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1. Introduction

This paperaddressethe correctanalysisof Koreanexampledike thosein (1).
An eventis presentegainst contrastiveor negativeémplication,througheither
acopyof theverballexeme or the useof thesupportingverbha-tat

(1) a. John-i  sakwa-lul [mek-ki-nunmek-ess-ciman],
JohnNOM appleAcC eatki-CT  eatPasST-but,
amwu-eykey-t&kwen-ha-ci anh-ass-ta
anyone-to-evenecommend-d@OMPNEG-PAST-DECL
‘Johnatetheapplesput hedidn’t recommendhemto anyoné.

b. John-i  sakwa-lul [mek-ki-nunhay-ss-cimanjamwu-eykey-to
JohnNOM appleAcc eatki-CT  do-PAST-but, anyone-to-even
kwen-ha-ci anh-ass-ta
recommend-d@OMPNEG-PAST-DECL
‘Johnatetheapplesputhedidn’t recommendhemto anyone.

Giventhebroadinterpretationasimilaritiesof thetwo examplespamelythatboth
asserthatJohnateapplesput pragmaticallyimplicatesomenegativeconnotation
to the fact of his havingeatenapples(seethe examplesn (2) below), previous
studieshaveassumedhat theseexampledllustrate constructionghat are maxi-
mally related: they are derivedfrom a commonunderlyingstructure anddiffer
only in whetherthefinal verbis a copy of thefirst verb,which we referto asthe
‘contentverb’, or whetherthe inflectional affixes of the clauseare supportecy
thedummyverbha-ta This broaddescriptionappliesto thetransformationahp-
proache®f Kang(1988),NishiyamaandCho (1998),Choi (2003),Kim (2002)

*We aregratefulto YookyungKim andparticularly Shin-SookKim for discussiorof theinterpre-
tation of the crucial examplesin this paper,and details of the analysis,and alsoto Jung-MinJo for
discussiorof his challengingalternativeview (seeJo (2003)). In this shortpaper,we cannotaddress
manyissueghatthe contrastiveconstructiongaise. This work wassupportedoy the KoreaResearch
Foundation(grantnumber2001-042-A00037).

1The bracketedpart of eachexampleindicatesthe morphosyntacticdomainof the repetition or
contrast,but is not necessarilyneantto represensyntacticconstituency.We gloss-nunas‘CT’ for
‘ContrastiveTopic’, which is partof the analysisdevelopedbelow.



andJo (2003),which haveassumea commonsyntacticsource:basically either
providing a copy of the verbto supportinflectionalfeaturesor insertingha- for

the samepurpose.Any kind of contentverb (agentiveor non-agentiveeventive
or stative)is possiblein eitherpatternin (1).

Followingthe constructionahnalysisn ChoandKim (2002),ourgoalin this
paperiis to considejusthowsimilartheexamplesn (1) are,to arguethatthereare
in fact two separateonstructionseachrepresentethy oneexample.(1)aillus-
trateswhatwe call the ‘Echo ContrastiveConstruction’(hereaftetECC’), which
is aratherspecialtype of structurein Koreansyntax.(1)billustrateswhatwe call
the ‘Ha ContrastiveConstruction’(hereafterHCC’), which is oneinstantiation
of averycommonstructurein Koreansyntax,the V-V complexpredicateln sec-
tion 2, we lay out the relevantdataof the two constructionsshowingthatthey
sharea commonpragmaticeffectbut differ in severaimorphologicabndsyntac-
tic propertiesandarein fact differentconstructiortypes. For examplethe ECC
allows an adverbto intervenebetweenthe contentverb andthe copy, while an
adverbcannotappeatetweerthe contentverbandha-tain the HCC, asseenin
the contrastetween(19)aand(20) below

For the basiccontrastiveconstructionspncethe differencesdueto the differ-
entsyntaxesarefactoredout, it cannotbe deniedthatthetwo constructionsnean
the samething. How is this possible,if they havedifferentmorphologicaland
syntacticproperties?We addresghis questionin section3, arguingthatthe no-
tion of ‘construction’asit hasbeendevelopedn ConstructionGrammarandin
Head-DriverPhrasestructureGrammaiHPSG)providestherightkind of frame-
work in which to answerthe question.In this kind of approacha givenexample
is viewedasbeinga form which satisfiessariouskinds of abstractconstructional
constraintsvhichthelanguagémposes Sowhile a pair of examplesnaydiffer in
certainaspectsdueto individual (constructionalpropertieghatthey have,they
may alsobeidenticalin otheraspectsin virtue of beingequallysubjectto other
constructionatonstraints.

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

In this sectionwe discusspragmaticmorphologicaland syntacticaspectof the
two mainconstructionstissue.

2.1. Pragmatics

To begin,wewill presenexamplesvhich showmoreclearlyhowtheseconstruc-
tionsareusedin Korean.Theexamplesn (2) arefrom Ihm etal. (1988).

(2) a. cili [coh-ki-nunha-cimanjhemupissa-nteyo
qualityNoM goodki-cTdo-but too expensiverOLITE
‘The quality is goodbutit’ stoo expensive.



b.  [mek-ki-nunmek-keyss-cimardohwa-ka  toilci
eatkl-CT eatFUTUREbut digestionnoM become.whether
molu-keyss-eyo
not.kNOWFUTURE-POLITE
‘I will eatit butl don’tknowif | candigestit.’

We usetheterm ‘contrastive’for the kind of negativepragmaticdmplicaturethat
comedromtheECCor HCC,whichis clarifiedin contextin thesecondartof the
examplesabove. In generalthis pragmaticeffectis relatedto an expectatioror
consequencef the entireclause andnot just the bracketecpartwhosestructure
andcomponenpartsare our maininteresthere. Consider(2)a: it is not ‘good’
whichis contrastedvith someotherpredicateof the quality of theitemin ques-
tion, but, ratherthe entireproposition'the quality is good’ formsthe basisof the
negativamplicature.Thespeakers sayingthatalthoughthequalityis good,there
is acontrastingor competingfact (in this case theitem beingtoo expensive).

Thereareotherrelatedconstructionsvhich mustbe consideredn orderfor a
clearpictureof the corecontrastiveconstructionso emergeaswe now explain.
While the usagesbovearevery natural(andare presentedn standardeference
worksasclearexample®f theintendedneaning)thesuffixes-cimanand-nuntey
which closeoff the bracketedartsintroducea factorwhich we mustcontrolfor:
thesesuffixesthemselvesetup a contrastivemeaningwhich actuallyconfounds
ourown purposenamelyto find outwhich constructiongrecontrastivan andof
themselves Above, we mentionedhatthereare otherconstructionsvhich look
like contrastiveconstructionsbut which arenot. Forinstance(3), alsofrom Ihm
etal. (1988),appearso beacontrastiveconstruction.

(83) hankwuk-eyo-ki-nun  16-nyen-cen-ey  0-ass-ciman,
Korea-to comexI-CT 16-years-beforeoc comeprasT-but,
hankwuk.mal-uracik-to cal mol-upnita
Koreanroc still-Foc well not.knowPOLITE
‘It' s 16 yearssincehe cameto Koreabut he still doesn’tknow Korean
well!

An adverbiallike ‘16 years’appeardetweenthe verbs,but this is actuallyare-
latedconstructiorwhich we call the ‘Echo InternalFocusConstruction’:

(3 hankwuk-eyo-ki-nun  16-nyen-cen-ey  0-ass-a.yo
Korea-to comexki-CT 16-years-before©C comePAST-LEVEL
‘It' s16 yearssincehe cameto Korea.

The naturalinterpretationof this exampleis to put focuson ‘16 years’,hence
ourterm‘Echo InternalFocus’. Thereis no contrastivanterpretatioror 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 recreataa true ECC,we mustalterthe positionof theadverbial:



(4) hankwuk-eyl6-nyen-cen-ey  [o-ki-nun  0-ass-a.yo]
Korea-to  16-years-beforeoC comeki-CT COMePAST-LEVEL
‘It s16yearssincehecameto Korea,but. ..

Evenwithout any othersuffixes, this examplehasthe clear contrastivetopic in-
terpretatiorof the ECC. For now; it is sufficientto avoidinterveningadverbdike
thosein (3), to ensurehatthe constructioris itself the sourceof contrast.

2.2. Morphology

Both the ECC andthe HCC involve suffixing the contentverb with -ki, followed
by afocus-relategbarticle,whichfalls in thedelimitersetof Koreanparticles(see
Yang(1972),Cho and Sells(1995)). While the canonicalparticlein the ECCis
-nun(contrastivetopic), otherdelimiterssuchas-to (‘even’) or -man(‘only’) are
possible,if marked. However,otherparticleswith similar meaningdike -cocha
(‘even’) arenot possible asseenin (5):

(5) John-i  sakwa-lul [mek-ki-nun/?-to/?-man/*-cochaek-ess-ta]
JohnNowm appleAcc eatki-CT/?-even/?-only/*-evereatPAST-DECL

In theHCC, any of theparticlesin (5) is grammatical:

(6) John-i  sakwa-lul [mek-ki-nun/-to/-man/-cochlaay-ss-ta]
JohnNowm appleAacc eatkli-CT/-even/-only/-eveneatPAST-DECL

However,this observatiormight be a little misleadingfor only the versionwith
-(n)unnecessariljhastherelevantCT interpretation Forinstance(7) means'All
that Johndid to the chinawastouchit (but not, e.g.,cleanit)”, while the extra
negativemplicaturecharacteristiof the HCC requiresanaccenion-man

(7)  John-i  ku tocaki-lul [manci-ki-manhay-ss-ta]
Johnaow thechinaacc touchki-only do-PAST-DECL

Eventheaccusativanarker-(I)ul canbeon contentverb,butonly in theHCC:
(8) a. *John-isakwa-lullmek-ki-lul mek-ess-ta]
b.  John-isakwa-lul[mek-ki-lul hay-ss-ta]

In termsof allowing differenttypesof particlesthe HCC appear®neof thelarge
classof V°-V° complexpredicatesn Korean,in which the headverbha-tatakes
the precedingcontentverb asits complementbringingsomeadditionalsemantic
or pragmaticmeaningcomponent.The ECCis formedratherdifferently, but we
havenot beenableto determineyetwhetherit is the syntacticdifferenceghatare
responsibldor the contrasin suffix possibilitiesin (5) and(6).

Whenthecontentverbis passivethepassivenustbepresenbntheheadverb
in the ECC,butmustbeabsenfrom ha-tain theHCC:



(9) a. Lion-eykeyRabbit-i  [mek-hi-ki-nunmek-hi-ess-ta]
Lion-by  RabbitNOM eatPASSKI-CT eatPASS-PAST-DECL
‘Rabbitwaseaterby Lion, but... "’

b. *Lion-eykeyRabbit-i  [mek-hi-ki-nunmek-ess-ta]
Lion-by  RabbitNOM eatPASSKI-CT eatPAST-DECL

(10) a. *Lion-eykeyRabbit-i  [mek-hi-ki-nunhay cy-ess-ta]
Lion-by  RabbitNom eatPASS-KI-CT d0.COMPPASS-PAST-DECL
b.  Lion-eykeyRabbit-i  [mek-hi-ki-nunhay-ss-ta]
Lion-by  RabbitNoM eatPASS-KI-CT dO-PAST-DECL
‘Rabbitwaseaterby Lion, but... "’

2.3. Syntax

Differencesetweerthe ECCandHCC alsoemergevhenthecontentpartis itself

complex,dueto its beinga complexpredicateitself, or dueto the presenceof

adverbialmodifiers.For examplejn a syntacticcomplexpredicateof the content

verbandan auxiliary verb, the contentpredicatecanbe repeatedprecedinghe

echoedauxiliary, butthisis notpossiblein the HCC:

(11) John-un Tom-ul [manna  cwu-ki-nun(manna) cwu-ess-ta]

JohnToP Tom-ACC meetCOMP giveI-CT (meetCOMP) give-PAST-DECL
‘Johnhasgiventhefavor of meetingTom, but. ..’

(12)  John-un Tom-ul [manna  cwu-ki-nun(*manna) hay-ss-ta]
JohnToP Tom-ACC meetCOMP giveI-CT (*meetCOMP) do-PAST-DECL
‘Johnhasgiventhefavor of meetingTom, but. ..’

Otherexamplesaresimilar, but only with the ECC, andonly with verb-verbse-
guencedhat aretrue complexpredicategasin (13)a/b),and not whenthe first
verbis afull clausalcomplemento the secondaswith ‘persuadein (14):

(13) a. [mek-ci anh-ki-nun(mek-ci) anh-ass-ta]
eatCOMPNEG-KI-CT (eat€OMP) NEG-PAST-DECL
‘(He) did noteat,but... !
b.  sakwa-lul[mek-ko siph-ki-nun(mek-ko) siph-ess-ta]
appleAcc eatcomMPwantKi-CT (eat€OMP) want-PAST-DECL
‘(He) wantedto eattheapple,but... .

(14) *ttena-la-ko seltukha-ki-nurtena-la-ko seltukhay-ss-ta
leavebECL-COMPpersuadea« -CT leavebECL-COMP persuadeAaST-DECL
‘(He) persuadedher)to leave,but... ’

Yetmoredifferencedbetweerthe ECCandHCC emergewith adverbiaimodifiers.
Whenthe short-formnegationan is combinedwith the contentverb, it mustbe
repeatedn the ECC (seeNo (1988)),butcannotbein the HCC?2

2Theshort-formnegationmosshowsidenticalbehavior.



(15) a. John-i  Tom-ul [an manna-ki-nuran manna-ss-ta]
JohnNOM Tom-ACC NEG meetkI-CT  NEG meetPAST-DECL
‘Johndidn’t meetTom, but... .

b. *John-i  Tom-ul an [manna-ki-numrmanna-ss-ta]
JohnNOM TOm-ACC NEG meetkI-CT ~ meetPAST-DECL

c. *John-i  Tom-ul [manna-ki-nuran manna-ss-ta]
JohnNOM Tom-ACC meetkI-CT ~ NEG meetPAST-DECL

(16) a. *John-i  Tom-ul [an manna-ki-nuran hay-ss-ta]
JohnNOM TOom-ACC NEG meetkI-CT ~ NEG do-PAST-DECL
‘Johndidn’t meetTom, but... ’

b. John-i  Tom-ul [an manna-ki-nurhay-ss-ta]
JohnNOM Tom-ACC NEG meetkI-CT  do-PAST-DECL

c. *John-i  Tom-ul [manna-ki-nuran hay-ss-ta]
JohnNoM Tom-ACC meetkI-CT ~ NEG do-PAST-DECL

In (16), only theb examplas grammatical On the complexpredicateanalysisof

theHCC, thefactsareexpectedshort-formnegatiorcanneverintervenebetween
the two Vs (seeSells (1991,1998)). However, negationcan appearwith the
contentverbinsidethe complexpredicate.Similarly, negationinsidethe HCC is

alsogrammaticahsin (17):

a7 John-i  papo-ka ani-ki-nun ha-ta
Johnnowm fool-NoM NEG.Cop«I-CT do-DECL
‘Johnis notafool, but...

Our accountbuildson the analysisof short-formnegationin Sells(1998),which
in turn follows Kim (2000)in treatingnegationas a selectedadverbialdepen-
dentof theverbthatit negateslUnderthis assumptionthe basicidentity relation
betweenthe contentverb andits copy holdsof dependentspredictingthatonly
(15)ais grammatical. The ungrammaticalityof (15)b/cfollows from a general-
ization aboutshort-formnegation which is thatit mustbe a sisterof the verbit
negatega [LEX +] verbin the analysisbelow), coupledwith our rule (see(29))
thatrequiregperfectmatchingof non-headsvithin thecopyingdomain(indicated
by the bracketsin (15)). Examplesh/c do notinvolve perfectcopies(unlike a),
andif an wereexternalto the domainof copying(cf. (19)c below), it would no
longerbesisterto theverbthatit negatesFinally, thefactthat(15)ais acceptable
indicateghatwhatis copiedis a constituenthatmaybelargerthana singleverb.
TheECC doesnotallow the doublingof anyargumentasshownin (18)3

3J0(2003)considersexamplessuchas(18) to be grammaticaljn principle. If they areacceptable
atall, we arenot surethatthey havethe contrastiveinterpretationcharacteristicof the ECC.



(18) ??John-i  [Tom-ul manna-ki-nurfom-ul manna-ss-ta]
JohnNoM Tom-ACC meetkl-CT ~ Tom-ACC meetPAST-DECL

However,a restrictedkind of adverbialcan be presentbeforethe contentverb,
beforethe headverb, or beforeboth. If anadverbialis presenbeforeeachverb,
theadverbialanustmatchperfectly so(19)dis unacceptable.

(19) a. John-i  Tom-ul [cacwumanna-ki-nurtacwumanna-ss-ta]
JohnNOM Tom-ACC often meetkI-CT  often meetPAST-DECL
‘JohnoftenmetTom, but... .

b. John-i  Tom-ul [manna-ki-nurcacwumanna-ss-ta]
JohnNOM Tom-ACC meetkI-CT  often meetPAST-DECL
‘It wasoftenthatJohnmetTom!

c. John-i  Tom-ul cacwu[manna-ki-nurmanna-ss-ta]
Johnnom Tom-AccC often  meetki-CT  meetPAST-DECL
‘JohnoftenmetTom, but... ’

d. *John-i  Tom-ul [cacwumanna-ki-nurtongcongmanna-ss-ta]
JohnNom Tom-AcC often meetki-CT  often meetPAST-DECL

It mustbe notedthatthe acceptablexamplesn (19)a—carenot meresurface
variants. While a andc involve perfectcopiesof either[Adv V] or just[V] and
areECCs,b is unbalancedh havingthe Adv apparentlyonly in the copypart. In
fact, this examplereceivesan Internal Focusinterpretatioron the adverb,andis
notanECC.

Needlesgo say an adverbialcannotintervenebetweenthe two verbsin the
HCC; aswith short-formnegationthetwo partsof a complexpredicatemay not
beinterruptedn thisway:

(20) John-i  Tom-ul [(cacwu)manna-ki-nur{*cacwu)hay-ss-ta]
Johnnom Tom-Acc (often) meetki-CT  (*often) do-PAST-DECL
‘JohnoftenmetTom, but... ’

Finally, anotheiillustrationof the‘size’ of whatis copiedin the ECC comesrom
the VN+ha-taconstructionithe VN canbe partof the copy, andwhenit is, this
mustbethe ECC:

(21) Chelswu-ka ku mwulken-ul[phocang hay-ss-ki-nun
Chelswunowm thatitem-acc ~ pack(VN)do=ki-CT
(phocang) hay-ss-ta]

(pack(VN))do-PAST-DECL
‘Chelswupackedtheitem, (but... ).



2.4. Summary and Prospects

In summarythe ECCexamplesn (21)and(19)aindicatethatthedomainof copy-
ing is largerthata singleV, asdoes(15)a. The greatlyreducedacceptabilityof

(18) (or otherexampleswvith copiedargumentsyuggest$o usthatthe domainof

copyingis smallerthanVVP. The copyingdomaininvolvesthe syntacticcombina-
tion of two X° elementgo give anew X (specifically aAdv® or VN° andaV° to

give aVP): thisis calledthe ‘subphrasatiomain’ by Sells(1994)(seealsoSells
(1998)).This givesusthefollowing basicanalysedor thethe ECCandHCC:

(22) a. ECC:A V° followed by a copyV?, where(each)V® may beinter-
nally complex,containingotherX® elements.

b. HCC: A V° complementto ha-, conformingto the generalcon-
straintsonall V-V complexpredicates.

The precisenotionof ‘copy’ involvesa certainkind of morphologicaldentity. If
the subjectis anindividual to be honored honorificationmustbe presenton the
headverbin theECC,butis notnecessargnthe contentverb,asshownin (23)a.

(23) a. sensayngnim{o-ki-nun  o-si-ess-ta]
teachemoM comekI-CT COMeHON-PAST-DECL
‘The teacheicame.

b. *sensayngnim-jca-ki-nun cwumwusi-ess-ta]
teachemoM  sleepkI-CT sleepHON)-PAST-DECL
‘The teacheslept.

In (23)b we haveuseda verb which hasa suppletivehonorific form: ca- only
meanssleep’ for non-honorablendividuals, and ratherthanthe expected- ca-
si- form, the honorific stemis cwumwusi- The lack of phonologicalsimilarity
betweenthe contentverb andthe headverb seemgo be whatis responsibldor
the unacceptabilityof (23)b. Of course,the phonologicalsimilarity only holds
for the string from left to right asfar asthe -ki suffix on the contentverbandits
identicalpartin thecopyverb.

3. Constructional Relatednessn HPSG

TheHCC lookslike it might bea sortof do-supportstructure thoughthevarious
testsin section2 showthatit is notof theform [[VP] hatinflection],whichis the
structureonewould expectparallelto do-supportin English. Insteadit is acom-
plex predicate andfollowing the ideasof HPSGin the constructionabpproach
in Ginzburgand Sag(2000),this canbe definedasfollows. In part,it is atype
of head-word-ph(rase}he syntacticcombinationof two words,in which a head
selectsaacomplement:



(24) head-word-ph
BAR 0

[BAR O} _’{BAR 0}"" ARG-ST (..., M[(FORM p)],...)

ThisletsoneX" selectfor anotheiX® (includinganoptionalFORM specification
i, €.9.,-ki, -ko), creatinga new X°, andthis generaltype appliesto complex
predicatesand to headswhich combinewith restrictedadverbdike cacwu (for
theseareselectedby thehead asarguedby Sells(1998)).

In the constructionalpproachconstructionsregeneralizedypeswhich ex-
presgartialinformationthatasurfaceconfiguratiormayinheritfrom. A complex
predicatanheritsfrom thetype head-word-phandfrom verb-headed-ph

(25) verb-headed-ph
verb
LEX +
[ ] H
TENSE value
HON value

Thistyperequireghatalexicalheadshouldbe specifiedor valuesfor TENSEand
HoNorific featuresasappropriatdor thetypeverl; [LEX +] determineghatthis
is apreterminahode ,immediatelydominatinga lexical item.

Leavingasidethis generatypethatall theverb-headedonstructionfierewill
inheritfrom, the HCC andECCinheritfrom othertypesasfollows:

(26) a. hcc-ph head-word-pm contrast-head-ph

b.  ecc-ph echo-verb-pm contrast-head-ph

As we havementionedabove,the ECC is a subtypeof ContrastiveTopic con-
struction. It is well-knownthataninitial -(n)un-markedphrasein Koreanmarks
a Topic in the simplestsensewhile sentence-interna(n)un marksa contrastive
phraseof somekind. Following Vallduvi andVilkuna (1998),we assumehatany
phrasemaybespecifiedas Topic andFocusandalsomaybeindependenthgpec-
ified asConstrastivéor not). As it is markedwith -(n)unor someothersuitable
delimiter, and may also beara phonologicalaccent,the contentverb in a copy
constructiorreceivesa Contrastiventerpretatiort:

Now, the ECCandHCC bothhavethe propertythattheydo notintroducethe
eventdenotedoy the (content)verb asnewinformation— they cannotbe usedto

4Thelabel‘predicatecleft’ hasbeenappliedto the ECC,for exampleby NishiyamaandCho(1998)
andJo (2003). The term comesfrom Koopman(1984),who describesa constructionin Vatawhich
hasa copyof theverbin initial positionin the clause followed by afull clause(whichis SOV).Wedo
not think thatthe Koreanconstructionghatwe discussherehavethe sameproperties githerin terms
of syntaxor interpretation(see(31) below).



answersimpleVP-askingquestions Ratherthe meaningof the (content)verbis
eithergiven, presupposedyr inferrablefrom context— in otherwords, it is old
information. The simplestfunction thatthe ECC and HCC haveis to affirm to
truth of the description,alongthelines of “Yes,indeed,it bID happen”,andas
this informationis not new thereis a naturalpragmaticimplication thatif one
eventdiD happenthenanothematurallyrelatedeventbiD NOT happen.This is
the‘Negativelmplicature’thatis partof theinterpretatiorof theseconstructions.

The notion of ‘ContrastiveTopic’ (abbreviatechereas: cT) hasreceiveda
greatdeal of attentionin recentresearchin semantic{see,for example Buring
(1999),Krifka (1999),Lee (2000),and Oshima(2002),amongmanyothers).In
particular,Lee (2000) hasarguedthat the kinds of constructionsn Koreanthat
we havefocussedn hereinvolve CT aspartof theirinterpretation.Takinga lead
from Oshimas work, we will saythatthemeaningof ContrastiveTopiconaverb
is assummarizednformally in (27):

(27)  ContrastiveTopic: The propositionis assertedandthatassertiorimpli-
categhatthereis atleastonealternativepropositionrwhichis eitherfalse
or whosetruth valueis notknown.

We thendefinecontrast-head-plasfollows:

(28) contrast-head-ph

FORM ki

[ | CONTRA(STIVE) +|’

H[ ]

What this constraintspecifiesis that the non-headdaughterof a contrast-head-
ph hasthe CONTRASTIVE interpretatiorjust describedandwe assumehatthere
mustbe somemorphologicalmarking going alongwith that specification(e.g.,
-(n)un-marking).Giventhatthe HCC is atype of complexpredicatewe neednot
assumeotherconstrainton the type of hce-photherthanthe lexical constraints
ontheauxiliary verbha-, andtheinformationinheritedfrom contrast-head-ph
Fortheecc-phwe needto specifythe‘copy construction’ asin (29):

(29) echo-verb-ph
verb
HD-DTR [STEM }

(NON-HD-DTR)
BAR 0

HD-DTR [STEM }

[ ] — |(NON-HD-DTR[E) |-
BAR 0

Theconstructionatonstrainsaysthatin anecho-verb-phthetwo daughtersvill
haveidenticalverbstems.In addition,if therearenon-headlaughtersthenthese
two will alsohaveidenticalvalues. Given sucha constructionatonstraint,we
would generatestructuressuchasthosein (30), with the informationfrom (28)
inheritedaswell:

10



(30) a. VP

N T
Tom-ul VO[CONﬁ\VO
manna‘l-ki-nun mann.a-ss—ta
b. VP
N V"
Tom-ul VO[CONW\V0
cacwumanna-ki-nun cacwumanna-ss-ta

The partsin (29) tagged[d and [2] sharesyntacticand semanticvalues,so the
copiedpartsareinterpretedjust as mannasstaand cacwumannasstavould be,
exceptfor theadditionalcT interpretation.

4. Conclusion

In this brief paperwhich havejust presentedhe outlinesof a base-generateat-
countof the ECC andthe HCC. To geta fuller theoreticalpicture,otherrelated
constructionssuch as the Echo Internal Focus Constructionmentionedabove
(e.g.,(3)") mustbeconsideredalongwith examplesuchas(31):

(31) mek-ki-nunJohn-i  sakwa-lul mek-ess-ta
eatkl-TOP JohnNOM appleACC eatPAST-DECL
‘Johnatetheappl€’.

Thesearelike the ‘predicatecleft’” examplegliscussedy Koopman(1984),but
theydonotinvolve anynegativamplicature anddo nothaveanalternativewhere
the final verb is ha-ta ratherthana copy We believethat future researchon
theseconstructiongnustcarefully distinguishthe useandinterpretation®of dif-

ferenttypesof examplespeforetaking up a theoreticalposition on which ones
aresyntacticallyrelated andon how thoserelationsarecaptured.
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