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1. Introduction

This paperaddressesthecorrectanalysisof Koreanexampleslike thosein (1).∗
An eventis presentedagainstacontrastiveor negativeimplication,througheither
a copyof theverballexeme,or theuseof thesupportingverbha-ta:1

(1) a. John-i sakwa-lul [mek-ki-nunmek-ess-ciman],
John-NOM apple-ACC eat-KI-CT eat-PAST-but,
amwu-eykey-tokwen-ha-ci anh-ass-ta
anyone-to-evenrecommend-do-COMPNEG-PAST-DECL

‘Johnatetheapples,but hedidn’t recommendthemto anyone.’

b. John-i sakwa-lul [mek-ki-nunhay-ss-ciman],amwu-eykey-to
John-NOM apple-ACC eat-KI-CT do-PAST-but, anyone-to-even
kwen-ha-ci anh-ass-ta
recommend-do-COMPNEG-PAST-DECL

‘Johnatetheapples,but hedidn’t recommendthemto anyone.’

Giventhebroadinterpretationalsimilaritiesof thetwo examples,namelythatboth
assertthatJohnateapples,butpragmaticallyimplicatesomenegativeconnotation
to the fact of his havingeatenapples(seethe examplesin (2) below), previous
studieshaveassumedthat theseexamplesillustrateconstructionsthat aremaxi-
mally related: theyarederivedfrom a commonunderlyingstructure,anddiffer
only in whetherthefinal verbis a copyof thefirst verb,which we referto asthe
‘contentverb’, or whetherthe inflectionalaffixesof the clausearesupportedby
thedummyverbha-ta. This broaddescriptionappliesto thetransformationalap-
proachesof Kang(1988),NishiyamaandCho (1998),Choi (2003),Kim (2002)

∗Wearegratefulto YookyungKim andparticularlyShin-SookKim for discussionof theinterpre-
tation of the crucial examplesin this paper,anddetailsof the analysis,andalsoto Jung-MinJo for
discussionof his challengingalternativeview (seeJo(2003)). In this shortpaper,we cannotaddress
manyissuesthat thecontrastiveconstructionsraise.This work wassupportedby theKoreaResearch
Foundation(grantnumber2001-042-A00037).

1The bracketedpart of eachexampleindicatesthe morphosyntacticdomainof the repetition or
contrast,but is not necessarilymeantto representsyntacticconstituency.We gloss-nun as‘CT’ for
‘ContrastiveTopic’, which is partof theanalysisdevelopedbelow.



andJo(2003),which haveassumeda commonsyntacticsource:basically, either
providinga copyof the verb to supportinflectionalfeaturesor insertingha- for
thesamepurpose.Any kind of contentverb(agentiveor non-agentive,eventive
or stative)is possiblein eitherpatternin (1).

Followingtheconstructionalanalysisin ChoandKim (2002),ourgoalin this
paperis to considerjusthowsimilartheexamplesin (1) are,to arguethatthereare
in fact two separateconstructions,eachrepresentedby oneexample.(1)a illus-
trateswhatwe call the‘EchoContrastiveConstruction’(hereafter‘ECC’), which
is a ratherspecialtypeof structurein Koreansyntax.(1)b illustrateswhatwe call
the ‘Ha ContrastiveConstruction’(hereafter‘HCC’), which is oneinstantiation
of averycommonstructurein Koreansyntax,theV-V complexpredicate.In sec-
tion 2, we lay out the relevantdataof the two constructions,showingthat they
sharea commonpragmaticeffectbut differ in severalmorphologicalandsyntac-
tic properties,andarein fact differentconstructiontypes.For example,theECC
allows an adverbto intervenebetweenthe contentverb andthe copy, while an
adverbcannotappearbetweenthecontentverbandha-ta in theHCC, asseenin
thecontrastbetween(19)aand(20)below.

For thebasiccontrastiveconstructions,oncethedifferencesdueto thediffer-
entsyntaxesarefactoredout, it cannotbedeniedthatthetwo constructionsmean
the samething. How is this possible,if they havedifferent morphologicaland
syntacticproperties?We addressthis questionin section3, arguingthat theno-
tion of ‘construction’asit hasbeendevelopedin ConstructionGrammarandin
Head-DrivenPhraseStructureGrammar(HPSG)providestheright kind of frame-
work in which to answerthequestion.In this kind of approach,a givenexample
is viewedasbeinga form which satisfiesvariouskindsof abstractconstructional
constraintswhichthelanguageimposes.Sowhile apairof examplesmaydiffer in
certainaspects,dueto individual (constructional)propertiesthat theyhave,they
mayalsobeidenticalin otheraspects,in virtue of beingequallysubjectto other
constructionalconstraints.

2. Properties of the Echo Contrastive and ha Con-
trastive Constructions

In this sectionwe discusspragmatic,morphologicalandsyntacticaspectsof the
two mainconstructionsat issue.

2.1. Pragmatics

To begin,wewill presentexampleswhichshowmoreclearlyhowtheseconstruc-
tionsareusedin Korean.Theexamplesin (2) arefrom Ihm et al. (1988).

(2) a. cil-i [coh-ki-nunha-ciman]nemupissa-nteyo
quality-NOM good-KI-CT do-but too expensive-POLITE

‘The quality is goodbut it’s tooexpensive.’
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b. [mek-ki-nunmek-keyss-ciman]sohwa-ka toilci
eat-KI-CT eat-FUTURE-but digestion-NOM become.whether
molu-keyss-eyo
not.know-FUTURE-POLITE

‘I will eatit but I don’t knowif I candigestit.’

We usetheterm‘contrastive’for thekind of negativepragmaticimplicaturethat
comesfromtheECCor HCC,whichis clarifiedin contextin thesecondpartof the
examplesabove.In general,this pragmaticeffect is relatedto anexpectationor
consequenceof theentireclause,andnot just thebracketedpartwhosestructure
andcomponentpartsareour main interesthere. Consider(2)a: it is not ‘good’
which is contrastedwith someotherpredicateof thequality of the item in ques-
tion, but, rather,theentireproposition‘the quality is good’ formsthebasisof the
negativeimplicature.Thespeakeris sayingthatalthoughthequalityis good,there
is a contrastingor competingfact (in this case,theitem beingtooexpensive).

Thereareotherrelatedconstructionswhich mustbeconsideredin orderfor a
clearpictureof thecorecontrastiveconstructionsto emerge,aswe now explain.
While theusagesabovearevery natural(andarepresentedin standardreference
worksasclearexamplesof theintendedmeaning),thesuffixes-cimanand-nuntey
which closeoff thebracketedpartsintroducea factorwhich we mustcontrolfor:
thesesuffixesthemselvessetupa contrastivemeaning,which actuallyconfounds
ourownpurpose,namelyto find outwhichconstructionsarecontrastivein andof
themselves.Above,we mentionedthat thereareotherconstructionswhich look
like contrastiveconstructions,but whicharenot. For instance,(3), alsofrom Ihm
et al. (1988),appearsto beacontrastiveconstruction.

(3) hankwuk-eyo-ki-nun 16-nyen-cen-ey o-ass-ciman,
Korea-to come-KI-CT 16-years-before-LOC come-PAST-but,
hankwuk.mal-unacik-to cal mol-upnita
Korean-FOC still-FOCwell not.know-POLITE

‘It’ s 16 yearssincehecameto Koreabut he still doesn’tknow Korean
well.’

An adverbiallike ‘16 years’appearsbetweentheverbs,but this is actuallya re-
latedconstructionwhichwe call the‘EchoInternalFocusConstruction’:

(3)′ hankwuk-eyo-ki-nun 16-nyen-cen-ey o-ass-a.yo
Korea-to come-KI-CT 16-years-before-LOC come-PAST-LEVEL

‘It’ s16yearssincehecameto Korea.’

The naturalinterpretationof this exampleis to put focuson ‘16 years’,hence
our term‘Echo InternalFocus’.Thereis no contrastiveinterpretationor negative
implicature,andthe examplehasmorein commonwith a pseudo-cleft.Due to
spacelimitations we do not discussthis third constructionfurther here,but we
needto controlfor it (e.g.,in (19)bbelow).

To recreatea trueECC,wemustalterthepositionof theadverbial:
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(4) hankwuk-ey16-nyen-cen-ey [o-ki-nun o-ass-a.yo]
Korea-to 16-years-before-LOC come-KI-CT come-PAST-LEVEL

‘It’ s16yearssincehecameto Korea,but . . . .’

Evenwithout anyothersuffixes,this examplehasthe clearcontrastivetopic in-
terpretationof theECC.For now, it is sufficientto avoidinterveningadverbslike
thosein (3), to ensurethattheconstructionis itself thesourceof contrast.

2.2. Morphology

Both theECCandtheHCC involve suffixing thecontentverbwith -ki, followed
by afocus-relatedparticle,whichfalls in thedelimitersetof Koreanparticles(see
Yang(1972),Cho andSells(1995)). While thecanonicalparticlein theECC is
-nun(contrastivetopic),otherdelimiterssuchas-to (‘even’) or -man(‘only’) are
possible,if marked.However,otherparticleswith similar meaningslike -cocha
(‘even’) arenotpossible,asseenin (5):

(5) John-i sakwa-lul [mek-ki-nun/?-to/?-man/*-cochamek-ess-ta]
John-NOM apple-ACC eat-KI-CT/?-even/?-only/*-eveneat-PAST-DECL

In theHCC,anyof theparticlesin (5) is grammatical:

(6) John-i sakwa-lul [mek-ki-nun/-to/-man/-cochahay-ss-ta]
John-NOM apple-ACC eat-KI-CT/-even/-only/-eveneat-PAST-DECL

However,this observationmight bea little misleading,for only theversionwith
-(n)unnecessarilyhastherelevantCT interpretation.For instance,(7) means“All
that Johndid to the chinawastouchit (but not, e.g.,cleanit)”, while the extra
negativeimplicaturecharacteristicof theHCC requiresanaccenton -man.

(7) John-i ku tocaki-lul [manci-ki-manhay-ss-ta]
John-NOM thechina-ACC touch-KI-only do-PAST-DECL

Eventheaccusativemarker-(l)ul canbeoncontentverb,butonly in theHCC:

(8) a. *John-isakwa-lul[mek-ki-lul mek-ess-ta]

b. John-isakwa-lul[mek-ki-lul hay-ss-ta]

In termsof allowingdifferenttypesof particles,theHCCappearsoneof thelarge
classof V0-V0 complexpredicatesin Korean,in which theheadverbha-tatakes
theprecedingcontentverbasits complement,bringingsomeadditionalsemantic
or pragmaticmeaningcomponent.TheECCis formedratherdifferently, but we
havenotbeenableto determineyetwhetherit is thesyntacticdifferencesthatare
responsiblefor thecontrastin suffix possibilitiesin (5) and(6).

Whenthecontentverbis passive,thepassivemustbepresentontheheadverb
in theECC,butmustbeabsentfrom ha-ta in theHCC:
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(9) a. Lion-eykeyRabbit-i [mek-hi-ki-nunmek-hi-ess-ta]
Lion-by Rabbit-NOM eat-PASS-KI-CT eat-PASS-PAST-DECL

‘Rabbitwaseatenby Lion, but . . . ’

b. *Lion-eykeyRabbit-i [mek-hi-ki-nunmek-ess-ta]
Lion-by Rabbit-NOM eat-PASS-KI-CT eat-PAST-DECL

(10) a. *Lion-eykeyRabbit-i [mek-hi-ki-nunhay cy-ess-ta]
Lion-by Rabbit-NOM eat-PASS-KI-CT do.COMPPASS-PAST-DECL

b. Lion-eykeyRabbit-i [mek-hi-ki-nunhay-ss-ta]
Lion-by Rabbit-NOM eat-PASS-KI-CT do-PAST-DECL

‘Rabbitwaseatenby Lion, but . . . ’

2.3. Syntax

DifferencesbetweentheECCandHCCalsoemergewhenthecontentpartis itself
complex,due to its beinga complexpredicateitself, or dueto the presenceof
adverbialmodifiers.For example,in a syntacticcomplexpredicateof thecontent
verbandan auxiliary verb, the contentpredicatecanbe repeated,precedingthe
echoedauxiliary, but this is notpossiblein theHCC:
(11) John-un Tom-ul [manna cwu-ki-nun(manna) cwu-ess-ta]

John-TOPTom-ACC meet.COMPgive-KI-CT (meet.COMP) give-PAST-DECL

‘Johnhasgiventhefavorof meetingTom,but . . . ’

(12) John-un Tom-ul [manna cwu-ki-nun(*manna) hay-ss-ta]
John-TOPTom-ACC meet.COMPgive-KI-CT (*meet.COMP) do-PAST-DECL

‘Johnhasgiventhefavorof meetingTom,but . . . ’
Otherexamplesaresimilar, but only with theECC,andonly with verb-verbse-
quencesthat aretrue complexpredicates(as in (13)a/b),andnot whenthe first
verbis a full clausalcomplementto thesecond,aswith ‘persuade’in (14):

(13) a. [mek-ci anh-ki-nun(mek-ci) anh-ass-ta]
eat-COMP NEG-KI-CT (eat-COMP) NEG-PAST-DECL

‘(He) did noteat,but . . . .’

b. sakwa-lul [mek-ko siph-ki-nun(mek-ko) siph-ess-ta]
apple-ACC eat-COMPwant-KI-CT (eat-COMP) want-PAST-DECL

‘(He) wantedto eattheapple,but . . . .’

(14) *ttena-la-ko seltukha-ki-nunttena-la-ko seltukhay-ss-ta
leave-DECL-COMPpersuade-KI-CT leave-DECL-COMPpersuade-PAST-DECL

‘(He) persuaded(her)to leave,but . . . .’

YetmoredifferencesbetweentheECCandHCCemergewith adverbialmodifiers.
Whenthe short-formnegationan is combinedwith the contentverb, it mustbe
repeatedin theECC(seeNo (1988)),butcannotbein theHCC:2

2Theshort-formnegationmosshowsidenticalbehavior.
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(15) a. John-i Tom-ul [an manna-ki-nunan manna-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC NEG meet-KI-CT NEG meet-PAST-DECL

‘Johndidn’t meetTom,but . . . .’

b. *John-i Tom-ul an [manna-ki-nunmanna-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC NEG meet-KI-CT meet-PAST-DECL

c. *John-i Tom-ul [manna-ki-nunan manna-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC meet-KI-CT NEG meet-PAST-DECL

(16) a. *John-i Tom-ul [an manna-ki-nunan hay-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC NEG meet-KI-CT NEG do-PAST-DECL

‘Johndidn’t meetTom,but . . . .’

b. John-i Tom-ul [an manna-ki-nunhay-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC NEG meet-KI-CT do-PAST-DECL

c. *John-i Tom-ul [manna-ki-nunan hay-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC meet-KI-CT NEG do-PAST-DECL

In (16),only theb exampleis grammatical.On thecomplexpredicateanalysisof
theHCC,thefactsareexpected:short-formnegationcanneverintervenebetween
the two V0s (seeSells (1991,1998)). However,negationcan appearwith the
contentverbinsidethecomplexpredicate.Similarly, negationinsidetheHCC is
alsogrammaticalasin (17):

(17) John-i papo-ka ani-ki-nun ha-ta
John-NOM fool-NOM NEG.Cop-KI-CT do-DECL

‘Johnis nota fool, but . . . .’

Our accountbuildson theanalysisof short-formnegationin Sells(1998),which
in turn follows Kim (2000) in treatingnegationas a selectedadverbialdepen-
dentof theverbthat it negates.Underthis assumption,thebasicidentity relation
betweenthe contentverbandits copy holdsof dependents,predictingthat only
(15)ais grammatical.The ungrammaticalityof (15)b/cfollows from a general-
izationaboutshort-formnegation,which is that it mustbea sisterof theverb it
negates(a [LEX +] verb in theanalysisbelow),coupledwith our rule (see(29))
thatrequiresperfectmatchingof non-headswithin thecopyingdomain(indicated
by the bracketsin (15)). Examplesb/c do not involve perfectcopies(unlike a),
andif an wereexternalto the domainof copying(cf. (19)cbelow), it would no
longerbesisterto theverbthatit negates.Finally, thefact that(15)ais acceptable
indicatesthatwhatis copiedis a constituentthatmaybelargerthana singleverb.

TheECCdoesnotallow thedoublingof anyargument,asshownin (18):3

3Jo(2003)considersexamplessuchas(18) to begrammatical,in principle. If theyareacceptable
at all, wearenot surethattheyhavethecontrastiveinterpretationcharacteristicof theECC.
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(18) ??John-i [Tom-ul manna-ki-nunTom-ul manna-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC meet-KI-CT Tom-ACC meet-PAST-DECL

However,a restrictedkind of adverbialcanbe presentbeforethe contentverb,
beforetheheadverb,or beforeboth. If anadverbialis presentbeforeeachverb,
theadverbialsmustmatchperfectly, so(19)dis unacceptable.

(19) a. John-i Tom-ul [cacwumanna-ki-nuncacwumanna-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC often meet-KI-CT often meet-PAST-DECL

‘JohnoftenmetTom,but . . . .’

b. John-i Tom-ul [manna-ki-nuncacwumanna-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC meet-KI-CT often meet-PAST-DECL

‘It wasoftenthatJohnmetTom.’

c. John-i Tom-ul cacwu[manna-ki-nunmanna-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC often meet-KI-CT meet-PAST-DECL

‘JohnoftenmetTom,but . . . .’

d. *John-i Tom-ul [cacwumanna-ki-nuncongcongmanna-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC often meet-KI-CT often meet-PAST-DECL

It mustbenotedthattheacceptableexamplesin (19)a–carenot meresurface
variants.While a andc involve perfectcopiesof either[Adv V] or just [V] and
areECCs,b is unbalancedin havingtheAdv apparentlyonly in thecopypart. In
fact, this examplereceivesan InternalFocusinterpretationon theadverb,andis
notanECC.

Needlessto say, an adverbialcannotintervenebetweenthe two verbsin the
HCC; aswith short-formnegation,thetwo partsof a complexpredicatemaynot
beinterruptedin thisway:

(20) John-i Tom-ul [(cacwu)manna-ki-nun(*cacwu)hay-ss-ta]
John-NOM Tom-ACC (often) meet-KI-CT (*often) do-PAST-DECL

‘JohnoftenmetTom,but . . . .’

Finally, anotherillustrationof the‘size’ of whatis copiedin theECCcomesfrom
theVN+ha-taconstruction:theVN canbepartof thecopy, andwhenit is, this
mustbetheECC:

(21) Chelswu-ka ku mwulken-ul[phocang hay-ss-ki-nun
Chelswu-NOM thatitem-ACC pack(VN)do-KI-CT

(phocang) hay-ss-ta]
(pack(VN))do-PAST-DECL

‘Chelswupackedtheitem,(but . . . ).’
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2.4. Summary and Prospects

In summary, theECCexamplesin (21)and(19)aindicatethatthedomainof copy-
ing is largerthat a singleV, asdoes(15)a. The greatlyreducedacceptabilityof
(18) (or otherexampleswith copiedarguments)suggeststo usthatthedomainof
copyingis smallerthanVP. Thecopyingdomaininvolvesthesyntacticcombina-
tion of two X0 elementsto giveanewX0(specifically, aAdv0 or VN0 andaV0 to
give a V0): this is calledthe ‘subphrasaldomain’by Sells(1994)(seealsoSells
(1998)).This givesusthefollowing basicanalysesfor thetheECCandHCC:

(22) a. ECC:A V0 followed by a copyV0, where(each)V0 maybe inter-
nally complex,containingotherX0 elements.

b. HCC: A V0 complementto ha-, conforming to the generalcon-
straintsonall V-V complexpredicates.

Theprecisenotionof ‘copy’ involvesa certainkind of morphologicalidentity. If
thesubjectis an individual to behonored,honorificationmustbepresenton the
headverbin theECC,but is notnecessaryon thecontentverb,asshownin (23)a.

(23) a. sensayngnim-i[o-ki-nun o-si-ess-ta]
teacher-NOM come-KI-CT come-HON-PAST-DECL

‘The teachercame.’

b. *sensayngnim-i[ca-ki-nun cwumwusi-ess-ta]
teacher-NOM sleep-KI-CT sleep(HON)-PAST-DECL

‘The teacherslept.’

In (23)b we haveuseda verb which hasa suppletivehonorific form: ca- only
means‘sleep’ for non-honorableindividuals,andratherthanthe expected*ca-
si- form, the honorific stemis cwumwusi-. The lack of phonologicalsimilarity
betweenthe contentverbandtheheadverbseemsto be what is responsiblefor
the unacceptabilityof (23)b. Of course,the phonologicalsimilarity only holds
for thestring from left to right asfar asthe -ki suffix on thecontentverbandits
identicalpartin thecopyverb.

3. Constructional Relatednessin HPSG

TheHCC lookslike it might bea sortof do-supportstructure,thoughthevarious
testsin section2 showthatit is notof theform [[VP] ha+inflection],which is the
structureonewould expectparallelto do-supportin English. Insteadit is a com-
plex predicate,andfollowing the ideasof HPSGin the constructionalapproach
in GinzburgandSag(2000),this canbedefinedasfollows. In part, it is a type
of head-word-ph(rase), thesyntacticcombinationof two words,in which a head
selectsa complement:
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(24) head-word-ph:[
BAR 0

]
→ 1

[
BAR 0

]
, H

[
BAR 0

ARG-ST 〈 . . . , 1 [(FORM µ)] , . . . 〉

]

This letsoneX0 selectfor anotherX0 (includinganoptionalFORMspecification
µ, e.g., -ki, -ko), creatinga new X0, and this generaltype appliesto complex
predicatesand to headswhich combinewith restrictedadverbslike cacwu(for
theseareselectedby thehead,asarguedby Sells(1998)).

In theconstructionalapproach,constructionsaregeneralizedtypeswhich ex-
presspartialinformationthatasurfaceconfigurationmayinheritfrom. A complex
predicateinheritsfrom thetypehead-word-ph, andfrom verb-headed-ph:

(25) verb-headed-ph:

[ ] → . . . H




verb

LEX +

TENSE value

HON value




This typerequiresthata lexicalheadshouldbespecifiedfor valuesfor TENSEand
HONorific features,asappropriatefor thetypeverb; [LEX +] determinesthatthis
is a preterminalnode,immediatelydominatinga lexical item.

Leavingasidethisgeneraltypethatall theverb-headedconstructionsherewill
inherit from, theHCCandECCinherit from othertypesasfollows:

(26) a. hcc-ph: head-word-ph∧ contrast-head-ph

b. ecc-ph: echo-verb-ph∧ contrast-head-ph

As we havementionedabove,the ECC is a subtypeof ContrastiveTopic con-
struction. It is well-knownthatan initial -(n)un-markedphrasein Koreanmarks
a Topic in thesimplestsense,while sentence-internal-(n)unmarksa contrastive
phraseof somekind. FollowingVallduvı́ andVilkuna(1998),weassumethatany
phrasemaybespecifiedasTopicandFocusandalsomaybeindependentlyspec-
ified asConstrastive(or not). As it is markedwith -(n)unor someothersuitable
delimiter, andmay alsobeara phonologicalaccent,the contentverb in a copy
constructionreceivesaContrastiveinterpretation.4

Now, theECCandHCCbothhavethepropertythattheydonot introducethe
eventdenotedby the(content)verbasnewinformation– theycannotbeusedto

4Thelabel‘predicatecleft’ hasbeenappliedto theECC,for exampleby NishiyamaandCho(1998)
andJo (2003). The term comesfrom Koopman(1984),who describesa constructionin Vatawhich
hasacopyof theverbin initial positionin theclause,followed by afull clause(which is SOV).Wedo
not think that theKoreanconstructionsthatwe discussherehavethesameproperties,eitherin terms
of syntaxor interpretation(see(31) below).
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answersimpleVP-askingquestions.Rather,themeaningof the(content)verbis
eithergiven, presupposed,or inferrablefrom context– in otherwords,it is old
information. The simplestfunction that the ECC andHCC haveis to affirm to
truth of the description,alongthe lines of “Yes, indeed,it DID happen”,andas
this informationis not new, thereis a naturalpragmaticimplication that if one
eventDID happen,thenanothernaturallyrelatedeventDID NOT happen.This is
the‘NegativeImplicature’thatis partof theinterpretationof theseconstructions.

The notion of ‘ContrastiveTopic’ (abbreviatedhereas: CT) hasreceiveda
greatdealof attentionin recentresearchin semantics(see,for example,Büring
(1999),Krifka (1999),Lee(2000),andOshima(2002),amongmanyothers).In
particular,Lee (2000)hasarguedthat the kinds of constructionsin Koreanthat
we havefocussedon hereinvolveCT aspartof their interpretation.Takinga lead
from Oshima’swork, wewill saythatthemeaningof ContrastiveTopiconaverb
is assummarizedinformally in (27):

(27) ContrastiveTopic: Thepropositionis asserted,andthatassertionimpli-
catesthatthereis at leastonealternativepropositionwhichis eitherfalse
or whosetruthvalueis notknown.

We thendefinecontrast-head-phasfollows:

(28) contrast-head-ph:

[ ] →
[

FORM ki

CONTRA(STIVE) +

]
, H[ ]

What this constraintspecifiesis that the non-headdaughterof a contrast-head-
ph hasthe CONTRASTIVE interpretationjust described,andwe assumethat there
mustbe somemorphologicalmarkinggoing alongwith that specification(e.g.,
-(n)un-marking).GiventhattheHCC is a typeof complexpredicate,weneednot
assumeotherconstraintson the typeof hcc-photherthanthe lexical constraints
on theauxiliaryverbha-, andtheinformationinheritedfrom contrast-head-ph.

For theecc-ph, we needto specifythe‘copy construction’,asin (29):

(29) echo-verb-ph:

[ ] →




HD-DTR
[
STEM 1

]
(NON-HD-DTR 2 )

BAR 0


 , H




verb

HD-DTR
[
STEM 1

]
(NON-HD-DTR 2 )

BAR 0




Theconstructionalconstraintsaysthatin anecho-verb-ph, thetwo daughterswill
haveidenticalverbstems.In addition,if therearenon-headdaughters,thenthese
two will alsohaveidenticalvalues. Given sucha constructionalconstraint,we
would generatestructuressuchasthosein (30), with the informationfrom (28)
inheritedaswell:
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(30) a. VP

NP V0

Tom-ul V0[CONTRA +] V0

manna-ki-nun manna-ss-ta

b. VP

NP V0

Tom-ul V0[CONTRA +] V0

cacwumanna-ki-nun cacwumanna-ss-ta

The partsin (29) tagged 1 and 2 sharesyntacticandsemanticvalues,so the
copiedpartsare interpretedjust asmannasstaandcacwumannasstawould be,
exceptfor theadditionalCT interpretation.

4. Conclusion

In this brief paper,which havejust presentedtheoutlinesof a base-generatedac-
countof the ECC andtheHCC. To get a fuller theoreticalpicture,otherrelated
constructions,suchas the Echo Internal FocusConstructionmentionedabove
(e.g.,(3)′) mustbeconsidered,alongwith examplessuchas(31):

(31) mek-ki-nunJohn-i sakwa-lul mek-ess-ta
eat-KI-TOP John-NOM apple-ACC eat-PAST-DECL

‘Johnatetheapple.’

Thesearelike the ‘predicatecleft’ examplesdiscussedby Koopman(1984),but
theydonotinvolveanynegativeimplicature,anddonothaveanalternativewhere
the final verb is ha-ta, ratherthan a copy. We believethat future researchon
theseconstructionsmustcarefullydistinguishthe useandinterpretationsof dif-
ferenttypesof examples,beforetaking up a theoreticalpositionon which ones
aresyntacticallyrelated,andonhowthoserelationsarecaptured.
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