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Abstract

We argue here for a lexicalist analysis of the Korean cogdoléoving Kim

et al. (2004))), on the basis of different properties of ssmes of noun-
plus-copula, which shows word-like behavior, in contrastéun and nega-
tive copula, which are independent syntactic units. Theratdtions of these
items with various copy constructions brings out their citifferences. The
analysis is formalized in HPSG using Lexical Sharing, fromsdbat (2002).

1. TheCopula

The Korean copulai- forms a phonological word with its preceding N host (see
e.g., Oh (1991), Cho and Sells (1995)); (1)a is a represeatakample. The
negative copulani- in (1)b shows a similar structure, but without the phonatagi
cohesion; in fact its complemerddlan) takes nominative case.

(1) a. ku haksayng-un ilpon-eyse 0-n salam-i-ta
that studentror Japan-from COmMEAST person€OP-DECL
‘That student is a person from Japan.

b. ku haksayng-un ilpon-eyse 0-n salam-i ani-ta
that studentroP Japan-from COmME@AST personNOM NCOP-DECL
‘That student is not a person from Japan.

The nominative marker has allomorphs&nd-kawhich are regularly conditioned.
In canonical predicative uses the coptitadoes not allow case-marking on the

complement N, nor any other final suffix such-&s)un or -to, as shown in (2)a.

The negative copulani-ta, however, does allow such suffixes, as seen in (2)b.

(2) a. apeci-nun hakca(*-ka/*-nun/*-to)-i-ta
fatherTOP scholar(*Nom/*- TOP/*- FOC)-COP-DECL
‘My father is a scholar.’

b. apeci-nun hakca(-ka/-nun/-to) ani-ta
fatherToP scholar(NOM/-TOP/-FOC) NCOP-DECL
‘My father is not a scholar.’

The impossibility of final suffixes seen in (2)a suggests #xchlity of the form
consisting of the noun host plus copula (see Cho and Sel@5]1%ells (1997)),
for it is not clear why a clitic treatment of the copula woulckgict the lack of
parallel in the examples in (2).

TThis paper represents a part of joint work with Michael T. et on the application of Lexical
Sharing to Korean and Japanese. We are particularly gratefMichael, and also to Ivan Sag, for
discussions on the best formalization of Lexical SharintpiniHPSG. Our paper has also benefitted
from comments from the audience at HPSGO5.
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On the other hand, the modifigpon-eyse o-rin (1) forms a constituent with
the head nousalam showing evidence of an NP in the syntax. This observations
seems most consistent with the view of the copulas a clitic (the most thorough
treatment is in Yoon (2003)). Specifically, the copula isteel as a V in syntax
that forms a phonological word with its adjacent N host, thadhof an NP com-
plement, indicated by the ‘=" in (3). The negative copula tressame syntax but
just happens not to be a clitic (hence the examples in (1)yatactically parallel):

(3) VP
N
Rels/\ N
ilpon-eyse o-n salam =i-ta (positive copula)

salam-i ani-ta (negative copula)

In this paper we add to a growing body of evidence which shdwas noun plus
copula is indeed a lexically-formed verb (see especialljn ket al. (2004)), de-
spite the apparent evidence in favor of a clitic analysis. ulblyflexical account
can nevertheless allow that the N which hosts the copula ead h fully-formed
syntactic NP (in (1)b), through the adoption of the LexicabBng approach of
Wescoat (2002). Informally, Lexical Sharing allows wordsiristantiateone or
more lexical-category nodes, and so, alongside familiar onedwo-one-phrase
instantiation, exemplified bgalam-i ‘personNoM’, the theory also positport-
manteau wordswhich instantiate two or more adjacent lexical-categoogles.
This allows us to accept the lexicality salam-i-‘person€oP, a form which may
receive verbal inflectional affixation in the lexicon (searKet al. (2004)). We
will adopt the syntactic structure for the positive copuig3) while nevertheless
treating the host noun plus copula as a single word.

Our evidence for lexicality involves the careful sepanataf several related
‘copying’ constructions in Korean, which provide eviderfoelexical and syntac-
tic units. In section 2 we briefly describe the first three efsthconstructions; then,
in section 3, we introduce examples involving noun plus tapand some of these
involve a fourth construction. In section 4 we present the&SBRanalysis which
accounts for the data given in sections 2 and 3, with the éixeepf the specific
analysis of the copula in terms of lexical sharing, whichiigg in section 5.

2. Evidencefrom the Echo Construction

Our new evidence regarding the status of the copula comesthie subtle con-
trasts that we can find between apparently similar exampledving copying var-
ious amounts of syntactic material. In all, we introduce #strouctions in this
paper, listed in (4); the remainder of this section is foedssn the first three types.
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(4) Constructions introduced in this paper

a. Echo Contrastive Construction (ECC)Ki¥nunV-ta, sets up a nega-
tive implicature.

b. HaConstrastive Construction (HCC):k-nun ha-ta sets up a nega-
tive implicature.

c. VP-Topic Construction: VHi-nun VP-ta, has no negative implica-
ture.

d.  Noun Copy Construction (NCC):-Nun N, indicates that N is a pro-
totypical member of its class.

The first construction, ‘Echo Contrastive Construction (BCinvolves the dou-
bling of Vs, but does not extend to their phrasal argumentsipmctst As shown
in the translation of (5)a, the ECC sets up a negative imfpiieain the interpreta-
tion of the whole sentence (see Choi (2003), Cho et al. (2004) (2002), Aoyagi
(2005)). This negative implicature is indicated by that'. .. ’ in our translations.
(5)b shows a related construction, théa’ Contrastive Construction (HCC)',
which involves using the verba (‘do’) for the second verb, rather than a copy of
the first, but which also has the negative implicature.

(5) a. ECC: copy the verb root; inflect the second verb fordests.

John-i Tom-ul [manna-ki-nun manna-ss-ta]
JohnNOM Tom-ACC meetNMLZ-TOP meetPAST-DECL
‘John met Tom, but ... .

b. HCC: follow the verb root with a form dia; inflect the second verb
(ha) for tense etc.

John-i Tom-ul [manna-ki-nun hay-ss-ta]
JohnNOM Tom-ACC meetNMLZ-TOP doPAST-DECL
‘John met Tom, but ... .

The interaction of the ECC with the copula provides strongpsut for our claim
about the lexicality of the copula. The only grammaticahiaf an ECC with the
positive copulai- also involves doubling the N host of the copula, as in (6)a (se
Oh (1991), Kim and Chung (2002)). The copied parts are uimeet]

LStrictly speaking, the ECC can copy & Which may itself be internally complex, consisting of
more than one word, but it may not contain phrasal materéd (3ho et al. (2004); and (18) below).
The label ‘predicate cleft’ has been applied to the ECC, fangple by Nishiyama and Cho (1998)
and Jo (2004b). The term comes from Koopman (1984), who ithesca construction in Vata which
has a copy of the verb in initial position in the clause, falal by a full clause (which is SOV). We
do not think that the Korean constructions that we discuss have the same properties, either in
terms of syntax or interpretation.
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(6) a. ku salam-i [mikwuk-eyse kongpwu ha-n]
that persorNOM America-at  study deAST
haksayng-ki-nun haksayng-ta
studentcOP-NMLZ-TOP studentcOP-DECL
‘That person is a student who studied in America (but he dtitsn’t
speak English well).

b. *ku salam-i [mikwuk-eyse kongpwu ha-n]
that persorNOM America-at  study d®AST
haksayng-ki-nun Ita

studentcOP-NMLZ-TOP COPDECL
(copying V' only; ungrammatical)

Copying the copula alone is completely impossible, as ib. (Bow under the clitic
analysis, the copula never forms a syntactic unit with itsdgfplement, and so
we would expect (6)b to be the grammatical version. Addéllyn it is unclearl
how to make the copied part in (6)a a syntactic constituerdrrdlly, it would
correspond to the head of the complement NP and the folloWiGghich selects
for that NP). However, we see clearly that the ECC treats NbtGoas a lexical
constituent, and that the copula alone cannot function age ¥ in the syntax,
from the contrast in (6)a and (6)b.

The facts in (6) contrast directly with the ECC facts invalyithe negative
copulaani-, which takes a nominative-marked complement (see (1)k®:atti-
verbal part can be doubled by itself, as in (7)b, just like gutar verb (cf. (5)a).
And while the doubling of N + negative copula as in (7)a is gneatical, this
example does not have the ‘negative implicature’ integtiah typical of the ECC,
but rather has a VP-topic interpretation — along the linéa®for not being a fool,
that person is not a foo?. This asymmetry shows that the ECC targets a verb in the
syntax and intuitively copies it, meaning that there is &l@dform haksayng-ifor
(6)a alongsideani- for (7)b. The positive copula is in fact one of a class of verba
elements includingtap- ‘is every bit’ and-kath-‘seem’ (noted by Yoon (2003)),
which behave in the same way, including in the ECC.

(7) a.  ku salam-i papo-ka aRi-nun papo-ka anta
that persorNOM fool-NOM NCOP-NMLZ-TOP fool-NOM NCOR-DECL
‘It is true that that person is not a fool.” (VP-topic)

b. ku salam-i papo-ka__aki-nun anita
that persorNOM fool-NOM NCOP-NMLZ-TOP NCOPDECL
‘That person is not a fool (but he is not so smart).” (ECC)

2The facts are subtle because prosodic prominence on theratcan also trigger a negative
implicature due to its contrastive properties, but we helithat speakers can have clear intuitions
about ECC vs. VP-Topic constructions.
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Although the details will come later, the structure we ass@(6)a is given in
(8), where the two sister V nodes over to the right constitiieECC. The upward
arrows are explained in section 5.

(8)

RelS

lexicon

mikwuk-eyse haksayng-i-ki-nun haksayng-i-ta
kongpwu ha-n

As is clear from (8), the combination of noun+copula is adekunit — it is a single
item in the lexicon.

3. Noun Copying and Verb Copying

Now we introduce the fourth construction mentioned in (4 (2004a,2004b)
discusses pairs of examples apparently involving the EGLCtlag copula, based
on the simple example in (9)a:

(9) a. chelswu-ka pwuca-i-ess-e
chelswuNOM rich-COP-PAST-DECL
‘Chelswu was rich (a rich man).’

b. chelswu-ka pwucaun pwucai-ess-e
chelswuNOM rich-TOP  rich-COP-PAST-DECL

c. chelswu-ka pwucaki-nun pwuca-ess-e
chelswuNOM rich-COR-NMLZ-TOP rich-COP-PAST-DECL

Jo argues that the relation between (9)b and (9)c shows trettis/copied is either
the N before the copula, for (9)b, or a larger constituentsixiimg of N and the
copula, for (9)c, both coming from the same source in a taansitional derivation
involving the ‘copy theory’ of movemeri.

There are several pieces of evidence which show that alth(®)g is indeed an
instance of the ECC, (9)b is not. Rather, (9)b is an ‘N-CopysEaction’ (which
we will call ‘NCC’), which reinforces the meaning of the N,dwe translate it

3Strictly, Jo argues that a sequence of the subject plus samefthe predicate is copied, with
the subject deleted in the second copy (Jo, 2004b, 172ff.).

218



roughly as ‘truly’# In other words, (9)b involves N copying, while (9)c involvés
copying, as the underlining above suggests.

As mentioned above, the pragmatic hallmark of the ECC is ithsgts up a
negative implicature, without any assistance from otherpimemes in the clause
which may have adversitive or concessive meanings. Thiggdigshes (9)b from
(9)c, and identifies only ¢ as the ECC. While they both invalepying construc-
tions (which will be related, but not identical, in our argib), the key difference is
that (9)b involves copying Ns, while (9)c involves copying,\and only the latter
type has the negative implicature.

One clear difference between the two constructions can bereéd from the
alternation with the HCC. With noun and copula, the ECC al&s with the HCC
(see (5)b), while the NCC does not:

(10) NCC does not alternate with HCC; ECC does alternatds M@C:

a. chelswu-ka pwuca-nun pwuca-i-ess-e (NCC)
chelswuNOM rich-TOP  rich-COP-PAST-DECL
‘Chelswu is a truly rich man.

b. *chelswu-ka pwuca-nun hay-ss-e (*HCC)
chelswuNOM rich-TOP  do-PAST-DECL
‘Chelswu is a truly rich man.’

c. chelswu-ka pwuca-i-ki-nun pwuca-i-ess-e (ECC)
chelswuNOM rich-COR-NMLZ-TOP rich-COP-PAST-DECL
‘Chelswu is a rich man, but ... .

d. chelswu-ka pwuca-i-ki-nun hay-ss-e (HCC)
chelswuNOM rich-CORNMLZ -TOP dO-PAST-DECL
‘Chelswu is arich man, but.... .

The HCC is clearly a V-V complex predicate, so its failure torkvwith a purely
nominal first part as in (10)b is expected.

Next, the interaction with the negative copula is once aggllimg. From the
simple example in (11)a, we might expect the following alétives to be accept-
able, which involve (respectively) copying the verb, cogythe noun and verb, or
just copying the noun:

(11) ECC can be negated; NCC can not:

a. chelswu-ka pwuca-ka ani-ta
chelswuNOM rich-NOM NCOP-DECL

‘Chelswu is not a rich man.’

“The ‘prototypical’ nature of the interpretation is alsodalissed for a copying construction in
English by Ghomeshi et al. (2004), a construction they temmntrastive focus reduplication’. They
propose that the semantics of reduplication in Englishlire@contrastive focus along the dimension
of “PROTOTYPICAL/EXTREME/SALIENT".
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b.

d.

chelswu-ka pwuca-ka aki-nun angta (negative ECC)
chelswuNOM rich-NOM NCOP-NMLZ-TOP NCOPRDECL

‘Chelswu is not a rich man (but he is very generous).’

chelswu-ka pwuca-ka akRi-nun

chelswuNOM rich-NOM NCOP-NMLZ-TOP

pwuca-ka anta (negative VP-topic)
rich-NOM NCOP-DECL

‘As for not being rich, Chelswu is not rich.’

*chelswu-ka pwucaun pwucaka ani-ta (negative NCC)
chelswuNOM rich-TOP  rich-NOM NCOP-DECL
(int.) ‘Chelswu is truly (not) rich.

However, the last example is unacceptable, showing thdewie ECC sets up

a negative

implicature, the NCC involves N copying and wicés the positive

property of the N. This explains why (11)d is strange — thedgycpart sets up a

strong pos
has a diffe

itive assertion, but then the verb negates ith Eaample in (11)b—d
rent kind of interpretation, which shows thatytbhannot come from a

common source.
Further differences exist between the ECC and the NCC. [teliglike -man
(‘only’) can be used as the marker on the first verb in the ECiGbtiin the NCC,

as seenin

(12)

Finally,
(13)

(12):
ECC allows delimiters on the first predicate other thram; NCC does
not:

chelswu-ka  pwucaki-nun/man pwucgya (ECC)
ChelswuNoM rich-corNMLZ-TOP/only rich-DECL
‘Chelswu is rich/only rich, but ...’

chelswu-ka  pwucaun/*man pwucaya (NCC)
ChelswuNowm rich-ToPlonly  rich-DECL
‘Chelswu is truly (*only) rich.’

a proper noun cannot occur in the NCC at all:
The predicate in the ECC can be a proper name, but no¢iN@C:

ku salam-i Johnki-nun John-ya (ECC)
that persorNnOM John€OP-NMLZ -TOP JOhn€OP-DECL
‘That person is John, but ...’

b. ?*ku salam-i Johtun Johni-ya (NCO)

that persorNnoM JohnTOP JOhn€OP-DECL
‘That person is truly John.

5The cop

ulai- in (12)a is phonologically elided due to the following high.[
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In summary, there are many differences between copying a (ipthe NCC)
and copying a noun+copula unit (in the ECC), indicating tepagate but related
constructions. The noun+copula unit behaves like a veneaicted by the lexical
analysis of the copula, but not by the clitic analysis.

4. Analysisof the Constructions

In this section we present our analysis of ECC, HCC and NCGtecactions dis-
cussed above, with the exception of the Lexical Sharingyaisabf the copula,
which is given in the following section.

In the constructional approach, constructions are gemetatypes which ex-
press partial information that a surface configuration nmnerit from. The struc-
tures that we need to account for are given in (14)—(16).

(14) ECC/HCC
VP
/\
NP \%
A
V \Y
manna-Ki-nun manna-ss-ta (ECC; “did meet NP, but ... ")
manna-ki-nun hay-ss-ta  (HCC; “did meet NP, but ... )

The ECC involves copying a verb stemm&nna-(‘meet’) in this example), while
the HCC presents the content verb as complememitoAs far as syntactic struc-
ture is concerned, the constructions are identical.

Now if the verb in the ECC is a copularized noun, we have thegire in (15),
presupposing the lexical sharing analysis to follow:

(15) ECC with copula
VP
/\
NP Y
g v
\/
pwuca-i-ki-nun pwuca-i-ta (“isarich man, but...”)

As this is the ECC, it is the V node which is intuitively copjad just happens
that the the first V participates in lexical sharing with aga@ing N, which heads
an NP. The regular principles of ordering place the NP intfiadrits sister V, and

221



by the Homomorphic Lexical Integrity property of the LeXi&haring theory (see
Wescoat (2002)), the N head of NP must (immediately) pretieedeft VV copy.
Informally, Lexical Sharing does not allow tangled treasd ao two nodes which
share the same lexical item must be adjacent pre-termiméiheistructure.

The structure in (15) contrasts with the NCC in (16), in whidh the N which
is copied, and the second copy is lexically shared with deixgode:

(16) NCC with copula
VP
A
NP V
g
N
N N
pwuca-nun pwuca-i-ta (“is truly a rich man”)

Intuitively, the ECC and NCC involve copying the V or N stenstam which
may be subject to further affixation (such that the non-stanspof the two copies
differ in form). We will adopt an approach here which copiestiee basis of fine-
grained semantic similarity, rather than surface phorno&dorm, using Minimal
Recursion Semantics (MRS). To begin, the semantics of flected verhlk-ess-
ta (‘readPAST-DECL) is as follows:

(17 _PHON<iIk—ess—@

[HEAD verb

SYN . .
ARG—ST<NP[INDEX ], NP[INDEX ]]>

[MODE proposition
INDEX [4]SO
PREDrea
ARGO [4]
KEY .
SEM ARG1 ¢

ARG2 j

RELN temp-preced
RELS<, ARGO
ARG1 now

The semantics is stated as a listaations one of which is picked out as the KEY,
and this will be the basis of the copying. The MODE featureesents the seman-
tic mode of the expression such @®position, question, directiyeexpressed by
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the final MOOD marker in Korean. The preceding past tense enagks{provides
the information in the second element in the RELS list. Thermation associated
with the KEY comes directly from the lexical root, the V-ratit- in (17).

We can now state the copy construction in (18), which fornm@ebased on
the KEY in the MRS semantic form:

(18) copy-cx

SEM|KEY SEM|KEY
- H

BAR O BAR O
The specification of [BAR 0] allows for the presence of a iieg#d kind of adver-
bial in the copies; such adverbials ar€s¥vhich are themselves modifiers of V
(see Sells (1998)). An identical adverbial must appearrbedach verb, so (19)b
is unacceptable, contrasting with (19)a; and both verbs masch too, as (19)c
shows.

(19) a. John-i Tom-ul _cacwu mamnkinun cacwu mannas-ta]
JohnNOoM Tom-AcC often meetNMLZ-TOP often meetPAST-DECL
‘John often met Tom, but ...

b. *John-i Tom-ul _cacwu mannki-nun congcong mannss-ta
JohnNOM Tom-ACC often meetNMLZ-TOP often meetPAST-DECL

c. *John-i sinmwun-ul _cacwu ski-nun
JohnNoM newspapencc often buyNMLZ-TOP
cacwu ilkess-ta
often readPAST-DECL
‘John often bought/read a newspaper, but ... .’

Our proposal in terms of the KEY predicts these facts. In {@)KEY will be the
semantics of the adverbial ‘often’ which will directly taltee verb’srelation as its
argument. Only in (19)a do the KEY values fully match as (3®cifies.

The ECC inherits from (18) and from a semantic constrairtirgetip a con-
strastive focus, and hence a negative implicature, givd@3h below. The NCC
also inherits from (19) and from a semantic constraint esging a reinforced pos-
itive assertion of the property denoted by the copied N (#) (low).

With regard to the precise form of the copies, the first copyhim NCC is
marked with-nun, while a verb in the ECC is first nominalized witki (which
we treat via a FORM feature — see (23) below) before hosting, or some other
particle (the variation is shown in the examples in (12) @&)oWe do not attempt
to present a full account of the morphology in this papertier details are given
in Cho et al. (2004)).

The HCC is a complex predicate, a typehoFword-ph(rase)in which a head
selects a complement:
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(20) hd-word-ph
BAR O

{BAR 0} H[BAR O} ’ H[COMPS (..., d[(FORM p)],...)

This general type of combination lets oné Xelect for another X (including an
optional FORM specification. on the selectee), creating a newW.XComplex
predicates in Korean involve possibly recursive combaretiof X’ elements (see
Sells (1998)).

Finally, any verbal complex predicate inherits from theetyyl-word-ph and
every verb-headed phrase frarerb-headed-ph

(21) verb-headed-ph

verb

BAR O
TENSE value
MOOD value

This type requires that a lexical head should be specified ¥@alue forTfENSEand
MooD features, as appropriate for the typerh®

Given that the HCC is a type of complex predicate, we need sgirae any
other constraints on the type btc-phother than the lexical constraints on the
auxiliary verbha-, and the information inherited fromontrast-hd-phwhich the
ECC also inherits from. It is well-known that an initigh)un-marked phrase in
Korean marks a Topic in the simplest sense, while senterieenal-(n)un marks
a contrastive phrase of some kind. Following Vallduvi aritkiha (1998), we
assume that any phrase may be specified as Topic and Focudsanchay be
independently specified as Constrastive (or not). As it iskewwith -(n)un or
some other suitable delimiter, and may also bear a phorabgiccent, it is the
content verb in a copy construction which receives a Cotiteiterpretation.
Lee (2000) has argued that the negative implicature ariees & constructional
meaning of ‘Contrastive Topic’. We take the meaning of Castive Topic to be
as summarized informally in (22):

(22)  Contrastive Topic: The proposition is asserted, amad élssertion impli-
cates that there is at least one alternative propositioetwikieither false
or whose truth value is not known (based on Oshima (2002)).

We then represermontrast-hd-phas follows:
(23) contrast-hd-ph

1= oz (]

SKorean verbs are also specified as honorific (usually withstiféix -(u)si-) or non-honorific
(unmarked); for simplicity, we omit consideration of hoification here.
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This constraint specifies the constructicontrast-hd-phhas a Contrastive Topic
interpretation applied to the situation index of the pratan of the head verb.

The contribution of ‘reinforcement of prototype’ (see foote 4) for the NCC
is likewise specified in (24):

(24) reinforce-hd-ph

[SEM[RELS<. . ,[PRED prototypicaﬂ, . >H —
[INDEX [Mindiv] , H[INDEX []indiv]

In sum, the surface constructions that we have discussedri®rit as follows,
which graphically illustrates the commonalities:

(25) ecc-ph copy-cx A contrast-hd-ph A vb-headed-ph
hcc-ph contrast-hd-ph A vb-headed-ph A hd-word-ph
ncc-ph copy-cx A reinforce-hd-ph

5. Lexical Sharing Analysis

5.1. Lexical Sharingin HPSG

Wescoat (2002) argues that the atomic units of phrase steuate neither words,
as claimed by Di Sciullo and Williams (1987), nor morphenassassumed in Au-
tolexical Syntax (see Sadock (1991)), but rather lexieabgory-bearingatomic
constituents each of which maps to a word, whi¢hstantiates the atomic con-
stituent. The basic idea of lexical sharing is then that glsimord may instantiate
multiple atomic constituents. This scheme provides agitiorward model of
words that appear to straddle a phrase boundary. Lexicahghmay be imple-
mented using the basic machinery of HPSG, in which there &si&clsort ofsign
Two subtypes ofign namelyphraseandword, have been traditionally employed
for representing phrase-structure constituents; thasdsird HPSG is among those
theories that regard words as the atoms of phrase strudtutbe lexical sharing
approach we divorce the typeord from this role, and have a new, properly syn-
tactic type to represent atomic constituents in phrasgtstre, namelatom The
modifiedsignhierarchy is shown in (26).

(26) sign
lex(ical)-sign syiftactic)-sign

stem sub-word word atom phrase

225



The type of an AVM determines what features and what typesahfes the
AVM may contain. The principal new type declarations areegiin (27).

(27) a. [lex-sign
PHON(OLOGY) phon
|INST(ANTIATE)S nelistsynsem

b.  [syn-sign
YIELD  nelistphon)
SYNSEM synsem

c. [atom
ARG-ST list(synsem
YIELD <[ ]>
d. [phrase
_D(AUGH)T(E)RS nelistsyn-sign

The basic intuition is that thevord is the exponent of the syntactatom
Hence, in the declarations above, on the one hand, a lexjrahas ePHON value,
like a word, and on the other hand it instantiates sh@sem of anatom which
is a syntactic sign. An atom is one type of syntactic sign, erety syntactic sign
has avIELD feature, whose value is a list BHON values. The difference between
PHONandYIELD is explained more below. For an atom, theLD list is of length
one; for a phrase, the list sfHON values inYIELD will represent the order of
constituent.

The featuransTsin (27)a implements lexical sharing: evemprd contains, as
the value ofiNsTS, an ordered list enumerating eaaiomthat theword instantiates
(see (28)). TheHoN value of the word becomes a member of the list value of the
atom’s YIELD by the following constraint. In the normal case, when therea
actual lexical ‘'sharing’, thensTs list is simply of length one.

(28)
atom atom
INSTS { | SYNSEM ..., | [sYNSEM
word =
YIELD <> YIELD <>

PHON

"The feature YIELD is different from the feature DOMAIN in sal respects. For example,
while the mother's DOMAIN value is the concatenation of treugther's DOMAIN values, the
mother’s YIELD value is the realization of the PHON value(sJee Kathol (2000) for detailed
discussion of the DOMAIN feature.
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This says that each word hasPaiON value and it instantiates some number of
atoms, each of which has the wor@50ONvalue as itsrIELD.

The effect of (28) is illustrated by the schematization if1)(@f an instance of
lexical sharing (the fornaksayng-iy:

(29)
atom atom
SYNSEM I HEAD noun SYNSEM I HEAD verb]
YIELD 3 YIELD <3
word

INSTS <[SYNSEM], [SYNSEM]>
PHON [3lhaksayng-i-

Let us compare (29) with (8), repeated here; we can see @pt¢2rectly cap-
tures the lexical sharing for the wolthksayng-i-ki-nun The last worchaksayng-
i-ta just instantiates one atom, as we describe below.

(8)

RelS

lexicon

mikwuk-eyse haksayng-i-ki-nun haksayng-i-ta
kongpwu ha-n

To complete the implementation of lexical sharing, the nistwalued feature
YIELD is strictly speaking not just the concatenation of the el@sien a list, but
it is theuniq of a list. We statainig as a constraint on the tygdirase

(30) YIELD unig(@d&,...,® m)

hrase=-
P DTRS <[YIELD{],..., [YIELDm]>

uniq is a function on lists, which contracts a list to a list of wnégmembers, by
removing the second of two adjacent identical occurrenéesemnbery. If there
are two identical occurrences of membewhich are non-adjacentiniq is unde-
fined. In the case of lexical sharing, a word wheseoN value is3] (cf. (29)) will
participate in a structure whetmiq applies to lists of [2],[3]) and( [3], [4] ):
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(31)
phrase

SYNSEM ...
YIELD < 3], >

/\

phrase phrase
SYNSEM ... SYNSEM ...
YIELD < > YIELD < >

The yield of the phrase i§2], 8], [4] ) and not( [2], (3], [8], [4] ).

5.2. TheCopula

Finally, we come to the analysis of the copula itself, whidh lae easier to see if
we start with the negative copula first. The entry for thigrfas shown in (32) (we
assume a sowserb-rootfor the basic representation of verb roots in Korean):

(32) [verb-root ]
PHON<ani—>
[atom ]
[HEAD verb
SYN . | SYN|HEAD | CASE hom
ARG-ST( [INDEX i], ,
SEM|INDEX j
INST MODE proposition
INDEX SO
KEY
SEM
RELN not-rel
RELS< ARGO ¢ >
ARGl j

This root will be the basis of a word which instantiate a vetdmg which itself
selects for two NPs, the second of which is specified to beemtminative case.

Unlike the negative copula, the positive coptitadoes not exist as a root itself;
it is intuitively an affix. We provide a lexical rule which tak a noursub-wordas
input, and returns &erb-root This new lexical form instantiates two syntactic
atoms, as shown in (32):
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(33) Copularization:

"sub-word
CAT | HEAD noun
SYNSEM
INSTS ARG-ST <> —
YIELD <>
PHON
[verb-root ]
CAT | HEAD verb
SYNSEM SYNSEM
INSTS , ARG-ST<, >
YIELD <>
YIELD <>
PHON [2]+i

The output form instantiates two atoms in the syntax, an Ndlwheads NP) and

a V (which heads VP), and may be input to further lexical rided inflection.
Hence, this is appropriate for the fodnaksayng-i-ki-nurin (8). The lexical rule
puts the relevant syntax and semantics of the host N as iat@mabout the sec-
ond argument of the V that the output form instantiates. Kbeéess, this is still a
two-place V, an atom which will eventually combine in synteixh a complement
NP and with a subject NB3]). The parenthesis in the rule around the first element
on the INSTS list allows the word created by positive copaédron to optionally
instantiate one just one atom in syntax, a V, agtaksayng-i-taat the end of (8).

6. Conclusion

The facts from the ECC show that noun plus copula is a lexicilin Korean; they
also show that the copula itself has no independent statave. We presented
an overview of the ECC and some related constructions, iticpé&r the noun-
copying NCC, which has different semantics from the ECCalynto deal with
the fact that noun plus copula is one lexical unit, but cqoesls to both an N
node and a V node in syntax, we adopted the Lexical Sharingpapp of Wescoat
(2002) within HPSG.
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