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Abstract

This paper investigates the syntactic distributidrtopics in Japanese and Korean.
The literature on the two languages notes a nurobaimilarities, but also some
differences particularly with respect to so-calleohtrastive topics. However, no
unified account for the two languages has beengseg | show that similarities as
well as such differences are systematic and pedlitly a syntactic typology of
information structural notions proposed by Neeleratal. (to appear). The typology
claims that there are syntactic rules that areitbemso information structural notions
[topic], [focus] and [contrast]. | demonstrate tdapanese and Korean exemplify the
same rule for [topic] and the same rule for [costftaThis results in a conflict for
contrastive topics. | propose that in such a dibbathere is parametric variation as to
which operation is adopted. In Japanese, the aidtbpic] is adopted, while in
Korean the rule for [contrast] is adopted. Someseqguences for phrases marked by
the putative topic markemsa in Japanese antlnin Korean, which are often noted
not to behave like topics (Kuroda 1965, 2005, Q849), are also discussed.

1 Introduction

There is overwhelming evidence from a wide rangiagguages that [topic],
[focus] and [contrast] are autonomous notions fdrimation structure that interact
in systematic ways with syntax (e.g., Aboh 2004y-2004, Rizzi 1997, Vallduvi
1992, Vallduvi & Vilkuna 1998). Moreover, some amth have argued that items
usually referred to as contrastive topic and catitra focus should be analysed as
composites of the notions [topic] and [contrasthd afocus] and [contrast],
respectively (Molnar 2002, Giusti 2006). Based lmgst considerations, Neeleman
et al (to appear) propose the typology in (1).
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Kriszta Szendii for many inspiring discussions. | also thank rapanese and Korean informants
for their generous help and patience. An earliesiga of this paper was presented at the Syntax
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(1) Syntactic typology of topic, focus and contfast

Topic Focus

. non-contrastive topic  non-contrastive focus
non-contrastive

[topic] [focus]
contrastive contrastive topic contrastive focus
[topic] [contrast] [focus] [contrast]

The main motivation for the typology comes from tifeservation that languages
show cross-cutting generalisations over the syictaltstribution of items sharing
one of the three privative notions. If [topic], ¢izs] and [contrast] are autonomous
notions that can be targeted by the syntax, oneldvexpect to find syntactic
operations that are sensitive only to [topic], th@nsitive only to [focus], and
those sensitive only to [contrast]. Following Need et al. (to app.), | will talk of
such syntactic operations as syntactic ‘rules’ tedinformation structural notions
as ‘features’ that the syntax may target for coremre. Neeleman et al. provide
Japanese, Russian and Dutch as example languagjebatle discrete syntactic
rules regarding [topic], [focus] and [contrast]spectively. In Japanese, they show
that a topic, contrastive or non-contrastive, mhset licensed in clause-initial
position, and items in other positions bearing gh&ative topic markewa are not
in fact topics. They demonstrate for Russian wigttadinvolving scope and so-
called split scrambling that focus, contrastive nmn-contrastive, is licensed in
clause-final position in this language. Finally,Datch, a contrastive item licenses
A’-scrambling which has a particular effect on timterpretation of the sister
constituent of the A-moved item, regardless of thee this item is contrastive
topic or contrastive focus.

This paper provides further evidence from Japaresk Korean for the above
typology. The two languages display an additionattggn of cross-linguistic
variation. In particular, the table does not prdelthe possibility that one language
has more than one rule. For example, a languagehanas a rule for [topic] and a
rule for [contrast]. In such an instance, a conftiotentially arises for contrastive
topic. If the two rules cannot be satisfied simuodtausly, it is not immediately
obvious which rule contrastive topic should be sabjo. | argue that in such an
instance a language adopts one rule over the dthes.predicts that if a language
has conflicting rules for [topic] and [contrasthntrastive topic in that language

! What | call ‘non-contrastive topic’ and ‘non-comstive focus’ are often referred to in the
literature as ‘aboutness topic’ and ‘new informatiocus’, as are in Neeleman et al. (to app.).
However, to be theory-neutral, and to highlight dipposition to the contrastive types, | adopt the
term ‘non-contrastive’.
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would systematically behave either like non-corivastopic or contrastive focus
with respect to the rules. In this paper, | ardust lapanese and Korean bear out
the predicted situation. The two languages haves#tmee rule for [topic] and the
same rule for [contrast]. Japanese contrastive igpubject to the rule for [topic],
while Korean contrastive topic is subject to thé rfor [contrast]. The rule for
[topic] in the two languages is the same as themastioned above for Japanese.
Moreover, the rule for [contrast] in the two langea turns out to be the same as
the one mentioned above in Dutch, but the two ruldisbe elaborated in much
more detail using data from Japanese and Koreamvbel

The rest of the paper is organised as follows.lll st clarify in Section 2 the
notions ‘topic’, ‘focus’ and ‘contrast’ adopted tinis paper. Section 3 examines the
rule for [topic] in Japanese and Korean. | showt timaboth languages, non-
contrastive topic must appear in clause-initialifpas. Section 4 shows that the
two languages have the same rule for [contrast]s T$ demonstrated by the
syntactic distribution of contrastive focus in bddmguages. They optionally
undergo scrambling to a clause-medial or claug&irposition. This option is not
available for non-contrastive focus. Thus, the aml scrambling is not a rule for
[focus]. The syntactic behaviour of contrastiveitojs examined in Section 5.
There, | show that contrastive topics in Japan@sest occupy clause-initial
position, like non-contrastive topics in this laage. On the other hand, in Korean,
contrastive topics behave syntactically like costikee foci. Contrastive topic in
Japanese is thus regulated by the rule for [topib]le contrastive topic in Korean
is regulated by the rule for [contrast]. The settmlso considers cases where
phrases marked by the putative topic markeasand nun in the two languages
induce contrastive readings, but, | argue, are tapics. The current proposal
predicts different distributions regarding thesems, which are shown to be
correct.

2 Terminologies

It is important to note at the outset the distimetbetween ‘sentence topic’ and
‘discourse topic’. Sentence topic is generally ad&®d the syntactic category that
is what the sentence is about, while discoursectigpwhat the whole discourse is
about and can be more abstract (Reinhart 1981thisnpaper, | take a narrower
notion of ‘sentence topic’ as a syntactic categbat is not merely what the rest of
the sentence is about, but that in addition affdedopic of discourse, for example
by introducing a new one, re-introducing it, shiftiit from one item to another,
narrowing down its referent or implicating the eéarece of a salient alternative. An
item having such a set of discourse functions leas Imoted in several languages to
have a distinct set of syntactic properties fromitam that is merely what the
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sentence is about. It has variously been namedn‘éhdial topic’ (Givon 1983),
link’ (Vallduvi 1992), ‘aboutness topic’ (Frasc#ire& Hinterhélzl 2007). The
present paper concerns the syntax of this narroason of ‘sentence topic'.

A sentence topic in this narrower sense can betifihas the itemX in the
answer to requests suchtalb me about Xor what about X{Reinhart 1981). Such
requests explicitly instruct the hearer to intragliXcas the discourse topic. Thus,
Johnin Speaker B’s utterance below is a sentence.topic

(2) A: Tell me about John.
B: John likes hiking.

That Johnin (2B) indeed introduces the referent as thectgpidiscourse, can be
seen from the fact that B’s utterance is stilldédius even if the request is less
specific about what is to be the topic of discousseh agell me about someone in
your class

Sentence topics must be distinguished from iteras gilmply refer back to them
and are thereby interpreted as what the rest cde¢h&ence is about (Vallduvi 1992,
Lambrecht 1994, Vallduvi & Engdahl 1996, Neelemialeto app.). The point can
be illustrated by the following discourse.

(3) A: Who did Max see yesterday?
B: He saw Rosa yesterday.

Uttered discourse-initially, the question in (3ajroduces Max as the topic of
discourse. However, the pronoudme in (3b) is not a sentence topic. It is an
anaphoric item that simply refers back to the disse topic Max (Vallduvi &
Engdahl 1996). The information structure of thenathce in (3b) is thd&osa that
answers the wh-part of the preceding questiomeddcus and the remaining items
constitute the background. The sentence in (3@sgilke impression that it is about
the referent ohe but this is so only becaube refers back to the discourse topic.
Thus, a sentence topic is always what the sentisnabout, but the item that the
sentence is about is not necessarily a sentene top

Below, | will examine the syntactic distribution ‘¢dpic’ in Japanese and Korean
in this narrower sense. Note that the notion ‘toscnot defined in terms of
whether the relevant item is marked by the so-daibpic markersva andnunin
Japanese and Korean, respectively. | have arguédrmeulen (2009, to app.) that
there arava-marked phrases that do not coincide with itematifled as topics on
discourse considerations in both contrastive and-comtrastive cases and this
particle should therefore not be analysed as & toprker.For Korean too, the
literature notes many instances in whizinshould not be treated as a topic marker
(e.g. Choe 1995, Han 1998, Choi 1999, Gill & Tsea04).
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Turning to ‘focus’, | adopt the widely held viewathit provides a highlighted
piece of information with respect to the rest o¢ #entence. As such, it can be
identified as the item that answers th-part of a preceding question (E Kiss
1998, Erteschik-Shir 2007 and references therein).

Finally, | take a contrastive item to be an itemttigenerates a set of salient
alternatives and induces a particular implicatuith wespect to the alternatives that
are not selected. It appears that contrast carxppessed only if the item is also
focus or topic. (Vallduvi & Vilkuna 1998, Repp 2Q09The nature of the
implicature seems to depend on whether the itealsis focus or topic. Tomioka
(2009), for instance, argues that this distincfioiiows from the different level at
which focus and topic operates. He argues thatsfamperates at the level of
proposition, while topic operates at the level peech act. Consequently, a
contrastive focus generates a set of alternatiepgsitions and the reason for
selecting that particular item is because the radtisre propositions are false. On
the other hand, a contrastive topic generates af sdternative speech acts, and as
such the reason for selecting a particular commasbpic could be pragmatic, for
example, the speaker is not sure about the alteesator wishes not to make a
statement about the alternatives. Contrastive fatuscontrastive topic are often
associated with distinct tones in English. The ferrms instantiated by a falling
tone, the so-called A-accent, while the latter bfal&rise tone, the so-called B-
accent (Jackendoff 1972). Typical examples of @stive focus and contrastive
topic are given below in (4) and (5), and (6) aiyl (espectively. MALL CAPS
indicate additional discourse-related stress).

(4) A: Which one of his friends wants to meet John?
B: [ JANET ], wants to meet John.
(Erteschik-Shir 2007: 49)

(5) A: Which of Giorgo and Maria has broken the vase?
B: [ MARIA ], has broken the vase. )
(based on an Italian example in E Kiss (1998: 269))
(6) Do you think that Fritz would buy this suit?
Well, [ 1 ]s certainly wouldn’t. (Buring 1997: 56)

w 2

(7) A: Can Jack and Bill come to tea?
B: [BILL ]; can. (Buring 2003: 532)

Janetin (4B) is a focus, because it answerswithepart of a preceding question, and
it is also contrastive, as the question makeseiarcthat there is a set of salient
alternatives out of whichianethas been selected. The answer implies strongty tha
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other friends did not want to meet John. Similanty(5), where the set is made
explicitly to contain only two alternatives ‘Girodws broken the vase’ and ‘Maria
has broken the vase’, (5B) implicates that theradiiternative is false.

| in (6B) is a topic, as it is what the rest of #@tence is about and has shifted
the topic of discourse fronkritz, which has been introduced as such by the
preceding question. It is also contrastive: shiftihe topic of discourse frofritz
to |, the speaker B opted not to make an utterancediegaFritz, which is in the
set of alternatives. A possible implicature herens® much freer than that in (4B)
and (5B). It could be that the speaker simply does know, or wishes not to
express his/her opinion regarding Fritz, and so Smilarly in (7), where the
answer makes the alternatives in the set expiidaipes not necessarily imply that
the other alternative, namely ‘John can come fonel’ is false. It could be that B
is unsure about John.

However, there are instances in which items wiBr@ccent are not contrastive
‘topics’ in a most obvious way despite generatihg same kind of contrastive
interpretation as the contrastive topic in (6B) &nl). Being what the sentence is
about, a topic must usually be specific (Reinh&81). However, the following
examples show that the accent can be used to mattast on verbs or quantifiers.
It is difficult to see in what sense these non-geitems are what the sentences
are about, or how they affect the discourse topamversely, if contrastive topics
are identified simply as items bearing this accamil not necessarily what the
sentence is about, it is unclear what is commoicawtrastive topics and non-
contrastive topics in terms of their interpretation

(8) A: How's your revision going?
B: Well, | [BOUGHT]; the book, but | haven’READ], it.

(9) A: How many people expressed interest in your 8@us
B: Well, [LoTS]; of people called, andiiREH; looked at it,
but [NoBODY] ; made an offer.
(modified from McNally 1998: 152)

| propose that accents such as the English B-aamdptindicate contrast of the
type that is proposed in the literatti@nd the topic status of contrastive topic is
identified in terms of aboutness and its effecttio@ current topic of discourse,
discussed above. A B-accented item should then ladsable to function as a

21 will not review the vast literature on the pmEimeaning of the B-accent (e.g., Ward &
Hirschberg 1988, Blring 1997, 2003, Constant 260a and van Rooij 2007, Wagner 2008).
However, | will discuss some analyses proposeddpanese and Korean for a similar contrastive
interpretation expressed by the partickesin Japanese amiinin Korean in Section 5.
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contrastive focus, given an appropriate discoumsdext. Indeed, | argue that the
B-accented items in the examples in (8) and (9payge of contrastive focus. The
B-accent indicates that the item has a differemd kif contrastive implicature from

A-accented items such as those in (4B) and (5B)trary to Biring (2003) and

Tomioka (2009% Thus, in terms of the syntactic typology in (He tB-accented

items in (8) and (9) are ‘contrastive focus’. Onggument comes from the
observation that a B-accented item can be usedstvex avh-question, and it may

be the sole pitch bearing item in the sentenceshasvn below (Hara 2006: 19).
This also means that A-accented items are notrtheinstantiation of contrastive

focus in terms of the typology in (1).

(10) A:  Who passed the exam?
B: [Mary did}
(Implicature: Possibly, others didn’t pass. /I ddaiow about others.)

In Japanese and Korean, the counterparts to theednted foci are marked by case
markers, while the putative topic markeva andnun mark items that appear in
similar environments to those bearing the B-acoe(®), (9), and (10). | will argue
in Section 5 that the latter are not contrastiyec® but rather contrastive foci.

To recap, | assume that topic is what the reshefsentence is about, affecting
the topic of discourse, and focus is a highlighpeelce of information in the
sentence. Contrast generates a set of alternatitesa particular implicature for
those alternatives that were not selected. Thosether notions relevant for the
syntactic typology in (1). In the next two sectiphsvill demonstrate that there are
cross-cutting generalisations for the syntax ofmgewith the feature [topic] and
items with the feature [contrast].

3 [Topic]

Neeleman et al. (to app.) propose that a topicapadese, contrastive or not, is
subject to the syntactic rule in (11) (See alsomvérlen (2009, to app.)).

(11) [Topic] is licensed in clause-initial position.

3 The idea that a B-accented item can be a focugever, seems incompatible with Tomioka's
(2009) idea that focus operates at the level opgsition, while the B-accent, the accent he
associates with contrastive topic, operates atabhel of speech act. The implicatures of the B-
accent in (8), (9) and (10) appear similar to thesin (6) and (7). | leave this issue for future
research.
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The main empirical motivation comes from the disition of items identified as
topics in contexts that require them to be topidsis section demonstrates the
above rule in Japanese and Korean by examinindigirgoution of non-contrastive
topics in the two languages. In Section 5, | wilbw that contrastive topics in
Japanese are also subject to the above rule.

Non-contrastive topics in Japanese must be markethd particlewa. In the
literature on Japanese, non-contrastive topicgganerally described as typically
appearing in clause-initial position, but they ca@metimes occupy other positions
(e.g. Watanabe 2003). However, in a context thpli@ity requires an item to be a
non-contrastive topic, it must occupy clause-ihpiasition. Thus, in answering the
request in (12), the subjeaho inu-wa‘that dog-wa’ must appear in clause-initial
position, as in (13b). A reply in which tiveaphrase occupies a non-clause-initial
position, as in (13b), is infelicitous.

(12) ano inu-nituite  nanika osiete-kudasai J)
that dog-about  something tell-give
‘Tell me something about that dog.’

(13) a. ano inu-wa kinoo kooen-de  John-o kasidetta
that dog-wa  yesterday park-at John-accite-dbosed
b. #Johpo ano inu-wa kinoo kooen-de ; Kande-simatta

John-acc thatdog-wa  yesterday park-at bite-closed
‘The dog bit John in the park yesterday.’

The same observation obtains when the object iratisgver is to be interpreted as
the non-contrastive topic. In answering the requestl4), ano boosi‘that hat’
must appear in clause-initial position, as in (15&)d it cannot remain in its
canonical object position, as in (15b).

(14) ano boosi-nituite  nanika osiete-kudasai J)
that hat-about something tell-give
‘Tell me something about that hat.’

(15) a. ano boogswa  John-ga kinoo g kaimasita

that hat-wa John-nom yesterday bought
b. #John-ga ano boosi-wa kinoo kaimasita
John-nom that hat-wa yesterday  bought

‘John bought that hat yesterday.’
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In Korean too, an item that is interpreted as a-camtrastive topic must occupy
clause-initial position. The point is illustratedr fsubject and object in (16)/(17)
and (18)/(19), respectivefy.

(16) ku kay-eytayhayse mal-hay-po-a (K)
that dog-about tell-do-try-imperative
‘Tell me about this dog.’
(17) a. ku kay-nun/ka ecey kongwen-eyse  John-ululressta
this dog-nun/nom  yesterday park-at John-hitc
b. #Johpul  ku kay-nun/ka ecey kongwen-eysemwul-essta
John-acc this dog-nun/nom  yesterday park-at bit

‘“This dog bit John in the park yesterday.’

(18) ku moca-eytayhayse mal-hay-po-a (K)
this hat-about tell-do-try-imperative
‘Tell me about this hat.’
(19) a. ku moca-nun/lul John-i ecey sasse
this hat-nun/acc John-nom vyesterday bought
b. #John-i ku moca-nun/lul ecey sasse

John-nom this hat-nun/acc yesterday  bought
‘John bought this hat yesterday.’

Korean non-contrastive topics, unlike the Japanesaterpart, need not be marked
by the putative topic markemun Choi (1999) claims thatunon a clause-initial
phrase specifically marks items with functions assted with Vallduvi's (1992)
notion of ‘link’, which is equivalent to the notiaof ‘topic’ adopted in this paper,
while case markerka andlul are neutral with respect to the discourse funatibn
the host item. Thus, the latter are compatible wafics. The situation is different
in Japanese, where it seems that topics must deechalywa, although as we will
see thatva can mark items other than topics. As indicatedvapwhether the non-
contrastive topic is marked by the case markerunrdoes not affect the syntactic
restriction to clause-initial position. | will thefiore not discuss this difference
betweenwa-marking in Japanese amdinmarking in Korean and concentrate on
the syntactic distribution of those items identfieas topics by discourse
considerations.

There is a further syntactic property that non-astive topics in the two
languages share, supporting the claim that theg ki@ same rule for [topic]. The
standard analysis of non-contrastive topics in dapa is that it is base-generated in

* The nominative case marker is realisedkasfter a vowel and aiselsewhere. Similarly, the
accusative marker is realisedlakif following a voweland aal elsewhere.
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a left-peripheral position and can bind an emptgnpminal in a thematic position,
resulting in a structure typically assumed for atisition (Cinque 1990), illustrated
in (20).

(20) Topic [» pra ]

This analysis explains the well-known observatioat ta non-contrastive topic can
be associated with a position inside an islandh sica relative clauseThus, in

the example in (21)o0no sinsithat gentleman’ appears in the main clause and is
interpreted as the subject inside the relative sdai’he presence of the empty
pronominalpro can be seen from the fact that it is possible vertty realise it
(Perimutter 1972, Kuno 1973, Saito 1985, also H8§5).

(21) sono singtwa kyoo [ip & [rppro/kare-ga kinoo g Kkitei-ta]
that gentleman-wa today he-nom  yesterdaearingpPast
yoohuku]-ga yogoretei-ta.
suit-nom dirtyrPast

‘As for that gentleman, the suit (he) was weariragwlirty.’
(modified from Kuno (1973: 249))

The same construction is possible in Korean, ag/shielow. Based on such data,
Choe (1995) proposes an analysis along the samadithat in (20).

(22) ku kulim-nun nay-ka \p[rr § (kukes-ul) kuli-n]  salanj-ul
the picture-nun  I-nom it-acc draw-adn person-
al-koiss-ta
know-and exisit-dec
‘Speaking of the picture, | know a person who paint.’
(modified from Choe 1995: 312)

The following simpler examples illustrate the sapmnt, where theva-marked
phrase in Japanese and thexmarked phrase or the nominative phrase in Korean
are interpreted as the possessor of the subjeets@iitences are felicitous answers
to the request ‘tell me something about M&ry.’

® Kuroda (1988), Sakai (1994) and Ishizuka (to appgue that topicalisation always involves
movement. However, the possibility of linking topasition inside a relative clause is still
considered to be a characteristic of (a constrodtiat can feed into) topicalisation.

®In the example in (24), if the dislocated itemrsethe nominative case markeg; the result is
the so-called multiple nominative construction. kel Japanese, this construction is possible
without the first nominative phrase being interpeeas focus (Vermeulen 2005, Yoon 2009)
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(23) Mary,-wa  kinoo [» prg / kanozy@no otooto]-ga J)
Mary-wa  yesterday she-gen younger.brottoen-n
John-o  mita.

JohnAcc saw

(24) Mary-ka/nun ecey & Prq tongseng]-i (K)
Mary-nom/nun  yesterday younger.brother-nom
John-ul po-ass-ta.
John-acc saw
‘Speaking of Mary, her little brother saw John.’

As mentioned previously, however, a phrase markethé putative topic marker
wa in Japanese can appear in positions other thamsesiaitial position, as
illustrated below. (Watanabe 2003).

(25) ano inu-wa kinoo dare-o  kande-simatta no? J)
that dog-nom yesterday who-acc bite-ended.up Q
‘Who did the dog bite?’
(26) a. ano inu-wa kinoo QHN-O kande-simatta
that dog-wa  yesterday John-acc bite-ended.up
b. DHN-O ano inu-wa kinoo i tkande-simatta
John-acc that dog-wa  yesterday bite-ended.up
‘The dog bit John yesterday.’

According to the rule in (11), theva-phrase in (26b) cannot be a topic. As
discussed in Section 2 with English examples, tiigest in the answer in a context
such as the above is not a topic, but it is an laowap item referring back to the
topic of discourse that is introduced as such leygtrevious question. It therefore
need not occupy clause-initial positibnl call such non-topicalwaphrases
discourse anaphoriwa-phrases. | provide two further pieces of evidefuretheir
non-topical status.

Firstly, in Korean, it is widely documented thatnan-contrastivenunphrase
cannot appear in positions other than clause-ipbaition (Choe 1995, Choi 1997,
1999, Han 1998). Thus, in the Korean counterpaf6b), the subject cannot be
marked bynurn it must bear the nominative case markaras illustrated below.
Following Choi (1999), ilnunis a marker specifically for the narrower notidn o
topic adopted in this paper, then its unavailapilit (28b) indicates the non-topical

" By virtue of appearing in the same context, oneld@xpect the clause-initiaéa-phrase in
(26a) also not to be a topic. However, we cannactugbe the possibility that it is a topic, re-
introducing the topic of discourse, though somewbdtindantly here.
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status of the host item.

(27) ku kay-ka ecey nwukwu-lul  mwul-ess-ni? K) (
this dog-nom yesterday who-acc bite-past-Q
‘Who did this dog bite?’
(28) a. ku kay-ka/nun ecey OKN-UL mwul-essta
this dog-nom/nun  yesterday  John-acc bite-past
b. HN-UL  ku kay-ka/#nun ecey i mwul-essta
John-acc  this dog-nom/nun  yesterday bite-past

Secondly, if a non-clause-initiaéa-phrase is not a topic, it should not be able to
take part in a construction like (21)/(23), wheteasi base-generated in a non-
thematic position binding an empty pronominal irthematic position inside a
following island. There appears to be no reasomageume that a discourse
anaphoric items licensed in a dislocated position. The prediti®correct and to
demonstrate, we need the following ingredientsstFithe phrase that is to be
marked withwa in the answer must be mentioned in the precedigtipn, as it is

to be interpreted as discourse anaphoric. Secomdie answer, a fronted focus
should be present, preceding thaphrase, to ensure that we are dealing with a
wa-phrase that cannot be a topic (see footnote @ntiaig of a focused object is
permitted in answering an objegt-question, for instance, as we saw in (25)/(26)
and (27)/(28), and is most natural if other itemshie answer remained the same as
in the question. As a consequence, consideringvbadre attempting to see if the
wa-phrase could bind a position inside the subjdciust already do so in the
guestion. These ingredients yield the question2B).(As indicated, the reply in
(30) is infelicitous®

(29) Mary-wa kinoo [» prq otooto]-ga dare-o mita no? J)
Mary-wa yesterday younger.brother-nom who-acc €Qw
‘Speaking of Mary, who did her younger brother gesterday?’
(30) #JOoHN;-O  Mary-wa  kinoo [» pra otooto]-ga it mita.
John-acc Mary-wa  yesterday younger. brotfeen  saw
‘Mary’s brother saw John yesterday.’

In Korean too, a non-clause-initiaun-phrase or nominative phrase cannot take
part in the same construction:

8 See Samek-Lodovici (2008) for a similar distinotivetween pre-focus items and post-focus
items in Italian, where he argues the former apé&ci) while the latter are discourse anaphoric.

° One of my Korean informants reports that the eXarip (32) is acceptable Mary appears
with the nominative case markka. | assume that this is because the nominative wasker is
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(31) Mary;-nun [ pro tongsayng]-i nwukwu-lul po-ass-ni? (K)
Mary-nun younger.brother-nom who-acc  -gast-Q
‘Talking of Mary, who did her younger brother sessterday?’
(32) #JOHN;-UL ecey Mary-nun/ka} prg tongseng]-i jtpo-ass-ta.
John-acc yesterday Mary-nun/nom younger.bratioen  see-past-decl

Thus, an item bearing the feature [topic] in Japarend Korean must be licensed
in clause-initial position. For concreteness, Iga®e that topic is in an adjoined
position to the highest maximal projection in thiause. Thus, in a simple
declarative clause, the topic is adjoined to TPslaswn in (33). Following the
standard literature on Japanese and Choe (1999%di@an, | assume that if the
topic is a non-contrastive nominal argument, ibé&se-generated in the adjoined
position, binding an empty pronominal internallytt@ clause, as we saw above,
(20); if it is a non-contrastive PP argument oroatrastive argument, nominal or
otherwise, it has undergone movement to that posifihe distinction is motivated
by the fact that the latter group of items showpprties of movement, such as
weak crossover, reconstruction effects, licensingamasitic gaps, and they cannot
be associated with an argument position in an dsksin the cases we discussed
above, (21)-(24) (see Saito 1985, Hoji 1985 forcuksion on this point for
Japanese and Choe 1995 for Korean). In cases cdllgnt ‘scene-setting topics’
(Lambrecht 1994) or ‘stage topics’ (Erteschik-SH97), | assume that they are
base-generated in the adjoined position (Tate@8b), while other adverbials such
as manner adverbials, have undergone movement igo ptbsition. | assume
furthermore, following Neeleman & van de Koot (2DOBat the sister constituent
to the topic is interpreted as the comment in mfaion structure. The
displacement of the topic is motivated to faciétéis one-to-one mappirg.

(33) Syntax: P XP . 1]

Information Structure: #opic Comment

neutral with respect to the discourse status ofidtst item, as proposed by Choi (1999) and the
speaker has accommodated some alternative intatipretof the subject that licenses multiple
nominative constructions (see also footnote 5).

9 The idea of a transparent mapping is similar initsip the so-called cartographic approach
initiated by Rizzi (1997). (See Watanabe 2003, Muak2006, Endo 2007, Kuwabara 2008 for
cartographic analyses of topics in Japanese) | moli compare the above approach to the
cartographic approach. See Neeleman & van de K@8) and Vermeulen (to app.) for detailed
discussion on this issue.



348 Reiko Vermeulen

4 [Contrast]
In this section, | show that Japanese and Korege thee same rule for [contrast]:
(34) [Contrast] licenses A’-scrambling.

The above rule is the same as the one proposeduiimh in Neeleman et al. (to
app.). The rule was motivated on syntactic as vesll interpretive grounds.
However, here, | concentrate on the syntactic aspet contrastive items in
Japanese and Korean. In Section 2, it was notéghtinases marked by the putative
topic markersva andnun can also be a kind of contrastive focus, analogous-
accented items in English. | will deal with themtie next section, concentrating
here on case-marked contrastive foci.

The following examples show that contrastive focas undergo scrambling to
an intermediate or sentence-initial position inhoddnguages. The preceding
guestion makes the set of alternatives explicit #mel use ofdake ‘only’ in
Japanese antchan ‘only’ in Korean also makes clear the implicatuteat the
alternative proposition regarding the CD is false.

(35) John-wa Sue-ni  hon-to CD-to  ryoohootomo ageta? no (J)

John-wa Sue-to  book-and CD-and both gave Q
‘Did John give both the book and the CD to Sue?’
(36) a. le, John-wa Sue-ni CD-dake(-0) agemasita.

No, John-wa Sue-to CD-only-acc gave

b. le, John-wa CD-dakeo) Sue-ni t agemasita.
No, John-wa CD-only-acc  Sue-to gave

c. le, CD-dakéo) John-wa Sue-ni jt agemasita.
No, CD-only-acc John-wa Sue-to gave

‘No, John gave only the CD to Sue.’

(37) John-i Sue-eykey chayk-kwa CD-lul twulta cess-ni? (K)
John-nom  Sue-to book-and CD-acc two all -giast-Q
‘Did John give both the book and the CD to Sue?’
(38) a. Ani, John-i Sue-eykey CD-man CWu-ess-e.
No, John-nom Sue-to CD-only give-past-decl
b. Ani, John-i CPman  Sue-eykey ; tcwu-ess-e.
No, John-nom CD-only  Sue-to give-past-decl
c. Ani, CD-man  John-i Sue-eykey; twu-ess-e.
No, CD-only  John-nom Sue-to give-past-decl

‘No, John gave only the CD to Sue.’
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That focus may play a role in licensing A’-scramfglihas been suggested by many
(Saito 1992, Miyagawa 1996, 1997, 2006, Ueyama 28@56 for Japanese; M. Lee
2006 and references therein for Korean). Spedficalliyagawa argues for
Japanese that focus licenses A’-scrambling of ttexidobject VP-internally and to
above the subject. One may therefore wonder whétleerelevant feature licensing
the optional scrambling is [focus], rather thanniitast]. This may be suggested by
the possibility of scrambling the direct objecttie answer to a simple objest-
guestion, as illustrated below.

(39) John-wa Sue-ni  nani-o ageta no desuka? J)
John-wa Sue-to  what-acc gave nmz cop Q
‘What did John give to Sue?’
(40) a. John-wa Sue-ni  ano CD-o agemasita
John-wa Sue-to  that CD-acc gave
b. John-wa ANO CD;-0 Sue-ni  t agemasita
John-wa that CD-acc  Sue-to gave
C. ANO CD;-0 John-wa Sue-ni i t agemasita
that CD-acc John-wa Sue-to gave

‘John gave that book to Sue.’

(41) John-i Sue-hantey mwues-lul cwuesse? (K)
John-nom  Sue-to what-acc  gave
‘What did John give to Sue?”’
(42) a. John-i Sue-hantey | CD-lul cwuesse
John-nom  Sue-to this CD-acc gave
b. John-i | CDj-LUL Sue-hantey ;t cwuesse
John-nom this CD-acc  Sue-to gave
C.1CDj-LuL  John-i Sue-hantey ; t cwuesse
this CD-acc John-nom Sue-to gave

‘John gave the CD to Sue.’

However, as has been observed for numerous othgudges that have focus
movement, including Dutch (Neeleman & van de Kda®&), Finnish (Vallduvi &
Vilkuna 1997), Hungarian (E Kiss 1998), Italian ZRi 1997, Samek-Lodovici
2005), and Russian (Neeleman & Titov 2009), it se¢nat only the contrastive
type of focus undergoes movement. Most of my inforta report, and Choi (1999)
claims explicitly for Korean, that an extra contnas interpretation is required for
the (b)- and (c)-examples above, where the objast indergone scrambling,
although it is not necessary for the (a)-examplegne it remains in-situ.

The point can be made more explicitly. In answetimg questions in (39) and
(41), if the object is given as an example, notlicaing that all other alternatives
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are false, scrambling is not possible. The pointlustrated by (43) and (44) for
Japanese and Korean, respectively. As shown bfajhexamples, it is possible for
tatoeba / ye-lul twul-efor example’ to follow the object which it mods.
However, the direct object cannot undergo scrargbhs illustrated by the (b)- and
(c)-examples. Strictly speaking, adding ‘for exaehmnly ensures that the given
answer is not exhaustive, not necessarily contastHowever, assuming that
exhaustivity is a specific kind of contrast andtle absence of a better test at
present, | take the observations in (43) and (d4)e suggestive of the fact that
scrambling of the type in (36) and (38) are limitectontrastive foct!*?

(43) What did John give to Sué¢=2 (39))

a. John-wa Sue-ni  hon-o tatoeba agemasita (J)
John-wa Sue-to  book-acc  for.example gave

b. #John-wa hoio Sue-ni t tatoeba agemasita
John-wa book-acc Sue-to for.example gave

c. #hono John-wa Sue-ni ; ttatoeba agemasita
book-acc  John-wa Sue-to for.example gave

(44) What did John give to Su¢2(41))

a. “John-i Sue-hantey chayk-ul ye-lul twul-e cesee (K)
John-nom  Sue-to book-acc for.example gave

b. #John-i chaykul  Sue-hantey ;tye-lul twul-e cwuesse
John-nom book-acc  Sue-to for.example gave

c. #chaykul John-i Sue-hantey ; we-lul twul-e cwuesse
book-acc  John-nom Sue-to for.example gave

It is important to emphasise that | am not claimthgt every instance of A’-
scrambling is licensed by [contrast]. As is welbkm, there are many other
motivations for scrambling, even within the domaiinformation structure. For
instance, Miyagawa (1997, 2006) and Ishihara (2@0¢pe that the object may

1t is not the case, at least for Japanese hitiato ‘book-acc’ andtatoeba‘for.example’ must
form a constituent, as the examples in (i) and@Jow show even if the latter is scrambled
together, the answers are still infelicitous:

i. #John-wa [hon-o tatoeba] Sue-ni it agemasita
John-wa book-accfor.example  Sue-to gave

ii. #[hon-o tatoeba] John-wa  Sue-ni ; tagemasita
book-acc for.example John-wa  Sue-to gave

12t is not easy to demonstrate that non-contradtieas cannot undergo scrambling. In order
to do so concretely, we must identify a contextinich focus is required, but a contrastive
interpretation is entirely excluded. However, thi@allty is that a contrastive interpretation can
easily arise from the context and be accommod#&tacbfla 2005).
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undergo scrambling in order to avoid being inteigueas focus itself. The pre-
verbal position, which is the canonical position flee object, receives a sentential
nuclear stress. Scrambling allows the object t@msdeing interpreted as focus
due to receiving the nuclear stress and also alfowsation of different kinds of
focus domains (in the sense of Reinhart (1995, p0B6ich as the verb and the
subject without the object. The claim here is that [contrast] feature can be one
trigger for A’-scrambling of contrastive focus.

5 Contrastive wa- and nun-phrases

In this section, | first show that the syntactistdbution of contrastive topics in
Japanese is regulated by the rule for [topic] ifh),(Ivhile contrastive topics in
Korean are subject to the rule for [contrast] id)(3Subsequently, | turn to
instances ofwa- and nunmarked phrases that do not appear to be conteastiv
topics, but more like contrastive foci.

Before proceeding, | would like to spell-out a bgiund assumption | am
making here regarding the particlea andnun There is a debate as to whetivar
in Japanese andunin Korean appearing on non-contrastive topic amuarastive
topic are one lexical item or two lexical itemstire respective language (Kuno
1973, Kuroda 1992, 2005, Hara 2006, Tomioka 2009J&panese; Choi 1997,
1999, Han 1998, Gill & Tsoulas 2003, Y. Lee 2005, IMe 2006, Oh 2007 for
Korean). Some authors argue that they are twordiifelexical items, with the
contrastive interpretation being part of one antlthe other, while others argue
that there is only one lexical item and the contrasses from the context.
However, there is overwhelming evidence provided dpyme of the above
mentioned authors that the particles display diffiersyntactic, semantic and
prosodic properties in the two circumstances incihihey are used. For instance,
the contrastive interpretation is invariably asateml with freer syntax and an
emphatic stress. Thus, | assume here that the astiver and non-contrastive
varieties correspond to two lexical items in eantguage, and refer to the kind that
bears an emphatic stress and induces a contrastivpretation as ‘contrastivea
and ‘contrastivenun.

5.1 Contrastivetopicsin Japanese

Contrastive topics in Japanese must be marked éypénticlewa and bear an

emphatic stress, and like non-contrastive toplosy imust appear in clause-initial
position. The obligatory clause-initialness issliated by the following discourse,
where the context identifies the direct object m@ answer to be a contrastive
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topic*® The question in (45) is aboano CD ‘that CD’, but the hearer of this
guestion may not know the relevant information wikpect to the CD and offers
information regardingino hon'‘that book’. In doing so, she has shifted the c¢agfi
discourse from the CD to the book, making the tadtecontrastive topic. As the
contrast in (46) showsano hon‘that book’ must be displaced to clause-initial
position.

(45) Dare-ga Sue-ni  ano CD-o ageta no? J)
Who-nom Sue-to that CD-acc gave Q
‘Who gave that CD to Sue?’
(46) Hmm, ano CD-wa  doo-da-ka siranai kedo...
Well, that CD-wa how-cop-whether  not.know  but
‘Well, I don’t know about that CD, but...’

a. #OHN-GA Sue-ni ANO HON-WA  kinoo ageteita (yo)
John-nom Sue-to that book-wa yesterday gave prt

b.?JOHN-GA  ANOHON-WA  Sue-ni Kinoo { ageteita (yo)
John-nom  that book-wa Sue-to yesterday gave prt

C. ANO HON-WA  JOHN-GA Sue-ni kinoo i tageteita (yo)
that book-wa  John-nom Sue-to yesterday gave prt

‘As for that book, John gave it to Sue yesigrd

The standard view in the literature is that anyapRrmarked by contrastivea is a
contrastive ‘topic’ and it may appear in-situ (Hegk 2007, Tomioka 2009, and
references in those works). A minimal pair of exésaps given below:

(47) a. Mary-ga ANO HON-WA katta.
Mary-nom that book-wa bought

b.ANO HON-wA Mary-ga it katta.
that book-wa Mary-nom bought

‘Mary bought that book.’
(Implicature: But, perhaps, she did not buy anotes)

However, these examples are often provided withatdntext and as demonstrated
clearly by the exchange in (45)/(46), in a contiwt requires a contrastivea
phrase to be a contrastive topic, it must occupysg-initial position. Thus, | argue
that the clause-initial contrastivea-phrase in (47b) is a contrastive topic, but the
one in (47a) is not. Specifically, | argue in Sewtb.3 that contrastivwa-phrases

13 A subject contrastive topic must also occupy aaingtial position, but | do not illustrate this
here, as it is not possible to see if a subjectrastive topic has moved or is in-situ and theee ar
also further complications, which | discuss togethigh the relevant data in Vermeulen (2009).
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that can appear in-situ, like the one in (47a§ tgpe of contrastive ‘focus’, just as
a B-accented item in English can function as a typeontrastive ‘focus’ in an
appropriate context, as | argued in Section 2.

Thus, contrastive topics in Japanese, like nonrastive topics, are regulated by
the rule for [topic] and must appear in clauseahposition.

5.2 Contrastivetopicsin Korean

In Korean, contrastive topics must also bear anhatip stress and are typically
marked bynun* In contrast to Japanese, however, Korean conteaipics need
not appear in clause-initial position. They may aamin-situ, scramble to a clause-
medial or clause-initial position. This distributias illustrated by the following
parallel exchange to the Japanese examples i(48%)/

(48) John-i nwuku-hantey ku CD-lul ecey cwuesse? (K)
John-nom  who-to this CD-acc yesterday gave
‘To whom did John give this CD yesterday?’
(49) Hmm, ku CD-nun molu-keyss-ko
Well, this CD-nun  not-know-but
‘Well, I don’t know about this CD, but...’

a. John-i B8E-HANTEY | CHAYK-UN ecey cwuesse
John-nom  Sue-to this book-nun yesterdayaveg

b. John-i | CHAYK ;-UN SUE-HANTEY ecey it cwuesse
John-nom this book-nun Sue-to yesterdayaveg

C. | CHAYK;-UN John-i BE-HANTEY ecey it cwuesse
this book-nun John-nom Sue-to yesterdayaveg

‘as for this book, John gave it to Sue yesterday

The above distribution is identical to that of gastive focus in Korean and
Japanese, examined in Section 4 (see (35)/(36(3MA38)). Thus, | conclude that
contrastive topics in Korean are regulated by the for [contrast].

In the literature on Korean, contrastimen-phrases that appear in positions other
than clause-initial position are often uniformlylled contrastive ‘focus’ (Choe
1995, Choi 1997, 1999, Han 1998, Gill & Tsoulas 20@&nalogous to the case of
contrastivewa-phrases that appear in non-clause-initial posstion Japanese, |
argue that a contrastivein-phrase can function as a particular kind of cativa
focus as well as a contrastive topic, dependinthercontext. Specifically, in those

14 My informants report that it is also possible tarkcontrastive topics with a case marker, as
was the case for non-contrastive topic (see Se@)orHowever, they also expressed stronger
preference for marking withunin cases of contrastive topics.
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contexts where a contrastivea-phrase in Japanese can occupy a position other
than clause-initial position, the Korean contrastiunphrase counterpart is a type
of contrastive focus. | will return to the lattease in the next sub-section. Here, |
provide arguments for the claim that a contrastive-phrase in positions other
than clause-initial positiorran function as a contrastive topic, contrary to the
standard view in the literature.

There are three reasons to believe that the labeld a matter of convention,
rather than based on the actual interpretatiorpfrastivenunphrases obtained
in relevant discourse contexts. Firstly, the disseucontext in the exchange in
(48)/(49) above makes it clear that a contrastive-phrase can be a contrastive
topic. Secondly, the description of the interpiietatgiven for contrastivenun
phrases in the literature suggests that it is idd@®ilar to that given to contrastive
wa-phrases discussed in the previous sub-sectionthenB-accent in English. For
instance, Choi (1999), provides the following dgg@mn with respect to the
example in (50), which contains a contrastiwerphrase in-situ: “[(50)] implies
that ‘Swuni met Inho, but she probably did not mathier people’, or ‘Swuni met
Inho at least, but we do not know whether she nietropeople as well.” (Choi
1999: 168). The uncertainty expressed by such peaaps is typical of implicature
associated with contrastivea-phrases in Japanese and items bearing a B-accent in
English, both of which can function as contrastimgics, as we saw above.

(50) Swuni-ka Inho-nun  manna-ss-e (K)
Swuni-nom  Inho-top meet-pst-dcl
‘Swuni met Inho (but maybe not others)’

Furthermore, C. Lee (1999, 2003a, 2003b, 2008)Hetthnd (2007) illustrate that
in contexts that require an item to bear a B-acadanEnglish, the Korean
counterpart has aunmarked item, as the following example, slightly dified
(only in notation) from Hetland (2007: 123), shows:

(51) CHELSWU-NUN  ca-n-ta
Chelswu-nun sleep-pres-dec
‘[Chelswul, is sleeping’ (His sister is awake, however)

Finally, C. Lee (2003a, 2008), who argues that remtive nunphrases are
contrastive topics, shows that in contexts thatgamerally considered to require a
contrastive focus, namely those that make it eighhat the alternatives are false,
such as those considered in (4), (5) and (37)/88ase marker must be employed:
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(52) aki-ka ton-ul mence cip-ess-ni  (ttonun/animyen (K)
baby-nom money-acc first pick-past-Q (or/if.not)
phen-ul mence cip-ess-ni?
pen-acc first  pick-past-Q
‘Did the baby pick the money first or did she ptble pen first?’
(53) (aki-ka) ton-ul/?*ton-un mence cip-ess-e
baby-nom money-acc/money- first  pick-past-dec
‘The baby picked the money first/?*monefirst.’
(C. Lee 20034, ex. (20)/(21))

Thus, | argue, following C. Lee (1999, 2003a, 2Q0B108) that a contrastiveun
phrase can function as a contrastive topic if fiesgys in an appropriate discourse
context. As demonstrated by (48)/(49), its syntadistribution is identical to that
of contrastive focus. | now turn to cases wheraigue, contrastiveva- andnun
phrases do not function as contrastive topicsimre like contrastive foci.

5.3 Contrastive wa- and nun-phrasesthat are contrastive foci

| suggested above that contrastiva-phrases in Japanese in positions other than
clause-initial position are not contrastive topecsl contrastiveun-phrases that are
the Korean counterparts to such contrastkaphrases are also not contrastive
topics. | argue that this is correct both from iiptetational and syntactic points of
view: they are not interpreted as what the resthef sentence is about and in
Japanese, they behave syntactically more like aste focus, than contrastive
topic.

Let us first consider the interpretation associatéth contrastivewa- andnun
phrases. There is much recent work on the precesnimg of contrastiveva and
nun Several authors have argued that the semanticerafastivewa andnun is
akin to what is encoded by the B-accent in Engtislthe rising pitch accent in
German (C. Lee 1999, 2003b, 2008, Hara 2006, M.208%, Hetland 2007, Hara
& Van Rooij 2007, Oshima 2008, Tomioka 2009). H#2806), for instance,
proposes that Japanese contrastreamplicates the existence of a stronger scalar
alternative which could be false. To illustratet les consider the following
example.

(54) NANNINKA -WA  kita J)
some people-wa came
‘Some people came.’ (Implicature: ‘Not everyone egm

15 The glossing ofin as ‘CT’ as well as the translation are as givehde (2003a).
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The above example has the meaning given in (55a)orling to Hara’s analysis,

it has the presupposition that there is a strosgatar alternative such as (55b),
‘everyone came’. The sentence also induces theidatpte that this alternative

could be false, giving rise to the implicature tl{#tis possible that) not everyone

came’. Lee (2003b, 2008) proposes that Koraamhas similar semantics.

(55) a. x) [[person(x)] [came (X)]]
b. stronger scalar alternativetl(x) [[person(x)] [came (X)]]
c. (b) can be false.

There are obviously differences amongst the prdpasantioned above. However,
they all argue that the use of a contrastva-/nunphrase generates a set of
alternatives, and that there is a particular ingplice regarding the alternatives, that
gives rise to the impression of incompletenessneettainty. | believe that this line
of analysis provides a correct characterisatiothef interpretation of contrastive
wa/nunphrases in general. However, there is nothing ramitein this kind of
interpretation itself that makes a contrastwa/nunphrase a contrastive ‘topic’,
l.e., what the rest of the sentence is about, @figthe current topic of discourse. |
propose therefore that contrastwe or nunphrases in general have the type of
contrastive interpretation proposed in the recketalture, but they are in addition
interpreted as a topic if the context require®ibé so. In other words, topicality
and the particular contrastive interpretation asdéed with contrastiveva/nun
phrases are two independent features of a coneasipic (Kuroda 2005, Tomioka
2009), in accordance with the typology in (1).

In the same vein, one would then expect that cstiweawa- or nun-phrases can
also be interpreted as focus if the context reguitewith the same contrastive
interpretationt’ | argue that this is indeed the case. For instaaceontrastive
wa/nunphrase can be used to answertequestion, as illustrated by the object
phrase in-situ in (56)/(57) and the objeuin-phrase in (58)/(59) If we take
seriously the ability to answerveh-question as indicative of focus-hood, then the
objectwa-phrase in (57) and theun-phrase in (59) must be a contrastive focus.

16 Similarly, one would expect that case-marked pFsasan perhaps be interpreted as topics.
This is presumably the situation in Korean, whicdidcussed above briefly in Section 3, in
relation to Choi’'s (1999) proposal that case markerKorean are discourse neutral. In Japanese,
it seems thatva-marking is obligatory for all topics. | leave thssue for future research.

1”7 Some authors have argued for Japanese that therfies of contrastiveva are akin to other
focal particles such aso ‘also’ andsae ‘even’ (Kuroda 1965, 2005, Oshima 2008). Kuroda
(2005) claims precisely on the basis of examples (56)/(57) that ava-phrase is not necessarily
a topic.
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(56) Mary-wa  nani-o  katta no? J)
Mary-wa  what-acc bought Q
‘What did Mary buy?’
(57) Mary-wa  HON-WA kinoo katta
Mary-wa  book-wa yesterday bought
‘Mary bought a book.’
(Implicature: ‘But, perhaps, she did not buy ottings’)

(58) Mary-ka nwukwu-lul  po-ass-ni? (K)
Mary-nom who-acc see-past-Q
‘Who did Mary see?”’
(59) Mary-ka DHN-NUN po-ass-ta.
Mary-nom John-nun see-past-decl
‘Mary saw John.’
(Implicature: ‘But, perhaps, she did not see Bill.’

The fact that contrastivea- andnun-marked phrases can be a type of contrastive
focus, predicts a further difference between Jagmadd Korean. Contrastives-
andnunphrases of the type in (57)/(59) should be suliethe rule for [contrast]
and behave like contrastive foci in these langualye&orean, contrastive topics
are also subject to the rule for [contrast]. Thass)trastivenun-phrases of the type
in (59) and contrastive topics should show the say@actic distribution. By
contrast, Japanese contrastive topics are sulgethe rule for [topic]. Thus,
contrastivewaphrases of the type in (58) should behave diffiyeinom those
contrastivewa-phrases that appear in contexts requiring themetadntrastive
topics. This is already indicated by the fact tthat objectwa-phrase in (57) is in-
situ. A further relevant consideration here is tiogics in Japanese must be marked
by wa. Consequently, one would expect from a functigmaispective that this
language would interpret any contrastive@-phrase displaced to clause-initial
position as a contrastive topic. Thus, the prepreeliction is that like case-marked
contrastive focus, a contrastiwephrase answeringwah-question should be able
to appear in-situ and scramble to clause-mediatippsHowever, it cannot move
to clause-initial position, because it would be omatically interpreted as a
contrastive topic when the context does not idertifis such. The predictions for
the two languages are schematically illustratedveel



358 Reiko Vermeulen

(60) Japanese
a. contrastivava-phrase: DO, -wA) S (DQ-wA) 10 (DOwA) V
b. contrastive topic: (DGwWA) S (DO, -wa) 10 (FDO-wA) V

(61) Korean
a. contrastiveaunphrase: (DENUN) S (DQ-NUN) 10 (DONUN) V
b. contrastive topic: (DEWUN) S (DQ-NUN) 1O (DONUN) V

The prediction is borne out. In the following exnpas in Japanese and Korean,
the object in the reply answers thérpart of the preceding question. It is a
contrastivewa/nunphrase, inducing the relevant implicature. In J&se, it can
remain in-situ, as in (63a), or scramble to anrinadiate position, as in (63b), but
not to clause-initial position, (63c). In Koreatmetcontrastivenunphrase may
appear in any of the three potential position]lastrated by (64).

(62) Mary-wa Sue-ni nani-o  ageta no desuka? ®)]
Mary-wa Sue-to what-acc gave nmz cop Q
‘What did Mary give to Sue?’

(63) a. Mary-wa Sue-ni ANO HON-WA agemasita.
Mary-wa Sue-to that book-wa gave

b. Mary-wa ANO HON;-WA Sue-ni it agemasita.
Mary-wa that book-wa Sue-to gave

c. “ANO HON-WA  Mary-wa Sue-ni i tagemasita.
that book-wa  Mary-wa Sue-to gave

‘Mary gave that book to Sue.’
(Implicature: ‘But I'm not sure if she gave anytbialse’)

(64) John-i  Sue-hantey mwu-|ul cwuesse? ) (K
John-nom Sue-to what-acc gave
‘What did John give to Sue?’
(65) a. John-i Sue-hantey CD-nun cwuesse
John-nom  Sue-to this CD-nun  gave
b. John-i | CD-NUN  Sue-hantey jtcwuesse
John-nom this CD-nun Sue-to gave
C.1CD;-NUN  John-i Sue-hantey ; twuesse
this CD-nun John-nom  Sue-to gave

‘John gave the CD to Sue.’
(Implicature: ‘But, I'm not sure if she gave anytpielse)

Unfortunately, my Japanese informants report thajadgement for (63c) is rather
subtle, only expressing dispreference, rather ihigticity. On the other hand, they
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report robust judgements in cases where there m@ge tovo arguments and the
prediction is borne out: a contrastivea-phrase answering theh-part of a

previous question cannot undergo scrambling toselamitial position, while in

Korean, the contrastiveun-phrase may move to clause-initial positfén.

(66) John-wa nani-o  katta no? @)
John-wa  what-acc bought Q
‘What did John buy?’

(67) a. John-wa OSEENBEEWA tikaku-de  katta
John-wa rice.crackers-wa near-at bought

b. #OSEENBEE-WA John-wa ;ttikaku-de  katta
rice.crackers-wa  John-wa near-at bought

‘John bought rice crackers nearby.’
(Implicature: ‘But, perhaps, he didn’t buy cookigs.

(68) Mary-ka nwukwu-lul  po-ass-ni? (K)
Mary-nom who-acc see-past-Q
‘Who did Mary see?”’

(69) a. Mary-ka ®HN-UN  po-ass-ta. (= (59))

Mary-nom John-nun  saw
b. DHN-UN  Mary-ka  t po-ass-ta.
John-nun  Mary-nom saw
‘Mary saw John’
(Implicature: ‘But perhaps, she didn’t see Bill.”)

There is another context that bears out the piiedicThis context exemplifies a
further peculiar property of contrastivea/nun contrastivewa- and nunphrases
can project the contrast to a larger constituehis Ts illustrated by (70a) and
(71a), respectively. The two clauses in these elesrgre not statements about rain
or an umbrella. None of thea- andnun-marked phrases is therefore a contrastive
‘topic’. It is also not the case that rain and uetlarare contrasted with each other.
Rather, the two events described by the two claasesontrasted with each other.
Again, in Japanese, the object contrastiaephrase in the second clause cannot
undergo scrambling to clause-initial position, whthe object contrastivaun
phrase in Korean can, as demonstrated by the éjyebes.

8 Following Neeleman & Reinhart (1998), | assumet thastructure in which the object
precedes an adverbial can be base-generated. THospot consider the example in (67a) to
exemplify the case where the object contrastiveephrase has undergone scrambling to an
intermediate position.
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(70) a. [AME-WA hutteiru ga]  [John-ga KASA-WA motteikanakatta] (J)
rain-wa is.falling but  John-nom umbrella-wa ring-went-not
b. #/AME-WA hutteiru ga] kAsAi-wA  John-ga ;tmotte-ika-nakatta]
rain-wa is.falling but umbrella-wa John-nom bring-go-not.past
‘It is raining, but John did not bring an umlitael
(modified from Kuno (1973: 46) attributed to MinoKakau (p.c.))

(71) a. [pi-nun  o-nuntey] [John-i  WUSAN-UN kacyeo-ci an-hassta] (K)
rain-nun come-but John-nom umbrella-nun bring-negrpast
b. [pi-nun  o-nuntey] WUSAN;-UN John-i  t kacyeo-ci an-hassta]
rain-nun come-but umbrella-nun  John-nom  bneg-neg-past
‘It is raining, but John didn’t bring an umbrella.’

On the standard analysis for Japanese contrastasphrases, where they are
treated as contrastive topics uniformly irrespexctv their position, it is difficult to
capture the differences in the interpretation dved dyntactic distribution between
those contrastivevaphrases that are identified as contrastive topicsthose that
are not. Moreover, the proposed idea that a laregadgpts one rule over the other
in cases of conflict provides a uniform accounthe# differences in the syntactic
distribution of contrastive topics in Japanese ldackan.

6 Summary

In the preceding sections, | have argued that &meamnd Korean both have
syntactic rules for the interpretive features [tdmnd [contrastive]. Moreover, |
argued that where a conflict arises, as in the odseontrastive topic, there is
parametric variation as to which rule a particldarguage adopts. In Japanese, the
rule for [topic] is adopted, which was demonstraigdhe fact that both contrastive
and non-contrastive types of topic must appearlamse-initial position in this
language. On the other hand, in Korean, the rulgdontrast] is adopted, which
was illustrated by the fact that both contrastigei fand contrastive topics in this
language optionally undergo A’-scrambling. Thessearbations are patterns that
are predicted to exist by the syntactic typologyirdbrmation structural notions
proposed by Neeleman et al. (to app.) in (1) ardefiore provide further empirical
support for it.
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