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1. Introduction

Ellipsis is the phenomenon whereby speakers omit from an utterance normally
obligatory elements of syntactic structure. One common type of ellipsis in Korean
is case ellipsis, whereby case markers like -i/-ka and -(1jul are omitted. 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 -(])ul, 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 chinkwu ‘friend’, they may differ in contextually determined meanings,
pragmatic functions, attitudes of interlocuters.

It is often claimed that case ellipsis in Japanese and Korean is constrained by
discourse and semantic factors such as focus and exclusive/exhaustive interpreta-
tions. The notion of contrastive focus, although not always very well defined, has
been claimed to be an important factor affecting case ellipsis in Japanese and Ko-
rean (Tsutsui, 1984; Masunaga, 1988; Ko, 2000; D. Lee, 2002, among others). For
instance, Ko (2000) has suggested that the accusative case marker -(1)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, D. 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.

The present study examines the effect of contrastiveness on the realization of
focused subjects and objects in colloquial Korean. Although few studies have com-
pared the effect of contrastiveness on subjects and objects explicitly, the ellipsis
of nominative case markers on contrastively focused subjects is much less natural

_compared to the ellipsis of accusative case markers on contrastively focused ob-
jects. Consider the following example in (2), which illustrates case ellipsis on the
contrastively focused transitive subject.

(2) A: T computer cikum-un toy. Ney-ka kochi-ess-e?
this computer now-Top work you-Nom fixed
“This computer is working now. Did you fix (it)?’

B: Ani,i  chinkwu-ka/???i chinkwu-§  kochi-ess-e.
No, this friend-Nom/this friend(-Nom) fixed
‘No, this guy fixed (it).’

In this context, the version of (2B) with a case-ellipsed subject is much less
natural than that with the case-marked counterpart and judged to be nearly un-
acceptable by native speakers. By contrast, case ellipsis on contrastively focused
objects generally does not result in unacceptability. (3B) below is an example that
contains a contrastively focused object. All native speakers we have consulted agree
that both versions of (3B) are acceptable.
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(3) A: Jinmi-ka  computer(-lul) sa-ss-e.
Jinmi-Nom computer(-Acc) bought
‘Jinmi bought a computer.’

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

In this paper we will report the results of two rating experiments that inves-
tigated the influence of focus types on the explicit realization and ellipsis of case
markers on transitive subjects and objects. We will first demonstrate that patterns
of native speakers’ judgments of acceptability of sentences containing case-marked
or case-ellipsed subjects and objects cannot be accounted for in terms of the di-
chotomous distinction between contrastive and non-contrastive focus. Instead, na-
tive speakers’ judgments are sensitive to the contrastiveness strength and the dis-
course accessibility of focused subjects and objects. OQur experiments will also show
interesting differences between focused subjects and objects. Compared to focused
objects, focused subjects exhibit stronger preference for explicit case marking over
case ellipsis. Furthermore, contrastiveness strength and discourse accessibility have
weaker influence on the case marking and ellipsis of focused subjects. We propose
an account of variable case marking that is capable of subsuming both the simi-
larities and differences between focused subjects and objects under the universal
theory of markedness. In particular, it is shown that the similarities between fo-
cused subjects and objects are predicted by the proposed account of variable case
marking based on the contrastiveness strength and the discourse accessibility of
arguments and that the differences between focused subjects and objects follow
naturally from the relative markedness of focus as subjects.

2. 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; D. Lee, 2002, among others).! For in-
stance, 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. She
further contends that -(1)ul functions as an operator just like other delimiters such
as -man ‘only’ and -fo ‘also’. Adopting the theory of focus developed in Rooth
(1985), which is elaborated in Vallduvi and Vilkuna (1998), she treats -(1)ul as

1 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 (H. Lee and Thompson, 1985; Ko, 2000), the kind of semantic role
that a nominal argument bears (D. 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,
utterance 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; 2006a; 2006b) and S. Lee (2006).
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a ‘kontrastive’ focus marker which generates a set of alternatives comparable in
semantic type.

This treatment of accusative case markers, however, is not supported empiri-
cally by the experimental data. Table 1 shows the rates of case-marked and case-
ellipsed objects based on focus type in our experimental data (Lee, 2006a).

(4) Table 1. Interaction of focus type and object form

Focus type Object-Acc | Object-0
Contrastive 3109 (59%) | 1531 (29%)
Non-contrastive | 2161 (41%) | 3749 (71%)

The majority of the case-marked objects in our data are contrastively fo-
cused (3109/5270 = 59%), whereas a minority of the case-ellipsed objects are so
(1531/5280 = 29%). Nevertheless, the correlation between overt case marking and
contrastive focus is not absolute, as Ko claims, but a matter of degree. Even though
overtly case-marked NPs are often contrastive, they do not have to be. Note that
more than 40% of overtly case-marked objects are non-contrastive focus and that
nearly 30% of case-ellipsed objects are contrastive focus. This pattern of results
suggests that it would be premature to offer any categorical generalization about
the correlation between contrastiveness and overt case marking and between lack
of contrastiveness and case ellipsis.

Furthermore, Ko’s treatment of the accusative case marker as a ‘kontrastive’
focus marker suffers from the difficulty most other analyses which looked at focus
effects in case ellipsis have in explaining why different focus types exert distinct
influences on case ellipsis. Ko (2000) contends that the realization of argument
NP forms in Korean is determined by kontrastiveness rather than informational
rhematicity (the newness of a referent in discourse) (Ko, 2000, 203). It is not clear,
however, why this should be so.

More recently, D. 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. This analysis, however, is difficult to extend to
Korean given the results of our earlier experiment (see Table 1 above) and the
convincing counterexample offered by S. Lee (2006). He notes that in certain cases,
ellipsis of the accusative case marker is favored even though the object it marks is
contrastively focused. Consider the following example in (5):2

(5) A: Jinmi-ka  computer(-lul) sa-ss-e, hywutaephon(-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.’

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 (5), the speaker simply picks out one of the two candidates presented in a

2 Exposition in this and the following sections closely follows Lee (2008).
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disjunctive question uttered by A. What'’s interesting about the formal expression of
selecting focus objects is that as S. 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:

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

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

Unlike selecting focus, replacing focus explicitly contradicts a stated alterna-
tive and is considered the clearest instance of contrastiveness in some pragmatic
approaches to contrastiveness (Lambrecht, 1994; C. Lee, 2007). The contrast be-
tween 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
realization. This led us to ask whether and how the two subtypes of contrastive
focus (replacing vs. selecting focus) exert distinct influences on variable case mark-
ing in Korean.

In previous work (Lee, 2008} we investigated this question through an elici-
tation experiment. Here we present a brief summary of the methods used in that
study and its main findings. We asked participants 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 between the two object forms in the given contexts (A full list of experimen-
tal items is given in Lee (2008)). An example of the stimuli used in the experiment
is given below.

(7) Table 2. Example stimuli
Condition Stimuli
A: Jinmi-ka  computer-lul  sa-ss-e.
Jinmi-Nom computer-Acc bought
Contrastive- ‘Jinmi bought a computer.’
Replacing focus | B: Aniya, hywutaephon-ul/hywutaephon-§§ sa-ss-e.
No, cell phone-Acc/cell phone(-Acc) bought.
‘No, (she) bought a cell phone.’
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Condition Stimuli
A: Jinmi-ka  computer-lul sa-ss-e, TV-lul
Jinmi-Nom computer-Acc bought, TV-Acc
Contrastive- sa-ss-e?
Selecting focus bought
‘Did Jinmi buy a computer or a TV?’
B: computer-lul/computer-@ sa-ss-e.
‘(She) bought a computer.’

A: Ecey mwuel  sa-ss-e7
yesterday what.Acc bought
Non- ‘What did you buy yesterday?’
contrastive- B: hwuka cwung ilk-u-lyeko chayk-ul/
Informational break during read-to  book-Acc/

focus chayk-0 sa-ss-e.

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:

(8) 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.

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

d. The form of the object NPs in the context sentences (questions uttered
by A) has been controlled by keeping them consistently marked with
the accusative case markers.

We found that case-ellipsed forms are most frequent in the selecting focus con-
dition (65%) and least frequent in the replacing focus condition (35%). By con-
trast, accusative-marked forms are most frequent in the replacing focus condition
(65%) and least frequent in the selecting focus condition (35%). These results are
significant at the 0.05 level (x%=9.66, df=2)

When collapsing replacing focus and selecting focus into a single category of
contrastive focus, the following picture emerges. Non-contrastive, informational fo-
cus objects show higher rate of overt case marking (55%) than contrastively fo-
cused objects (50%). Furthermore, 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).

These results show that the dichotomous distinction between contrastive vs.
non-contrastive focus is insufficient to account for the gradient pattern of case
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marking and ellipsis for focused objects. Moreover, the results are not consistent
with prior claims regarding the influence of contrastiveness on case ellipsis in Ko-
rean, calling into question the categorical generalization offered in previous stud-
ies that accusative case markers cannot be dropped when the object they mark is
contrastively focused.

Why is it that the three subtypes of focus should affect the choice of object
forms in the way they do? In the following section we will first discuss the function
of case marking and then address the question why the three subtypes of focus
exert distinct influences on case ellipsis.

3. Contrastiveness Strength, Accessibility and Case Ellipsis

One important motivation for case marking across languages is fo encode seman-
tic or pragmatic properties of arguments. This function of case marking is called
‘identifying function’. 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 or stronger subjects
and objects and less prominent or weaker ones. Thus an account of case marking
based on argument strength would predict more prominent or stronger focus type
to be more frequently case-marked than weaker focus type. Of the two subtypes of
contrastive focus tested in our earlier experiment, which one is stronger than the
other in terms of contrastiveness? Let us consider main sources of contrastiveness
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:

{9) a. Membership in a set
b. Limited set of alternatives

¢. Exhaustiveness

i

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. 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 thus, according to Halliday
(1967), Chafe (1976) and Rooth (1992), the availability of a limited number of can-
didates. When the set of possibilities is unlimited (or not contextually restricted),
the sentence supplies only new information and fails to be contrastive.

Further criteria of contrastiveness are exhaustiveness (Chafe, 1976; Kiss, 1998)
and explicit contradiction of some previously 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 (6)), it does not
require it, as shown in (5) above.
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The criteria of contrastiveness mentioned above lead to the following distinction
between foci:

(10) Table 3. Distinction between foci according to contrastive properties

Informational | Selecting | Replacing
focus focus ocus
Membership in a set V/X v v
Limited set of alternatives X v Vv
Exhaustiveness X Vv Vv
Explicit contradiction of alternatives X X N

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

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

Informational focus is the least clear or weaker instance of contrastiveness be-
cause it meets only the most basic requirement for contrastiveness, namely that of
membership 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
replacing 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 contrastiveness 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 contrastiveness strength:

(12) Prediction of contrastiveness strength:
Overt case-marking <<« Case ellipsis
Replacing focus > Selecting focus > Informational focus

Our earlier experiment reported in section 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 accounted for in an account that takes into account contrastiveness strength
as a sole factor affecting case marking.

An alternative account of the phenomenon of variable case marking that is
conceivable is to focus on the function of case ellipsis rather than on the (identify-
ing) function of case marking. Ellipsis can be viewed as a mechanism for economy
of expression by which speakers achieve more efficient communication by omitting
predictable elements of an utterance. Hawkins (2004) argues that economy of ex-
pression is tied to the accessibility or cognitive status of a referent, i.e., the degree
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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 in presupposition—whether the previous mention
of the referent is in the same or previous sentence, or in the same or previous para-
graph. Entities that have been recently mentioned are more accessible than those
mentioned further 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 associative 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).

Of the three subtypes of contrastive focus tested in the current experiment,
selecting focus can be considered most accessible in terms of givenness and presup-
positionality. The referent of the selecting focus is often explicitly mentioned as a
possible value of an open proposition generated by a disjunctive question uttered
by the previous speaker, whereas replacing focus and informational focus do not
have to take up a previously mentioned referent. Moreover, unlike replacing focus,
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 (C. 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.

However, the relative accessibility of replacing focus and informational focus
is less clear. In neither case, the focused argument is previously mentioned as the
information which the speaker presupposes to be entertained by the addressee (or
the previous speaker). Hence in terms of givenness and presuppositionality it is
likely that a nominal is equally less accessible in both cases.

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. However, the accessibility-based account does not make clear

prediction about the case ellipsis pattern for replacing focus and informational fo-
cus:

(13) Prediction of accessibility:
Case ellipsis =«ccceccssece<« Overt case-marking
Selecting focus > Replacing focus , Informational focus
High accessibility <<ceeecsccsesee Low accessibility

So far we have argued that frequent case marking of strongly contrastive ar-
guments is motivated by the need to identify strong arguments, while case ellipsis
is motivated by the need to minimize forms for highly accessibie referents. These
motivations for case marking and ellipsis are not incompatible, and it is possible
that both influence case variation. If this is the case, the prediction about the
case-marking patterns of the three subtypes of focus will depend on the relative
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strength of the contrastiveness strength and discourse accessibility of focused ar-
gument NPs. If accessibility exerts a stronger influence on the choice of object
forms than contrastiveness strength, then selecting focus arguments are expected
to show highest rate of case ellipsis than arguments that represent focus types less
accessible than selecting focus. On this account, the rate of case ellipsis for infor-
mational focus and replacing focus is not determined by their relative accessibility
but by their difference in contrastiveness strength, which exerts a weaker influence
than accessibility but nevertheless influences argument forms when the stronger
factor does not clearly distinguish between the subtypes of focus, i.e., replacing
focus and informational focus. Since replacing focus is more strongly contrastive
than informational focus, it is predicted to show higher rate of case marking than
informational focus:

(14) Prediction of an interactive account
(accessibility effect > contrastiveness effect)
Caseellipss cccceccceccececeses
Selecting focus > Informational focus > Replacing focus
> === === = = = => = = Overt case-marking

If, on the other hand, the effect of contrastiveness strength is stronger than
that of accessibility, the ordering of the three subtypes of focus in terms of the
relative frequency of case marking predicted by this account would not differ from
that predicted by the account of case variation solely based on contrastiveness
strength (see (12)), though the exact frequency of argument forms might differ on
the two accounts. The experiment to be reported in sections 4 and 5 will compare
these predictions by examining speakers’ judgments of acceptability of sentences
containing the two forms of focused objects (Experiment 1) or subjects (Experiment
2).

4. Focus Types and Object Case Ellipsis: Experiment 1

4.1 Methods
The method for this experiment was a rating questionnaire that elicited off-line
judgments about acceptability. In this experiment participants were asked to indi-
cate relative goodness of sentences on a 5-point scale. Although acceptability judg-
ments would probably not reflect actual performance in the same way as naturally
occurring data would, the acceptability judgment task was chosen for the follow-
ing reasons. First, given that the three types of focused arguments that we are of
interest in this study are not highly frequent in either written or spoken Korean, it
was considered necessary to use elicitation tasks, for it was unpredictable to what
extent data collection methods which use naturally occurring data such as authen-
tic spontaneous discourse would provide data rich enough for the present purposes.
Second, the acceptability judgment task was believed to be better-suited than
the forced-choice method we used in Lee (2008) to examine the relative goodness
of sentences. As discussed in section 1, sentences containing case-marked and case-
ellipsed subjects that are contrastively focused show a considerable degree of differ-
ence in acceptability (see example (2)), whereas sentences containing case-marked

10
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and case-ellipsed objects that are contrastively focused are generally both accept-
able (see example (3)). The major advantage that the rating task has over the
forced-choice method where participants are asked to make a dichotomous choice
is that it provides more sensitive and precise information about the relative good-
ness of sentences. The forced-choice method is more likely to exaggerate or distort
possible differences in relative goodness of sentences.

56 students from Sungkyunkwan University, ages 20-25, participated in this ex-
periment. Each participant was asked to read short conversations between speakers
and indicate to what degree the two object forms were suitable in the given context.
To do this, their task was to rate the acceptability of sentences containing case-
marked or case-ellipsed objects by assigning them grades from 1-5 on a five-point
rating scale with 1 indicating completely unacceptable and 5 perfectly acceptable.
We used the same experimental items as those in our earlier experiment {A full
list of experimental items is given in Lee (2008)). A sample questionnaire including
the instruction to the participant is given below (The actual questionnaire given
to participants was written in Korean).

(15) Figure 1. Example of judgment task in questionnaire

Instruction: Please read through the following conversations, then make
a judgment on underlined sentences in each conversation by assigning
them grades from 1-5. Use the following scale to make your judgments:

1 = Completely Unacceptable
2 = Unacceptable

3 = Just Barely Acceptable

4 = Acceptable

5 = Completely Acceptable

1)
A: Jinmi-ka  computer-lul sa-ss-e.
Jinmi-Nom computer-Acc bought
‘Jinmi bought a computer.’
B-1: Aniya, hywutaephon-ul sa-ss-e. 12345
No,  cell phone-Acc bought.
‘No, (she) bought a cell phone.’
B-2. Aniya, hywutaephon-f} sa-ss-e. 12345
No,  cell phone(-Acc) bought.
‘No, (she) bought a cell phone.’

The experiment has 2 independent variables in a within-subjects design: 3
(focus type: replacing, selecting, informational) x 2 (object form: case marking
vs. case ellipsis), creating 6 conditions (20 items per condition = 120 total items).
Each participant rated all 120 items. Time of participation was approximately 30-
35 minutes.

4 The advantage of such a design is that participants can be treated as another independent
variable in the statistical analysis, thus removing from the data variability due to differences
among participants {Myers, Well, and Lorch, 2002).

11
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4.2 Results and Discussion

The ratings for each participant were submitted repeated measures analyses of
variance(ANOVA) with participants (F1) and experimental items (F2) as random
factors and with focus type and object form as factors. The goal of this test was
to control for individual speaker effects and to test the influence of focus type and
object form, as well as the interaction of these two factors, on the acceptability
of sentences with a case-marked or a case-ellipsed focused object. The results of
the ANOVA, listed in Table 4, showed that both focus type and object form were
significant predictors of the acceptability of sentences with a case-marked or a
case-ellipsed focused object (focus type: F'1(2, 165) = 7.52, p = .001; F2(2, 57) =
3.45, p = .038; object form: F1(1, 165) = 18.11, p = .000; F'2(1, 57) = 11.86, p =
.001): when the sentence contained an accusative-marked object, the stimuli with
a replacing focus object were rated highest, and the stimuli with a selecting focus
object were rated lowest. In contrast, when the sentence contained a case-ellipsed
or zero-marked object, the stimuli with a selecting focus object were rated highest,
and the stimuli with a replacing focus object were rated lowest.

The ANOVA also indicated significant interaction between focus type and ob-
ject form (F1(2, 165) = 272.80, p = .000; F2(2, 57) = 113.02, p = .000). In other
words, the acceptability of sentences with a case-marked or a case-ellipsed object
depended on the focus type of the object: the stimuli with an accusative-marked
object were rated higher in the replacing focus condition than in the other condi-
tions. In contrast, the stimuli with a zero-marked object were rated higher in the
selecting focus condition than in the other conditions.

(16) Table 4. ANOVA results (Experiment 1)

Effect DF F1 P

Focus type 2 7.52 .001

Object form 1 18.11 .000

Focus*Form 2 272.80 .000

Effect DF F2 .p

Focus type 2 3.45 .038

Object form 1 11.86 .001

Focus*Form 2 113.02 .000

Average ratings
Replacing Selecting Informational Means

Acc 4.10 2.18 3.10 3.13
Zero 2.80 4.11 3.20 3.37

These results corroborated the findings of Lee (2008), who found that the pat-
tern of object case ellipsis is sensitive to subtypes of focus. In Lee (2008), we pro-
posed that the gradient pattern of object case ellipsis and case marking shown by
the three types of focused objects can be accounted for in terms of the interaction
between the contrastiveness strength and the discourse accessibility of focused ob-
ject NPs. The results for the current experiment are consistent with the prediction
of this interactive account (see (14) above).

At the same time, the results of this experiment raise the question of whether

12
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or not subtypes of focus influence subject case ellipsis and case marking in the same
way they influence objects. The following experiment aims to answer this question.

5. Focus Types and Subject Case Ellipsis: Experiment 2

5.1 Methods

To this end we elicited judgments for sentences which contain a case-marked or
case-ellipsed form of a subject of a transitive clause. An example of the stimuli
used in the current experiment is given in Table 3. As in the first experiment, we
contrasted three subtypes of focus (A full list of experimental items is given in

Appendix). In each of these three conditions we varied whether the subject was
nominative-marked or case-ellipsed.

(17) Table 5. Example stimuli (Experiment 2)

Condition Stimuli

A:T  computer-lul ney-ka  kochi-ss-e?
this computer-Acc you-Nom fixed

Contrastive- ‘Did you fixed this computer?’

Replacing focus | B: Ani, i chinkwu-ka/chinkwu-@ kochi-ss-e.

No, this guy-Nom/guy(-Nom) fixed.

‘No, this guy fixed (it).’

Al necktie nuka, sa cwu-ss-e?7 emma?
this necktie(-Acc) who.Nom bought mor
animyen yeca chinkwu?
or girl friend

‘Who bought this tie for you? Your mom or your
girlfriend?’

B: Yeca chinkwu-ka/yeca chinkwu-§  senmwul-lo
girl  friend-Nom/girl friend(-Nom) gift-as

Contrastive-
Selecting focus

$a CWU-8S-€.
bought
‘My girlfriend bought (it for me) as a gift.’
A: Wuri eps-nun-dongan kangaci-nun nuka tolpo-¢i?

Non- we  be.absent-while dog-Top who.Nom take care of
contrastive- ‘Who takes care of our dog while we are away?’
Informational | B: kekceng ma. cokha-ka/cokha- tolpol ke-ya.
focus don’t worry. nephew-Nom/nephew(-Nom) take care of-will

‘Don’t worry. My nephew will take care of (the dog).’

There were 20 items per condition, 120 items altogether. 54 native speakers of
Korean from the same population as in Experiment 1 participated in the study.
The procedure was the same as in the previous experiment.

To keep the influence of factors other than focus type to a minimum, we have
further controlled the items used in the questionnaire in the following way:
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(18) a. Only the nominal subjects of transitive verbs were included in the ques-
tionnaire.

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

¢. Only human and definite subjects were included since they represent
the most prototypical types of transitive subjects in terms of animacy
and definiteness. Three kinds of definite subject NPs were involved in
our stimuli: definite descriptions, names and kinship terms.

5.2 Results and Discussion

The ratings for each participant were submitted repeated measures analyses of
variance(ANOVA) with participants (F1) and experimental items (F2) as random
factors and with focus type and subject form as factors. The results of the ANOVA,
listed in Table 6, revealed that both focus type and subject form were significant
predictors of the acceptability of sentences with a case-marked or a case-ellipsed
focused subject (focus type: F1(2, 159) = 62.46, p = .000; F2(2, 57) = 85.96, p
= .000; subject form: F1(1, 159) = 3471.60, p = .000; F2(1, 57) = 1596.22, p =
.000): as in Experiment 1, when the sentence contained an case-marked subject,
the stimuli with a replacing focus subject were rated highest. However, unlike in
Experiment 1. the stimuli with an informational focus subject were rated lowest.
In contrast, when the sentence contained a case-ellipsed or zero-marked subject,
the stimuli with a selecting focus subject were rated highest, and the stimuli with
a replacing focus subject were rated lowest.

(19) Table 6. ANOVA results (Experiment 2)

Effect DF F1 P

Focus type 2 62.46 .000

Subject form 1 3471.60 .000

Focus*Form 2 306.09 .000

Effect DF F2 P

Focus type 2 85.96 .000

Subject form 1 1596.22 .000

Focus*Form 2 56.06 .000

Average ratings
Replacing Selecting Informational Means

Nom 4.79 4.70 3.90 4.46
Zero 1.10 2.80 1.20 1.70

The ANOVA also indicated signigicant interaction between focus type and
subject form (F1(2, 159) = 306.09, p = .000; F2(2, 57) = 56.06, p = .000). In
other words, the acceptability of sentences with a case-marked or a case-ellipsed
subject depended on the focus type of the subject: the stimuli with a nominative-
marked subject were rated higher in the contrastive focus conditions (replacing
and selecting) than in the non-contrastive condition (informational). This result
is consistent with the prediction of the account based on contrastiveness strength
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(see (12)) In contrast, the stimuli with a zero-marked subject were rated higher in
the selecting focus condition than in the other conditions. This is in line with the
prediction of the accessibility-based account (see (13)).

In summary, the results of the current experiment were consistent with our
hypothesis that native speakers’ judgments of acceptability of sentences containing
case-marked focus argument NPs are sensitive to their contrastiveness strength
and that native speakers’ judgments of acceptability of sentences containing case-
ellipsed argument NPs are sensitive to their discourse accessibility.

However, our second experiment also showed some differences between focused
subjects and objects. While there was no significant difference in average ratings
between sentences with a case-marked focus object versus sentences with a case-
ellipsed focus object (3.13 vs. 3.37), sentences with a case-ellipsed focus subject
were judged as significantly less acceptable than sentences with a case-marked focus
subject {1.70 vs. 4.46). Furthermore, while there was a considerable difference in
average ratings between sentences with a case-marked replacing focus object versus
sentences with a case-marked selecting focus object (4.10 vs. 2.18), sentences with
the two types contrastive focus subjects were judged to be equally acceptable (4.79
vs. 4.70). In other words, the pattern of case-marking of focused subjects is in line
with the simplified form of the scale of contrastiveness strength (contrastive focus
> non-contrastive focus}, hence exhibiting no sensitivity to the distinction between
the two subtypes of contrastive focus.

The third difference between subjects and objects concerns the extent to which
case ellipsis of focused arguments are sensitive to their accessibility status. While
in both experiments sentences with case-ellipsed selecting focus were rated highest
among the three zero-marked conditions, sentences with case-ellipsed replacing fo-
cus and sentences with case-ellipsed informational focus were judged to be different
in the first experiment (2.80 vs. 3.10), but judged to be equally less acceptable in
the second experiment (1.10 vs. 1.20). The last two differences between focused
subjects and objects indicate that the effect of contrastiveness strength and dis-
course accessibility is weaker for focused subjects than for focused objects. Overall,
the pattern of variable case marking for focused objects seems more elaborated
than that of variable case marking for focused subjects in that both case-marking
and case ellipsis of focused objects are influenced by the interaction between con-
trastiveness and accessibility. On the other hand, case-marking of focused subjects
seems sensitive only to their contrastiveness strength, whereas case ellipsis of fo-
cused subjects is influenced by their degree of discourse accessibility but not by
their contrastiveness strength.

6. General Discussion: Differences between Subjects and Objects

The data from the experiments reported in sections 4 and 5 showed two major dif-
ferences between subjects and objects. First, focused (transitive} subjects showed
strong preference for explicit case marking over case ellipsis, whereas focused ob-
jects showed preference for case ellipsis over explicit case marking. Second, the re-
sults showed that the effect of contrastiveness strength and discourse accessibility
is weaker for focused subjects than for focused objects.
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There are two possible explanations for the first difference. One possible source
of the strong preference for explicit case marking of focused (transitive) subjects
over case ellipsis lies in different bonding and adjacency between transitive subjects
and the verb and between direct objects and the verb: there are more combinatorial
or dependency relations that link direct objects to their head (verb) than link
subjects to the verb. For example, a direct object NP may depend on its verb for
its case and theta-role assignment. Moreover, it is c-commanded by the verb on
which it is dependent for case assignment. The verb, in turn, is ¢c-commanded by
the direct object NP on which it depends for the construction of VP. A subject
NP and the verb, by contrast, are not in a mutual c-command relation, and the
case for the subject NP is not directly assigned by the verb, though the subject
may depend on the verb for its theta-role assignment. Hawkins (2004) suggests
that phrases are close to the element on which they are dependent for property
assignment in proportion to the number of combinatorial or dependency relations.
According to his theory, “the more syntactic and semantic relations of any type
that link A and B, the tighter should be their adjacency (Hawkins, 2004, 136).”
As predicted by this theory, direct object NPs prefer verb adjacency over subject
NPs in many languages.

Tight adjacency between the object and its verb means that the grammati-
cal function of the object is already indicated by its proximity to the verb. This
makes use of explicit case marking for identification of objecthood less necessary,
thereby increasing the overall preference for zero marking, i.e., case ellipsis. But
since subjects are more frequently placed under non-adjacency to their verb be-
cause of weaker dependencies between them, it is expected that subject case is
more frequently explicitly marked than object case.

This line of explanation offers an insightful account of the higher rate of case
ellipsis for objects in comparison with subjects and the strong preference for explicit
case marking of focused (transitive) subjects over case ellipsis. However, it offers
no account of why compared to focused objects, focused subjects exhibit weaker
sensitivity to contrastive strength and discourse accessibility. We therefore do not
pursue the account in terms of different bonding and adjacency between argument
NPs and their verb as a general explanation for the differences between focused
subjects and objects.

If different bonding and adjacency between argument NPs and their verb are
not the source of the patterns we observe, then what is it? We suggest that a
consideration of the markedness of focused subjects offers a promising account.
In the following, we will first discuss what notions of markedness prevail in the
linguistic literature and under which premises the term markedness will be used
in the present study. We will then present a unifying explanation for the patterns
observed in our experiments on the basis of the notion of markedness.

In typological approaches to markedness (Greenberg, 1966; Croft, 1990), the
term markedness is often used to refer to an asymmetrical relation between elements
on prominence scales or hierarchies. Two examples of hierarchies that play a central
role in the domain of morphosyntax are given in (20):
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(20) €« €« € & & & & & « = « &« « Less marked as a topic
Definiteness hierarchy: Pronoun > Name > Definite > Indefinite
Grammatical function (GF) hierarchy: Subject > Non-subject
Less marked as afocus = = = = = = =2 = = = = =

A substantial literature indicates that there is a correlation among the scale of
topicality, types of an NP and the grammatical function of the NP. Both pronouns
and other definite NPs tend to refer to elements that are assumed to be known
to the reader/listener. Pronouns, however, are generally used to refer to discourse-
salient entities or discourse topics (Ariel, 1990; Prince, 1981). Such salient entities
tend to be encoded in subject position (Prince, 1992). Hence, pronouns occur in
subject position more often than other definite NPs. Unlike definites, indefinites
do not carry presuppositions of uniqueness and familiarity. Instead, they typically
introduce referents. Such entities that are new to the discourse are generally intro-
duced in non-subject positions.

The association of elements higher on the definiteness/topicality hierarchy with
subjects is supported by Keenan (1976), who states that “highly referential” NPs
such as pronouns and proper nouns can always be subjects, by Givén (1979), who
shows that subjects are usually definite, and by the fact that in a number of lan-
guages subjects cannot be indefinites (Aissen, 2003). The association of elements
lower on the hierarchy with objects is supported by Keenan (1976), who cites Philip-
pine languages in which objects cannot be definites (at least with non-relativized
verbs). There are also languages like Chamorro (Chung, 1998), Mam (England,
1983) and Halkomelem (Gerdts, 1988), which exclude personal pronoun objects.

The tendency for high-prominence elements (e.g., pronouns and topic) to be
associated with subject function and for low-prominence elements to be associated
with object function is expressed in several types of syntactic systems. In languages
like Chamorro, Mam and Halkomelem, marked associations of grammatical func-
tion with definiteness simply cannot surface through syntactically unmarked struc-
tures (e.g., active voice), but require more marked structures (e.g., passive voice or
impersonal structures). In other languages, marked associations are expressed in
syntactically unmarked structures, but require extra morphological marking in the
form of case. In Hebrew, for example, only objects high in prominence on the def-
initeness hierarchy are case-marked (Aissen, 2003); and in Fore personal pronouns
and names cannot be marked in subject function {Scott, 1978).

Although marked argument types that must be case-marked in languages like
Hebrew and Fore are not obligatorily case-marked in Korean, it has been shown
that markedness has fairly robust frequency effects on the choice between case-
marked and case-ellipsed forms of subjects and objects in Korean. In a series of
recent studies which examined variable case marking patterns of Korean as found
in the CallFriend Korean corpus, Lee (2005; 2006b) has shown that animacy and
definiteness interact with the choice between case-marked and case-ellipsed forms
of subjects and objects in the corpus: the relative frequency of case-ellipsed forms
over case-marked forms was found to increase with less marked argument types,
i.e., subjects high in animacy and definiteness and objects low in those dimensions,
and to decrease with more marked argument types, i.e., low-prominence subjects
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and high-prominence objects. These results are consistent with the findings of Fry’s
(2001) study of particle ellipsis in Japanese and T. Kim’s (2008) study of the same
phenomenon in Korean.

Let us now turn to the problem of differences between focused subjects and ob-
jects. We will first show that strong preference for explicit case marking of focused
subjects over case ellipsis follows naturally from the markedness-based account
proposed here. Focus is a marked property for subjects (see (20)). Thus focused
subjects are predicted to receive more complex formal marking than less marked
subject types (topical subjects or subjects that are not in focus) as an indication
of their semantic markedness.

The markedness-based account further predicts the higher rate of case marking
of focused subjects compared to focused objects. Focus is more marked as subjects
but less marked as objects. In other words, focused subjects are more marked than
focused objects and should thus be more likely to receive an overt morphological
marker as an indication of their semantic markedness. These predictions are con-
sistent with the results of our experiments and have also been confirmed by S.
Lee’s (2009) corpus study which compares distributional differences between case-
marked focused subjects and objects and between case-ellipsed focused subjects
and objects.

Let us now turn to the question how the markedness of focus as subjects ac-
counts for why the realization of focused subjects exhibits weaker sensitivity to
contrastive strength and discourse accessibility. In the marked-based analysis pro-
posed here, this difference between focused subjects and objects can be viewed as
an instance of a more general markedness pattern referred to as ‘positional neu-
tralization’: in general, more marked categories show less contrast or differentiation
than less marked ones in both phonology and morphosyntax.

One of the classic cases in phonology showing this typological tendency to
maximize feature values of segments in less marked positions is final devoicing
in German and Dutch. In these languages, the contrast of voiced and voiceless
obstruents is positionally neutralized in the specific context of a syllable coda.
Elsewhere, a contrast is possible. In other words, the voicing contrast is suppressed
in the syllable coda, a perceptually less salient position that is not best equipped
to realize featural distinction (Kager, 1999, 408).

In morphosyntax, positional neutralization has been maninly documented in
the domain of inflectional paradigms. One example that Greenberg (1966) gives is
gender distinctions in the third-person pronouns in English. Typological evidence
indicates that in a language with a singular-plural distinctions, the plural is more
marked than the singular (Greenberg, 1966; Croft, 1990). In English, the relative
markedness of the plural is manifested in the following way:

(21) Singular  Plural
Masculine he they
Feminine  she they
Neuter it they

As can be seen, the singular manifests a three-way morphological distinction
of gender but the plural does not: the singular has a greater number of distinctions
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than the plural, and hence is unmarked; conversely, the plural has fewer distinctions
and is therefore marked. Similarly, the plural paradigms of verbs generally express
less information about the person feature of the subject than their corresponding
singular paradigis, as illustrated in (22):

(22) Singular Plural
1 (I) am (we) are
2 {you) are  (you) are
3 (he/she) is (they) are

We find a similar situation in the case marking of focused subjects and objects.
Focus is more marked as subjects but less marked as objects. Focused subjects, by
their semantic markedness or disharmony, are not naturally equipped to distin-
guish between subtypes of focus. As the results of our experiment show, a fine-
grained distinction among elements on the hierarchy of contrastiveness strength is
suppressed in the position of focused transitive subjects. Thus variable case mark-
ing of focused subjects is less elaborated than that of focused objects. This may
account for (i) why case marking of focused subjects is influenced by their status
on the simplified form of the scale of contrastiveness strength {contrastive focus
> non-contrastive focus), exhibiting no sensitivity to the distinction between re-
placing focus and selecting focus and (ii} why case ellipsis of focused subjects is
sensitive to their degree of discourse accessibility but not to their relative strength
in contrastiveness, showing no sensitivity to the distinction between replacing focus
and informational focus.

In summary, we have shown that the current markedness-based account of vari-
able case marking provides a unified explanation of the two major differences be-
tween focused subjects and objects observed in the experiments: (i) the strong pref-
erence for explicit case marking of focused subjects over case ellipsis and the higher
rate of case ellipsis for focused objects, and (ii) the weaker influence of contrastive-
ness strength and discourse accessibility on the realization of focused subjects and
the less elaborated nature of case marking of focused subjects. In this analysis, both
patterns follow naturally from the relative markedness of focus as subjects and can
be analyzed in a way analogous to an account of cross-linguistically widespread
markedness phenomena;: differential case marking of disharmonic argument types
and positional neutralization in grammar. Aissen (2003) and Woolford {2001} note
that the preference for unmarked subjects (with respect to features such as an-
imacy, definiteness and topicality} appears to be more rigidly enforced than the
preference for unmarked objects. The less elaborated nature of case marking of
focused subjects can be understood as part of the cross-linguistically widespread
tendency to suppress featural distinctions in more marked positions.

7. Conclusion
This paper has examined the (a)symmetries of the realization of focused subjects

and objects. Through rating experiments, we have demonstrated that native speak-
ers’ judgments of acceptability of sentences containing case-marked or case-ellipsed
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subjects and objects are sensitive to the contrastiveness strength and the discourse
accessibility of focused arguments. OQur experiments also have shown that focused
subjects exhibit stronger preference for explicit case marking over case ellipsis and
that contrastiveness strength and discourse accessibility have weaker influence on
the case marking and ellipsis of focused subjects compared to focused object. We
have proposed an account of variable case marking that is capable of subsuming
both the similarities and differences between focused subjects and objects under
the universal theory of markedness. In particular, it has been shown that the simi-
larities between focused subjects and objects are predicted by the proposed account
of variable case marking based on the contrastiveness strength and the discourse
accessibility of focused arguments and that the differences between focused sub-
jects and objects follow naturally from the relative markedness of focus as subjects.
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<Appendix: Materials for Experiment 2>

[Contrastive—Replacing focus]
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