) sug-
gests that processing ease regulates reductions in form, while frequency and pre-
ferred expressiveness regulate grammaticalization preferences.

Which properties get priority for unique assignment to forms in the grammar
or lexicon is subject to language-specific choices. In the domain of case marking,
it is often the case that the semantic proto-typicality and/or discourse prominence
of arguments that have priority for overt case marking (Legendre, Raymond, and
Smolensky, 1993; Naess, 2004; de Hoop and Narasimhan, 2008). The use of case
morphology to mark argument prominence is said to have identificational motiva-
tion (see section 3). As discussed in section 4, replacing focus is the most strongly
contrastive focus type. This explains why replacing focus objects show highest rate
of overt case marking.

Thus, on this account, gradient patterns of case marking and case ellipsis in
Korean are viewed as a result of balancing between processing efficiency and the
need to express argument strength. We have argued that only an approach to case
variation that seriously considers both the economy motivation for case ellipsis and
the identifying function of case marking is capable of providing a complete view of
the effects of focus types on case variation and that in so doing it may also answer
the question why subtypes of focus show different preferences for case marking and
case ellipsis.

13
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6. Conclusions

This paper has examined the effects of focus types on case ellipsis in Korean. A
number of previous studies have suggested that accusative case markers in Korean
and Japanese cannot be dropped when the object they mark is contrastively focused
(Masunaga, 1988; Yatabe, 1999; Ko, 2000; Lee, 2002). Using experimental evidence,
we have argued against the view that case ellipsis in Korean is sensitive to the
distinction between contrastive vs. non-contrastive focus. Instead, we have shown
that patterns of object case ellipsis are sensitive to a more fine-grained distinction
between focus types. We have proposed an alternative analysis which accounts
for the phenomenon of variable case marking in terms of the interaction between
the contrastive strength and the discourse accessibility of focused object NPs. By
viewing patterns of case ellipsis as the result of balancing between these two forces,
such an analysis can correctly predict the gradient pattern of case ellipsis shown by
the three types of focused objects tested in the experiment (contrastive replacing
focus, contrastive selecting focus and non-contrastive, informational focus), while
at the same time offering an explanation for why subtypes of focus exert distinct
influences on case ellipsis.
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<Appendix: Materials for the Experiment>

[Contrastive—Replacing focus]

L A Aol v, tiaka 2itka ozl AFE wiRATH] ? S,
B:  ZAFEL & oA 3R seiy Y4 /A4 A2 ASA. g8k e,
2. A AR W 2AE AY 97) sichEAL 2 2o E ojdA T,
B:

YA gols. B 74 Uz Al Eo] Zpe / 7bE AlY wol gujgn
L. —
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3. A v}, 7] ¥EE ARS8
B of, \ A4 e ¥ tY 7 W7k AR dA 28/ % e @Rl
4. A Y oA R Al Beigte] 7 v duprt it 2A Fdl 9] BRA] dekn §317<1 ?
B oAl AR WAg JALESR- 2 24 afeh A% LFAE A Yuks
ol
5. A: oA W gojut dAlsol thEt 29 F uf AU T e Bl BF FE
o).
B:  of oA ¥H AAA Z/\M? 85 tE AFAE /A A vt}
6. A U3HY F zioh &AL &, d S8 A At 39 se AR ?
B:  oh. °ltﬂ°ﬂ +5Ee /—rEli HHg o} doia ot
7oA APRd, o) e AR SthaA R 7 o ol 3 =l ARtk Asi4lol
87
B:  oflg. g o) Hojl & FEL/AE Wt He. aA o B2 At A2 A
Zotg.
8. A:  ofg, &% ety IFA T FY U A B Aok?
B:  duh A AF GAAS /A A Ba Jokng. 299 23 guis &
9. A:r A oA @R Ent Bd A 22l 2% 2w o o =il
B:  oh 222 ZHSI A 231 3} 7HA ﬁﬁ/a,g Z Jds) 7Rt
10. A: 83 Feo] dok v7t Auls A8 sz ¢ o A ke Syl gl
B: 7 AdiE sl B ojidl ke /3 FUlz AAE.
1L A: - AZL A7 B AAAE 93 Al U of7] AR gouzt § i 7kea
B:  ofof o] Yaks AL/ FAA AT glok & - Yok
12. Ar - 3 AR 71 St vha whel A ol s 7hA dgle) 7
B:  ofol e At wiEe] £ /T E.
13. A: LM o= dF Mo]z] ? $2 oFE XY W a9 Aldela 2azl).
B: Fole a7 8 woks Adre /A 294 Folstrizta.
14. A: 0471.&, A E gedzt evtek & 2 ) o FAle.
B: 7] £4% Jevz $AE Hol. FAE/FA F 8 Sekx a9,
15 A: Y 8% 24 Al F whgcke 7 e, A A 23 chyUz 23A Fobr?
B:  ojfA B& ofd £ Ack? % 1 o|2ie AAAL/AHA ga o
Yedl.
16. A: oA FEe o B 2 A FAF AV & W3y A¥olgks s gt
B:  IA 21 Wt Ue F e IAE/ 4R 8 & "zt 2ok,
17. A: o] E ulbd A 7). 0)Z o) Z12o) st Ad YA okgto] 7
B okl o] 74]¢ 985 /99 dojggled oAl wWmlel.
18. A: WSA AQAEA AHSH= o czot 73 7h S 7 9z 7
B:  ofok T2 ¢ Hol? FAFL /S 23 2Rk
19. A o] Aol FHAlE A 7 FolF HolRo) 7
B:  oh. 7tM o)A ©& AALE /4R st 2o 231
20. A: A oFFE 217 3 k7 EG A7) Z whA kel
B: ol 2Ale 7] A7) b Z1GEE/719E Bot A Auideizt,
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[Contrastive—Selecting focus]

1.

2.

3.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

wr wr W

W we

TP W Wpr T W U

wr P W W P P> E o E>

w7k olde] 3 gFeldol dARAT AA AE7t ohd WA SE7H?
Aol o718 Muizh &23) ¥IAE /WA wieke A9,

A 2F ol ol BEyickn Ik, AFF Bliva 2
of7} o] ST e FAL ol EE/olE F AA Hillols.

Aol W Aol 2827} Best Basiok TR kel ?

2. 74 aolels BEo) Hoad FAAE/FIA Ak ¥ A F A
2o},

5lof, U oAl AREIE TAAE, Bl MBS DAAY?

3% 39 AFHE/AFY TAekT Sk oA Ans SR,

22} Solls UY A R Aok ou FA 23 edtn, £5F 21
oae?

e A7 A dolX TS/ EN Aot 2= A

Ao}, AHE ME WSH 7 vjgWolok? HAGtolop?

2. HATHS /HAR Ngked UF oim. 29 A B0 gt

2 59 ool oA 59 207 ARNE GAE shi AFE A ddg ok
o

A EE o A FRE glo]. g B ARG/ A AN A, A
Ao 308 oAl AY sjwA W ¥k 23 27)2 #A 7 ohd Azkezty
o LS / e Rskatael. A, o3,

A7) 7 geknr Qo7 W50

Yol ks wl & 24l

& T2o) BN AN Aok, ohiA ATFL ABTHE Aok

of, ABFL/AES Aled. 7] 4R A gold 247 & BAE]
Aol |

A 4 ASHReIA A SolEzinka 7 A 2 FohZolt?

2, FUEL/FUE 51 U A 2ol 2 9 . BUE Aee] ot
ol BAlelN Bedo] | 7|8 8ch] 7 S|zjek ohl@ Agolokr

2ol o] Bokn AR/ WY ARsIZ Bel. #4370 2l A wAE
ot

AR, of 7)AH L7 ofy 2 2T 2307

ge Zine A= Y/ 29e shi 2o 2.

2 A A 2e 5 ol ? o)A ¢ §I 717 F TeA,

$. 3% Ngol BA8 /%A Bo} govz AZA 2a 7t

22 A} A WEE £ Q)7 wobd 1S YSAED,

Azke 7\ckel. o Aol hw Akl g/ Alekdl 9 & 9 Aok

A7) o) A Wolo}. Dol E sk Al U&7t obd MBS Bk A U277
o) Azl Zetolg / zhete) sht 2R Al $& 2 Bed,

a9 3 3R 9 A7 ohd ARE Zeke Ak?

B/ WY S A, ol sk AF A Bk B,

$2) o} dd o 9 7 Hekn? FR7Iok, Aslok?

W) A3IE /A AN Bolok . AREle A FEE WS o
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19. A: O 7IRH Exof AL7)E Ao, o AR7IE gty 7
B:  of 2A7 AAEA e 22 3 AWNE /AT Aelriz Fd.

20. A: ol #Asky FulEol Haku Fheile], Wi Aolglel 7
B: Aol 2 o seid wdAL /994 Sus 2.

[Non-Contrastive—Informational focus]

LA g o8 S o d Aokr 42 4 A7

B: gl AEE/AE AVle F v X9 FZo,
2. A:r oft ] dFol o a7 F doiwEoel?
B: G 2ot YAjell g/ A3 EA Hok oA &4 2
3. A: ol ¥uel B Al 7R AU
B:  ZAAAE/AAR A AAUL. 327 AA7 W3l g
4. A A VUL olgA el H i 2847
B:  2#x] L3 A4e] IS /SR B A Byt B G} 9l& Aol
5. A: AN, YdRY ¢ 2o F Rel s £ Wl ¥ w2 0918 A A
27
B: 54 A o3 wF & A ur gAe /3 shi Eushd 8.
6. A ZdiEld, A 2% AT AdLdu] B ATtel AN A E B g 5
DB
B:  Z vl Az 4ol /240 sht Fet /i i AR A 3ok
7oA | way o { S g
B:  H7l $8717 AARAERE / BAEA G AgA. 7R dol A izt 9
< Aok,
8. A: A olmt=qld] FAMA Fr) o g} Folok A ALk
B: A9 Bl 2&/% 2ty ¥ 29 BYUE A 9 g A B,
9. A AR, ol & 7l= gt Ad olUA o] uUskedl. 7 H Sdgte] ?
B:  URE HY £45 QolRu #A AFUIE /AEY] 2 o 2EFol.
10. A: 2 9Exg Algo] ol Fx B}
B: Mg AAAE/ARAA dAsED o], ol & d|E AEog wHE Aok
1. A: (Bl vomA) o7 A mz= A go)?
B: & WRIE/WE7] ok Aol vzt AL
12 A: o o] A AE B3 WS AY adax)
B: 3. ool RUHE /RUE WRA Faske A 44 oh ANAHYE &A
@4,
13. A: 2% 9 o1¥A vgr)t Exehvr | m2] @i &3 9 A v
B: & 43, A2 Ve 5SS /55T E Hol B B} 3le 4.
14. A: o oA & oyt wid WsPdolu? ol Hut 2w 4w ?
B: 2 dAsIU7E 1R E /25 Ba i 6 AEA 22 AT A oo}
15, A: (ThE 2 A AF Fa) 3 HasEA) 23 WY 10409 714 Zojd
A AX 7 W2l B RS A Q)7
B: WY A AR g £5 Qo BEE /BT & dds YA 7
16. A: A} o)A opx} Fu] T BRA|? =AY A QA7
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17.

18.

19.

20.

W w

e W W
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Aol AR Bobd HEAE/HER ¥ Falok @ A oh,

FRRo WIF o4t Ugted ok A Tolske A $24 42 5 s
o SIB Pe] HAY HADIE/ A AR FolB. AF Yt d2E G B
z38.

W7t & 292717 3 FAS Holetl el £ Al Hok?

WEg Wz @ 7 lAgko). o)Wl Aol aFo2 Mok AL,

oAl ok Fofr W 2P )3 wo| Kol 7

2, AYINE /AW 7B 2 Blo], B DVDSE o) By,

A7) A 29A e A9 Yo} 7 94 3 B3 o,

Wel Agolaol 49l AEAE/AER o N9 sk B B $& F2|
A7\A,
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