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The present thesxs examznes syntact1c pr1nc1p1es

thOVernxng Rorean reflexxve pronoun cak1 and how they develop

.izxn chxldren rangxng 1n age from 4 1 to 11 7 It also -

J

'Istudmes the development of null anaphora, thh specxal . ‘

lu['attentxon to whether Korean chxldren s 1nterpretat1on of

-th null anaphora exhtbzﬂs the type of d1rectxona11ty preferenoe

E r-Mangxone (1983 ;7

“»'pred1cted by Lust % Mangione (13&3)” f7‘w»“
| Results 1ndi&ate that subject-antecedent forward

lipatterns of reflexzve anaphora are learned earlxer than

\ . T”\k -

7Job3ect-antecedent cases.¢~ Furﬁhermore, chxldren perform

Fome

?better on backward types whlch 1nvolve the reflexxve-.

functxon;ng as subJect (e g., zSelf saw_ dohn) than those 1n

,wh1ch the reflex1ve 1s dlrect obgect (e g.,‘#I ppshed self .

W1th respect to null anaphora, results

“-ﬁzn dqhn s_rgom"
‘.diSCdnfirm the *nmversal cdnstraant postulated by Lust & .

Korean ch11dren are observed to perform

'd51gn1f1cant1y better on- the forward patterns, Just as
Engllsh speakzng chlldren do. " Hence, 1t is bentat1vely
Ag”concluded that chlldren s 1nterpretat1on of npll anaphora 15

not orgaﬁﬁzed in accordance with branchlng d1rect1'p

e In relatlon to ma]or flndlngS. thlS th6513 3150"

inqu1res into the acquzsltlon problem of why grammatxcall‘r

‘f*’?‘

'prlnc1ples are:. 1earned the way!they are. The effect of

' dlsdourse context word’

order, semantxc role and empathy
on chzldren s 1nter retatlon of the refleX1ve pronoun is

" also 1nvestlgated : A proposal is made that two klnds of

“iv
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pos1t1ve data ere avexleble fovﬁchxldren to use 1n '

learnzng the grammar of the reflexxve. rt 13 turther

obse%:ed that whxle older children (éredes 1- 53 are o

context, they are nct sermously mlsgu1ded by “three other v

| factors ment1oned above. E It is suggested that grammetzcal
'knowledge, once acqu1red overrxdes pragmat1é and processzng“

'strateg:es.

.y
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" CHAPTER !

« INTRODUCTION

1.1. The Ob]ect of My Study
Chzldren s acqu151t1on of the syntactlc prznc1ples

governing anaphorlc relatlons in natural language is the

v

‘object of much interest in current 11ngu15t1c work.

Anaphera involQes a relat}on in which an anaphor (a‘:
pronoun, a reflexive, or even a null‘element) 1s 1nterpreted
- with the help of an 'antecedent’ (typlcally, a lex1cal NP)
in the éame_sentence'or discourse., For example, John can
serve as antecedent for .he in (1a) but . not in (1b) -(In'

_this thesis, the asterisk (s) 15 ‘used to indicate that the:‘

-

= 1ntended interpretive dependency (marked by underllnes) is
inadmissible. No symbol is used when coreference is f

allowed.) S R L "‘_' e "'\.

~

(1) a. John thinks that he is happy
- b. _*He He thinks that John is happy

The anaphorlc relation 1llustrated in (1) is. often

caIled~ pronominal anapho:a . Two other klnds of . anaphora,“

r

wh1ch I will ca;l '‘reflexive anaphora' and 'null anaphora®

s

are exempllfxed in (2) and (3), respectively.

(2) . -*Mary: says that Jane loves herself
I b,- Mary says that Jane loves herself.

N

'(3) Whlle @ readlng, Tom fell asleep : o Ly

EE //‘
In (2) the reflex1ve herself ‘must be coreferent1al w1£h’x/

Jane’(c ,.2b) but cannot be coreferentlal w1th } Y

{



l25)}jin (3)‘thetnuii element (Q)'hust.be coreferential with
, In'thisithesis,l willhhe;in&estigating theuway?in~which
Korean childrenvdevelop reflexiue.and'null anaphora.l
‘Although the development of Engllsh anaphora has been
extens1vely studled over the years, relatlvely little
attentlon has been paid to Korean. ‘While a group of three
'.Korean psychollngUISts have conducted a longltudlnal study
:of anaphora in chlldren S spontaneous speech (Lee, Ahn & Leew
:d1982:260-277), no other observatlonal or exper1mental |

:studieS-have'been donhe "in this area, as far as 1 can

"‘determxne.

‘Due to this lack of research our‘understanding of'thehn
7,acqu151t1on of Korean anaphora 1s m1n1mal and is. llmlted tor
“chlldren s spontaneous productlon.,' It 1s therefore
'1mportant and necessary to conduct “studies wh;ch w;ll allowV
us to,observevch1ldren S 1nterpretatron of various patterns*
1tof anaphdra'and'thereby»gain insights-intorthe state of
their 1mmature grammatlcal knowledge. ,In'an attempthto
3';n1t1ate this research program for Korean, I have bUllt thlS;
the51s around a set of exper1menta1 tasks 1nVOIV1ng ‘the
jcomprehen51on and e11c1ted 1m1tat1on of a variety of

fanaphor1c patterns.

1.2, OVerbiew '

v,

ThlS theszs 15 orgahlzed in the following way

' Chapter two examlnes the syntax of the Korean reflex1ve



‘
'~ pronoun ¢ cakx.' My d1scu951on 1ncludes a. cr1t1cal review of
the 11terature as well as the presentatxon of a tentative '
: set of pr1nc1p1es forzthe 1nterpretat1on of the Korean
‘reflexxve pronoun. Chapters three and four descrlbe the
1exper1mental methods used to study the acqu151t10n of these
h’pr1nc1p1es ‘and present the data whlch they yielded. Where
:appropr1ate, comparable acquzsltnOnal data from other
languages is alSO presented in these chapters. Chapter
flve then takes up the acqu1s1tzon problem by attemptlng to
'answer the questlon of how Korean chlldren learn the
rpr1nc1ples for reﬁlex1ve anaphora on the ba51s of exposure
to the speech of those around them. ) Chapter six presents
'tan experlment whxch seeks to test ;ust & Mang1one X (1983)
’ hypothe51s about a correlatlon between a language partlcular

feature of syntactlc structure (so called branchlng

,‘dlrect1on ) and ch1ldren s preference for certaln patterns

hof null anaphora Flnally, 1n chapter seven a summary of

"}ma]or flndzngs and c1051ng remarks are made
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Thls chapté: deals w1th the ba51c grammat;cal
“nprlnc1ples govern1ng the 1nterpretatlon of the Korean

~'reflexrve pronoun Oakl.’ Prev1ous analyses are rev1ewed and

NN -g . . ~ L - L
‘ an alternatlve proposal 1s made.; er At;;,;ﬁ;_ s

“42;1;'“ﬁevie

-3

e f.:o,“ e’ The Korean reflexlve anaphor cakls([Jagll) can onlyu;ffffil?*V

'(175jaﬂg¢(l met Tom at self S - home e

rﬁ75Nay Ka Tom-ul caki-uy cip: eysenejigﬁfﬁ_"'-

”tg?fmanna ass*tta.ulllf
«fomeet Pt Dc. S

,dfnbif (I met Tom at selfff home )

*‘*Naz-ka Tom ul cakl uy clpﬂeyse:"’
mapnar ass- tta.;fg : _ o

Slnce z ( I ) 1s f1rst person 51ngular and thetefore

v cannot be ‘the- antecedent ‘the 1nterpretatlon indicated +n
(1b) is ungrammatlcal (1 e., coreference between naz and
7~ 3 '

..cak1w1§ not allowed)

i 3I N Tom -A self G home—L .- a\;iajvﬁlﬁ_,f‘“”

~




i

. In the past decade,-varlous attempts have been made to-
“explaln the 1nterpretatlon of the: reflexlve anaphor cak1

w1th reference to the syntactlc representat1ons of
: - g e

"fﬂtransformatlonal grammar (Tq) Among the pr1nc1ples whxch

'“"~have been proposed is ‘the’ Sub)ect/Toplc Antecedent Cond1t1on -

u ; (STAC) flrst formulated by C Lee (1973 68) and later'j

\f:dadOPted by Yang (1975) and H Lee (1976)

3(2)‘ Subject/Toplc Antecedent Condltlon (STAC)

Cakl is coreferentlal w1th the Sub]ect

- or Toplc NP of any dominating sentence.
“In other words, -when “the Subject or -
‘Topic NP of. a sentence is in, [S<]command
with caki, the latt ¢ is cogeferentlal
with the former. o .

fiThe notlon of "S- command'_comes from Langacker (1969 174)

':‘who deflnes it as follows. . |

(3)" §-Commdnd: X 'S- commands Y 1f the lowest s- node}
hA ” that domlnates X domlnates Y.

.In a structure llke (4) NP2 S commands NP, sinceﬁthe

.‘flowest 'S node over NP;A(I e.,,; ) also domlnates NP,.__
‘Slmllarly, NP ‘s- commands ‘both NPz and NP,,_because ‘the

o lowest S nodefdomlnatrng-lt.i;.e,, S,)-also domlnates.these'

o Other two. phrases. ‘fHoveVer;tnefther NP, hot'hé 54COmmands:

NP. since the flrst S node above them (S ) does not domlnate-

NP,.



e

NP, "
The STAC'makes correct predlctlons about a number of
sentences, ‘one of which is’ exempllfled 1n (5)

(5) 'aﬁ (Tom threw to Mary, self s book )'

Tom-1i Mary hanthey cak1 uy chayk ul
Tom-N Mary-D .. self G book A

tenci-ess-tta.
throw—Pt-Dc

5;‘ (Tom threw to Mary, self's book. ) “\b

*Tom-1 a z—hanthey cak1 uy chayk ul
. tenci- ess tta. .

'.~LThe'strnctnre pf4(5{vls‘1llgstrated in (5').. -

Tom-" Mary hanthey cak1 uy: chayk ul tenci-ess- tta-
Tom*N Mary D » self-G book A throw-Pt- Dcv;

In (5" ) both the subject Tom (NP ) and the 1nd1rect object -
___1 (NP ) S- command cakl, as the S node dﬁmlnatlng Tom and
_grz also domlnates cak1 'r In th1s case the’ STAC stlpulates
e that only the subject Tom can be the antecedent correctly_d

pred;ctlng‘that (Sa)(>but not (Sb),ils-grammatlcal.,
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The STAC further correctly predlcts that in, sentence-'

(6) only the NP thch s- commands the reflexlve can be the ,

antecedent;-. e"'ﬁfﬁﬂ,'[~ R :}

C(6) "a. (Theuman'whochmfmet-criticizedfselfgiif\

Tom 1. ‘man- an saram—’ caki-rul ’
- Tom -N meet R man-N ' self-A

N plphanhay ayss tta.
) CTIthlZE’Pt D¢

(The man who' Tom met riticized*self;) o

#Tom-1 man- -an saram “i caki-rul
p1phanhay ayss tta._’~ o

(67) -

Tom-i man-an saram-1 cak1*ru1

Tom-N meet-R man-N . self A

co . : plphanhay aySS*tta
cr1t1c1ze Pt- Dc "

.*In (6’ ) NP 5- commands cakl, whlle Tom Cannot,.because the _/
-"lowest S node over. the latter 1s S2 wh1ch does fnot - domlnate':'
j;the reflexlve.{- As is 1nd1cated in (6) Aonly the | |
’S- commandIng NP (NP ) can be the antecedent, and thls is

'correctly accounted for by the STAC

a2

Unfortunately, howeVer, the. ;AC 1ncorrectly predlcts

| the ungrammatlcallty of the sentence in, (7)

~(7)';(I saw Tom ‘in self s room. )

: ’Nay ka Tom- ul. cak1 uy pang eyse
CI-N g Tom-A' self G room- -L

po-ass-tta. - B e
see-Pt-Dc - ' Y
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Nay ka Tom- ul caki- uy pang-eyse po- ass- tta._
: I“N » Tom A self-G . room—L . see-Pt-Dc

S1nce S 'is the lowest node~dom1nat1ng the NP Tom and it
””domlnates cak1,~the NP, S commands cak1. . Agcordrng to the
iSTAC Tom cannot be the antecedent, because it‘is not a,
'~sub]ect. However thls is a.wrong predlct1on since the-
sentence 1s perfectly grammat1ca1 in Korean. |

The STAC also makes - the wrong pred1ct1ons about the
sentences in (8) . |

(8) a. (1. showeledm self's new room.’)

V"Nay ka Tom- eykey cakl uy say pang-ul
I-N. Tom~D self G new room-A

poyecwu-ess-tta.
show- Pt Dc

b.]561 put Tom s book ‘on self s desk. )

-Nay ka: Tom=~ -uy chayk-ul caki-uy
I-N Tom-~ G book A seIf -G

'chaykssang v1y ey noa-ass-tta.
desk -on- L >_ put Pt-Dc .

4 The antecedent is t e 1nd1rect object in (8a) and a gen1t1ve

in (8b) y Nevertheless, the sentences are acceptable.

Moreover, contrary to what various versions of the STAC

.-predlct the antecedent of. the reflexive does not have to

TS-command it. : Observe{the follow;ngr

4

10



H(9) '([The news [that [_g_ won]]] pleased selfﬁﬁ

: . [llTom-i iki-ess- “ttal-nun) sashik-i} -
L Tom-N win-Pt-Dc~COMP - news-N

caki-rul kipou4keyhay4ayssétta.~
self-A " happy-Cause-Pt-Dc

(9') R

S;~

’ ZQQ—i,iki*ess-tta-lun ‘séshik-i caki- rul
_Tom-N win-Pt-Dc-COMP .news- -N self-A :
. S kippu~-keyhay-ayss- tta

happy Cause—Pt Dc ¢,

. g ,
/((/ \\SEbMP

“In’ (9 ), the 1ntended antecedent Tom does not S- command g
sxnce the f1rst S node abOVe it (s,). does not anlude the

reflexlve.‘ Yet: the sentence 1s perfectly acceptable. It

seems correct to conclude, then, that the STAC falls to

11

account for 1mportant facts ab0ut Korean reflexlve anaphora.”

The fact that the Korean reflex1ve can take a -
'.nonsubject antecedent in certaln cases (e g., (8)) has been
recognlzed by Kim (1976: 71) ' She attempts to account for
thls fact w1th the help of several algorlthms and |
constralnts formulated in terms of\'s command"' nd
precedence . Her constralnts are unusual and anterestlng
in that they have been de51gned to prOVLde a probab111st1c
predlctron of coreference relat1onsh3ps, One of her
principles is statéd as. f0110Wéaviiﬂ '”'u't'ﬁl n‘i‘Aq \fff
(10) 1If a nonsubject’ S- commands but - does not M

immediately precede caki, then the -
probablllty that a nonsubject and cak1



are coreferential must be (80-20X)%,
where X is the number of clauses.
between caki and the nonsubject NP.

.The constraint stated in (10) is intended to account

for ‘cases where speakers a551gn coreference to the- nearer of

' two or more e11glble antecedents. Con51der in th1s respect

t#e following ambiguous sentence.

4

¥y
;v
PN}

/ \‘,(11) (1- 1ntroduced Tom to John at self s home )
. Vi . S

Nay- ka Tom ul John“eykey cak1 uy c1p—eyse
I-N .Tom-A John-D self G home-L

sokayhay-ayss-tta.
introduce-Pt-Dc.

(1)

Nay-ka Tom ul John- eykey caki-uy cip-eyse

I-N Tom-A John-D _ self-G home-L _

S ‘ ‘ ' sokayhay-ayss-tta
introduce-Pt-Dc

Sentence (11) is ambiguous in that either NP, Tom or

'John,"can be the antecedent. It”is'conceivable, however,

that speakers may prefer one 1nterpretatlon over the other

© and that Kim' s constralnt may play a role in predlctlng such

a preference._‘ As‘the configuration 1n_(11{)‘snows, both

" Tom (NP,) and John (NP,) S-command and'precede'caki;“but

"Jehn'also 'immédiately precedes' it. Kim's pfincipie‘

;herefoce:predicts'that'the probabiiity that Tomlwill be

'"intekpreted"as antecedenf is only 80% (i.e., 80-20X, where X
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[

is Q since there 1s no clause boundary between Tom and

caki)., Wh11e the questron‘/f whether*speakers really do .

exhibit the predlcted reference 1s an open one, K1m 5

.‘approach does- have the mer1t of at least havxng someth1ng tOﬂ'lfﬁ

,say about preferred readlngs in amblgpous cases 11ke (11)

(I personally have no preference )

A problem w1th K1m 8 prznc1ple 1s that 1t falls to

explaln why a sentence llke (12) is perfectly grammat1ca1 f,é

2y (r told John, at Mary s home, about self s, bOOk )

‘Nay ka John- eykey Mary uy c1p-eyse cak1 uy

I-N iJohn L Mary G home L self G- ,
chayk eykwanhay yeyklhay ayss tta. o 'f - )

book about R tell Pt~ Dc _l

G2

NP,

... Nay-ka John—eykey Mary uy c1p—eyse cak1 uy

"IN ., John-D - .. Mary-G. -home-L self-G

S ' chayk eykwanhay malhay-ayss-tta
book-about tell Pt-Dc

-In.(i25)'the nonsubject John (Lndlrect ob]ect NP, )

.S commands “but does not 1mmed1ately precede cak1 51nce the

'-other nonsub]ect a ny (under NP,) is closer to the anaphor

Thus, for K1m the probablllty that John and caki are . fl '

'_coreferentlal is only &0% (80 20x é 80) (X @ 51nce the -

number of clause boundarles between John and cak1 1& zero)

'-fIn fact however, coreference between John and the reflex1ve



is perfectly obligatory in (12). This fact is not
adequately handled ‘by the constraint as it is currently

stated. 'v '

Recently, Koster (1983) has proposed a new analyS1s for

" Korean reflexlves 1n which 'k- command' plays a cr1t1cal

role. The notion of 'k-command’' comes from Lasnik (1976),

i

who deflnes it as follows.A ‘ o ; R

S (13) k cpmmand:
X k-commands Y if the first cyclic node
“dominating X dominates Y (where the
cyclic nodes are NP and S)
'K-command'’ differs from 'S-command’' in that the former
counts e1ther NP or S while the latter con51ders only S

Observe the structu:e in (14).

(14)

/

NP, ’ N

-
.

In (14) NP, both k-commands and S-commands NP, and NP,

tl

since.

the flrst cycl1c node over NP, is S, which dominates the

‘ other two phrases On the other hand, whereas NP,.-

S-commands NP, (since the lowest S node domlnatlng NP, also

dominates NP, ), NP, does not k—command NP, (51nce the f;;st_l

CYCllC node above it, NP,, does not- domlnate NP )

Employlng the concept of k- command' Koster (ibid:)

proposes the following pr1nc1p1e.

(15) Any k- commanding subject is a p0551bleA
antecedent. [O]nly subjects can. be

14



o antecedents.
. Koster s pr1nc1p1e does not constxtute an 1mprovement

' over the STAC and like the latter pr1nc1p1e, makes a wrong

', pred1ct1on for. sentences like (16)

(16) - -([That Marz hates: self] bothered John)

M arz-ka cak1 rul sireha- nun] kes-i
- Mary-N. self A hate COMP . fact N.

John-ul kwerophi-ess-tta.
John-A  bother-Pt-+Dc .

(16"

. -f~ Mai z-ka’cak rul sxreha nun kes-i. John'ul
' Mary N’ self- -A - hate COMP fact-N John-A
' T ﬁ kwerophi-ess-tta -
s s bother Pt-Dc

Sentence (16) is amblguous in - that cak1 .can refer to- elther
',:Marg'or John. ' Koster can account for the fact that cakl is.
~cOreferent1al W1th x 51nce arz 15 a sub]ect 1n the -;’

s

- embedded sentence and. k- commands self (i.e. the f1rst CYCllc

';node over ___1 S, dom1nates caki). However,vhls
‘pr1nc1ple 1ncorrectly predlcts that John’ cannot be the
vantecedent since 1t is not a subject, ~,fI‘hus':Ko.steg S .
'»constralnt is 1nadequate.\‘ o |

Another recent analyels comes from Yang (1983) who uses

- the notion c(onstltuent) command' whlch 1s deflned in

15°



. Reinhartv(1981§184) as follows.

" (17) c-command: . X c-commands Y if and only
' the tirst branching node dominating
"x dominates Y, and X does not dominate

Y, nor Y, X. . o I

4
AY

This can be illustrated nith the help of the structure in
(17').

(171) . __vP_

P Np,
,fn (17') P crcommandstP, since the-first branching node

-dominating'P (i.e., PP)'dominates NP;, and,P and NP, do not
{

| dOmxnate each other. On the other hand P does not =

c- command NP1, because the PP above it does not domlnate'
NP, -
‘Usingwthis-concégtf Yang (igig.}184)3oroposes the
followlng pr1nc1ple. A | | | ' .
_(18) ...the reflexives of [Korean Japanese,

and Kannada)] are bound by any.
c- commandlng subject ‘

16

Unfortunately, the pr1nc1ple (18) fails to make the correot.

predlct1on for a 51mple case llke (19)
(19) (1 showed John 5 new clothes to self )

lNay ka Jahn uy. say os-ul cak1 eykey
I-N - John- G new. clothes A self D =

poyecwi-ess-tta.. -
show=-Pt-Dc
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- NP / \\
ty NP] / V
Nay-ka John-uy say os-ul 'cakl -eykey
I-N - John-G- new: clothes-A: self*D : .
o . " poyecwu-ess-tta.
show-Pt=Dc -

_Contrary'to Yang's constralnt John can be the antecedent in
(19) 'although it does not c- command the reflexlve. : Not1ce
- that the flrst branchlng node above John (i. e., ‘NP, ) does
not domlnate ‘NP,.. | | |

Flnally, it ‘seems that the 1nterpretatlon of the Korean
‘reflex1ve pronoun also cannot be adequately characterlzed by
the unlversal pr1nc1ple in (20) mentloned by Johnson
(1977 157)" w1th1n Relatlonal Grammar (RG)

(20) Reflex1v1zat1on Law..

Only terms [S, DO, and 1I0] can trlgger
reflex1v1zatlon. :

Contrary to the predlctlon made by (20) a nonterm
(genltlve) can tr1gger reflex1v1zatlon in Korean, .as (21)
/1nd1cates. _ | o | |
_‘-(21)“,(John S book was - lylng on . Self s-desk. )_

. John- uy chayk 1 cakl uy chaykssang wiy-= ey -
' John G, book N self-G desk-on-L ’ :

noyelse ess tta
L lle Pt Dc

In (21), the gen1t1ve John can be the’ antecedent of .the
‘refleX1ve - unllke “the requ1rement stated in (20) above.
By p01nt1ng Out the weaknesses 1n the preV1ous

_ analyses, I do not 1ntend to suggest that a transformatlonal



or relational approach'to Korean anaphora mnst'neceSSarily
be rejected. It‘is always'conCelvable that fnrther work
within these frameworks w1ll produce ‘a better account of.
Korean anaphora.. Such work m1ght 1nvolve, for example the
reflnement ‘of stroctural notlons llke S command or
k-command, or even new proposals about the organlzatlon of
phrase structure in Korean.‘ It ‘is not my purpose here
however, to explore SOlUthﬂS to the problems which the
1nterpretatlon of cak1 presents for TG or RG. In the
sectlon that follows, I propose an analysls in which
grammatlcal relat1ons (e.g., subject, dlrect object etc.)
play a major role. 1 will begln by descrlblng a
'Relatlonal Hlerarchy for Kdrean, and I will then-

demonstrate how thls device contrlbutes to an explanat1on of

Korean reflexlve anaphora

2.2. Alternative Analysis
“2.2.1. Relational Hierarchy» L [
‘In presentlng a Relat1onal Hlerarchy (RH) fortKorean‘

reflexxve anaphora, 1 WIll not attempt to present

18 .

deflnltlons for 1ndlv1dual grammatlcal relatlons ~ However, |

I ‘assume that the 1dent1f1catlon of theugrammatlcal’
‘relations’ (GRS) manlfestedxln the sentences relevant to thlS
the51s 1s-uncontroyer51al. Table 2 1 below Outllnes the
oaSe)markers and corresponding GRs, which I havetadopted for
the porpose_of_this discussion.?

-



Table 2.1

Korean Case Markers

Case Marker Grammatical - - C /v
| -~ Relatian ‘ ‘

Topic‘ . Topic = un nun
’ Nominativg Subject . 1 ka

Accusative - Direct Object ul rul

Dative N ;ndirect:Object eykey

Genitive . : " Possessive uy .

L _

- A cruc1al fact about Korean is that when a sentence

19

contains two or more th1rd perscn NPs, the 1nterpretatlon of

:cakl is sen51t1ve to the GRS of these phrases Observe.

first the sentences 1n,(1);u

(1) a. (John caught Tom at seIf's home.)
John-i Tom-ul caki- uy c1p eyse
John N TOm A _self G- home L
'pWUCCab-ass—tta, -
catch-Pt-Dc =~ -

rb.h:(John caught Tom at selfrs homé:)

*John-1 Tom—ul caki~-uy c1p eyse
pqucab ass-tta.

»There are two NPs in each sentence in (1), the sub]ect John
and the dlrect_object.Tom. v Slnce each NP is in . the thlrd
person with a human referent, it is in theory ellglble to

serve as antecedent for thekreflex1ve. Slgnlflcantly,.

F\\//\

howevéf, only the subjegt phrase: serves asvantecedent ;n~‘

~

this case.

On the basis of this observation, we might -therefore -



'r.»'.

hlerarchy ).

(2) Subject (S):>§D1rect50b}ect DO)

'.vrather than GRs determlne Whlch NP 1s the antecedent; j
(l), for. example, the\antecedent 1s semantlcally agent'i5~ o
and one m1ght argue that an NP bearlng thlS semant;c role

1must be selected as the antecedent over other NPs in, Korean

The ev1dence that follows 1ndlcates that GRs rather than'lu

oy
e
b

PR

semantlc roles are the de01dlng facto:.,: .
(]'l ea.::(Tom was caught by John at self s home )

- :Tom e John hanthey cakl uy Clp eyse,r e T
”H;Tom-N John”Obl (hy) self G home Lo e T

'.pWUccap ‘hi- ess tta.; L ;law;:rh Lo i e T
jcatch PASS Pt Dc "”R7fra “;;jg f‘,;“ oL

AT I

b{L*Tom—l John hanthey cak1 dy c1p eyse
pwuccap—hljsfs tta. EIR T .

’Notlce that ln (1 a), the subject phrase Tom 15 patlentO:‘ o;rﬁ

'rather than agent.‘J Nevertheless,'lt 1s selected as v

-antecedent over the agent John'—'a fact nhlch p01nts to thei‘

primacy of GRS-; B RIS IR o

’ 1 Con51der now some addltlonal klnds of sentences:;' L

h~f\ (3)”¥a.e‘(As for John, (he) pushed Tom 1n
YT _fself ‘s company ) Lo

{~-,f";gggg un - Tom ul cak1 uy hoysa eyse Pl
fJohn T Tom— '”self G company L ﬂ533, RN

-'fmll eSS ttaftff
gjseeth Dc e
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(As for John, (he) pushed Tom in’ '
.,‘\self S. company.) ; ‘ L
*John un Tom-ul caki- uy hoysa eyse | y@

m1l ess-tta.
Each sentence in- (3) 1nvolves two th1rd person NPs, theﬁg
litOplC John abd the dlrect object Tom. As the o f':fhx
,:grammatlcallty facts 1nd1cate, only John (the toplc) can beﬁ.'
"the antecedent of cakl.ﬂh ThlS suggests the follow1ng
'hlerarchy, N '

",JJ(4) Toplc (T) > DO

v

. (4) 1nd1cates that a toplq 1s hlgher 1n tue/hlerarchy than a T
Ld1rect object and is therefore chosen over 1t as antecedent

:for the reflex1ve.‘:'“

i
K3

: The Sentences in (5) are ielevant for determlnlng the

:relatlve rank of the tOplC and the sUbJect in the hlerarchy i
’\;J{_(S): a. (as for Tom, John pushed (hlm) 1n~ - .': - L
oo N self 5. company ) Sl - L s T

Tom un. John i. caki- uy hoysa eyse

- Tom T John N self—G company L
) mll ess—tta.t S L f” ? '
. push-Pt- Dc*;~\h";,- e T e e

.(As for Tom John pushed (hlm) imoe -
"self s company ) , L

S

T R Tom un John i cak1 uy hoysa eyse— ‘f{,J ,
- mil-ess- tta.j . N T

- ~ .
~5

ng (5) shows, coreference 1s allowed between cakl and elther
f;the subject or tOplC.: That 1s, the sentence 1n (5) 15

g amblguogs in that the reflex1ve rcan reﬁer elther to, the f
"ﬂtoplc Tom or to the subject John- No pr10r1ty 1s §1ven to

‘elther of these NPs as far as the a551gnment of. coreference'w'

':FJIS,CODCGKDed. ThlS p01nts to the valldltY Of (6) im "thh

Lt . - . /‘ P Do
RO , - .- .

~



J,toplc and subject;haQe;thejsaﬁe,rank.in,the hierarchy.

L ‘T»,Zfﬁ,f' jyfj j,j;31"”’
The rank of an 1nd1rect object 1n our relatlonal

J'flfhlerarchy can be determlned w1th the help of the follow1ng_’“

t
\

"f sentences (7)

' *:;(7)ffé:,‘(1 1ntroduced John to. Tom in self 5
R company ) e T

- Nay—ka John ul Tom*eykey cakl uy
I "N John “A Tom-Dv‘_ self-G

hoysa eyse sokayhay ayss- tta.
company L 1ntroduce Pt Dc "

*b}w'(l 1ntroduced John to Tom ‘in self s‘
company S c .

~~Nay ka John ul Tom eykey caki R S
—uy hoysa eyse sokayhay ayss tta. o .

In (7) John (the dlrect object) and Tom (the 1nd1rect.N

e object3 are the two. third: person NPs ' 51gn1f1cantly,

AN w
' 'elther can ‘serve as - antecedent of  the reflexlve and nelther

‘ appears to have priorlty over the other.‘j Thls ‘geems to
~show: that an. 1nd1rect object and ‘a dlrect object occupy the

same’ rank in the hlerarchy as 1llustrated in (8)

(8) i ino ‘ } L
o . 1si Ind1rect Object (IO) . -
The 1nfer10r1ty of 1nd1rect‘bbjects to subjects 'is conflrmed

J'by sentences suqh as (9) ' ﬁ'f

(9) va.<?(Tom threw John self S ball ). '

Tom- ; John- eykey cak1 uy kong ul
[Tom N John*D o self G ball A

. tenci- ess tta. .
throw Pt= Dc L

[ v ) N

(i
@,



be

'As predlcted by (8)

,object Joh

Joan,

(Tom thfew’.John self"s'bali ) ;

*Tom-l John eykey caki- uy kong ul
tenc1 ess- tta.; .

the subject Tom, but not the 1nd1rect

serves as antecedent 1n (9)

Now con51der the sentences in (10) wh1ch 1nvolve a .

.posse551ve John ‘and a dlrect object John uy, ch1nkwu ( John s

*f:;end ).

(10)

a . R

(1 saw John s frlend at self s hOme )

Nay ka John uy chlnkwu rul cak
I-N.

y

-u
John-G friend-A: lf G:

, 'cip-ejse-po-ass%ttal“w . f L
. -home

-L  see-Pt-Dc .° . = .

(1, saw-John‘s friend'at'self'shhome.)

*Nay ka Jehn- uy chinkwu- rul cakl uy
T cip- eyse po-ass- tta.

’As (10) 1nd1cates, only the dlrect object John uy chlnkwu .

( John's frlend ) can serve as antecedent the reflexlve.

‘ Observe also (11)

wthh show& that an 1nd1rect object has

./‘ g

pr1or1ty over a. genltlve 1n the 1nterpretat on of the’

reflexlve.

(11)

a..

o I-N

(I showed John 5 frlend self s new room. )

'Nay ka John uzichlnkwu eikey cak1 uy say

'John=G- friend-D . self-G new.

. pang-ul ‘poyecwu-ess-tta.
room-A show-Pt-Dc

'(I.showed'John‘s ffiend'self's new‘room{

*Nay ka John Uy chlnkwu eykey cak1 uy say-:
pang ul poyecwu ess-tta. o

Thls suggests both the dlrect object and the - 1nd1rect object
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take prlorxty over 2 gen1t1ve in the 1nterpretatlon of
reflex1Ves and are therefore hlgher in the hlerarchy This'

1s 11Iustrated in (12)
(12) { } > Gen1t1ve.(G)
10 . ,

. { - .
. : :

As one would expect, the sentences 1n (13) 1nd1cate

‘.’ "»"tf-’ ’ ‘ .
; that elther a subject or a top1c is also hlgher 1n the

T

'\\:;»

' hlerarchy than a gen1t1ve.

‘(John s fr1end threw self S balb / As fOr ‘
(he) threw self's ball.)

(13) a.
CoT John S friend;
~ - John-uy ch1nkwu~ka/ nun caki- uy kong ul
4John-G frlend N/ T ' self-G ball A
‘tenci- ‘ess— tta. ' -
o hrow Pt “Dc
‘b '(John s frlend threw- self s, ball / As. for
(he) threw self s ball )

- ;John S frlend

*John uy chlnkwu ka/ nun cak}ukong ul- -

‘tenci- ess- tta.‘g'm

As, we can ‘see in (13) bqth the subject and the tOplC

have prlor1ty OVer the gen1t1ve in. the 1nterpretat10n of

ThlS supports the following ver51on of the RH

(14) H {?8} >G

The sentences 1n (15) help determlne the status of an-
embedded NP'

. caki.

embedded NP in the hlerarthy (Here the term

refers to an, NP occurrlng w1th1n an NP or an S whlch does

ﬁot 1nc1ude the reflex1ve )‘



(15) .a. (I 'saw-the man [who knew John] at T
- self's home_7 o o
,Nay -ka [John ul a- nun] kU namcafrulx"'
- I-N. John—A know R the man- A

- caki- uy clp—eyse po ass- tta.-‘
self-G home Lai see- Pt-Dc -

'5hb.'ﬁ(1 saw - ‘the man [who knew John] at
" self"s home. ) .

*Nay- ka [John-ul a- nun] ku namca- rul
caki- uy c1p—eyse po-ass-tta.

-fIn (13), the. embedded NP John and the d1rect object headed
by’ ggmgg (! man ) are the two th1rd person NPs. As
1nd1cated by the contrast in (15) only the d1rect ob]ect'
can be the antecedent. ' On the basis of this, we can
tentatlvely conclude that a d1rect object 1s hlgher than an
mbedded NP in the RH. - I 1llustrate thlS 1n (16) |

(16) {DO} 7 Embedded NP DR T

- Loy _ SR '

. In (10) (16) we have observed that dlrect and
‘1nd1rect objects are hlgher than elther a gen1t1ve or.an
embedded NP, _Q however, we have not yet examlned the status
of genltlves and embedded NPs with respect to each other 1n
_the hxerarchy~ Sentences 11ke (17) suggest that the two --'

occupy the same rank

' '(17) a. (1 reported the news that [Tom won] at
’ John s, home to self's friend.)

' Nay ka . [Tom~1 iki-ess~ tta- nun] soshik-ul |
»I—N»f Tom N w1n Pt-Dc-R ~~ news-A

J'John uy c1p eyse cakl uy chinkwu- eykey
.. John-G - home-L self G frlend D

ali—ess—tta.
report~Pt-Dc
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_ b. (I reported the fact [Tom won] at John s
: 4home to self's frlend o '

‘ L Nay ka [Tom—1 1ki ess- tta nun] soshik-ul
G , John uy c1p eyse cag -uy chznkwu eykey '

' ‘.:

.Both'(l7a) and (17b) dre acceptable, the 1mp11cat10n be1ng

7_ that the reflexlve can refer to elther a gen1t1ve ér an -

- embedded NP when no other antecedent is avallable. l.Thos
ﬂJ (18) places both types of‘NP'ln the,same rank; |
G ino] >i{zmbeadea NP}' |
L 10 |G- - |
'In'(19) I comhine (1});and_(18) to~make'a.more_general

- .

“RH.. T , S

l3(19) {s}'f‘{ﬁo}’ i:ambedoed'np}'
.ty l1o G ‘

A’ curlous feagure of the h1erarchy (19) is that § and T

share a. s1ngle rank aS'do DO and'IO« ‘/Thls contrasts-thh

the h1erarchy in (20) which has been proposed for llngu1st1c

phenomena in a number of other languages (Keenan and Comrie

. 1977 : 66, anvaohnson 1977:]56, among others).

| (20) .S > Do > 10 > ... PR |

As we’ shall see shortly, the RH in (19) is jostified’because

'of the central role it plays in explalnlng various anaphorlc_

g phenomena in Korean. In the discussion that follows, I

f"ill focus‘on the-structures involving two third person NPs

"as well as on acceptable and blocked cases.

N ' C 3\

2.2i2. The Priority Condition

The Relational Hierarchy (RH) summarized in;the
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- prev1oue sect1on nlays a central role 1n‘exp1a1ntngvvar10us

.anaphorlc phenomena in Korean. For example, the RH 1mp11es;

‘the followlng pr1nc1ple 1for, cases 1nvolv1ng more than one

':thxrd perSon NP.\‘ (In (1) below,‘ e11glble refers to
,'th1rd person NP wlth human referent, and hlgher means
‘ihigher in. the RH' f |

(n Prlorlty Cond1t1on (PRI) :,'

" Choose the hlghest ellglble NP as: the
antecedent.

_dThe PRI accounts for the grammatlcallty facts assoc1ated‘
2grth the aentences in (1), (3), (10),.(13) -and (15) in the
crecedingdsection} ThlS pr1nc1ple also allows the
sentences-of‘(S),:(v), and (17) to be. amblguous because theb
gPs in.eachasentence have the same rank in the h;erarchy and

are hence equally able to furiction as antecedents.

.2.2.3; The Precedence Constralnt

The Relat1ona1 Hierarchy (RH) is also crucial for
expla1n1ng anaphoric relations in sentences contalnlng cnly
one third person NP in addltlon to cakl.- In the following
we will observe that in caseﬁ where an antecedent_follows an
anaphor (so-called 'Backwaéd Anaphora'), coreference ie

‘generally allowed only if the antecedent is higher than

- caki. (1 call such acceptable cases 'Free Backward’

patterns.’) Let us begin byAconSidering the following

examples.
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| (1) a. (Self, Tom likes.)

Caki-rul Tom-i coaha-an-ta.
self-a Tom-N like-Pr-Dc

b. (Self, as for Tom, likes. (The meaning
is "As for Tom, lhe) likes self' ))

~Cak1rrul Tom-un coaha-an-ta.
seIf-A . Tom-T like-Pr-Dc. -

c. (To self Tom threw a ball ) ' 1":. SR

Caki- eykey Tom-i kong-ul tenci-ess- tta.
self-D Tom=-N" ball-A throw- Pt-Dc - .

d. (Self's.-brother pushed Tom.)

Cak1 uy tongsayng—1 Tom-ul mil-ess-tta, - . .
self- G brother=-N Tom A push-Pt-Dc

‘e. (Self s brother gave a book to Tom.)

Caki- uy tongsayng i Tom eykey chayk- ul
self-G brother-N Tom-D book-A *

cwu-ess-tta.
give-Pt-Dc

Table (1') indicates the ranks of the reflexive and-its
antecedent in each sentence in (1). ' S J'F N

(1') Sentence Antecedent Reflexive,

(1) a. Tom (S) > caki (DO)
~ b:. . Tom (T) > caki (DO) ,
. C. Tom (S) > caki (I10)
d. Tom (DO) > caki (G)
e Tom (I0) > caki (G)

o S A } . : S
As (1') shows, the antecedents in these cases are all Higher .

» than the anaphors;
The following sentences illustrate what*happeng when
the grammatical relation (GR) of the ante;edentj(repfeséhied

as 'NP') is lower than or equal to the anaphor.



- (2) a. (I showed self to Tom in the mirror.f

*Nay-ka caRi-rul Tom- eykey 'kewul-lo
I-N self-A Tom-D ,,’mlrror w1th‘

poyecwu-ess—tta.
« show-Pt-Dc

b. (I éhowed to self, Tom in the mirror,)

*Nay ka -caki- eykey Tom—ul kewul-lo
I-N self-D. Tom- A mirror-with.

. poyecwu-ess-tta.
’ show Pt Dc

c. (As for self Tom hates'(hlmself) )

¥Cak -nun Tom-1i miweha-an-ta. S
elf-T ' Tom-N hate-Pr-Dc - '

d. ’(SeIf, as for Tom;'hefeé. (The meaning
. is 'As for Tom, self hates (Tom).))

*Caki-ka Tom—un_mimehafan-ta.g}
self-N Tom-T - hate-Pr-Dc’

”(2') - Sentence Antecedenév..,Reflexive
(2) 'a.  *Tom (10)27; caki (DO) -
b. *Tom (DO) . = "caki (I10)"
c.. - *Tom (S) = caki (T)
d. + #*Tom:(T)" . = caki (S)-

N\

'_ThesevfaCtS{suggest~that when the antecedent is equal in

i

krank'to the anaphor, coreference is blocked. (I call such. -

y-

backward'pétterns Blocked Backward' ) . If we look at‘some-h

addltlonal examples, however, we flnd that equallty in the

RH doey'not always result in blocked coreference. dbn51def
1n thls regard (3) | |
(3). (Ir at self s home, read’ Tom' 5 book )
: »6//{(“ ay—ka cak1 uy. c1p eyse Tom uy chayk ul
I-N o self- G home Tom G book-a

Lo . ilke-ess-tta.
- 'read-Pt—Dc;

29



vﬁln-(a) the antecedent EQQ'(aigenitine) isvegual‘tehggﬁi'
falso‘a"genitivexlin‘terms of itstrank~in'the—RH: Unlike
,the cases ‘in (2) hewever. sentenCe‘(3) fs,grammatical CI
.w1ll suggest,below the relevant dlfference between (2) and
(3) is that 1n the former case the antecedent is a L
;non-embedded NP (S, T, op.obJect), whereas. in the latter it
is not.‘ | .

. The next set of sentences 1llustrates cases 1in thch

the antecedent is lower than the anaph

(4) a. (I pushed. self at Tom's home )

x*Nay- ka cak1 rul Tom- uy Clp eyse
I-N . self-A Tom G home L

mil-ess-tta.
push—Pt—Dt

'b. (I gave to self Toﬁ's book. )

*Nay ka cak1 eykey Tom -uy chayk-ul
I-N . self-D Tom G . book-A

cnu-éssttta;"
give-Pt-Dc

c. (Selflhates'Tom )

-x*Caki~ka Tom-ul mlweha an ta.
self N ~Tom-A hate Pr Dc

d. (As for Self, (self)vgave a‘bail,to Tom. )

'*Cak -nu n Tom eykey kong-ul cwu-ess-tta.

. elf- T Tom D ball-A glve Pt- DC'
(4') Sentence Anteceﬁent : Reflex1ve
(8) a. - - 4Tom (G) -< caki (DO)
. b. *Tom (G) < -caki (I0)
“c. . *Tom (DOJ.<. caki (S)-
’ d. *Tom (IO) < caki (T)

" As (4') shows, the antecedent in the ungrammatlcal cases 15

3

‘1gwer tham the anathr,'{ In. Table 2.2 below I summarlze B

~

30
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the phenomena'that-we have observed'in (1) = (4").

.Table 2.2

L

" Coreference Conditions for Backward Anaphora

Free o Examples
he._'cakl < NP ().
b. Embedded caki = NP - (3 )'
“(genitive

Blocked
‘c. *caki > NP~ :
d. *Non-embedded caki-= NP

——~—~
N -
S S

'Thé conditions in Table 2.2'can_cqllapse and be
described as ﬁcllows.

- (5) a. Coreference is allowed 'in the
T - backward pattern when the antecedent
- is higher than the anaphor =
(condition (a) but not (c)).

b, -When the antecedent and the anaphor
are equal in rank (as in (b) and
- (d)), coreference.is allowed only’
" when the reflexive is a genltlve
(the case (b}).

‘.\»

(5a)-(5b) can be generalized in. a max1mally 51mple way by
p051t1ng the followlng prlnciple |

(6) The Precedence Constralnt

) A non- embedded refleX1ve can only
‘precede a higher antecedent

Notice that- (6) rules ont (c)’andl(d) 1nzTa%le 2.2 in which

31



a non-embedded reflexive precedes an untecedent which 1is

lower or equal in rank,‘but allows'(a) in which a reflexive

precedes a higher antecedent and (b) in which an embedded’
;eflex1ve occurs before an antecedent which is equal to it

'1n rank.
\os

2.2.4. A Note on Multlclausal Sentences

Both the Priority Condltlon (PRI) and the Precedencelﬂ
Constraint (PC) are 1ntended/to apply in any clause
containing caki and a potentlal antecedent. ThlS is
illustrated in (1). . “ |

(1) (Is John thought that @ I h1t Mary in self'’ s
' L‘OO Sl 32 )

s John-i (s nay ka y-rul caki-uy pang- eyse :
2 John-N °11- - Mary-% self-G room-L S

ttayli-ess-tta- g ]-ko sayngkakhay ayss-tta g J.
hit-Pt-Dc-COMP 1 thlnk Pt- Dc 2

"In (1) the reflexive can be coreferential with either John

" or Mary. ' This is because the embedded sentence in S, Mary

32

is the only eligible NP and hence automatically the highest;

antecedent in accordance with the PRI. In the matrix -
sentence S, the PRI allows only the matrix subject John to

be the antecedent since it is hlghe > than Mary (the embedded

d,

NP) .
In a sentence like (2), on the other hand, the

‘reflexive can refer only to John.



(2) a. (s, Is That self criticized Mary ] bothered
, Johﬁ Sy
. 2
.+~ [, I, caki-ka Mary-rul piphanhay-ayss-tta- g ]
' S, 515€1f-N .Mary-A criticize-pPt~-Dc 1

"nun sashil-i John-ul kwelophi—ess—tta s]J.
COMP fact-N  John-A bother-Pt-Dc 2

b. ([s_Is That self criticized Mary S] bothered

Joh%

2 |
#[s, [s1 Caki-ka Mary-rul plphanhay ayss tta- S],

n sashll i John-ul kwelophi-ess-tta s;
The reason is that coreference between caki and Mary 1is
blocked 1n,the embeddedss. since the reflexive (subject)

pfecedes a lower antec-f arz_(dlrect object) in

.

violation of the PC (ggeiﬁrb)). In S,, however, the PC is
R T . |

not violated since th?rf e xive pronoun is an embedded NP

and thus now precedes a higher antecedent John (the direct

object) (see (2a)).

2.3. Summary

In this chapter I have'discdsséd Koreah'reflekivea
anaphora, critically rev1ew1ng prev1ous analyses where
appropriate. In addition, an alternat1ve analy51s us1ng
grammatlcal relations has been proposed in an attempt ‘to -
develop pr1nc1ples for the 1nterpretatlob of Korean»

reflexive anaphora (i.e., the Pr1or1ty COndltlon and the

Precedence Constraint). In the following chapters,-I will

present experimental evidence bearing on children's

acquisition of these principles.?®
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~

eyf’

Korean and Japanese examples 1n th;s thesls are.
’transllterated on, the basis: of the Yale Romanlzatlon

Systems in. Beglnnlng Korean by Martln and Lee

. (1969:575).. - Hyphens are used“to 1ndlcate morpheme

boUndaries,;- AR e

..
o

When- thlS notion was flrst deVeloped it was simply
“termed. 'command'.. . Now it is called 'S- command' to

distinguish 'it: from other types. of dominance relations
mentioned below.: T will" con51stently use the ‘term

"S command"™ 1n thls dlssertatlon.r

P v ,,

I take the Korean toplc to be a sentence leve- category
marked by the’ aff1x~~un/ nun-and typlcallyr
_corresponding to6 a focussed: element which is either

discourse theme or conttasted.phrase. - Of~ course, not .

all focussed elements are, encoded as sentence-level .

topics.. For the purposes of this thesis, ‘the crucial
point ‘is topic-marked plirases have a special status in

- the Relational: Hlerarchy uSed “in the 1nterpretat1on nf
“the reflex1ve.; - KRN : _

.;\ -

-For instance{ Mary in’ ( ) (sectlon 2 1) 1s not an-
'embeddedjNPf 1in thlS sense..;

. PR

" Due. to the llmltatlons 1mposed by the experlmental

components of my ‘thesis,” I do not considet the.

. principle requ1red for blocked forward: patterns of
- anaphora. . g :

s o
v

LA e

@

T3

ﬁ.m



" CHAPTER 3°°

THE DEVELOPMENT OF FORWARD ANAPHORA

!

. 3.0. Preface o .o
| We have observed in chapter two varlous phenomena
1nvolv1ng the reflex:ve cakl. Two grammatlcal pr1nc1ples,,
;the Prxorlty Condltlon and the Precedence Constralnt have
been proposed ' Chapters three and four will 1nvest1gate
how these syntactlc constralnts develop in chlldren.
First, the present chapter examlnes chlldren s
interpretation of patterns of forward anaphora 1n whlch two

'th1rd person NPs precede cak1 ( Forward Anaphora ) L

i

3.1.° Purpose ’ ' "A’ , R

/

Our concern here is W1th the child's sen51t1v1ty to- the

e

“Priority Condltlon (PRI) “in whlch the ‘Relatlonal
Hierarchy' (RH) plays a crucial role, as dlscussed in

'chapter two.: The PRI and the RH are repeated here | for

\
convenlence

v ey
W

»,(1) Prlorlty Condltlon (PRI)

vt

Choose tﬁe hlghest ellglble NP as’ antecedent

(2) _RelatlonaleHlerarchy (RH)
%) .

< 075 {DO] {G‘ o } Y
S-‘ 10 Embedded NPs : : S



3.2 ﬁethbd‘?
3.2,1) Subjects

Slxty chlldren rang1ng 1n aqe from 4-1 to Y

- part1c1pated in: the experlment They were. selected from .

'HfthQEe who were :egarded by thexr teachers to be at ‘an:
average'aCademlc level The chlldren all Qfﬂ"hom‘?ere;"“
\fffom mlddle class famllles 11v1ng in Seoul Ke}éé' QEFEV_}“
ff{d1v1ded into flve age groups l The mean age and the age

range of each group are shown iR Table 3. below.,gtl

R T A Table 3. ;;:Qh;i;j;j'} Tl

Sub]ects

. KinBergarten .1 (K1)’

- Kindergarten 2 "(K2)
Grade 1 - . (G1):

. Grade '3 ;- - {G3)
~Grade 5 .- . (G5) 1

AR S
. .
3

—~ O o
0 @Oy -

~] ~3 @O W
\ .
— (O =LY
RRREN, NP
Y Ne we.me wu wae

e We we . ws we

oo ure |

1
T
T

. . ;{':. \ . 0; .’ o L T Lo o u !
3.252.;vLinguistibgHaterfaLs;;j Tl '

{ 3f2:2.W, Cond}tlon One

) s el

Due éﬂf&bv1ous llmltatlons on the Chlld s attenthﬂﬂM

span and“eﬁéurance, my study fOCUSSES on only three

components of the hlerarchy, namely,_ (ub]ect) > O(bject

5

‘direct) > G(enitive)"'. . Thus_the followaqg;hlé:archlcalb",,f

relations are examined. -~ - ¢ w~"1‘§§%

&



a. S>>0 - _ :
' - o )
when a sentence contalns two third person NPs, one S
'~‘and one O, the 'subject NP must be the antecedent s1nce 1t is .
2 higher in the RH.
(1) (Tom pushed Mary at self S home )

Tom i Mary- rul cak1 uy C1p eyse
Tom ~N Mary-A self G home L

S mzl eSSrtta.7&§3'A
o v . push-Pt- Dc

b. 0 >G’
When two thlrd person NPs, one O and one . G occur in a-
- . sentence, the o must serve as antecedent since it is -higher

Cow in.the‘RH

o o2y (1 pushed the Chlld s brother at self s

K S home )N , R
‘Nay-ka jai-uy . ' tongsayng- ul cak1 uy

I-N the chlld-G brother A self G

o : ... cip- eyse mll.ess tta. 'i R
B ' " home L . push Pt Dc S

In ‘my. study phrases con51st1ng of two common nouns (e g § ¢
the chlld.s friend),rather than a comblnatlon of common and W
) proper nouns (e. gl, Tom S frlend) were used : ThlS was to

“avoid the p0551b111ty that proper nouns mlght be more

o Sallent than common - nouns ﬁor chlldren..

PR

¢, S >G
when a sentence contalns two th1rd person NPs, one S
and one G, the former 1s chosen as. antecedent f0r the3

’ R . - Voo

' reflexive because of Lts hlgher:rank ;n»the@RHrn



'uf,- T
o
R

- (3) (Tom touched in. John s room, self's hat.)

“Tom i John uy c1p eyse cak1 uy moca-rul
' Toms N John G home-L * ‘self- G hat-A
-dmanc1 ess- tta.
touch Pt Dc,

The sentences exempllfled 1n (1) -‘(3f-are'named SO'

»ﬁ\GO and SG respectlvely, after the relatlve order of the

13

xgrammatlcal reYatlons assoqlated with the two ‘NPs in each

'sentence;», For example, a sentence l1ke Tom: pushed Mary,at

Self s home 1s referred to as SO since the flrst NP (Tom)

is S whlle the second ( z) is O. ’ Table 3.2 summarlze%_

w

‘;these three: constructlonsd

4

Table 3.2

'Testgsentence'Typesf(Condition Cne)

‘Type . .. RH Linear Position of the
. ' . Antecedent
g
I. SO '+ $>0 "First NP (S) -
II. GO 0>G Second NP (0)
I1I. SG S>G First NP (S)
3.2.2.2.5 Condition Two . | N

Additional test sentences‘were created by varying the
~reIative order of the two third person NPs so that the
_asentehce;initial NP is not always the antecedent in Types I

‘and IIIi.kahe.literature‘suggeSts that the@sentencefinitial



| NP is somehow prominent for yonnger children ano that'they’
otten_take it to beethe agent or the actor (Bevet 1970, De a
Villiers & de Villiers 1973, and Slobin 1982). It is:
therefore not impossible that the sentence-initial third
person NP is so promlnent for Korean children that at a

“‘certain stage they may u5e the follow1ng strategy. | \

(1) First NP as. Antecedent Strategy:

Interpret. ‘the sentence initial thlrd
person human NP as- antecedent.

By varylng the word order in the test sentences,;g
- ensure that chlldren using such a strategy would. not:‘
acc1denta11y succeed in 1nterpret1ng the reflex1ve anaphor
©on thlS basis. This can be 1llust:ated'w1th.the help of
the SO type from Table 3 2 above | | .

(1) (Tom hlthOhn 1n-self ' roon.) ,"”

- Tom-i John ul cak1 uy- pang*eyse .
. Tom N John A self G room L it

. ttayr1 ess~tta.
hit-Pt-Dc

In (1), the highervNP (thus antecedent)”Tom is folloﬁed'by4l
'géhn. As a result, the antecedent is the sentence 1n1t1al
third person NP : H0wever, by . mov1ng the ob]ect John to the:h
. beglnnlng of the- sentence, we.can obtaln -a natural OSV7
_ structure with the same 1nterpretatlon | |
(2) (John, Tom h1t in self s room )

'John ul Tom-1i caki- uy, pang eyse
John A Tom N self G ropom L '

ttayri-ess-tta. o IR :
hit~Pt-Dc DL . BRRRE

Notice that in (2) the antecedent NP Tom is the
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seoondfmentioned NP. I will call this new';onstruction oS
in light of the faot that the first NP in the sentence‘is o
and the second NP,;S. | ©

Alono the same‘lines, we can construct a second set of
‘structures involving S and G. The“SG'type repeated in (3)
below involbeé.a"é John's contained in a prepositional
phrase (PP) wh%oh is preceded by a eubject‘NP Tom.

(3) -kTom touched in'John’s room, self's hat:)

. Tom-i’ "John- uy . c1p-eyse cak1 uy moca-rul -,
Tom-N Mary-G home-L f ~-G- hat-A &z-

manci- ess- tta. BRI '
touch Pt-Dc - ' ' . o P

By reversxng the order, of- the PP John S. room and th@

subject NP Tom, ‘we can create the new constructlon in (4)
wh1ch is semantlcally 1dent1cal to and structurally as \
natural as (3).

"_(4)'”(In John?sfhome, Tom touched seit's hat.)':

‘John uy c1p~eyse Tom—x caki- uy moca rul
rJohn G home-L. Tom- N self-“G -hat-A

- manc1-ess-tta.
.touch-Pt-Dc

‘The majo:ldifference between;(édwand (4)‘feietes to the.f
positiontof;thevantecedent; 13 (4) the antecedent is the
Second NP | ThlS new struc*z*e is named GS 51nce the
genltlve NP 1s followed by S. | »

-~ 1In (3) and (4) ‘the gen:i: = NPs.occur in a PP

AHowever,'a genltlve ‘can also Lo in en argument NP as in.

,(5) beioy.
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*(5) (Mary's fr1end saw self in a mirror.)
Mary-uy chlnkwu ka caki- rul kewul - lo
Mary-G friend-N self-A mirror-with

‘
po-ass-tta.
‘ see Pt-Dc
The sentence type in (5) is named G,S to 1nd1cate that the.
first thlrd person NP Mary is contalned in thz/}arger NP

Mary' S frlend which functlons as S. The structures we have

'seen earller, ' SG and 'GS, are now renamed as SG, and G,S, in
: which G, de51gnates a. gen1t1ve element that is contained in
a PP. Table 3.3 summarlzes the six structure types from
Conditions bne and Two.?

RN

Table 3.3
Test Sentence Types (Conditions One and Two)

"y

P

Type *;vf'\.-RH Linear Position of the
‘ R , Antecedent
1. SO * $>0 First NP (S)
0s S>0 - Second NP (S)
II. GO o . 0>G Second NP (0)
IT1.. SGy $>G First NP (S)
G,S ~ S>G Second NP (S)
G.S S>G - - .Second NP (S)

Note: 'G,' refers to a G occurrlng in a PP,
, a G contalned in an NP. : .

4&:

'3}2.2.5. ConditionJThree



As we saw in chapter two, the antecedent of the Korean
reflexive can be either 'agent' or 'patient', depending on
the'sfrucﬁure. This is illustrated in (1) and (2).

(1) (Tom pushed John in self'’s home. )

Tom-i John-ul cak1 uy cip-eyse mil-ess-tta.
Tom-N John-A self-G home-L push-Pt-Dc

(2) ‘(John was pushed by Tom at self's home.)

John-i Tom-hanthey caki-uy cip-eyse
John-N Tom-by self-G home-L

mil-li-ess-tta.
« push-PASS-Pt-Dc

In the active (1) the antecedent (Tom) is the agent
while the antecedent in the passive (2) (i.e., John) is the
person who nés pushed (the patient).. In Condition‘Three
child:en's ability to inte;pret reflexives in active and
bassive constructions was studied. Two sentence types were
‘used - the active construction in (1) (which ié the 'same as
SO in Table 3.3) and the . pa551ve construction (PASS)
exempli{?ed by'(2); in whlch ‘the antecedent of the reflex1ve
is also the subject. Table 3.4 presents all seven sentence

types used in my experlment.

¥
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Table 3.4

"Tést Sentence Types“(Coﬁaitiéns One,.; - Three)

~r

Type RH Linea:'Position of the
= - - Antecedent .
4 1. SO | §>0 .  First NP (S).

, 0S . . $>0 - Second NP (S) -

11. GO 0>G Second NP (0) .
B 1II.. SG,  §>G First NP. (S)
. : G,S . S$>6 Second NP (S)
G,S . = S>G Second NP .(S)
"1V, PASS ~ s>0bl  First NP (S)

‘Note: 'G,' refers fo,a'G occurring in a’ PP,
' , a G contained in an NP. 'Obl' is oblique.

L]

In Table 3.5 below eaqﬁ type ligted in Table 3.4 is
exemblified. In the actual experimeﬁtj cbmqon Korean ﬁgmes
were used in the place of Tom, John,'etﬁlﬂ_ For the readers;
convenience, however; 1 USQHEnglish names ﬁh;oughout the

theésis. Three tokens have been designeé for each sentence

Y,

type in my study (see Appendix I1). : .E". Do
N . . . ” . > / k '

8,



Table 3. 5

Examples for . Test Sentences

SO .f- LTom‘puéhed-Johh at self's home.)"

Tom i John ul cak1 uy c1p eyse mll ess-tta.
Tom*N John -A. self- -G -home- L © push-Pt- Dc,‘
0s . (John, Tom pushed (John) at self's-home')

John-ul Tom-i caki- uy c1p—ey5e mll ‘@55~ tta
Mary A~ -Tom-N'self-G  home-L. push Pt-Dc.

mil-ess-tta.

‘push-Pt-Dc. |
o - (1 pushed’ the chlld s brother 1n self s .
home.) , > ,
 Nay-ka iai-uy . tongsayng- ul-cakiluy
I-N~ »the ch1ld-G brother A self-G -
. c1p—ey5e ‘mil-ess-tta. Q
" home- push Pt-Dc
.? sG, - '(Tom saw, at Mary s home, self's friend. )

v Tom i Mary uy cip-eyse caki- uy chinkwu- rul

Tom N Mary G home-L  ‘selfr G frlend A
 po-ass-tta. |
‘see-Pt-Dc - ’
~G,S (At Mary's home Tom touched self”s friend..)
Mary uy cip-eyse Tom-1 cak1 uy chinkwu- rul
po-ass-tta. )
G,S (Tom S brother bought self's hat.)

Tom—uy tongsayng~1 caki-uy moca-rul
Tom-G  brother-N self-G hat-A.

sa-ass-tta.
-buy-Pt-Dc

P o _ (-continued)

e

—



Table 3.5 (-continued)

~IV.' PASS (John was pushed,by‘TQm at self's home.)

John-i Tom-hanthey caki-uy cip4eyse
John-N Tom-obl‘ self-G home-L

mil-li-ess-tta. . .
push-PASS-Pt-Dc- :

-

3.2.3. Procedure (Queétioh—Answer“Comprehension Task).
3.2.3.1. Pretest

, Prior to the actualfexpériment,-each\s . act was led

“fhrough the following three instructional = -ps. - All

subjéq;s were’in;eryiewed separately ;n a quiet room;
(1) 'Eaéhvsubject Qas”idtroduced to four
 dol1s (two boys and:twoigirls)f Thé
Exberimenter (E) made sure that the
child could correctly identify the dolls
‘by name.

(2) E gave the child a simple sentence

(e.g., Mary is running-etc.), and asked
him/her guestions iﬁke hWhQ is’funning?;
or 'What istary doing?,' etc. E made
sure ﬁhat Ehe child understéod the task
be%ore procéedihé.

(3) E gave the child a simple sentence

involving a third person NP and a g@?

45
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reflexive (e.g., Mary is chasing self's
cat). E then asked the child questions

such as Whose cat is it? to find out

whether the child understood the meaning

[l

and the function of the reflexive
kX
pronoun.
'None of the children had any difficulty with these

questions.

3.2.3.2. Actual Test
Immediately following the pretest, children Qere given

the comprehension test on which the study of forward

anaphora was based. The procedure 1nvolved three steps.
(1) E placed three ‘dolls together on a “*4;'

3

table, saying 'These children are

playing together here.’ E dld not
restate the dolls' names when ptesentlng&~
them, since 1t was thought that chlldren

might be biased by the order of nameség

' PN
By

(2) E read a sentence with normal fnt;hétlon -

and soeeﬁ

&

(3) E asked the subject. several quest
. SR ’

the first of which always bote,nn the ¥ g ‘ .

&
? e i &
B p
0 *. i

pushed John in self's room,:

whose room did it happeh?.éf
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guestions (suchqgs Who did the pushing?

and @ pushed who?) were then asked to

determine whether children understood
correctly tﬁe meaning of each sentence
and the grammatical relations of third
\person N?s.
The w ole.procedure took approximately twenty minutes

or a little| less for each interview.

3.2.4. Scoring

Children's responses were divided into five different
types, and were scored on the basis of a 1 - 5 scale
esfablished to assess the degree to which the responses were
good or bad. The highest score 5 was given to the |
absolutely correct respoheeﬁwwhlch indicated a full
understanding of the test sentence, including the
grammgtical relation (GR) of the NPs and the correct

! .
interpretation of gégi.‘

_The second highest score, a 4, was given to children
who misinterpreted the GRs in the sentence but otherwise
applied the Priority Condition (PRI)‘and the Relational
Hierarchy (RH) in the appropriate way. For example, the OS
type sentence in (1) was soﬁetimes interpreted ae‘SO? with

John (rather than Tom) analyzed as subject of the verb
. H

pushed.

>



'\ S ST e

(1) {(John, Tom pushed (John) at . B
: -self E home ) 5 15 R

John ul Tom-i caki- uy 61p*e$se mll essﬂtta.,;f,hff;jfy;
John-A Tom-N self-G-.home-L ™ ush*Pt Dc }wa,;%ﬁfg_;f

AInterestlngly, many of’ the chlldren'who made this error also bi;
selected John (the NP wh1ch they thought was Subject) as T
antecedeqt in accordance w1th the PRII“ S;nce my study |
focusses on the chlldls\sen51t1v1ty to the PRI I gaVe th;si;f&tfy
'pseudo-hrghen NP reSponseLthe second hlghest score 4. e

A score of 3 was 91Ven to responses in wh1ch the L

chlldren took the: reflexlve to ‘be coreferentlal w1th a doll }[

not ment1oned in the test sentence but present 1n thelr

fleld of v151on. As noted above, each test_sentence was '

.preceded by the sentence These chlldren are playlng ;iiivh‘f{;~if
fi{together whlch was used to evoke a story llke settxng |

iEach settlng 1nvolved three dolls, two of whlch were )
actually meqtloned in the test sentence,.one remalningtln'f?-;rpg
© the background (I w1ll refer to the name of thlS latter'
doll as the 'Background NP':lh wh1le‘$ost sub]ects selected l

- oneApf the overtly stated NPs as antecedent a small number ef'

.of children chose the backgrouhd NP ThlS 1s, of course,f(f“

}5"not a‘correct ch01ce 51nce cakl can normally refer to an NP

1n the prev1ous context only 1f that phrase has been overtly fﬁyi*
.hment1oned Nevertheless 1 gave a score of 3 to these

responses taklng 1nto con51cera§10n the p0551b111ty that ;_--.
hthey 1d1cate the Chlld S sen51t1v1ty to the fact that the(
reflex1ve is. not sentenceubound ; It is p0551ble that for:(“ﬁ(
some chlldren the pretest se551on functloned as a type of '

i

vip



' 'thelr names.

) o : A

e N - . J ) \ ‘ ) . . ! L

v

dlsipurse context since durlng ‘this se551on all four dolls

rwere talked about unt11 the subjects became fam1l1ar with -

«

A score of 2 was gzven to a’ resp«*u‘ :ﬁhich'the -

Experlmenter'was selected as antecede TOP6r the reflexive,

In a GO type like (2), some,ch1;drenweonsidered the

i

L antecedent.to be lf(i,e. the Experimenter who reads the

sentence)

(2) (I pushed the Chlld s frxend at self s
. home )

"}ﬂf?f .. Nay-ka iai-uy ~ chinkwu-rul:- cak1 uy

- I-N the . child- G frlend A self G

cip-eyse mil-ess- tta{
‘home-L push-Pt-Dc

while this Experlmenteﬁ as- Antecedent response is a

jwrong answer, 51nce the Korean reflex1ve can only.refer to 3.

oA

thlrd person NP I gave thls pattern of response a: score - of

"2.‘ ThlS reflects the fact that while these chlldren may

L not know the person requ1rement for- the reflex1ve, they are

.oe

. bt N -

subject I) as antecedent l:. i : ’

49

sen51t1ve to the PRI 51nce they regard the hlghest NP (the -

Flnally, aDSOlutely wnong and unrnterpnetable responses@‘

'_were scored asz?‘ Such responses ’ncluoe anv pat*ern whrcA

v1olates the PRI regardless of chlldren S 1nterpretatlon of

v

hTiuse”the.SO constructmon~1n;(3) below ;'\_:;

E (3) (John pushed Toft in ser-”s room. i R

John-1 Tom-ul c*&;.uv pang eySe T1%~ess-t:a

~John- N Tom-A seif G -rdom~ pasn Pr- Bc‘
. o , 7.6 ’ :

'

o the GRs 1n the sentence.‘ To 1llustrate th‘s rype of erro-,f'
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ilh (3) John and Tom are. §\énd7o‘“ﬁéspectively. Sinééfjohn;

is higher than Tom, the ﬁormeggls th?,antecedent. , Suppoée

that a chxld 1ncorrectly 1nterpreted‘ﬁhe GRs of John and Tom

‘ ”vby taklng them to functlon O and S respectlvely If th1s

Chlld also chose as antecedent John (the lower NP (O) in his
1nterpretat10n'of the sentence) -his response vas
categorlzed as' absolutely wrong&

The . PRI can also ‘be v1olated by chlldfen who correctly

understood the GRs B For‘example '1n the case of (3), a

,!Chlld could correctly 1nterpret John and Tom as . S and O,

S

"respectlvely, but select the O Tom (the lower NP) as ‘ .

antecedent. This‘is another v1olationvof the PRI.and was

i

éléo'regardéd»aS‘Wabeolutely wrong'. -fUnintetpretable'

jréspdnses,'on the other hand, are .those in which children
- were reluctartt, refused, or failed to:provide responses.,
PTdblex3.6vbelcw presents*a‘summary of the scoring system

that 1. have est&hlished sovfaf;

N .. N . ‘ - , " o "

’“;”“fi’;'lt“"w ) ih@?@
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..Table 3.6

Scoring System

Antecedent » PRI GR Person Enao'wwsCORE
Higher NP ’ C c. ¢ ¢ “"5, |
Péeudo-Higher NP | C I c - C | -IH‘4

| Background NP NA c ‘_C I ~ 3
Experimenter C C I‘ .C 2
Léwer NP I 1 C C ]
Lower NP DS C c c E
Uninterpretable NA . NA y NA NA 1

ca

-Note: C=Correct, Endo;Endophoric (senténce-interhal
NP as antecedent), I=Incorrect, NA= Not Applicable
i . Coa g

3.3. Reshlts.

LY

3.3f1. Overall Performance

Figure 3.1 below presents the overall performance of

the children on the seven types of forward structures.

A

(’51 , ” ""
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.80 . 0S « GO  SG, . G,S G,S  PASS’

S SRR & SR &5 S A

e Ty Flgure 3
Overall Performance on Forward Anaphora

v

Age by Sentence Type Interactlon

el It is ev1dent in Flgure 3. 1 that scores generally
kimproved w1th age and that all age groups obta1ned the

‘lowest score on the GO type (II) . The best scores vere

X teSt was performed with a factorlal de51gn by three~way
. . . . L - - . &

52

;achleved on the SC iiﬁrand SG types (III) A statzstlcalf'



v,
3,

analy51s of varlance (ANOVA) _'Agé kA)bvaubject'(S) X
Sentence Types (T). In thls desxgn, A and T were‘flxed
whlle S and repllcatlons (R) were random effects. ‘ Table
3.7 summarizes the outcome of the ANOVA test wlth tespect tc

the maln and 1nteract1on effects

Table 3.7,
Three Way Analy51s of Varlance

Age (A). ngubJect (8) x Sentence Types (T)
(Replications are nested in A, S, ‘and T) - .

—

Source ‘;5Sum-cf Sqﬁefee 'D}E. Mean SQUares, 'F5" 
A 312,876 4 '~78;]44b 'A;ie;so;gl T

T 3séuo§s\ L ;”'. 61.5108 - 21,98%% .
S(A)'f = 260. 417 - - s S 4.7348 - 2.27%%
AT_?' S 79 490_ -.'5 '24» | .3,3121;’ i 1:18 ‘
ST(A) 923, 444’_'&" 330 2.7983 © 1.3aex |
‘R(AST) - 1754.000 - 84 . 2.0881 . .

Note: *%xP<0.001

_'As Tacie‘3;7 shows,jage‘qae'eveignificant}factor

:e( 14 55)-16 50, P<0.0QW), ae wasvsentence tyﬁe - |

' v( F(6, 330) 21 98 P<0 001). . There was no sxgnlflcant
ninteractlon effect between age and sentence type o ‘ﬁﬁé

(F(24,330)=1 ,ra,vp;o.zsﬁ.

f\‘ Y
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3.3.2. Tukey Test for Sentence Types
’ The.Tukey test was employed to'test the dlfference of
"the cell means for. sentence type. 'Means were ranked for

‘ the test and the ranks are represented in Figure 3.2.

N

5.0
4.0 |
3.0 |
2.0 | -
1000 |
\ o
1 I 1 I N J
SO GlS G25 (O] SGl PASS GO
L 3
e Figure 3.2 ¢

Mean Ranks Assigned to Sentence Types

i

-Theiresnlts of the Tukey test are found in Table 3.8.

470




TaW®Pe 3.8
Tukey Test for Sentence Types

©

SO G,5 G.S OS  SG, PASS GO

so © __ 2:54 3,02 3,33 3.33 4.60x 14.50%s
G,éﬁQ@* - 0.48 0.71 0.79 2.06 11.98%s
G.S | __ «§.32  0.32 1.59 11.51%%
os- J 0 0.08 +1.27  11.20%s
SG, : | ‘ . 1.27 11.20%=
PASS : | 9.92+

GO

Note: Q, 17 at P<0.05, Q7 4,88 at P<0.01
*pP<0,05, **P<0 01

As 1is evident in Table 3Qa, there was no,significant

difference‘among the first five ranks (SO through‘SG;). |
. However, the mean of the GO type was significantly different
(p<0.01) from all other constructlons Moreover- a‘
significant difference (p<0 05) was found between S0
(actives) and PASS (passives). The dlfference between
actlves and pa551ves seems ‘to result from the fact that

chlldren in K2-G3 age range performed very dlfferently on
"the two structures. The re}evant scores are represented in

Table'3;9.e



Table‘3.9

Scores on Actives and Pa551ves
(Total 5 0)
Active o Passivei5
K1 2.8 2.7
K2 4.3 3.5
G1 4.3 3.5
G3 14.9 . 3.9
GS . 4.9 4.6

'
N .

Note Numbers to be. noted 'in my dlscu5510n are
7/Clzed throughout this chapter

: : : : RS
S Wewill prov1de a further analy51s of the chlldren s
responses on these two sentence types in section 3 4.3 "

below. . S t é

”3:3,31 Tnkey Test for Agev

Another Tukey test was conducted to. examlne the
_51gn1f1cance of the dxfference among the f1ve age. grouﬁ%ﬂ
whose mean scores for overall performance across sentence

types_are ranked in Flgu:e 3.3.

s
B

56
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.57

5.0 |
\
4.0
3.0
2.0 L
1.0 | i
1 L 1 B TR
G5 G3 . K2 Gl K1
3
Figure“3.3 B A ) A ’ ~1

© Mean ﬁahks Aséigned to Aqe‘Groupsv . _" o

As Figure 3.3 indicates, scores increased significantly

\

with developmental levels. Table 3.10 below summérizes the

results of the Tukey test.



Table 3.10
.Tukey Test for Age Groupé

P . .

-

Ky Gl S A G3;"'.: Gé-

_ 'k1   ‘ ;;\.  5.33*tv"é;8é::' 7.74§; ~"1f.d9*f’
61 v; R '11531' ERTI 5.57**17
K2 I _; ['i.es | "4123¥ 
I . o 1  ; 1043

G5

Note: Q,~3 86 at P<0. 05 Q,=4.60 at P<0.01,
- %¥P<0.05, *#P<0.0]1 : !

Table 3 10 1nd1cates that the- performance of ‘the G5

s chlldren 1s 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent from that of the K1, K2

and ‘G groups (P<O 05 or less) It shOuld also be noted ‘
*hat the K1 scores were markealy dlfferent from those of all’

older grbups (P<O,Q1).

3.3.4. An Xitefna£i§é Sbat}sﬁical Aﬁalfsis

“The metficgl problem #hat arises in\éonnectién»with the
abdve‘analysis howevef‘ Eeiates to the fact that the 1!-5
scale represents qualltatlvely dlfferen; responses not a
Aquantlta*lvely dlfferent *esponse measu~e along a 51ng e

response parameter. ‘Thus, a subject who scores 4 on one

[}



| item and!Z'on'aﬁother cannot be logic&lly equated.with a

\;econd‘subject when he/she scores 3 on both items. In
. order to'ensufe that such a problem did not significantly
affect the statistical results, an‘alternative analysis was
performed. | "

The altefhative anéiysis groupéd tdgetheg as corfect

the Higher NP énd_Pseudo—Higher NP responses“and contrasted
them Qigh all the other response types. A two-way ANOVA
was carried out and it was found that both age and sentence
type were significant factors (Age (F(4,24)=17.94, P<0.001),
Type (F(6,24)=21.29, P<0.001)). This, of course,
corrésponds to the fesults obtained from thé previous
| analysis based on the 1-5 scale and indicafes tgat the
.cenclﬁsions‘drawn from the prior analysis need not be

Changed.

3:4. Discussion
This section explores. explanations for the performance.

N

of children on the forward anapnhora structu.-s. I will
evaluate chii@ren's»behaviquf in détail, bonsidering thei:
Qge.of ségategies,based‘onfwofd order, semantic information
and the pragmétic féctor of 'empathyi; as well as various.

syntactic factors,

o . . . 4:3“3,“.' e
Re

3.4.1. Word Order and the Interpretation of NPs
The prominence of the sentence-:nitial NP to chilldren

’

4

59
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is well known in the literature. De V1lllers & de Vllllers ‘ V
o1 l »

(1973:340), for example, note that younger Englxsh speaklng ah ,v
children tend to develop the so-called 'first NP‘as the. ‘-ﬁ
‘agent' (FNA) strategy and therefore interpret a passive

sentence like Tom was pushed by John as Tom pushed John.

The FNA sfrategy,/however, was not observed in my study, as
shown by the data from the SO and 0S5 types presented in

Table 3.11

Table 3.11

Percentage of Correct (C) and Incorrect (I)
Interpretation® of Grammatical Relations in

SO and OS
SO _Type 0S Type
C 1. Other C I Other

K1 56 39 6 39 45 17
K2 g9 12 & 55 45 0
Gl . 8317 0 , 42 58 0
G3 . 100 .0 0 52 48 0
\G5. %2 8 0 | 45 56 -0
Nbie; 'Other' = 'uninterpretable’ respoﬁsas
As is evident in Table 3.11, K1 showed no strong

tendency to Use the FNA strategy in interpreting SO and 0S.

That is, there was no strong preference in K! to take either
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the first or tHe?second NP*tg’be the agent. Although the
score for SO Qas siightly better than fo; 0S (56% vs. 39%),
thewdiffeﬁehce is trivial (X?=1.06, P>0.05X} Mereover, the
FNA strategy cannot explain the behaviour 8% the older
children in K2-GS5 since they-misintetpreted thewOS type by
taking the first NP as agent Shly 45%-58% of the time,
although they were largely successful with the SO type
(B3%-100% correct). ’

I propose that this indicatee that the older children .

rather make use of a principle involving both word order and

case markers, as outlined in (1). (I take a 'nonembedded

&

VNP\'fo‘b&hone which does not occur within a larger NP.

Hgnce;'géhitives are embedded NPs.)
ﬂ;“; (1) The Nominative NP as Agent Strateqgy
( NNAT

If the firdt nonembedded NP has a

. 1,nominative‘marker, it is agent.

' .xThé NNA predlcts that the SO type will be correctly \
o s‘n’ ¢

h S
1nterpreted 51nce the first nonembedded NP bears nominative ‘'

=case and’ is an agent. This strategy will not, however,

help children to 1nterpret the OS type because the

Q nomlnatlve NP is not the ﬁirst nonembedded NP in the

‘Sentenee. ?In fact, as shown in Table 3.11, the K2-G5

g:oups.WEre largely successful with the SO type (83%-100%),

. but seemed to be confused over the OS constructions on which

they performed only at a chance level (42%-55% correct).

There 1is goed reason to assume the NNA strategy is used

in other languages as well. Recent studies have begun to

fy

S
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L)

- note children's 51multaneous sen51b1V1ty to both word order

'x

‘and case markers. thuta (1983 239) for example repdrbs “

,(‘.

B ’:\,

“on Japanese children' s'(aged 2; 3-6; 2) development of a § ‘g}{

Strategy based on both varlablés g -He notes: f.vrﬂp”ﬁ

o t
[Japanese chlldren] seem to have a SR
generalized scheme "1f the first ndun of ks
the sentence is marked by ga'[Japanese : ‘.
nomlnatlve marker] then 1t 1s the’ /"~ gL
agent ﬁ . ' _ o l,u'nq'>wﬁ' '

As .we, shall see 1n-Table '3, 16 below the G3~G5 chlldren
-performed at a mone mature level than the NNA strategy would ,t;gﬁ
pfedict.u lt was found that they largely SUCcéeded |
,(81% 95%) in: 1nterpret1ng actlve and passlve COnStrUCtIOﬂS

¥

the flrst nonembedded nomlnatlve NP to be,sub]ect"

- by takin

Y 1
regar less of 1ts semantlc role (agent pa551ve) f* On tﬁe‘p

ba51s of thlS,'I suggest that these older children assume

7‘that 1if the flrst nonembedded NP has nomlnatlve case then 3-'W

,1t is subJect._ (I wzll call this the Nomlnatlve NP as -
ot STl
kjSubJect Strafegy NNS) Inﬂ(2),below, I summarlze the‘u T
strategles ‘we have been con51der1ng 5 FT‘“”T_i:ﬂi t Tf2¥w§wﬂ
«(2) K1:» No strategy : ' ]
| _K2 G1: The NNA: Lf the figst - - o
- ! .nonembedded NP -is nom1nat1ve, then 1t 1sﬂ C o
a. agent . . . -"A’ ; ‘_. .,,-_ '.'_ P N ’ ’.-/ o, (-..
G3 G5: The NNS »If the flrst f;ffﬂl;~,‘f f’*ff?; o
nonembedded NP - 1s nom1nat1ve, then 1t 1s,;~5 -’.;f;i‘ )
T subject R S Q”i§. "r-“,wv e A

The NNA and NNS. ar Efurther Supportéd‘b§ the Way?inu'

1

whlch.ch1ldren fnterpreted other structures 1nvolv1ng s and

. < .
: P
._Gr Table 12 presents how chxldren 1nterpreted the '

grammatlcal relatlons of the G S constructlons exempllfled

L3
LI

L

- “ o o ’ ) B . ’ e T k".
o i . N : ’ Dt o - . o
. : ' : - . .
C K ca : - S -
. N . N ' - . . ¥ , k N . . .o e ’ "
' ’ - A . R -
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in (3). - R,

y

(37 (The child's:friend bought s&lf's hat.)’

ial-uyw. , chinkwu- ka cak1 uy moca- rul
the ch™d-G friend-N self- G hat-a .
. o,
. sa?ass—tta. L f"' o } - '1‘\'#:‘
buy-P't—Dc - s ' ' ‘)"' N To- «t ‘. ’ . -
) Table 3.12 B
Percentage of Correct (C) and’ Incorrent (1333 W
Interpretatlons of Grammatlcal Refatlons 1n qésr*wﬁﬂd,
’ l. (’ ‘ . - v ‘ ;\l )% ‘ A
L. ..+, ¢ . 1 other
- — S , . —
. L R o g2 e 4 -
. . Y . ' . N A . . € ‘
‘ K2 76 ., 25 0 D
SRR Y- V- 14 2
© 63 75 25 0
) ' 6 0 ‘
5 [ X " M. - .
.' K o I I
- k CRE e R .
. No e:-E”cheéﬂ categbry involves l
fgninterpretable’4responses.
4 ’

‘ ns;we can/ see éntTable 3.12, the NNA aéragegy‘aoain-did
rnot\seem to fiuencevtﬂe behaviohr of K1 children, ,wno
showed ho preference For elther the first NP (G) or the
‘?~second NP (S) as agent (42% correct) The q;der chlldren
»in Ki(GS on thé other hand performed far better, correctﬁy

'comp ehending the gen1t1ve and the: nomlnatlve NPs 75%&94%%65%

the thme. S T g\.fV ; o ’~(§‘“*,QQ§ f*f f .;
‘ N T S o Sl e TERT L
. s ) . K R o
‘ - ; By T
R
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‘Let ws now consider how children interpreted SG. and
G.S, exémplified in'(4) ab@ (5), respectively.

(4) (Tom saw, at Mary”s home, self's friend..)

. Tom-x Mary-uy cip- eyse caki- uy chinkwu-rul-

Tom-N Mary- A  home- self-G friend-A
I po ass-tta.
' See Pt-Dc.
{5) .- (At Mary s home, Tom touched self’s friend.

Mary uy cip-eyse Tom-l caki-uy chinkwu-ru.
Mary- G home-L Tom N seé; G friend-A

poc-ass-tta.
see-Pt-Dc¢

. . b4
* ot U . ) . .- . :
-~ The relevant information 15 presented in Table 3.13.

&

Table 3.{3_ - -%ﬁ

Percentage of Correct (C) and Incorrect (I)_

Interpretatlons of Grammatical Relatlons s .t
SG and G, S o ~

‘ — 7
o $G, N ' G.S
g C I~ Others’ f‘ C I Othe:s
K1 67 28 6 67 é\?5~ .8
. . ‘, ' ’ - ‘ ’ : \ ’ ‘ . N
K2 . 73- 28 O 87 140
G197 3 % .81 14 6
s 95 o & . g 2. 3 '
‘Gs 100 O ‘.0 97 30
) . '. N . R v‘r é.;_‘) ‘ .
Y L
Note: 'Other'a,='uninterpretable responses
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B ij.s eV1dent 1n thlS table, all the ch1ldren performed\'
.quhte well " on- the two structures under cons&deratlon. ' Th1s
','supports the c&alm that 1f the flrst nonembedded NP in-the"
sentence ‘"has nomlnatlve case,:rt w1ll be 1nterpreted as *

<{}‘ 'edthet agent or Sub]ect (dependlng of the cblld s level of .

'development) . R S o _-‘4 ';

3.4;2: WOrd Order and the Interpretatlon of cak1 o
'_;j' In the present seet1on we,vlll’con51der the questlon ot
e whether ch ldren’ $ 1@terpretatlon of the reflexlve cak1 can

gl

‘be characterlzed in terms of processxng strateglekm.' To.
2 o ey : e
begln'wl let.usfgg'hlne whethqr chlldren'employed;the 'f )
Flrst NP as antecedew '-st{itegy outlined in (1) ' N
(f) @Elrst NP as Antegedent of he Reflexlve '
(ﬁﬁRY ) .

. : ”'wyr Take the flrst NP as the antecedent of o .
N - the reflexlve caki. ) - : “-.k Co -
- . _ : S vd‘§‘: )

" . Note that in SO and SG, structures, the antecedent 1s the

fiRst NP (column I in Table 3. 14). In the oS, - ana'G;s

‘etructures,'in cbntrast, the second anlmate NP functlons as

B

s antecedent (column I1). ‘ﬁ Table 3. 14 shows the scores

AR

: obtalned on, these five structures “ B v

"

[i



s 33, 2). Thls‘suggests»that the llnear p651t10n~of

( :, Table 3

S Interpretatlon of cak1 1n SO and SG
A(Total Score 5 O for Each Cell)

: Y

S W

1. First. NP Antecedent ) lf. Second, NP= Antecedent
‘ SO f,sc. o '0s  G's' G, s
N ] R : . . ) )
K1+ 7 2.8 3.4 0 2.8 3.3 3.0
Y k2. - 4.3 3.8 41 4.1 a0
e a3 3.6 3.7, 3.7 3.4 )
SooL 63 . 4.9 37 L @;:o 3.9 3.8
e Gy 809 46 4.3 4.5 ° 4.9
Rk X . | _
- ,aﬁ:‘ ) ) ‘.\I"‘ , . c, . . . , ] ’ ;._ -
‘ - .Mean -‘.-‘q.w | 3 8 o 3r§ 3.8 3.9 M K
z r‘;& — — . . ‘44——
T rﬁ’" o R ¢ . \
&/ . .
g

’ “ ﬂ‘ ' ) . '
The dlfﬁerence between the scores “in coluﬁks I agf 1T oo

in Table 3., 14 is mlnlmal In fact, ‘no - 51gn1floant
fdlfference was found among the f1ve types 1nvolved here,.as )
ve saw in- our eattler dlscu551on of the Tukey test (Sectlon”A
potehtlal antecedents d1d not s;gnlflcantly affect the way
in Wthh cblldren 1nterpreted cak1 ' In other words there~:
vwas no 51gn1f1cant tendency for chlldren to prefer the £1rst
'orvseCOhd.NP.as'antecedent. 1 Rather the chlldren -"'“ ?
,xparticﬂlarly.those-ih'the-older groupS»(KZtGS) §enerally
behaved’ 1n conformlty with the Prlorlty Condltlon (PRI)

. v \)

'obtalnbng a«relatlvely hlgh score on all types (3 4 4 9)

B ‘Qne‘mlght argue, of'course that 1t lS Stlll p0551ble
0 R - e L
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to explaln the scores 1n Table 3 14 1;’terms of avstratedy
"such asA'F1rst Argument as Antecedent of the Reflexlve - ‘
5 (FAAR}"outlxned 1n (2) below 'ftt V'f:'\t-'_ - -7‘;] ;‘d?“p
. (2) Rirst Arqument as. Antecedent of the : o 2
« .~ Reflexive’ (FAAR) ' . '
Take the flrst argument ‘as the i“" EEEE E
: antecedent o@;the reflexive caki ' o f c
S '; ', ;ﬁ This does not appear to be an- unreasonable assumptlon'
 71;‘ le‘at first glance sxnce xn a;l“strpcture; e~4;‘ the flrst
' atgumentlls antecedent., iﬁ f&ctnztneF | l be our
“cruc1al caﬁg to test the adequacy of t'n Ge inbxt
: - _the secgib E?gument ¢S 12 ki anteceden > The FAAR would
‘ . 3-'be cOnflrmédvlf Chlld“ B ctly 1nterpreted the #
. grammatlcai relatlonx_ 4?kba\1n the OS structure, but~f
| '“mlstakenly tock the flﬂ@t. rgument (O) aS°the antecedent 1n‘ i
:~cgmpllance wlth the FAAR strategy The relevant data are L
‘vfound in Table 3,14 below,‘wh1ch presents- the’ dlstrlbutlon B
| of responses nertalnlng to the\cogiﬁetness of - the GR and the:‘m
. Prlorlty Cond1t1on (PRI).z BRI S ”Q-'br..i_"::_~71i}0‘!'f;
. £ . ’ ""
ST S ST S g
S / ; / ] TR



Table 3. 5 o

Percentage of Correct () and Incorrect (1)
. Interpretatlons of 05 . ' -
.. . . - <o . o ‘
B QB ,-\‘C._ e : I - ;f’ ‘Ot‘:her/’
PR} - AC, B S S
U ‘ T A RERERE ¢
ﬁgtggggggt. Second‘ Flrst .First Second .. . ‘.%f‘
NP (S)' NP (O) -'f NP (S) NP (o). - .

x“v’v. ;— °‘_ ,.
K1 25 18 A=39) . o310 e AT

ke s (=85 a2 30 00

e 3 foﬁ??_ | \sqw 8 0
SpST T 4 e s Az e 0

G 42 03 ~“(=45'-);’7[’. 5 0. - L 0.

Mean . 38 g (= 47) e 8 6
1 (38/47=81%) (9/47 19%) S » N
'fq’ - 5 » N S :
. Note""Incorrect rresponses of GR are. those
: in wh1ch OS structures were interpreted as SO;
L "*Other' category ‘involves 'uninterpretable’. responses-
‘ Background NP, and, Experlmenter as Antecedent QV

Responses. . The numbers in the parentheses §§F1~
subtotals of the . flrst two columns .

o
- ' h }W ¢ ’
The data in the flrst WO columns 1s relevant to the

.

‘questlon of- whether chxldren chose the flrst argument as

antecedent as the FAAR pred1cts, even. when they correctly.;

'tlnterpreted the GR of the NPs in 0OS structures Our scoreé”' .

clearly suggest that thas strategy was not USed {Intf

Y v \t :
o partlcular, th% ch1ldren 1n K2 -G5 who correctly comprehended

'the GR took the second NP (S) as antecedént 81%Jof the tlme

P
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N a
on the average"(see the pcttdm Tine of the first column) as:
}the PRI would pred1dt. : This«suggests thaf these older
ch1ldren made use of a richer system Lhan just the FAAR
\v'ﬂ' Lo
strategy and leads us to conclude that thlS strategy was '
"not used by chxldren. ‘ . ,' - _

Thls 1s further co&fxrmed by the way in wh1ch chlldren
interpreted caki ‘inactives .and pa551ves. " Table 3
hﬂd1cate8 how often chlldren correctly‘1nterpreted the GR: of

- ,"‘%ﬁ l{(r‘ N \ W
th1 d pe?son 'NPs 1n actlve and pa551ve construct1ons.
I'A . ) ';
" i P s T Y N S
. : 4 , S e e T e
PR ;_'52”” 3 Table 3.16 ‘
| Percentage of Correct (¢y and lﬁCOrrect )
Interpretatlon of the Grammatical Relatlo in
N - . Actlves .and Pa551ves
L Actives, = - . ' Ppassives -
GR -~ . '« T .1 : Other . - "+ €. 1. Other
K1 - 56 39 &+ .14 67 19 .
[ ' ’ | . - o o ‘ s . “'
K2 -, 83 12° = T 3167 3
oG % go 173 0w a4 s o Y
63 - Y100 0 0 L. - - 81 19 0 -
6s = 92 8 0 (. 95 e 0
g N ) " 'Y - I4
: — T %

f In Table -3. 16 1t is clear that pass1ves were largely

.«

_ mlslnterpreted as actlves by younget chlldren 1n K1- G1 who

"ach1eved suctess rates of only 14%*31% wh1Le G3-G5 groups

performed much more sgccessfully-(Bl% 95% correct)

» RN

69
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d1ff1cult to determlne how they treated a sub]ect whlch

. 70

Actives, on the other hand, wereucomprehended“Eorrectly by

most of the older chlldren 1n K2- GS (80%—100% correct)

%

The m1s1nterpretatlon of the pa551ves by younger chxldren 1S
very unfortunate for my purposes, because it makes 1t

1.8

b

'sem#nticilly a’ patlent 1n thelr 1nterpretat10n of Cak1.

K3 . -
Let ug examine. the degree to whxch the PRI was fOLlowed

”"

‘in chxﬂdren s 1nterpretat10n of caki for actlves and ’b

W
pa551ves 1nw§ables 3 17 and 3 18, respectlvely
t:':?. ,Jn' . : W .
L nw‘w“ . ! )
" ’
i3 .
o _ﬂﬂ '-f o Table 3. 7

_Q;..Percentage .of Correct (C) and. Incorrect (1)
by Interpretatlons of cak1 in Actives (SO)-

c [ (50 as 0S)

1 . e )
S c  r - - Lo n =
,  Agent Patient Agent Patient = Other-
S 31 28 (=56) . 28 L1t 6 A
“v . ) ¢ R : .1 r . . ) - ) 1 ’
(K2 " ey 75 -8 (=83) .. 6 6 6 -
Gl ' 69 11 (=80) ‘_;.14 T
e L. a7 3 (=100) o0 - . 0

6s . 92 o (<o) 8 o 0

SR Note' The numbers in the parentheses are .
subtotals for the: flrst two columns; GR= Grammatlcalf"f
Belatlon, PRI=Priority Condltlon'

e

'In'Teble 3.17{ wefcanyqee,that~the children in. K2-G5
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co?réctly(interpreted th; Gﬁs of-tﬁird person NPs and caki
69%-100% of the time (see the first and the thira
 parehthesized columﬁ;)} _ Now‘let'ug.Compare the results

above with the children's performance on passives in Table

"» ‘V118 below. . h o L

L]
.

b

A ‘Table 3.18

'~ Percentage of Correct (C) and Incorrect {I) .
' Interpretations of caki in Passives (S/0bl)

—

g . GR ¢ o
. R ' : )
_ PRI _ c I (o I
‘Antecedent Pat #fent Agent Agent Patient Other
s T (Subject) . e (Subject) . 7
6 (=14) 42 25 (=67) 19
e ;3 61 6 (=67) 3
33 8 (=41) 39 19 %(=58)" 0
63 67 14 (=81) S8 11 (=19) " 0
. %s . 89 & (=95 3. 3  (=6). 0
L}
Note: 'Incorrect™ responses involve passives .
S interpreted as actives; 'Other’ responses .are those . I
. where ‘background NP or the experimenter was taken as
’ antecednet, or unirnterpretable tases. The num 5, in.
) s the parenthesas are subtotals for the first two - ;

columns’ and the second two columns separately..

Y

In the fohrth and fifth columns (under .GR:1) of Table
3.]8;:wé can see‘that while man§,younger childréh-(K1—K2) 
'misintetpreted passives as actives, they.exbibited‘a,strong

[

At N
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endency to take thé NP whlch they 1nterpreted ag subject to

be antecedent, thus comply1ng with the PRI (42% 61% out of
. T . i 1\ . i‘ﬂ . )

‘_67%). » : - \ ‘

. The behaviour of the older childten_iG3jG5f i's in sharp
contrast with that of the yoonger children. Not only did’ |
; older‘children Qery often suoceed }n comorehendinq bassiVes

(B1%-95% ofathe~time, asfnoted in‘the‘thitdvcolnmn)fjbui' .
the§ also generally’inteto;eted,the feflexive‘cotrect}y(byt'
tak1ng the patlépt sub]ect as antecedent (67%-59% ot the-
txme).w Comparable behavxour was observed in the G1
'children whose correct responses to,pa551ves are mUch less
frequent than tho%e of the GB G5 chlldren et nevettheleséd.f
Largely satlsfy the PRI (33% out of 4173 hese:findin§5"
are lmportant sxnce they eﬁ%arly ghggest*that the succes?}ul

- .

older ch1ldren know that either tHe patlent or the- agentwqan s

]

funci}on as antecedent for ‘the - reflex1ve when it is- sqgject.

ot

&

3.4.3;v Pragmatics ( Empathy ~and the GO Type

o v ‘
As we saw 1n 3 3.0, chlldren of all age groups scored
lowest on the GO constructlon exempllfled in ( 1) below.-
T 41) (I pu hed the Chlld 5 brother at self's
' home/ o , ‘
Nay- ka 1a1—gy tongsaan ul cakl uy
I-N the child-G brother-A self-G

cip-eyse mil—ess-tta.~“ : ‘ =

\ home T  push-Pt-Dc . | -~
In (1), the objeqt (Q) is hlgher 4n the relatlonal

hlerarchy than the genitive (G), and thus must be the



%3
antecedent of the ref{exive. Hoﬁever,'a large numbér of
children incorrectly chose G or the Experimenter (the
supject 1) as the antecedent.w In-this section I exploré
the possibility that these errors are due to the discourse - 3
factor of embathy.

Table 3.19 indicates how often the Priority Condition - ;#§
(PRY) was exploited in children's interpretétion\of
reflexives in GO structures. I include as co}rect cases in
‘which children misjnterpret GRs, but then Eﬁterpret the

sentence in accordance with the PRI.

Table 3.19 o

Percentage of Correct (C) and -Incorrect (I)
Interpretatxons of cak' in GO )

PRI c 1 " Other

antecedent 0 6 E \
TR | 17 75 | o® .8
K2 39 53 0. B
s 45 52 o 3
G3, 42 31 17 ]
'G5 4 28 - 33 39 .0

. 2 - ’
Note: C= Correct E perlmenter, I= Incorrtct,

- O=Object, Other=Uninterpretable dnd Backgrbdﬁ&‘
respenses, GgGenxtlve .

,w s

W "L . },W Coe KN

. A .
”:
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" of the G3 and G5 children revealed that elght out of . thg

were ,obtained.

74
:he'choice of G (52%-75%) as antecedent. The older

children, on the other hand, made two different kinds of “-‘

errors - G as antecedent (31%-33%) and the E (Expetiment J - -
as antecedent (17%-39%). A closer look at the perforqen

o
twenty-four contributed to the relatively high scores: fBr
\

E; three af the twelve children in G3 and five of th

twelve chifidren in G5 chose the Experxmente: as antecedent -
67% and #3% of the time, respectively. Another analysis
was conducted in which these eight children were excluded.

The ilighfly different results represented in Table 3.20

“r o

2

Table 3.20

ﬁercentage of Corre¢t (C) and Incorrect (1)
Interpretations of cak1 in GO
(Eight Strategy Children Excluded)

PRI ¢ I © Other
Antecedent o ~ G
« K1 . 17 s 8
K2 39 - 53 ¥ 8
Gl 52 3
fo.rG3 T . _f;'» :J‘Zw 15 -
o G5 7 't Y 74 "o
& =

‘Note: C=Correct, I=Incorrect, O= Ob]ectk G=Genitive-
. Other=Uninterpretable, Background AP responses

< .
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Table 3.20 contaxns slightly h1gher 5cores for G3 and
G5 than Table 3.19 (43-50% vi}bza 42%). However, there 1is
still ‘a large number of responses (37%-57%) in which the M
lower.NP (G) was incorrectly regarded as antecedent. This
raises a question as to the source of these incorrect
responses. I make an attempt here to give an account
involving the notion of 'empathy' developed by Kuno &
. Kaburaki (K&K) (1977:628). They defined 'empathy' as
"follows.*
(1) Empathy: v .
Empathy - 15 the speaker's 1dent1f1catloﬁ‘.
with varying degrees (ranging from
degree 0 to 1), with a person who ’
participates in the event that he
describgs in a sentence,
As an illustration‘of this, observe (2)-(3) below."
(2) Mary's husband hit her.
(3) 1 talked to Mary's husband about her.
Actording to K&K (;Qig.:627—629),>ih (2) the speaker
'completely empathizes' (identification to degree 1) with
Mary rathér than with Mary's husband (say, John) because the
speaker has‘reférregﬁﬁngary as gggx,kand.tomJohn as Mary's
. husband. f Thus, theifolldw?ng empathy hierarchy is
established. ; e
(2') 1. Mary ‘ _ =

@ . .3 2« Mary's husband L
\{;&r I oo . e

A 5.
v N .
o In (3), on the other hand, the speaker's éﬂ?athy with Mary
¢ L : : s :
'cannot be to degree 1 since he is expressing his own iy
action.' Thus, in this case, the following empathy

rélationship holds.

P ——
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t’.l‘

(3') . 1.1 . o
S, Mary v S -
- 3. Mary s husband ) . ‘;nﬁb

NOtice that the GO construct1on used 1n my study has -

the same bas;c structur@ as (3)_' Very 1nterest1ngly, hy:“ L
empathy relat1onsh1p outllned 1n (3 ) above c01nc1des w1th

the way 1n whlch Korean ch1ldren 1ncorrectly 1nterpreted the:.

2

reflexlve in the GO constructlon. _ Recall that chxldrenzun,V

K1-G1 m1stakenly selected-the second hlghest\NP 1n (3 3, the

14

76 .

gen1t1ve element, as antecedent 52% 75% bf the t1me and that\"'

the G3-G5 chlldten alternately chose one of ‘the hlghest two .

NPs in (3') - the genltlve (31% 33% of the t1me) and the o

subject NP I (17% 39% of the tlme) (See ‘Table 3. 19)a ‘Qﬁhtif'

the ‘basis of thlS flndlng, we may . p031t the hypothesms in

2

(T B

: 1 . . . \
(4) Empathy H1erarchy and’ cakl in Ch1ldren

Children prefer higher NPs in the Empathy
H1erarchy as the antecedent of the reflexlve.

\

Slgn1f1cantly, houever, chlldren d1d not use the

- exempllfled in (5) below is a ‘case in po1nt

-(5) (Mary's fruend saw'self in a mirror.)

“Mary-uy chinkwu-ka caki-rul kewul-lo
Mary-G friend-N . self-A ‘mirror-with

po-ass-tta.
see-Pt- -Dc

‘Note that, if,K&K (ibid.) are correct, the empathy

'relationship that holds in (5) can beyrepresented as (5;),

(5') 1. Mary
' 2. Mary's frlend

~ prlnc1p1e in (4) . for all sentence types The G, S structure



If ch11dren had employed the strategy descrxbed 1n T\T\tor

~

the G S strueture, they would have chosen the hxgher NP in

17

the empathy hlerarchy (1 e., Mary) as. antecedent However, o

|

A thlS dld nOt happen. .- Rather most chlldren correctly

1nterpreted the reflexive xn the G, S type by ch0051ng the

subject Mary 5 frlend which 1s lower 1n the empathy

h1erarchy (5'), but hlghest in the relatlonal h1erarchy

(scores here ranged from 3 4 to 4 9 out of total score 5. 0

. . ’ Sy b A
See Flgure 3 1}. B '_ f.-" .,af‘ ‘ '

e P8

. It may well be. the caserthat chlldren rely on the

constralnt in (4) ‘only when thelr grammat1ca1 knowledge is

$
1nadequate or unclear. That is, the strong effect of

empathy on - the GO type may stem from the fact that .
chlldreh have rnot_yet developed the port1on of the

relatlonal h1erarchy wh;ch st1pu1ate5\that 0 is hlgher than

;'fG, although they do know that S is hlgher than elther 0 or

;‘G“ : Con51stent w1th thls proposal -we f£ind that d1scourse

¥

% .
strategy (4) d1d not manlfest 1tself in the chlldren s

1nterpretat10n of the G S structure, as we would have

‘1 expected 1f chlldren knew that S was hlgher than G in the

- relatlonal hlerarchy \

. t ‘ a .
i . ! a
oo \

Y

3.4.4. DeVelopment of Grammatlcal Pr1nc1ples

/

In sectxons 3 4 2 and 3.4.3, 1 noted that older

chlldrén :S performance cannot be explained solely in terms

. of strateg1es based on word order, semantic roles or

pragmatlc information alone. I suggested that older
'

e



.rch1ldren drawlon grammatxcal knowledge (i.e.,- grammat1cal |
relatxons) 1n 1nterpret1ng reflex1ves and that thls :”
knowledge overrldes process1ng strateg1es and empathy
nncon51deratxons.. In thls sect1on, I draw on - the,'};
‘rfiexper1mental fxndlngs reported earller to. characterlze how-
”pthls l1ngu1st1c knowledge seems to develop 1n ch11dren. =
' As ve. saw 1n égktlon 3.3, the. ANOVA test 1nd1cates that .
.age was. a 51gn1f1cant factor in chlldren s performance on
 ‘our test sentences..r Moreover, the Tukey test showed that
the- performance of the Kt chlldren was s1gn1f1cantly ﬂ
':d1f£erent from ‘that’ of all older groups,’whlle the behav1our
of\the GS chlldren was also markedly dlfferent from that of
lxpyounger groups such as K1 G1 The K1 ch1ldren, ir
partlcular,tseemed to perform w1thout d1scr1m1nat1ng among
:-any sentence types, obta1n1ng falrly low scores ‘across the
' board On the other hand. we have séén that older chlldreﬁ
(G3-GS) succeedlng in many of the SO and SG structures,

Taoy e

while -failing on ‘the GO construct1on In llght of thls,
hypothesize that development of the h1erarchy has taken
place in accordance w1th the following stages as 1n (1) and.
"‘that ch1ldren have a pr1nc1p1e resembllng (2) |
(1) Stage 1. No grammatlcal pr1nc1ple (K1)
Stage 2. S > ..0..G.. (K2-G3)
'Stage 3. §> 0-> G (GS5)
@2) Choose the highest NP as the antecedent.
Accord1ng to (1), chlldren 1n1t1ally have no -Sl;f_lli‘*

' grammatlcal pr1nc1ple for 1nterpret1ng reflex1ves and

\ I >
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¢ o .
+

' »thenpfore exh1b1t the near random behaV1our foun& 1n K1

'They then develop the hypothes1s that S 15 h1gher than

e1ther O or G thereby correctly 1nterpret1ng the SO and SG

cgnstructxons.. However, sxnce the status of G and O with . =

respect to each other 15 not yet establ1$hed the Gé S ‘s“v

.

structures create problems and ch1ldren revert to the

"'empathy strategy descr1bed above.‘ R fti ,f

:discussed‘ln chapter four.

Because of the large number of errors 1nvolv1ng the

. choice of G or the Exper1menter as antecedent in the GO

' -
structures, the evidence from forward anaphbra is not

¢

sufficient to demonstrate ‘that the G5 children have actually

the full hierarchy associated with’StageJB. However, the

: exzstence of this stage is supported by the ch11dren s

behav1our on backward anaphora,'whlch will be further

3.5. other Studies . o !

The evidence we have just'observed indicated that the
F‘Subject; is easiest for children to link a reflexive
pronoun with a subject than with ‘any other NP. Recerrtly,
comparable results haVe been obtained in other studies.
Otsu (1981)( for example, stud1ed the performance of sixty
English- speak1ng chlldren at 3;1-7; 1 on structures lzke (1)
in an act- out task ”

(1) The elephant near the hlppo tickled hlmself

In this study, it was found that from age 4;0, children

showed a strong tendency:(71%-83% of the time) to.choose

-79
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-

A':subject NPs as antecedent. L n . . X
MoreOVQr, Suzukx (1985) tested sxxty Japenese-.&peeking
chxldren on S0’ types (ng pushed John in self s room) uexng
an. aet-out task She‘reports that even the youngest group
(age &; 0) correctly chose .subjects over objects qs ro
antecedent 76% of the txme.,_ Older chxld:en sucteeded o ;x'
81%-100% of the txme.f* These f1nd1ngs clearly po:nt to
chxldren s early sensitxvity to the role ot the sub]ect in
dthe 1nterpvetatxon of reflex1ves, end suppo;t Hetada s
.(1976 :9) observat1on that-' o
~* _..when a rule is epp11cab1e to exther
sub]ects or nonsub]ects, its. applxcetxon -
to subjects is easierato process in

sentence...and appears earller in child
language. .

""dnﬁ.'VSunnery end Conc;ueion-;‘

Tnis chopter heé-examined‘the way in whioh ohildren:
zxnterpreted the reflexxve pronoun cak1 in forward anaphora‘
constructxons It uas found that the status of S w1th
_respect to O or G developed earlxer than the relatxonshlp of
."O to G°~[ Ch1ldren s hypotheses based on word order,'f{”'

,semant1o 1n£ormat1on and empathy have also been exemzned
f;It was concluded that the chlldren seemed to belxeve that
- 1the nom1nat1ve marked ‘NP IS agent (KZ G1) or sub]ect | '/
_(GB -G5) . Slgnxfxcantly, however, word ordet and semantxc‘e

nformatlon play no direct role in the chxldren 'S (K2 GS)

1nterpretatlon of the reflexxve The older children in



L

S\

'731A

- et

G3-GS, in partxcular, largely succeeded in 1nterpret1ng the

reflexxve pronoun regardless ot the sementxc role or

relative lxnear posltxon of its antecedent. Some of G1

achxldren vere also observed to behave 11ke G3 GS groups.

‘1t was therefore concluded that at least the successful

.chxldren 1n 61-65 wete probably developxng the grammatxcal/

mechanxsms found in the adult system.,‘u'

The . pregmatxc not1on of empathy was elso found to

*

play an apparent role in explaxnxng why chxldten produced

- errors 1nvolv1ng the select1on of the Expetzmenter or a

gen1t1ve ‘as antecedent 1n the GO type : H0wever s1nce

_fchxldren vere mote*dependent on the Pr1or1ty Cond1t1on

slrather than the Empathy Hletarchy in the1r 1nterpretat1ons

‘-of the G S type, it was concluded that grammatxcal

.knowledge, once acqu1red overr1des pragmat1c pr1nciples.



'Strategy'.in my thesis refers to.a device

82

. Notes to Chapter 3

“‘V? t i . ~ e '

i . i
v
. ¢

‘1 ‘@onsider the genitive to be 'first NP' in the sense-
“that it is contained within the larger object NP,

*7Sgg Footnote 1. ot R

PP >
‘in T
linguistic performance motivated in part, -at least, by .

_processing considerations such as memory limitations or

psychological searches. It is to be distinquished .

“from a grammatical principle or rule.which makes .. . -
reference only to syntactic notions suc .as ‘subject,

NP, etc.  Thus, the Priority Condition is a syntactic

. principle, but the Recency Strategy which refers to the -
. 'processing notion 'recency' is a strategy. -

» B

 I'am'vefy,gfatefﬁ1‘tQ~Df.T JohnAﬂqgaﬁ.who.kihdIY'

. provided me with valuable suggestions on the basis of

’:.‘which-; established- the scoring system I adopted £br*_

the analysis used in chapter three.

~ In somg.dia;ects;'caki,mif be used to refer to the s
- listener if he or she is on highly intimate termg with -

the gpeaker. My dialect does not allow this use of.

Susumu Kuno (petéqnél_édhmuniChtionW‘boints»out-that 
sentences which are used in a discourse. '’

L

the empathy hierarchy is intended to ‘apply only to

.The_btdcessing.cohstraiht_in'(4) ptesﬁppoéeS'éﬁat

 «ichildren are sensitive to the 'empathy' relationship

' . before their grammatical knowledge emerges. ' While: -

N
PN

this may be a controversial assumption, .] know of no.
studies investigating this issue and will thus leave it

7\bng\§o“R;'further explored in the future.

Japanese children's early successin the selection of
an antecedent may result. from the fact that in Japanese

‘only the subject can serve as antecedent in cases of

intrasentential anaphora.

g
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The control group consisting:
‘students also seemed to find
. structures easier to interpre
‘cases- (97% vs. B1X). o

of eight university _
subject-antecedent
t'than‘object-antecedent

*

.83



: . CHAPTER 4

THE DEVELOPMENT OF BACKWARD ANAPHORA

¢.0. "Preface

' Chapter three was concerned with children's
interpretation cf forward constructions, each of vhich
.contains two third person NPs preceding the reflexive. kfhe
_preeent chapter discusses how childten interpret the
reflexiJe ptonoun in cases where it pteced;s a third person
‘noun phrase (NP) Cfbackward anaphora')i As was noted in
\chapﬁer two (2;1;23,lit is assumed here that the Precedence
Constrei_t governs the anaphcfiC“relationship that holds
between ihe “re..fllexiire and a following antecedent. This
.syntactic constraint is briefly reviewed in Section 4.1

lbelow.'

4.1. The Precedence Constra1nt _-7 - | o A
As we saw in chapter two, the Precedence Constralnt
(PC) is based on two cond1t1ons in (1') below.

(1) Precedence Constra1nt (PC) :

N ) An argument pronoun can only precede a
h1gher antecedent

(1'X a.. Coreference is allowed in the
backward- pattern when the
antecedent is higher than the
enaphor .

-

84-
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b. When the antecedent and the anaphor
are equal in rank, coreference is
allowed only when the reflexive is
a genltxve (nonargument ). '

\ | ;
In studying the development of backward anaphora, 1

will limit my discussion to the 'S>(D)0>G' portion of the

hietafchy in (2) and to the spécial-tasé of the PC stated in

(17a ) vhzch 1 w111 call 'sttlnct Rank Condition (DRC)'.

(2)‘ Relatxonal errarchy (RH)

's > D0 > 6
T . 10 »Embedded NPs

In summary, then; the following mechanisms are relevant to
my experlment on backward anaphora.

(3) a. s>o->c

b;f'D1st1nct Rank Cdnditionf(DRCY:

) Coreference is allowed when the :
‘antecedent is. hlgher than the
reflexlve : )

The. sentence.types ou;l;ned ih.Téble‘4.1 belqw are relevant

~to5ﬁy experiment.‘

85
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Table 4.1
P g ) "

Coreferencg Cohditions‘for Backward Anaphora

R

1. Free Backward

o , ' .
0S Type: caki (0) < NP (S)
GO _Type: cakl aki (G) - < NP (0O)
11, IBlocked Backward

SO ngg:'tcakl (S) > NP (0)
: sca E. (0) > NP (G) -

‘Note: Bach type is named after the order
of the grammat1cal relations borne by caki
and NP. Thus in the 'OS Type', for example,
caki is O and is followed by .an NP ‘which .

Eunctxons as S.

Although chapter two (2. 1 2) deals in detail with the .
P‘. 1 w111 brxefly reV1ew here how this constraxnt explaxns
dthe Korean backward ana hOra.‘y Take, for example, a free
';backward construct1on like (3) below whlch allows the'
reflexxve to be corefer nt1al v1th elther an intra-. or.
‘extra sententxal NP.’ . . A
(3), (!esterday self\ Tom saw )

Ecey " caki- rul Tom*1 po ass- tta
yesterday self A Tom -N ‘see-Pt- DC,“

'In (3) the reflex1ve pronoun Cak1 precedes a h)gher NP 51nce ’

‘the former is dlrect ob]ect and the latter SUb]eCt- The
“DRC (more generally, the PC) 'is therefore malntalned and
;coreference is, allowed o

| Let us now look at a blocked backward structure lxke

'(4), which proh1b1ts coreference between the reflex1ve and



aq NP in the same sentenCe,

(4) (Yesterday selt saw Tom.)

‘ tEcey cakx ka Tom- ul po-ass-tta.
yesterday self-N Tom A see-Pt-Dc

*

.Notlce that in (4) the reflex1ve pronoun precedes a loweP
antecedent since cakx here is the subject and Tom d1rect

.object. The DRC has therefore been vxolated and the

' prnnc1p1e correctly predicts’ that caki cannot refer to Tom.

4.2, Purpose

87

"

The present experlment 1nqu1res into (1) how ch1ldren 5

1nterpretat10n of backward anaphora is affected by the
presence of a context, (2) how thls effect 1nteracts with
1the chil€™s processxng strategles and the D1st1nct Rank
_Condltlon, and ('3) whether context affects chlldren
,dlfferently at different age levels. _ As we shall see
shortly, two experlments vere de51gned for this study In
the f1rst .each target sentence was presented to a chzld 1n
a neutral type of context contalnlng no - th1rd person NPs
(thus no eligible antecedents). In the second experlment

,on the other hand, there was a contPolled context 1n wh1ch a

third person singular NP funct;oned es,dlscourse,toplcn

4.3. Method .
4.3.1. Subjects

_Each experiment made use of a separate group of sixty



chilarend

-

. thought‘to be at an average aca

4

middle class families in Seoul,

_Korea.

~ These children wvere gselected from those who were

demic level and came from

Within i:Ch group

there were five age levely, each of which consisted of

twelve ch1ldren.

The mean agh and the age range ﬁor each

group are shown in Tables 4 2 and 4 3 below.

Table

4.2

~ Subjects: Experiment One (Neutral Context)
-Age Level Age Hange Mean Age
RKindergarten 1 (K1)  4;1 - 4;1 4;6
- Kindergarten 2~ (K2) 5:;3 - 6;2 5:8
" Grade 1 (G1) 6:8 - 7;6 YRR
Grade 3 (G3) B:7 - 9;7 9:1
Gtade 5 A{GS) 10;7 -11;7 11;2
. _ Table 4. 3
fSUbjects: Experlment TwO (Top1c Context)
‘Age Devel Age Range 'Mean'Age
K1, 3;9 - 5;5 4;7
K2 5:2 - 6;5 - 5;8
G1- 6:9 - 7;4 71
G3 8:8 - 9;7 Q{Z
G5 10:5 -11;5 1039

88



_4k3 2. Linguishic Materials o ;;

'*’4 3. 2 1. Test Sentences o . o .
All. bqst sentences were constructed on the basxs of th&f;.

coreference cond1t1ons wh1ch are cruc1al for testxng

knowledge of the’ 'Dlstlnct Rank Génd1tlon (Table 4 1)‘ | Inij
W addltlon to the backward constructlons 111ustrated above, a
varlety of forward patterns of coreference were also tested
, as noted below. 'The need for such structures arlses 1n

cases where a blocked backward sentence 11ke (1b) below 1s

‘ 'used_;n‘the;context (1a) where John 1s toplcallzed

(1) a. (as foflJohn,”(he)Ais in-oﬁfféi?sswjil

LT A John un wuri pan-ey 1sse—yo.g: S
‘ . : ‘John- T our class~L is- Dc . L

b. (Earller, self h1t Tom ) \ L R A e

'f” S SR *Akka . ak1 ka, Tom ul ttayr1 ess- yo. C e ,f;
h o earller self N Tom A hlt“?t’DC Ly A

. The. problem here is that even ‘a cofrect response by the

s

}f;ch1ld%en need not: entall*knowledge of. the grammatlcal

“ & .3

-

‘pr1nc1ple for backward anaphora, ‘since . 1t 1s p0551ble that TR

e f%ch11dren 51mply favour d1scourse toplcs regardless of the
| : 1 o I
W‘Lgagceptabllity oT the intrasentential ahtecedents. u'g: R

“

It ‘is therefore 1;BQ<tant to flnd out whether chlldren

rely on a dlscourse topic in selectlng an antecedent

e

',regardless of- structural d1fferences among types.,' Slnce

the reflex1ve pronoun in forward patterns such as- (2) can ‘gtTh

naturally take e1ther an 1ntrasentent1al NP or ‘a dlscourse

top1c as. antecedent thlS structure was used as the basellne }§h

agalnst whlch to assess chlldren s 1nterpretatlon of



- backward cases,

(2)

\

(Tom saw - self 1n a photo )

-~ Tom-1 cak1\ru1 sacin- eyse po ass tta.
-~ photo- in -

Tom-N self A

see Pt Dc

: Forward construct1ons vere dev1sed ‘oh the ba51s of the

| condlt1ons descrlbed in Table 4.4(I11) below.

‘pegson NP.
- ware 1nvented
' together, %1ghteen sentences were made up for thls study ,
t(see Appendix II).

were used in both experiments.:

.

o~

B

For each type listed in Table 4.4,

' . - Table 4:4

Notlce that

‘xun11ke backward types, the anaphor now: follows a third

three tokens

Thus for backward and forward'’ cases?

Ty

-/

e

The same set of elghteen constructlons

R

" CoreterehceJCogditions3for Forward anq Batkwa:d'Apa§hoha.

BER o

'~OS'Type:~
GO Type:

o .‘v I I.. .

%II.

»

Fﬁee Backward (B)

cak1 (O) < NP”

Blocked Backward (*B)

SO _Type:. *caki .(S) > NP"
OG_Type: *caki (0) > NP (

‘Fonward (F)

fso ‘Type:
. 0G _Typé:

NP~ (S) "> caki
NP (0) > cakil

caki (G) < NP

(0)"
(6)

These six .types of constructions_are exempkifiea in

:
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Table 4.5 below.

Table 4.5

‘Examples of Backﬁard and Forward Anaphora Types

-

1.7 B(0S): (Self, Tom hit.)

Caki-rul Tom-1 ttayr1 ess-tta.-
self A Tom-N hit-Pt-Dc

B(GO)&'.(I, at self s home, hit Tom )

P

‘Nay-ka cak1 uy cip-eyse Tom ul m1l ess~tta '
"I-N- self -G home-L Tom-A push Pt-Dc.z/////

If. '*B(SO): (Self’h1t Tom.)

o ) o \‘ o .
N #Caki-ka Tom —ul’ ttayr1 ess- tta.f
LA - self-N  Tom- A hit- Pt Dc . ) ‘

- #B(0G): (I "hit self, at Tom s home )

L *Nay-ka caki-rul Tom—uy c1p-eyse m11 ess tta.:;ﬁ
SR I-N _self-A  Tom-G home- push Pt-Dc’

X

T~

‘IiI. F(S0): (Tom drew self )

Tom-1i caki- rul kuri-ess-tta. S o
Tom-N self-A  draw-Pt-Dc ' ’ : @?ﬁ

F(OG): . (I pushed Tom at self s home )

‘Nay-ka Tom-ul caki- uy c1p—eyse mll ess-— ttq
‘I-N Tom-A self-G home-L push Pt- Dc

. .




‘4322 Context o
As was 1nd1cated earl1er, tWO d1fferent kinds of

contexts were designed for\thls_study.

A. Neutral Context

| In th1s exper1ment each test sentence was preceded by a
'context wh1ch was 'neutral’ ‘in that it does not contain any
el1glb1e (th1rd p&rsdn s1ngular) antecedents. The sentence
(to. be called the 'Neutral Context ) was 'These chlldren are’

now playlng together as in (1) below. (Note that the

"u:subject these chlldren is ‘not an el1glb1e antecedent 51nce
cakl can refer only to a SIngulaP third person NP.)  This
sentence. was given beﬁore each test senténce while the

Experlmenter dlsplayed three dolls whose names had been

'>;ttaught to the chlldren 1n advance. (The three dolls

’presented at each settlng will be called background
_dolls C)

(1) Neutral Context (Experlment One)

(These chlldren are now playlng together )

1 a1tu1 i c1kum nol k01se yo.
_these ch;ldren_nou—- play Pr-Dc

lAs is ev1dent in (1), the settlng contalns no overt th:rd
‘person proper nouns (names) and therefore 51mply provfdes a
‘_type of background information.

One ma]or reason for provxdlng such a’ settlng 1s to

j'avold a 51tuat1on in wh1ch the chlldreh heard test '

k3

: sentences, any of which contaxn the reflexlve pronoun in

B

-~
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initial poéitibn (e.g., backward anaphora). 1t was thought
that asking -younger children about isolated sentences with
an_utterance—initialxanephor could create an unusual
situation which might then decrease, their chances of
- correctly interpreting the stimuli.

ltAnother reason for using the background setting was to
provide children with options to consider in choosing an
antecedent.  Although the neutral context does not contain
any specific”éligible antecedents, the backggoupd,dolls
| ptoVide peteptial referents for caki, particularly in the

case of.blocked intrasentential anaphora.

B. .Topic Context . | | N
N The second experiment invql?ed a context coﬁtaining an

o;ertly stated topic NP.; I will call this the 'topic
context' as compared to the ’neutrel'conteit‘. dﬁach topic
context‘coneiSted‘of twe simple sentences and three
jbaekground'dolls'. The first sentence (e.g., (1a) below)
provided information about someone who is 'topicalized',
wheSe name I will call the 'discourse topicf. (Four -
‘different topigs were used in this expetiggﬁt.). This
sentence was thien immediately followed by enother,so-called
'distractor’ (1b) whicﬁ was the same throughout-the
experiment and stated that ' (Discourse Top1c) is now playlng
with these chlldren, referring to the two other dolls that
were present. - The distractor did not actually repeat the

discourse topic since this element occurs as a null pronoun

93
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invthis sirJ;ture in Korean. . Thus the topic»wés'mentioﬁQd‘  ”
overtly only once in each discourse context 1n th1s o
experiment. The example in (1) below illust:ates the top1c T

context designed for this experiment.

(1) Topic Context‘(Experiment Tvo) . \

a. 'Discourse?mopic
(As for Tom, (he) is my friend.)

Tom-un na-uy chinkwu-ey-yo.
Tom-T 1-G friend-be-Dc

b.”/sttractor

((He) "is now playing with these chzldren )

@ Cikum i axtul-hako
@ now these children-with

~ - nolko-isse-yo.:
play-Pr-Dc

Note: The NPs within.p&rentheses
are null in the Korean sentence.

4.3.3. Procedure
4.3.3.1. Pretest
Before the actual study began, a pretest ‘was g1ven to

.

each ch1ld In 1t, the exper1menter (E) gave each ch1ld a .

" simple sentence 11ke Tom cried- 1n self s room and asked :

questions (Q) such as Where d1d Tom crxk, Who crxed’ ‘etc;w'7
;Th s was done for several reasons. | For one thxng, it was “
n éessary for: the ch1ldren to learn the names of the. four “
dolls wh1ch are used throughout the experlment. _ The7~'

/Se551on was also 1ntended to help the chxldren become |

te



fam111ar

AN

o

thh the question answer comprehen51on task

employed in the actual study. The pretest also gave the E

an opportunity to make sure that each child knew the meaning

and the function of the reflex1ve pronoun.

4.3.3.2.
The
(a)

(b)

(c)

°

Actual Test * |
procedure in the actual test was as follows.
The E placed three dolls on a table and
said 'Now, I am goihg‘to tell you a
story. I would like you to listen.to ,
me very carefully and answer my
wquest1ons.

The E read the contextual 1nformatlon
(!'neutral context' (NC) for Experiment
One and 'topic context' (TC) for
Experiment Two), and then gave the child
a test sentence {rs).

The E then asked’ the child questlons.
about the TS, the first of which was ¢
always relevant to the inte:ptetatidn 6f

the reflexive since this was the major

" concern of the study.‘ The E also asked

follow-up questions which bore on the
general meaning of the TS to find out
whether the child properly undefstoodv
the grammat{cal‘and semantic relations

of the various NPs in the test

4
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sentences.:
The entire procedure (which took approximately twenty
minutes or less) was, ot course, carr;ed out in KBrean, and

common Korean names were used in the place of Tom, dohn,

etc. For the readers' convenience, however, Engl1sh names

are used in'the'example gzven here. The entire procedure
is outlined in 'English as (1) beloqc.

‘ (1) a. Experiment One:

NC: (Shovxng three dolls) the E says, 'These
ohxldren are playing together.'

TS: #Self hit Tom yesterday.
" Q: Who did the hitting?

When d1d it happen?
etc.

b. Experiment Two

TC: (Showin- three dolls) the E says, 'As
for Tom, (he) likes skating. (He) is now
playlng with these children.’

TS: #*This mornzng self hit Mary.
vQ: Who did the hitting?

When did it occur’
etc.

4.3.4. -Aésessment of Children‘s Responses.

Ch1ldren s responses are: evaluated in terms of ‘type

rather than rlght' or" wrong Free backward structures,

_in fact, do not allow errors 51nce, as was noted earller in

" chapter two (2. 2 3) the reflex1ve can- perm1t elther a

sentence internal or a sentence —external anaphor._ On the.

96
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other hand, childreﬁ can err in interpreting blocked
backward constructions (by taking the postjacent
intra-sentential NP as the antecéd?n;); Since 2

correct-incorrect scoring system would obviously be

. misleading for responses involving the free backward >

anaphora, it was abandoned in the present study Instead,
children's responses were classified according to yhether
the NP they took as antecedent was endophoric

(sentence-internal) or exophoric (sentence-external).

>
-

4.4. Results
4.4.1, Experiment One.('Neutral Context')
Table 4.6 below indicates hdwfoftpn children responded

. * . . . b I3
with an exophoric interpretation (involving a background

 doll) in cases of free backward (B) and blocked -backward

(+B) anaphora.
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Table 4;5
Exper1ment One (Neutral Context)

Frequency of Responses with the Reflexxve
Interpreted Exophorically

. B B *B Mean
(0s) (GO (50)
K1 (4:;5) 14(39%) 9(25%) 22(61%) 8%)  14(38%)
K2 (5;8) 8(22%) 5(14%) 13(36%) ) 7(20%)
G1 (7;0) 17(47%) 12(33%) 23(64%) 7(18%) - 15(31%)
G3 (9;0) 11(31%) 18(50%) 22(61%) 021(5 18(51%)
Gs (11;1) 1(3)  7019%) \. l7(2ox)

Mean  10(28%) 10(28%)

Note in Table 4.6 that the #B(SO) structures received
the exophorlc 1nterpretat1on with the highest frequency
(mean=53%), as compared to an overall mean of 34%. Most of "
the other responses (total 66%) involved an’ 'endophoric
interpretetion' for the reflexive in which children chose an
- antecedent inside the test sentence. As far-as the B
patterns'of anaphore are concerned, on the otner hand, the’
overall’ frequency of exophorxc responses was relatively low
(mean=28%), 1nd1cat1ng that chlldren usually chose an
antecedent inside the test sentence for this type of
construction.

Figure 4. 1 descrlbes the 1nteract1on between age and
types of anaphora, allow1ng us to observe the developmental

‘trend more closely.
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Age and Anaphora Types: Experiment One

Figute 4.1

" As Figure 4.1 shows, the exophoric response was most

frequent for #B(SO) in all age groups.

It is also to be

noted that'in interpreting *B(SO) structures, G5 gave the

99

,exophdric interpretation less often than did three of the .

four\fdunger'groups (K1, G1, énd G3), thus producing'a’

higher number of incorrect responses.

This was, of cour

unéxpec:ed since older children are in general

linguistically more sophisticated. 1 discuss this point

,ﬁfufther in section 4.5 below.

se,
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4.4.2. Experiment Two ('Topic Context')

In this experiment children's eiophoric responses
almost always involved selecting the discourse topic as
antecedent for the reflexive; other entxtxes (i.e., the two
oqher dolls present in each setting) were rarely taken to bek
réferentslfor the reflexive. I have therefore organized
the data according to how often children selected the
discourse topic in tﬁeir exophoric responses. Let us first
look at tﬁe frequency of exophoric interpretations from each”™

agebéroup. The relevant information is presented in Table

4.7 below.

Table 4.7
Experiment Two (Topic Context)

Frequency of Responses with the Reflexive
Interpreted as Discourse Topic

L

B B ~B B Mean

(0s)  (60)  (s0) (0G)

K1 (4;8)  4(11%) 3 (8%) 9(25%) 5(14%) 5(15%)
K2 (5;7) 5(14%) 11(31%) 11(31%) 2 (6%) 7(21%)
G1 (6:8) 13(36%) 16(44%) 30(83%) 11(31%) 18(49%)
G3 (9;2) 13(36%) 25(69%) 33(92%) 15(42%) 22(60%)
G5 (10;9) 31(86%) 27(75%) 35(97%) 22(61%) 29(80%)

Mean 13(37%) 16(45%) 24(67%) 11(31%) 16(45%)

4

As we can see in Table 4.7, it was again *B(SO) that

was interpreted most frequently with the help of a
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sentence-external antecedent. Compared to the results of
Experiment One, the tendency here 1is much stronger in that
all the older groups (G1-G5) preferred the exophoric
interpretation (83%-97%) in sharp contrast with K1 and K2
(25%-31%). As in Experiment One, the two *B constructions
were also treated differently, with at least the‘older
children giving the exophoric interpretation for *B(SO) more
frequently than for *B(OG). The significance of the
differences between the actual nunner of exobhoric responses
for *B(SO) and *B(0G) was tested by a chi square analysis
which indicated that the difference was significant
(X*=4.82, d.f.=1, p<.05).

As far as the B structures are concerned, only G5
strongly preferred the exophoric interpretation (75%-86%)
for both B(OS) and B(GO)' while G3 1nterpreted the discourse
topic as antecedent more frequently for B(GO) than B(0S)
(69% vs. 36%). The exophoric response rate obtained from
K1 and K2, on the other hand, was fairly low (6%—31%5 on all
types.of anaphora, and it seems to point to the possibility
that these children tended'to.indiscriminately select the NP
inside the test sentence as antecedent, regardless oflthe
syntactic structure.

Flgure 4.2 shows the 1nteract10n between age and

anaphora types.
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Frequency of Exophoric Responses
Age and Anaphora Types: Experiment Two

Figure 4.2 ‘

In contrast with what was obSEerd in Experiment One, it is
evident from the means for each age group in Table 4.7 that
the frequency of exophoric resSponses increases with age,
indicating that a developmental trend exists. In general,
the older a child was, the mere frequently the discourse
topic was used to interpret the reflexive, This tendency

was strongest for the *B(SO) constructions. - ’

-~ S~

~

3

4.5. Discussion
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¢.Anfattempt is made here to interpret the major findings

,of the two‘eXperf%ents.

Lo

ﬁ4.5.1. G5 and Experlment Oné/( Neutral Context )

,‘ 'A central'1ssue relates to the way in whlch G5 behaved ‘
“in Experlment One.f. As we saw in Sectlon 4 4 1, the overall
frequency ofaexophorlc 1nterpretatlon in G5 was only 20%
Moreover, unllie the younger chlldren, the G5 grougwoften

»con516ered the Experlmenter to be the referent of the

reflexlve. rhis response type, which I call an 'E-TPype'
-
-was observed 1n Experlment One only Table 4.8 below gives
the frequenc1es of the three dlfferent types of responses

4 obtalned from G5 1n Experlment One.

. Table 4.8 . Jf ~“

»

‘ Experlment One (Neutral Context)

: Percentage of Three Besponses Types 1n GS

) - B- B - B . *B Mean
» (os) = (GO) (so) " (0G) .
Exophoric 3 19 44&3 e - 20
Endophoric 97 47 56 o 67 - 67
“E-Type . 0 3¢ o . 19 13
' Total 100 100 100 100 : 100

£

As is ev1dent in Table 4 8 the E—Type response was -

qgven to B(GO) and *B(OG) structures only Interestingly;



these are the only sentences in which I occurs as a

104

‘graqmatical-subject: as the B(GO) example in (1) illustrates

(see also Appendix II). }y@ﬁ;

I

(1)  B(GO)

(1 h1t, in self s room, “Tom. )
! a b ’?é
‘Nay ka caki- uy. pang*eyse Toﬁﬁul ttayrl ess-tta..

I-N self-G room-L, Tom-A hit<Pt-Dc
TWO tentat1ve explanations can be o;fered for why the E- Type

responses occurred. E The f1rst relates to the p0551b111ty

A

that chlldren took the Subject NP to be antecedent
regardless of its person. Thub the’ sub]ect 1 (referring to
the experlmenter) was taken to be antecedent for caki,

desplte the fact that it is not a th1rd person NP.
4

Alternately, perhaps such grammatlcally flrst person
sub]ects\were relnterpreted semantically as third person
SUbJECtS.\‘ Thus upon hearlng the Experlmenter Say (1)
chlldren may have reformulated it 1nto somethlng like: (1')

(1) B(GO)

(f ﬁit, in self's room,‘Tom.)

Nay-ka caki- uy pang-eyse Tom—ul

I-N - self-G room-L + Tom~-A
'ttayri-ess tta. ’
hit-Pt-Dc

(1) Sensayng nim- kkeyse caki- uy...(same as
"Experimenter-H- N(H)

.

abqve);..

Note: The literal meaning of sensaymg-nim
is, in fact, 'teacher'’ All of my subjects
‘called me ‘sensayng—nim , instead of
'Experimenter’'.
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‘One mlght wonder why I should be relnterpretpd as the

,thltd person noun sensayng- nim rather than as the second

person pronoun you. . In Korean, however, ‘there 1s s1mp1y no.
appropriate second person pronoun that can be used between‘
‘ older “and younger people, especxally if thelr relat1onsh1p
*15 rather formal (e.g., involving chlldren and adultsfsuch

as teachers, etc.). . Thus when a second person is referred

" to in this type of s1tuat10n, a noun 1nd1cat1ng a name or

. profession is used' At any rate, the cruc1a1 p01nt for our
study is.the assumption that chi en g1v1ng the E- Type |
'reSpon es may have rephrased (1) into (1') 1n whlch the
(understood) grammatlcal subject is a th1rd person NP f,
, referrlng to the ‘Experlmenter and is thereﬁore ellglble to.f”'
be the antecedent of the reflexlve pronoun,
Notlce,khowever, that no matter how plau51ble these two
bexplanat1ons may be,- the endophorlc 1nterpretatlon is still |
domlnant as can.be seen 1n Table 4.8,  For the *B f | |
'structure, 1n partlcular, many GS chlldren still. 1ncorrectly5
\ychose the endophorlc antecedent (56% 67%) “In Experlment
'Two (w1th 'toplc context ), 1n contrast the chlldren in GS
'selected the dlscourse toplc as antecedent 86% 97% of the
time in *B(SO) and B(OS) (see Table 4.7 above) ThlS sharp'
’contrast is presumably due to dlfferences lf the context’
types used in the two experlments. | Although the neutral
context may have successfully created a story 11ke sett1ng,

1t is apparently not rlch enough to ensure that ch11

‘s1ngled out a spec1f1c third person NP as antecedent.



(Recall that no th1rd person 51ngular NPs‘were ment1oned in.
 the neutral context ). Thls in turn suggests that backward
klconstruct1ons are d1ff1Cult to 1ntergret 1n the absence of‘ﬂ
.an appropr1ate context S ' o ’)‘ | ’

_ | Supnort for thls assumptlon comes from‘Watson
(1985 J), who also found that a neutral' context
contalnlnglno spec1f1c potentlal antecedent often 1mpa1rs“
1nterpretatxon of blocked anaphora. She worked w1th
twenty one adults u51ng blocked pronomlnal anaphora 1n ;hy
Engllsh sentences llke (2). | U '

(2) *For her Andrea - bought the p1cture of
the Toronto Sky"'éﬁ-f .

k Watson dlscovered that the . subjects blocked coreference 1n af'~“f

structure 11ke (2) 65% of the tlme when a neutral context
preceded 1t.__ However, when the context contalned a-
spec1f1c NP whlch could serve as antecedent, they blocked
'coreference 89% of the tlme.: On the bas1s of the f1nd1ng,7
- Watson,clalmed that.‘ LI _'Ji,f ’ ' T
,..experlmental noise is" 1ncreased when
~ subjects find in a sentence a pronoun N
'that requires an antecedent: out51de ‘the
sentence yet within the hear ‘discourse
context no clear choice- of . antecedent
may be found... (p. 46) AR
The role of a- proper contemtgin the 1nterpretat1on of ‘c
Lthe blocked anaphora has also been noted by Suzuk1 (1985) 1nf
her’study ofsJapanese. : Worklng w1th 51xty l rh_ S
rlJapanese speaklng chlldren (ages 4; 0*11 0). on blocked

backwardranaphora (1 e., *B(SO)) in- 1solated sentences, ‘she

\ ;discoVered thatemost of the subgects under. the age of 9;0 L;lf
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m1sxnterpreted the structure by taklng the NP 1n51de the

- test sentence to be the antecedent, thus ignoring dolls,

present in the experimental setting. Table 4.9 contains

the percentage of exophoric (thHus correct) interpretations

provided by her subjects.

Table 4.9

. percentage of Exophoric Responses of *B(SO) in “wl
Japanese Children (Suzuk1 1985) : -

K1

(4:0) 0

K2 (5:0) 6
Gl (7;0) 0
- G3 (9;0) 47
G5 (11:0) 47
Mean 20

'VNot1ce that although the older chlldren (9;0-11;0) performed

'much better than the others, the percentage of exophoric

responses was st1ll ‘less than 50%, indicating. that many of

these,suhjects 1ncorrectly.1nterpreted the blocked backward

' constructions.

4.5.2. Proce551ng Strategles and Exper1ment Two
It 1s well known- that language development is often

1nfluenced by processing factors such as the phonetic

l.sallence of a morpheme (Slobln 1982:151) and the order in
" which NPS occur in. a sentence (Bever 1970). In this

section we examine the relationship between the overall

A



results of Experiment Two‘andychiidren's processinéi %ﬁ'
strategies, including what I will call the fDiSCQurse Topic"d'
Strategy', the 'Minimal Drstance Strategy‘,_and-the ‘Recency'
Strategy'. We will examine children's}performance on both |

o backward and forward constructions.'

R 4 5 2.1, stcourse Toplc Strategy

When anaphors are ‘used” in a dlscourse context they

:Vy:ry often refer to an ‘NP that has been prev1ously ment1oned

in dxscourse. ' Thus she in (1b) 1s llkely to be Mary when
it is used 1n a context llke (1a). | :

'7;"(1) Mary had been sick for a few days.

N
‘b. Thls mornlng Jane sa1d that she was
fee11ng better. - - L -

It is certalnly not 1mp0551b1e that chlldren use a dlscourse

strategy such as (2) for all types of structures.

(2) Dlscourse TOplC Strategy (DTS)

| Select the dlscourse topxc as antecedent., '
Note that if Korean chlldren con51stent1y use the DTS they
will- achieve a hlgh level o£ exophor1c11nterpretat1on for
all types of backward and forward anaphora. Th1s e

predlctlon is expressed in (2").

(2') Predlctlon of the DTS'

"All six types of anaphora w111 be 1nterpreted
exophorlcally o _ o

The data in Figure 4.3 allows us to determlne whether
this prediction matches the actual flndlngs of Experlment

Two. (For expository purposes, 1 arb1trar11y assume 800%™ as,
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" a teasbh;hleﬁ'high' predicted value and 20% as a

complementary 'low' predictor.)

1008 R
R .
75 L DTS
G5
oL G3
&?9 _ Gl
(K2
Kl
25 L
0 1 L;‘ : | 1 | j

B(0S) B(GO) *B(SO) *B(0G) F(SO) 'F(OG)

Prediction of the DTS

Figure 4.3

'»As Figure 4.3 shows, the hidh proportion of exophorie
tespchses.prediCted,by the DTS is fairly close to the scores
',ach1eved by older groups (G1-G5) on the *B(SO) structures..
The behav1our of the children in 'G5 on the two B structures
. seems to support the prediction as well. Obv1ously, N
. however, the DTS does not explain why the older Chlldfenf
preferred the endophorlc 1nterpretat10n for the F(SO)
pattern in sharp contrast with F(OG) and *B(SO) |
consﬁruct1ons A ch1 square analy51s indicated that the

dlfference between F(SO) ‘and F(OG) was s1gn1f1cant (X’—S 14

Hen



. of the two youngest groups (K1 and K2) Qeems to be
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a.f. =1, p$. 05) ‘The means between F(S0). and #B(So)ﬁﬁere
also found to be 51gn1£1cant1y dxfferent (X’-S 0, 4. =1,
o 'm‘.
_p<.01). Moreover, it is to be noted that the performance

completely 1ncona1stent w1th the pred1ctlon made by the DTS

& a
‘X\’ 7/01

4.5.2.2. M1n1mal Dlstance Strategy 3

Another strategy wh1ch mxght 1nfluence ch1ldren s

1nterpretat1on of. reflex1ves relates to C Chomsky‘@

. (1969 11) flnd1ng ‘that 5-‘and 6- year old Engllsh speaklng

dsubjects tend to thlnk that the antecedent for the PRO

‘-x‘subject of "an. 1nf1n1t1ve verb is- the nearest NP to the left.

fFor example younger chlldren would often m1s1nterpret (1)

.‘by tak1ng ary to be subject of g_.

. (12 Tom promlsed Mary [PRO to go]

: Notlce that in. (1) ary is closer to go than Tom is. The
: strategy cau51ng the error is referred to.in the l1terature

- the 'M1n1ma1 Distance Pr1nc1ple followlng Rosenbaum

(1967)

, L : . v ,
of 1nterest to us is the extent to wh1ch chlldren s

'1nterpretat1on of the reflex1ve is affected by the dlstance .

between the anaphor and ellg1b1e antecedents.,“ ‘In (2) 1’

‘define. a 'Mlnlmal D1stance Strategy (MDS) wh1ch m1ght be

sen51t1ve to thlS varlable.

j(2)' M1n1mal Dlstance Strategy (MDS)

Take the closest NP precedlng cak1 as antegedent.

~ The contrasts relevant to (2) are repreSented 1n (3)



(3) a. Backward
Np| (TopiC)... / Cakioctoo‘..oosz
Context | Test Sentence
: %

b. varward

NPI (Topic)nuo / ‘NP;."........Caki

' Contex:' ey Test Sentence -
ﬁotice‘that‘énly one NP (NP, ) occurs to ‘the left of gggi in
the backward structure (3a), while twq_NPé (Nﬁ. and NP,)
précede cakilin”the forward case (3b). The“neafest NP in -
(3b) (i.e., NP, ) is the 1ntrasentent1al subject phrase. |

It is therefore predlcted that ch1ldren who behave'in
conform1ty with the MDS will treat patterns of backward
anaphora dlfﬁerently from the forward cases. Since the
closer NP in the backward pattern is the d1scourse topic,
children- employ1ng the MDS will tend to 1nterpret gheb‘ L
backward cases exophozlcally; In contrast, the.antecedént'
in the forward céseé Vill’be found endophorically, since the
cloéer;NP occurs iﬁéide;the‘tgst sehtehée, This prediction

is outlined in (2') below.

'»a@a (2") Prediction of the MDS

* A backward pattern of anaphora is .
interpreted exophorically; '

A forward pattern is interpreted
endophorically. *

This ﬁrediction and the actual findings of Experiment'Two

L4

~are compared‘in Figure 4.4.
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100% [
1 s
50 a
- G3
| a1
25 L
K2
Kl o©
0 S U . O | 3

B(0S) B(GO) *B(SO) *B(OG) F(SO) - F(OG)

Q%ed1ctlon of the ‘MDS
J
B F1gure 4. 4 :

As we can see in Figure 4v4 our predlctlon seems to be

'supported by the hzgh percentage of exophorxc responses“‘
‘tglven by the GS chlldren on the B and #B(S0) structures.”

r_In add1t1on,_the low frequency of exophor1c responses for

: F(SO) found in most of the subjects seems to- conflrm the
‘hypothes1s under cons1derat1on. Unfortunately, however,

' the MDS encounters the same problem as the. DTS s1nce71t
‘ifa1ls to expla1n why the two B structures were treated 1n a,

s1gn1f1cantly different way by most ‘of the chlldren. (As

"}we saw in 4.4. 2, a chi square analys1s 1nd1cated that the

dlfference was s1gn1f1cant at p< 05. ) ,Moreover, the MDS ‘

—_—
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also has no explanation for why the two F structures\were

treated differently}

4.5.2.3. Receney'Strategy

| Still another_explanation forlthe.observed facts might
“be based on the,assumption that children seem to be able to
remember better what has been mentioned last (most
recently). Fer instanés, the most recent NPs in (3) above
(section 4;5.2.2),arefNP; for both backwardKEnd*forward

“eases, respectively. The relevant strategy here might be

called‘the lRecenéy Strategy' (RS) and deflned as follows.

(1) Recency Strategy (RS)
| Take the last mentloned 1ex1cal NP as antecedent.
Since the most recent lex1cal NPs occur w1th1n the test
‘ sentence’for all types of’anaphora, the RS predicts that
children will glve a hlgh frequency of endophorlc .
1nterpretat1on to all,types.. The predlctlon is expressed

‘as follows.

(1') Pred1ct10n of the RS

All types of anaphora will be interpreted
endophorlcally

Flgure 4.5 compares the pred1ct10n of (1') with the

,éctual results of Experiment Two..
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Prediction of the RS

Figure 4.5

The prediction of the RS receives support from the
response pattern of the two youngest groups (K1 and K2) in
which the actual findings closely match the predictions made
by the RS. ' However, Figﬁre 4.5 clearly shows a large gap
between the prediction based on the RS and the performance

observed in G1-G5 on the B and *B structure, suggesting that

thls strategy is also fundamentally 1nadequate

4.5.3. Grammatical Principleé and Experiment Two

The preceding section (4.5.2) has been concerned with
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the possible influence of processing strategies on the
results of Experiment’ Two. 1t was noted tbat although the
processing strategies under consideration -seem to shed light
on certain aspects of-children's behaviour, a central
question still remains unanswered. In particular, an
explanation has not yet been giQen with regard to why the
twb blocked struétdres, *B(SO) and *B(0G), were interpreted
in a significantly different manner by the G1-G5 children.

In this sec{ion I make an attempt to develop.linguistic
s'explanations for the children's behaviour in Experiment Two
.with a focus on backwafd'structures. To.do this, I will
once again examine the results which have been presentea in
Table 4.7. This time, however, I will look at the findings
from a slightly different point of view. Thus Tab{? 4.7
below has exactly the same content as Table 4.7, the only
difference being that the results are now organized with
Lespect to the grammatical relations associated with the

lexical NP and caki in each construétion.
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Table 4.7'
Experiment Two (Topic Context)

percentage of Responses with the Reflexive
Interpreted Exophorically

Condition 1 (S/0) Condition 11 (O/G)

B *B B *B
(0s) (so) (Go) (0G)

. - ::
K1 (4:;7) 11 25 8 14
K2 (5;8) 14 31 31 6
G1 (7;1) 36 83 44 31
G3 (9;2) 36 92 69 42
G5 (10:;9) : 86 97 75 61
Mean 37 67 45 31

Conditions I and II in Table 4.7’ differ from each
other on grammatical grounds in that in the formey thé terms
in the anaphoric relationship are subject and direct object.
In the latter'condition, in contr#ét) the iﬁteraction is
between object and genitive. As we saw earlier, and as the
data in Table 4:7' clearly indicates, the tﬁo blocked cases
#B(SO) and *B(OG) were interpreted differently. It is also
clear that B(OS) and *B(SO) were treated differently by
children, particularly those in G1-G3. More specificaliy,
£B(SO) received the highest frequency of exophoric
responses. Thése findingé require‘an explanation.

First of all, note the difference between the means for
first two columns, B(0S) and *B(SO) (37% vs.’67%). Notice

also that in the blocked #B(SO), the reflexive functioning
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as'S is higher than the NP that follows it, namely OQT°JLZ'
take thlS to. suggest that the chlld knows that coreﬁerence

://

is blocked 1f the reflexlve is hlgher than the NP that~;,
follows it. . I would therefore llke to propose that
v.chlldren know that SUbjECtS are, hlgher than dlrect objects‘

in the h1erarchy (as in (1b)) and that th y have a pr1nc1ple

resembl1ng,(1a)t-

(1) a. 'Child's Anaphora Principle.

_Coreference 1s allowed when the
antecedent is higher than the
reflex1ve. _

'b. Child's Initial Relational Hierarchy

S > ..0 ..G...

s 'Q'\

The child's pr1nc1p1e (1a) blochs coreference in
‘#B(dQ), since the reflex1ve (s) precedes a lower antecedent
(O) in violatﬁonvof (1a). Onvthe,other_haqd, the pr1nc1ple
allohs*coreference'in\B(OS)' since the.reflexive (0) in thith
: structure precedes a hlg;:r antecedent (s). This is'
reflected’ in Table 4. 7' (Condltlon I) since chlldren in
"G1=G3 allowed coreference between the reflex1ve and a. thlrd
person NP for. B(0S) 51gn1f1cantly more often than for
*B(SO) . T

v,

«Notlce that the constralnts in (1) are not overtly

o

manlfested in the way G5 1nterpreted B(OS) and *B(SO) As
-Table 4.7' 1nd1cates, children in G5 used the top1c context
86%- 97% of the time for both B(0S) and *B(SO). »

Importantly, however,nrecall that free backward type B(OS)

can be cornectly interpreted either exophorically or

s . » .
] S . a . t
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o+

’endophorlcally It seems then reasonable to think that:the
' Qlder chlldren G5 could store and retr1eve information. e
better than younger chlldren and were thus. able to use 1t
more frequently for. both structures when 1t was needed
_{Olson 1973:147). | |
“Consider now Condition 11, iB(CG)-iS‘a blocked'case,
‘ and thus should be interpreted exophor1cally only As is
ev1dent in the table, however, most children mlslnterpreted
it by 1gnor1ng the dlscourse top1c (this is espec1ally 5
evident in K1 G3) On the basis of thas,_I suggest that
4these chlldren h:ve not yet learned the relatlonshlp between
G and O 1n the hierarchy. | The child' s h1erarchy would
therefore resemble (1b) in whlch the subject is hlgher than
~ the object .whlle the ob]ect and the genltlve are not
‘ordered with respect to each dther i Because the hlerarchy
is 1ncomplete,'ch11dren 1n1t1ally lack Ehe means to block
.coreference in Condltlon II : There is, however, gradual
-1morovement 51nce G5 Chlldreﬂ glve exophorlc responses 61%
of the time. i Oon the ba51s of thls development ‘1 propose

'that the next ver51on of the hlerarchy to develop in

Achlldren is (2).

‘(2)_.Child"s Relational-Hierarchx
s >0 > G S
As in.the forward study,'then, we have reason to hﬁﬂleve
that the relational hlerarchy emerges gradually, with the
rank of sub]ect belng determlned (around G1) well before the

relatlve status of objects and genltlves is establ1shed I
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attempt to provide an explanatién for this developmehtal

sequence in chapter five. -
B ) : . o el

4.5.4. Development and Experiment Two.
F1gure 4.6 be10w show5xmow often each age group
vselected the dlscourSe toplc as antecedent of the reflexive '

in Experiments One‘and Two.
o , h . _
’ : REd

1008 . .
, Experiment 2
75 + * (Topic Context):
50 |
25‘ ™ Experiment 1
(Neutral Context)
0 ] 1 1 L i

K1 . K2 Gl 3~ G5

Developmental Trend (Experiments One and Two)

Frequency of Exophorlc Intergretatlon at Each
Age Level AcrosssTYPes

#

Flgure‘4.6ﬁ'

A\
Flgure 4.6 1nd1cates that a gradual increase in the

d ]

frequency of the exophorlc 1nterpretat10n occurred with age

in Experlment Two, but n%t in Exper1ment One. In
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ypartlcular,:lt 15 to be noted that 1n Exper1ment Two the
dlscourse tOplC s1gn1f1cant1y affected the 1nterpretat10n of
rthe reflex1ve only 1n chlldren older than G1’(mean 7:1).
Very- 1mportant1y, chlldren s sen51t1v1ty to the d1scourse
T‘toplc was hlghly selective. ~ The degree to whrch the
‘context was used seemed to be governed by the type of'
backward anaphora. ‘ As we saw earller in Sectlon 4 4 2, theﬁ
_older chlldren used the dlscourse toplc more often for |
TV*B(SO) and B(GO) than for *B(OG) or B(OS)  The two younger _l
»groups (K1-K2), .on. the other hand used the context 1‘ o
infrequently (6 31% of the tlme) for all types of backward

anaphora, a f1nd1ng that was con51stent with the Recency

Strategy for these groups.,“

4.6. Expenment Two and Other Stud1es ! R |
The developmental trend @uSt noted di Ts.from‘the
, f1nd1ng reported by Tyler (1983*%35) who observed that
younger chlldren are more dependent on the thematlc‘_j"
structure of a. dlscourse than are older- chlldren., ‘She .
notes: C I o s
..whereas 5- 6 year olds adhere strongly “
to. the pr1nc1ple that utterance-initial
slots must be reserved for reference to
‘the thematic subject: [discourse topic], -
this constraint is relaxed as chlldren
get older. v S e ,
The dlfference between Tyler s flndlngs and Experlment Two

may be attributed to the fact" that the tOplC context in

Experiment Two contalned a 'distractor': sentence in addition
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to a top1c sentence, whlle the context used by Tyler
1nvolved a top;c sentence only with no dlstractor, as in (1)
(from Tyler (igid.:BZS)).
| (1)4 Topic Sentence

The skater in the orange suit was our nephew.

.Test Sentence

'He fell on. the ice and broke his leg

It 'is notdlmp0551ble that the dlstractor in Experlment

‘Two made it more dlfflcult for younger chlldren to. store and
'retrleve “the d1scourse tOplC in my experlment. It 15-1
'_;important, however, to reallze that whereas the older
chlldren in Tyler s study d1d not rely heav1ly on the -
dlscourse toplc, the G1 G5 groups in Experlment Two were'’
actually more sen51t1ve to. context than- younger chlldren;
partlcularly for *B(SO) and B(OS) types, as noted earller.

- Oon the otheruhand some other studles report that E
chlldren tend to search for an antecedent only w1th1n the
:sentence contalnlng the pronoun, largely 1gnor1ng contextual
1nformat10n. For example, 1n one of his experlments on
;forward anaphora, Solan (1978-157) prov1ded‘hxs sub]ects
‘Wlth a context before they heard the- target sentence (an -
utterance containing an-anaphor and a potentlal antecedentl.

- _ -

An example is given in ¢2).
. o



(2) Context‘

This is a story about the cow. The cow
“doesn't get enough’ exercise, ' The cow ..
has to make sure that the other anlﬁals
: behave., . .

'*ahTarget Sentence.

' Last week the horse told the heep that
he would run around

-

‘ There were th1rty three subjects,,eleven from each‘pf;thrggfc

age groups = fxve, 51x, and seven years.»_7Itﬁﬁasffound{thatrgg”

k’! ,the chlldren used the context only 18% of the. tihe'in”

.determ1n1ng the antecedent (1b1d/ 159) }hevrest of the {
.}tlme, they 51mply selected an antecedent from the sentence
contalnlng the anaphor."’ | |

wlgodsky (1977) also carrled out anlexperlment relevantv
to the 1ssue ve are cons1der1ng E The experlment wh1ch
made use of twenty-f1ve nlne—year old Hebrew speak:ng

jchlldren worked as follows.‘; A short paragraph con51st1ng ;

o of four sentences was flrst read aloud and then presented 1n

wrltlng . The last three sentences 1nc1uded pronouns whosej”

antecedents could only be found in. the flrst sentence of thelﬁn,f*

- paragraph ~The paragraph was’ followed by a. serles of

pquestlons wh1ch served to determ1ne how the pronouns were"nninzi
-1nterpreted In thls study only blocked backward patterns
of anaphora were used AR example is g1ven in (3) |
(3) - Context°& - ) '
o “Url was walklng 1n the street; -EHe' Gl
found a book Ehud ‘had lost. Then he e

returned home atter Ehud had - managed to o
repalr the short c1rcu1t. A R

122
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Tarqet Sentence (Blocked Backward)

He turned on the telev1slon before Ehud
had begun to do the homework the teacher
hadtgiven hlm. o

uestlon :

" Who turned on the telev1s1on7

QW1godsky (1b1d..29 30) assumed that the contekt would

‘,,,fac111tate the comprehen51on of . the blocked backward

:

“construct1on. However, the result 1nd1cated that many‘
uhch1ldren st111 trled to flnd the antecedent w1th1n the
target sentence, blocklng coreference only 47% of the t1me;u

d-The stud1es just dlscussed poxnt to the conclu51on tha‘
dlscourse 1nformatlon does not 51gn1f1cantly affect
chlldren s 1nterpretat10n of anaphora., ‘However, I do not .
think that these experlments can effectlvely assess the
‘chlld’s sens1t1v1ty to d1scourse.", Solan's study, for“
“example, 1nvolves a target sentence in whlch an anaohor is
preceded by two. NPs (e g the horse and\ the sheeg in (2)
above) However, nelther of these NPs..

% even¥occurs in the
d1scourse, Whlch 1ntroduces a thlrd NP (cow) ~4¢ is

'concelvable that even 1f Solan S subjects weke sen itive to

'v‘dlscourse 1n£ormatlon, they 51mply relled on the two NPs

,;'whzch 1mmed1ately precede the anaphor in a target sentence

wyf;for reasons relatlng to 11m1tat1ons on working memory.«nJ

thhus the f1nd1ng that chlldren selected an extrasententlal

’V:_NP as antecedent only 18% of the time may not necessarlly

'1nd1cate a lack of sen51t1v1ty to dlscourse context.

~am
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‘ ngodsky S experzment on the other hand, involves-a
‘:slxghtly dlfferent problem pertalnlng to the context it
Wemployed | As exemp11f1ed 1n (3) the NP (Ehud) is not only
‘dused in the target sentence but 1s also repeated in the

[context., MoreOVer, the second 1nstance of Ehud 1nithe

128

pragmatlc lead is- almost 1mmed1ately followed by the'anaphor

v1n the: target sentence.v' Slnce the same NP was used in both
the target sentence and the dlscourse, 1t is not clear how
‘wlgodsky determlned wh1ch NP her SubJeCtS were thxnklng of
when they chose Ehud as antecedent.}ep

Unfortunately, a dlrect comparlson of the results of
these two. studles w1th my own experlments is difficult.
The dlscourse contexts used in-each study are gualltatlvely
dlfferent wlth respect to either the p01nt of presentat1on
of the var1ous thlrd person NPs or the number of t1mes each
third person NP was used in the context and target sentence.
It 1s hoped that future studies can make use of a var1ety of
‘anaphoric structures and contexts in wh1ch the relevant
variables are equally controlled. This will enhance our
understanding of how discourse aftects children's |
interpretation of anaphors.

A
3t

i
8.7. Summary and Conclusion
In the present chapter I have examined the effect of
context on Korean children's 1nterpretat1on of the reflexive
pronoun cak1 in backward patterns of anaphora. In

o

partlcular, I have 1nqu1red 1nto (a) the effect of 'neutral'
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vs. dtopic contexts, (b) ‘the 1nteractlon of the effect of
ontext wlth the ch1ldren ] strategres and grammatlcal
rules, and . (c) any evident developmental trends.
It was found that in general the topic context had a
dgreater effect on ch1ldren s 1nterpretat1on than d1d the
neutral context. It was also ‘noted that chlldren s

sensxt1v1ty to ghe topic context 1ncreased with age.

125

‘Unlike the subjects studied by Tyler (1983:335), it was the

older children (G1-G5) - not the five-six year olds - who*
used context more'frequently. . Importantly, their R
sen51t1v1ty to context was hlghly select1ve in that ittwas

| trongest for *B(SO) and, partlcularly in GS B(OS)." ;
Hence, the effect was not the same across a11 four typesmof‘

’backward anaphora and all groups of chlldren.

Possible process1ng factors such as the Dlscourse TOple

Strategy (DTS), the‘Minimal Distance S rategy‘(MDS); and the»i

Recency Strategy (RS) were also. v"ed against”the

children's performance observed in Exper1ment Two. ~ It was

noted that the RS was best Supported by t%e behav1our of ‘the

ch11dren in ‘K1 and K2 but that all the strategies failed to
expla1n the fact that the two F structures and the two *B
gases were each’ treated in a 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent manner
by older groups.

| An attempt was made to develop a linguistic explanatlon
for why children preferred the exophorlc 1nterpretatron for.

#B(SO) in sharp contrast with *B(0G). It was 5uggested

that the chiidren’had'probaoiy formulated a hierarchy in -
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,wh1ch S is h1gher than O and a pr1nc1ple that coreference is
blocked if the reflexive is h1gher than its antecedent.‘;‘ln
lxght of the fact that G5 gave many exophorlc (thus cotrect).
'reéponses to iB(OG) it was also proposed that the next |

, stage in the deVelopment of h1erarchy 1s the add1tlon of the: ‘
component '0>G'. \ An obvious quest1on whxch arises at thlS
’fp01nt has to do with why the child's" llthlSth knowledge of.

anaphora develops in. thls way. Thls acqu151t1on problem

is explored in chapter five that follows.l
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"' Note to Chapter 4

Because the set of data in my study was not
sufficiently large, a goodness-of-fit test'was not
attempted, but rather a series -of informal comparisons
was made between tbe data and the predictions of each
of the hypothetical strategies. L
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CHAPTER 5

EXPLAINING THE ACQUISITION OF REFLEXIVE ANAPHORA

5.0. Pfeface

We have seen in chapters three and four how children
interﬁrét the refldxive caki in forward and béckwardj
constructions. The present chaptér focusses on our major
findings about the development of anaphora in an attempt to
determine how the Relational Hierarchy and the related

principles are learned.

5.1. The Acquisitidﬁ”?roblem
It waS‘observed earlier that chlldren s 'interpretation
of the reflexive pointed to a relatlonal hierarchy whlch

develops in the following manner.

(1) 'The Development of the Relational Hierarchy

I. Ki: No hierarchy
II. K2-G3: S >..0..G...
IIT. GS: S>0>6

"It was also proposed that children develop the anaphora
principle in (2) in connection with (1). (Recall that the
Distinct Rank Constraint is a speciél case of the more
general Precedence Constraint discussed in chapter two.)

(2) a. Priority Condition (Forward):

Choose the highest ellglble NP as
antecedent.

b. Distinct Rank Constraint (Backward):

128



Coreference is allowed when the
antecedent is higher than the
reflexive.
The evidence for (1) and (2) came from the fact that
while younger children in K1 behaved randomly in
“interpreting forward constructions (thereby suggesting that

.No hierar&ﬁy had developed yet), many children in K2-G5 -

succeeded in the SO (Tom pushed in self's home) and GS. types

(Tom’s brother saw self in a photo). However, these Same

‘children often misinterpreted the. GO type (e.g., I pushegd
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the child’s friend in self's home), suggesting that they gid .

not know the relative rank of these two categories in the“
hierarchy. Although the occurrence of this error pattern
decreased with age, the older children in G3-G5 still haé
found the GO type the most difficult. |

These fiﬁdihgs raise the folloyiné important questions.

(3) a. The Acquisition Order Problem:

Why do 's>0' and 'S>G' develop before
'0>G'?

b. The Stage Transition Problem:

What type of data triggers changes in

the structure of the child's relational
hierarchy, ultimately allowing attainment
of the adult system?

The first problem relates to the cause of acquisition order .

whereas the second is concerned with the motivation for the
transition between stages. I propaye in this chapter that
thgséﬂquestions can be answered with the help of the

" following two assumptions.

(4) a. Korean children exploit grammatical
relations in mastering the



interPretation of the reflexjy,,
pronoun. €

b. The 'Positive data' relevant '  pe
development of the reflexive :;° F
available in experience.

?
A detailed digcussion for each argument is Drovﬂwd in 5,5

“below.

5.2. The Role of Grammatical Relations ang pogiclve Datgy.
5.2.1., Grammatjcal Relations

It is diffjcult to imagine how Korean Qh'ldfen coulq
1

formulate the principlés for interpreting the fefle¥ive on

" the basis of semantic ¥

chaptéf two, the sem: b role of a third Pergof

systematically determ rltecedent"

hether it can be the 2
As (1) and (2) pelovw show, there is no one‘to-o”e
relationship betweep an NP's semantic role and itﬁ
eligibility to be the antecedent of the Feflayiv?

(1) a. (Tom played in self's room.)

Tom—l caki-uy pang-eyse nol~as (2’
Tom-N self-G room-L play\pi'gc
ome.)

b. (rom was pushed by Mary in se) n
\fS

Tom—l Mary-hanthey caki-uy cj 5€
Tom-N Mary-by self-G k }f“eY
e-
A mil-li-ess-tta.

push~PASS-pt-Dc

c. (rom received self's book.)

. s /tta.

Tom-1 caki-uy chayk-ul tolie 5

) Tom-N self-G book-A recei Dat- 3fpc

1Vveopt

NP does ng
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13
d. Ln Tom's home I read self S book ) L H“A

Tom-uy cip- eyse Nay ka caki-uy chayk- -ul
Tom G home*L I-N self G Dbook-A

1lge ess tta.
read Pt-Dc

’(1')' Semantic Role of the antecedent‘Tom in- (1)

a. agent
b. patient

c. recipient
d. genitive

As (1') indicates, the antecedent of the reflex:ve can ,

have a varlety of semantlc roles. S1gn1f1cant1y, however,

LT

the fact that an NP has one of these semantlc rolec does not

guarantee that-1t can serve as’ antecedent for caki. This

is 1llustrated in (2), ‘n_‘ o S

(2)  a. (Mary was scolded by Tom in self's room. )

*Mary-ka Tom-hanthey cak1 uy . pang—éyse
‘Mary-N  Tom- by self-G  room-L.

RS yatanmaca ass-tta. R ; L
‘ . was sdolded (llterally, received scold)-Pt-Dc

b. - (Mary ﬁushed Tom in self's roqm )

*Mary ky’Tom ul g -uy pang eyse mil-ess-tta.
- Mary-N- Tom-A- self G , room- L. push Pt-Dc

S

d.‘ Man;\gint Tom self s book )

.*Mary ka Tom- eykey cakl uy - chayk ul

Mary-N . Tom-D self G book A Lo -;y
_ ponay-ayss-tta. |
. send-Pt-Dc : N
d.. (Mary read, in Tom's‘room"self's book.) -
]
~*Mary-ka Tom uy pang- eyse cak1JE§ chayk-ul

Mary-N Tom-G' room-L . self-G -book-A

 ilge-ess-tta.
«  read-Pt-Dc |



[

(2') Semantic Roles of the Ncn—Antecedent Tom in (2)

. . agent

a
b. patient
° ¢, recipient
d. .genitive

@

As (2') shows, although the NP Tom in (2)‘bears_exactly the
same semantic roles as in (1), " it cannot be the antecedent.
Thls fact does not create a problem if grammat1cal relatlons
(GRs) are exp101ted to characterlze the condltlons under
which cak1 I's llnked to an antecedent.v In the sentences»ln

(2), for example, our ana1y51s predlcts that tHB NP Tom
cannot be the antecedent because there 1is always a hlgher
NP, the eubject~phrase Mary.

EQen linguists whose approach to laaguage is centered
around semant1cs or discourse- based functionalism typically
adm1t the relevance of GRs to the characterlzatlon of at
'lleast some llnqulstlckphepomena.b Schlesinger (1982:283),

for example, observed that 'pseuddcleft strUctures apply

both to the Agent- Action relation [It is Mary Anne who is

: katlngl and the Entity- Attrxbute [It is Mary Anne who is
! |

Qrettzj, and concluded
. w
There is, then, room for an abstract ‘
'subject' category that comprises both
the Agent and the Entlty ‘having an
‘Attrlbute (empha51s is my own).

Functionalists like Bates & MacWhinney (1982:214-215) also
-propose that: | o

_elements that possess some subset of
the features of agent-topicl[,] [flor
example,‘lnstruments may be mapped as .
subject via overlap with a subset of "
agent- toplc features (empha51s is my
own) .

’
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Children's sensitrvity to GRsLhas been independently
observed in four- and %iye—yeaétoids in at least two
studies. For example, Marantz (1983:167) taught three- to.
f1ve year- old chlldren to use novel verbs assoc1ated w1th
d1fferent networksvof semantlc roles.t- The cruc1al contrast

for us is between an agent—action—patient‘pred1cate lee

moak in Larry is moaklng the book (meanlng 'Larry is

pounding the’ book with hlS elbow") and patlent actlon agent

verb like pume in The book {s pum1ng Larry (mean1ng 'Larry

is pounding the book wlth his elbow ).‘ It was found that

4

*five-year-olds learned all the verbs with' equal ease,_
althou@b three- and four year- olds generally found it much
easier to learn an agent action- patlent verb llke ‘moak than'

pume . From thlS Marantz concluded that the fzve year olds

0
were not mapplng semantic roles dlrectly onto Structural

positions and that they had acquxred a notlon of sub]ect

which was 1ncependent‘of semantlc roles. .
& S .
In another study uebeaux & P1nker (zited in Pinker

(1984:59) found tnat@evenj‘our-year-old children ’had no

trouble acqulrrng novel verbs modeled in the pass*ve voice. '

It was thus;clalmed that chlzdren, could learn the

t

grammatlcal ;elat ons encodang the verb arguments only om

£,

: 3
their élsggfbutlon w1th;n the sentence,' independent of

&m
their semantlc roles;a

Con51stent wlth these more general trends we'have seen

in chapter three that many of G1-G5 cbxldren could correctly
gd .

. G
interpret the reflexive in actives and Pedssives. Since

H.

[
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this involved selection of the subject NP as antecedent

regardless of its semantic role, it seems reasonable to

formulate the follow1ng assumptlon.

(3)

5.2.2.

'-By

Korean children exp101t grammatlcal
relations in mastering the
interpretation of the reflex1ve pronoun.

p051t1ve dats I mean the utterances which

chxldren are exposed to in 3 natural language learnlng

environment. I assume here that chlldren make use of PD

'availabl

e to them in order to generalize or hypothe51ze

134

about permissible linguistic structures; they do not use Qﬂlﬂ

negative
cases.

chlldren
linguist
Rather

rules on

data in' order to hypothe51ze abouyt non- perm1551bl] "

Importantly, however, . thlS is not to suggest that

must get access to every spec1f1c 1nstance of a

ic phenomenon in order to master.the_grammar.

E

Ait is proposed that chiidren’formulate linguistic

the ba51s of more generax accounts employlng

-

grammatical relations. Thus, I argue that the following

two kinds cf positive evidence are available for children to

use in learning the grammar of the reflexive pronoun.

(1)

_Positive Data (PD):

I. Data bearing on the consistency of
the role played by the subject in the
1nterpretatlon of the reflexive

'11. Data bearing on the Relat ional.
Hlerarchy

4
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5,2.2.1. PD I: Con51stency of the Role Played by the.
R Subject o

To begin, let us briefiy-reView é sémpling of‘simplé
syntactlc patterns in which- S(ubject) O(bject) and
G(enltlve) NPs serve as. antecedent for the reflexlve._
?First consxder the sentenCes in (1), each of- whxch contalns
a third person ‘NP in- s posztlon (s- NP).:; \ .

5 S—NP/\\g -.“‘f' ":‘ .

a. (Tom hates s;lf )

Tom~1 cak1 -rul. shlreha -an- -ta.
Tom-N. self A hate- Pr Dc :

" b. (Tom wh1spered to self )

Tom i caki- eykey cwungelkerl ess- tta.
Tom~N self D .- whlspered Pt-Dc

c. ‘(Tom played in self’ s home ) -

Tom-1 cakz uy c1p eyse nol ass- tta.
Tom-N self-G - home-L play Pt-Dc

Notice that the $-NP Tom can (1n fact, must) be fhe
antecedent in all cases in (1). Thlgwéontrasts with what
happens when a third perSoh NP is O or G. Consider the
following.

(2) O-NP

‘a. (Tom pusﬁéd John in self's room. )

Tom-i John-ul caki-uy pang-eyse mil-ess-tta.
Tom-N- John-A self-G room-L push-Pt-Dc

b. (I saw, in self's home, Tom. )

Nay—ka‘cakl uy cip-eyse Tom-ul po-ass-— tta.
I-N self-G home-L Tom-A see-Pt-Dc

c. (1 saw Tom in self's home.)
Nay-ka Tom-ul caki-uy cip-eyse po-ass-tta.
I-N Tom-A self-G home-L see—Pt-Dc
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a. (I saw, in Tom's homev self's dog.)

Nay-ka Tom-uy c1p-eyse caki-uy kay-rul
I-N Tom-G home- selft-G dog-A

po—asa;tta;'“'~
see-Pt-Dc.

b. (Tom's friend saw self in a photo.)

‘Tom-uy chfnkwu-ka‘caki-rul sachin-eyse
i Tom-G - friend-N  self-A photo-in

po-ass-tta.
see-Pt-Dc

S

c.,,(I pushed John's friend in‘self's room, ).

Nay-ka John-uy chlnkwu rul caki-uy pang-eyse
I-N  ~John-G fr;end A ¢ self-G room-L

mil-ess-tta.
push Pt Dc - _

4. ‘(I saw, in. self s home,.Tém“s7book’)

Nay-ka cak1 uy c1p eyse Tom-uy chayk-ul

I-N self -G home L Tom G book-A
'"po-ass—tta._f- '
'see—Pt-Dc ’
Note that when a thlrd per NP:is O or G, it cannot

. o
always serve as antecedent for the reflex1ve (see,'for‘

example, (2a), (3b), and (3¢)). ’_ We can summarlze thls'
.~ . ,

' observation -as follows. L

(4) Sub]ect NPs behave more cons1stently
than O or G with respect to the
interpretation of the reflex1ve."

‘The second set of data relevant to thls generallzatlon

ingolves osv constructlons. A representatlve Samplxng of

these structures is presented-below.

)
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a. (Self, Tom hates.)

Caki-rul Tom-i shireha-an-ta. 0

‘self-A Tom-N hate-Pr-Dc
b. (To self, Tom whispered.)

J ‘ Caki-eykey Tom- i soksakie-ess-tta.
QSelf D Tom-N whisper-Pt-Dc

c. (self's book, Tom read.)

Caki-uy chayk-ul Tom-i ilke-ess-tta.
self-G book-A Tom-N read Pt-Dc

(6) O-NP

a. (Tom pushed John in self's room.) .

Tom-i John-uyl cak1 uy pang eyse mll ess-f¥a.
Tom-N John-A- self- G room- L push-Pt-Dc

g

b. (Tom, I saw in self' 5 home )

Tom-ul nay- ka cak1 uy cip-eyse po- ass- tta. -
Tom-A I-N . self-G home-L see- Pt Dc¢

(W) G-NP

a. (Tom's friend saw self in é‘phbtc‘)f

Tom-uy chinkwu-ka cak1 rul ~sachin-eyse '
Tom-G friend-N self-A - phOto in

po-ass—-tta. ,
see-Pt-Dc ' I e

b. (Tom's book, 1 Pead in.self's hdme.)vn

Tom- uy chayk-.. nay*ke caki-uy cip-eyse
Tom-G book-A I-N self-G home-L
i{lke-ess-tta.
read-Pt-Dc
Interestingly, we again + w1 the same pattérn hefe‘as
in the SOV structures. As before, a third person sub]ect

NP can always be the antecedent ofvcakl (see:(S)), whlle an .
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object or genitive NP cannot (see (6a) and (7a)). This is
hconsistent'with.the claim made in (4). Thus, it seems
redsénable to'assuﬁe that PD I provides evidence of the
following phenomenon relevant to anaphora.

(4) 'PD I:

Subject NPs behave more con51stently
than O or G. / ,

/

5.2.2. 2 PD II: Data on thewRelational Hiefarchy
Pos1t1ve data relevant to the organ1zat1on of the
relational hlerarchy is avallable from similar types of
monoclausal structures. Examples which 1nyolve;the '$>0>G'
compoﬁent of the hierarchy are'provided,in_(1) below.
(1) Aa. $>0
(Tom pushed John in self’'s room.)

Tom—1 John ul caki-uy pang- eyse mil-ess-tta.
Tom~N ‘John-A self- G room- L ' push-Pt- Dc

¥

b. 0>G

(1 pushed John's friend in self's room.)

Nay-ka John-uy chinkwu- rul caki-uy pang-eyse
I-N John-G friend-A self G - room-L

‘mil-ess-tta.
push-Pt-Dc
c. S2G |
— A
(Tom's friend saw self in a photo.)

Tom-uy chinkwu-ka cak1 ~-rul .sachin-eyse
Tom-G friend-N self-A ~@'hoto in

po-ass—tta.
see-Pt-Dc
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The simple sentences exemplified above provide the
evidence needed.to determine that subjects occupy the -
highest rank in the hierarchy and that objects are higher
" than genitives. We can state the relevance of thlS fact as
follows.

(2) PD II:

Data is available to trigger development
of the Relational Hierarchy.

5.3. Ekplanation
5.3.1. 'AcquisitionAOfder' Problem

Earlier, we‘raised a question about why the S>6‘and S>G
pogsitions of the relatienal hierarchy develop earlier than
0>G compeneni in Korean children.‘ 1 propose that this ﬁ
developmental sequence results from children's formulation
of the following generélization in (1) in response to
positiveﬂdata of typehI rebeated here in (2).

(1) Choose a subject as antecedent over any,
other NPs :

(2) Positive Data I

Subject NPs behave more consistently than O
or G.

The formulation in (1) above is equivalent to (1') as
follows. '
(1') a. Choose the highest NP as
antecedent.
b.' Relational Hierarchy: S > ..0..G..

Obviously, the child's initial hierarchy and principle 1in



(1') are not the same as the adult-s. This brings us to
the question of how children make the transition to the

adult system.

5.3.2. 'Stage Transition' Problem

Our second problem concerns thg mo;ivatioﬁ for the
‘childfs movement from the incompleté‘generalization (i.e.,
(1'b) in"5.3.1) to the correct one. In partﬁCular, my

. *
study on the GO forward. structures (I pushed the child’s

friend in self's room) indicated that a large number of
children mistakenly chose G as the antecedent of the
reflexive. It was thought that this in.turn indicates that
children had not yet established the hiefarthy 'O0>G', which
seemed to gradually emerge in G5 only. The question, then,

is how children ultimately attain the correct relational

*
[+

hierarchy. s

The relevant experience consists of positive data of
», .
type 11 repeated in (1) below.

(1) Positive Data II:

Data 1s évailable to trigger development
of the Relational Hierarchy. ‘

Let us assume, fo: instance, that a child who did not know -

the relative status of O and G heard the following sentence

used in a context where the intended interpretation was

€,

clear.
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(2)

‘As indicated in (1), the antecedent is the direct object

(1 pushed John's friend in self's room.)

Nay-ka John-uy chinkwu-rul

I-N John-G friend-A ‘ self-G

mil-ess-tta.

" push-Pt-Dc

caki-uy pang-eyse

room-L

‘John'"s friend - evidence which shows that direct object is

higher than genitive.

M

5.4. Summary and Conclusion

<

s

This chapter has explored the prbblem of 'acquisition

order' and 'stage transition' for the principles we have
considered "in this thesis.

. problems, -

In an attempt to resolve these

it was assumed that children must exploit
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2 24

grammatical relations to formulate a generalization based on.

two types of positive data (PD) - data about the consistent

role of subjects in the interpretation of reflexives (PD I)

and data about. relative status of other grammatical

relations in the Relational Hierarchy (PD II). In

particular; it was hypothesiged that after a period of

confusion (e.g., K1), children initially make use of PD I to

establish the hierarchy in ((1b) below),

proposed that the PD II can then be used to confirm this

early hypothesis and to trigger the development of Stage 111

in (1c).
follows.

(1)

This developmental sequence is summarized as

It was also

The Development of Relational Hierarchy:

a. Stage I:

No Knowledge (K1)



b.
Cl

&

Stage I1I:
Stage III:

S
S

>
>

..0..G..(K2-G3)
0 > G (G5)
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Note to‘Chapter 5

P

¢

Note that this can be viewed as another example of |
Slobin's observation that semantically consistent rules
are acquired earlier than less consistent ones . (Slobin

1973:207). '

£



PART III

-~ NULL ANAPHORA
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' CHAPTER .6

"4
L4

BRANCHING. DIRECTION AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF NULL ANAPHORA

5

[N
-~

6.0 Prefeoe
Chapters three t five'have been devoted to e#aminfng
the development of reffexlve anaphora in Korean “iThe
present. chapter studles the development of null anaphora,
with spec1al attentlon to whether Korean chlhﬁren s use of
null anaphora exh1b1ts the type of d1rect1ondlzty preference
predlcted by Lust & Mangione (1983) The cruc1al notlon

.underlylng Lust & Mangione's theory is that of 'principal

branching dlrectlon ’whlch.ls dlscussed below.

G.l. Bramfhlng D1rect1on and—Un1versal Constralnt ;
A language which p051t10ns major recursive elements

(e;gQ.relatlve clauses,,that complemghts) to the Flghf of

;the'head or -nncleus of a phrase is con51dered to be

'right-branching'. English belongs to this category, as

the following syntactic treé illustrates.

) (1)

- /////%l \\\\\\ ’
NP, . VP
g NP, s,
/1 saw . the man who loves  Mary

/ .
\ Notice that in (1) the relative clause structure (i.e., S.)
. »

145 . : o



146 -
g

is attached to the right of the head the man (NP,).

There are also languages which are dominantly

LN
'left-branching
the structure associated with the eg
- (2)
o ‘
’ " Nay-ka Mary-rul coaha-nun namca-rul po-ass-tta
I-N Mary-A love-R man-A see-Pt-Dc

As (2) shows, the relative ez;:éevstcucture (s,) is attached

to the Jeft of the head noun man,(NP,). ‘Languageg which -~ ¢

position recursive structures in this way are considered to

be 'left branchlng . ‘ /

1n recent years a good deal of research has been

.-

devoted to the question of whether a language S 'branchlng

ditection affects the way in wh1ch chlldren develop null
anaphofa. _ qut‘& Wakayama,(1981:80—81) Eested;elghty one
Japanese children aged, 2;5 ; 5:;10 on coordinate'Structnses
involving so—ceiied 'chjuqction’reduction'.' “ =

}

(3) Forward Reduction

Tom played and @ worked.

(4) Backward Reduction

Tom @ and Mary laughed.. .« :
TS T 1
A sentence like (3) 1is conSidered;:fdrwa*d' since the

antecedent Tom precedes the reﬁuced element (matked by 0).
- v .

ﬁe”
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. W‘ ", ‘
A strucﬁure like (4), on the othe} hand, involves 'backward
i g .

reduction' in the sense that the deleted element precedes
its antecedent . aughed Lust & Wakayama dlscovered that
Japanese children found such backward constructlons ea51er

to imitate than forward ones. The mean number of derrect

147

imitations for the forward case was 1.21 (out of 2.00) wh;le~

that of baekward wes\1.65. (However, Qhe signaflcance of
the difference between the two is not reported in their
article.) |

Lust & Chien (1984), on the Otheg hand, designed a
study to compare the performance of Jepanese and Chinese
(left-branching languages) children with that of learners of
English (right-branching language) The structufe-tfbes
1}lustrated,én (3) and (4) above were used. It was.foundﬁi

that childgen learning a left-branching language imitated

1

the backward reductions in coordinate structures better than

the forward ones, while the reverse preference was found in

children acquir;ng,a‘right-branchggg language.

 The findings of the two studies jus;’dutlined have been

taken to indicate that children are aware of the

; . ¢ . ' . = g
hierarchical structure relations (syntactic dominance
relations) in their own language. Lust & Wakayama -

(1b1d 88), for example, claim that such results suggest

that children 'may.proceed through the language learning

process with a rather complex and abstract sensitivity to
order.' ~Furthermore, Lust & Clifford (in press) propose

that branching direction 'reflects the essential dominance
: v .

¢ i
4 ¢
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direction of a language,’ and'further‘observei
In a right branching language like
Engl1sh what precedes will usually also
'c-command' (be related by increased
dominance to) what follows ....
d'Slnce an NP can typically serve as antecedent for any

pronoun whlch it ¢c- commands, Lust & Cllfford therefore
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predict that forward patterns of anaphora wild be the easier

type for English~speaking children. In left-branching
languages, on the other hand, the reverse is assuned to be
true: what follows usually c—cbmmands what precedeer
Therefore an NP should oenerally_he able to ser?e as
'antecedent for a precedlng pronoun, which leadsgto the
prediction that backward patterns of anaphora will be
preferred. On&the basis of theuev1dence from Lust~%
ﬁakayama (59&1) and Luet'& Chien.(1984) ‘Lust & Clifford
'further argued that children are sen51t1ve to the ba51c
dominance‘structure of their language durlng language
aCduisition,‘ and determlne the structure of their anaphora

in accord with this dominance structure (emphasis as in the

original).

L)

’In;the two studies discussed above, children were 5h1y“‘

7

tested on coordinate a;?ﬁttﬁ{:s; v*Recentby‘Lust»&‘Mangionei

. v o
(1983) conducted an. e11c1ted xmltatlon test on both the

2

~ coordinate and noncoordlnate q&ructures exempllfled in (5)

below. SUbjects were Cglnese-, Engllsh*, and
Japanese~ speaklng children between the ages of 2;0 - 5;0.

(5) a. Wash @.and dry the/ﬁoll°

;v -
b. After O comlng home Tom»watched T.V. .

)



.
B

~'6“2, Purpose

[ A
It was found that chlldren acquiring a left- branchlng

language (Japanese and Chinese) showed a 51gn1f1cant

preference ;or backward directionality in anaphora,' while

those learning a right-branching language (English)
preferred forward ~anaphora. on the basis of these

findings, Lust & Manglone claim that thelr study prov1des

’evidence for senslt1v1ty te the [pr1nc1pal branch1ng

’ dlrectlon] parameter in early acqu151t10n (ibid.:155),

conflrmlng the hypothe51s outlined in (6).

(6) Uplversal Constralnt on Anaphora (UCA) :

S C

iJw’ﬁn early child langquage, the direction
' of grammatical anaphora accords with the
" Principal Branching Direction of the
specific language being acquired.
. Anaphora is constrained forward in a
pr1nc1pally right-branching language.

1t is constrained backward in a
~principally, left-branching language
(ibid.:147, emphasis as 1n the
origlnal). .

[AZ

L
R &

B

-t

Slnce Korean 1is a left branchlng language, if Lust &

'Mangione are correct, anaphora in Korean children's language

‘fanaphbra to the forward pattern.

“'should be ;ohstrainéd backward . That is, as 'stated in (1)

it is predicted that Korean children would prefert@ackward
e - ‘ s \

(1) Hypdthesis based on UCA

Korean children will prefer backward
anaphcra to forward anaphora.

An experiment was de51gned to test *hrs hypothesis.
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6.3. Method B | )
T 6.3.1. Subjécts
| ‘Ninetyfsix.Children were individually;;ested,‘
twenty-four childrén'from'four age groups (4;1-9;7).  The’
meah"age énd the age range in each group are é%o&n in Téble

6.1 below.

Table 6.1

Subjects
Age Level ‘Age Rangé -_Mean Agé
Kindergarten 1 (K1) 4;1 - 5;3 4;7
Kindergarten 2 (K2) 5;3 - 6;5 5;8
Grade 1 (G1) 6:8 - 7;6 7:1
Grade 3 (G3) 8;7 - 977 9;1

6.3.2. Linguistic Materials

In examining children's understanding of anaphora,
r%gearchers often make use of an eiicited imitation;faék"in
which subjects hear a sentence and are asked to repeat it
(e.g., Lust 1981). Two types of sentences have been
‘cdmmonly used.  One ié a 'redundant' structure like (1),bing

which an NP 1is unnecessarily (reduhdantly),repeated. &%g

ey

L

(1) Mary was sad while Mary was playing ball.
Sentence (1) is considered toabe ‘redundant’ since the

unnece

2,

second occurrence of Mary "in that, it normally
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can‘be reduced to she as in (1').

(1') Mary was sad while she was playing ball. ,

The second sentence tyne used in anaphora tasks is a
non;edunaant ‘well-formed sentence containing a pronoun
(overt or null) in a forward or backward pattern, Thus
chlldren m1ght be asked to imitate a sentence like (2a) or
‘(Zb).

(2) a. Forwerd _

John read the play while he smoked a pipe.
b. Backwerd
After‘he came home, John went to.éieep.
The purpose of employing the elicited 1m1tatlon task is
to see whether and how chlldren modify conatructlons
.
contalnlng pronopns. Of particular interest is the '
question of whether children's responses favour a particular
attern of anaphora (forwerdvvs backward) in accofdanee
with the predlctlon made by the UCA. |

(o]

Three types of constructlons were selected: sentences
involving redundant NP, forward p;;tgrns of‘anaphOra,’and
backward patterns'of‘anapngra. 4 As in many other languages,
redundant NPs are normally avoided in Korean. \ Thus a
sentence like (3) occurs only when a speaker intends to
emphasﬁze the NP Tom We tnereﬁefe prediet tnat in our
’ 1m1tat10n task one»ﬁ& the redundant NPs in (3) will often be

4

ellmlnated by child n to create a forward or backuar

.

pattern of anaphora? as 1llustrated in (3').
e T

e
. ol
: -~ . 9, . N
Wk s i .
. 2 - o N "y
W, s,

. , by oo . & IR o e
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(3)

Both the forward and backward patterns of anaphora in (3')

have the same interpretation.

([As Tom fought’-Tom was scolded by Mother
today.) ‘

Tom-i ssawe-se, Tom-i onul emma-hanthey yatan
Tom-N fight-as Tom-N today Mother-from scold

maca-as-e-yo.

receive-Pt-Dc-H (not a passive structure
in Korean)

a. Forward

[Tom-i.ssawe-se], @ onul emma-hanthey yatan
maca-as“m-yo. -

b. RBackwaEd

[0 ssawe-se], Tom-i onul emma-hanthey yatan
maca-as-e-yo.

!

‘them is that the antecedent precedes the pronoun in the

former case while the reverse pattern is found in the latter
structure.

Table 6.2 summarizes the types of constructions that

were used

in my study.

Table 6.2

. . Sentence Types

The only difference between

Type Construction Direction Examples
1. Redundant Redundant "~ NA (3)
I1. Forward Null Forward (3'a)

1I11. Backward Null Backward (3'b)

152
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Since it is well known that sentence length can have a major

effect on results in an elicited imitation task of this

kind, the sentence types outlined in Table 6.2 were

controlled for length, so that each consisted of eighteen

syllables.

Three tokens‘were.designed for each type (see

Appendix III).

6.3.3.
6.3.3.1.
(1)

(2)

6.3.3.2.

Procedure

1

Pretest M

The experimenter (E) showed the subject

four dolls, naﬁing them a few times

- until he/she recognized them correctly.

The E gave the child two or three simple
nop-énaphoric sentences (e.g., Tom likes
Mary, etc.), and ahked him/her’td repeat
them. This was to give the child an

idea of what he/she was supposed to do.

Actual Test
The E gave the child a sentence, and

asked him/her to repeat it. THe whole

: T el
session was tape-recorded and tﬁg%
ok
J

0 ) . . '<§ )
children's repetition was tran}grﬁbed
o

o

for later analysis.

@
&

e



6.3.4. Assessment of Children's Responses
In scoring children's fesponses, errors involving

function word§ (case markers, tehse.suffixes, and
coﬁnectives) were ignored. Thus responses which omitted

. \ ,
function words but maintained the correct relative ordering
of nouns and null pronouns were all considered to be
'éofrect' imitations. Remain;ng efrors were analyzed to
see whether they favoured any particular pattern of anaphora

(Forward vs. Backward).

6.4. Results

The results of the imitation task are presented in

Table™6.3.
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Table 6.3

Korean Children: Percentage of EachAResponse Pattern

?
Types 1 ST 111
(Redundant) (Forward) (Backward) L
Response c - I C I C I
F B- Other - B Other F Other
K4 15 78 6 2 89 1 10 38 42 21
K2 28 72 0 0 J00 0 0 74 21 6
G1 43 57 0 0 99 0 1 88 10 3
G3 74 26 0 0 100 0 0 97 0 3
8

Mean 40 58 1 .4 97 .3 3 74 18

Note: C=Correct Responses, I=Incorrect Responses;

The 'l' category has been divided into two subgroups
depending on whether a given sentence is converted 1into
"forward' (F) or 'backward' (B). The 'other' category
consists of failures to respond and incomplete responses.

4

The data in Table 6.3 shows a strong preference for
’forwafdlpatterns of anaphora. Thus,on the average the
redundant structures (Type 1) were reduced to a forward
pattern of anaphora much more freguently (58%) than to a
backward construction (1%). lIn geheral children were alsc
more successful imitating the forward Type II (37%) than the
backward Type III (74%). Furthermore, while the forward
type (Type 1I1) was hardly ever converted into a backward

pattern (conversion rate = 0.3%), the backward construction

rn

(Type 111) was changed into a forward type 1!8% © the. time

across all age groups.
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As expected, not all age groups behaved in the same

manner. fhe pgefé;ence for forward patterns was strongest
among the two younger groups K1 and K2. Thus the K1
children correctly imitated 89% of the forward structurqé,
while correctly imitating only 38% of the backward
constructions. 42% of the backward pﬁ&terns were converted
into a forward type. Moreover, the K1 and K2 children
converted the redhndant Type I structure ingg the forward-
pattern 72-78% of the time, but the backward pattern only
0-6% of the time. The G1 and G3 children, on the other
band, succeeded in imitating most of the Type II and III
\st:uctures (88%-100%) . They reducea.Type I to the forward
pattern 26%-57% of the time, but never converted it to a

backward structure.

.6.5. Discussion
6£.5.1. HKorean and Japanese Data

The results in Table 6.3 above clearly indicate that,
like English-speaking children, Korean children prefer )
forward patterns of anaphofa to‘backward 5. "uctures. This
finding is consistent with Lee, Ahn & Lee's_(1982:261)‘
observation about Korean children’'s use of null pronoun in

spontaneous speech. EXamin;ng production data collected

over a period of 26 months from 102 children between the

~

. ) {
~ages of 5;' and '';12, Lee, Ahn & Lee found only the forward
. . R A &“i‘%. ol . ) .
construction in the speech of yownger children. Only 1in

~he speech of children over the age of 9;2 did the backward

™
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pattern begin\to emerge.,

: " “w, ’ ‘ . . : ? ) -
Recently, a preference EPE forward anaphora in Japafiese. .

children has also been noted by Suzuki (1985), who studleéﬁhfdjf“*ﬁ

iy e
% b

. . . . N ' . 3w i i
seventy-two monolingual native speakers living in Iwghune, . 5

-

Japan (ages 3;0—11;0). Suzuki used an imitation task
involving the same sentence types (I-IIl in Table 6.2) used
in my imitation task. Her results are presented in Table

}
6.4 below.

Table 6.4

4
®apanese Children: Percentage of Each Response Pattern
' in Suzuki (1985)

' =)
Types I . 11 111

(Redundant) (Forward) (Backward)
Response C I e I C I
F B Other B  Other F  Other
K1 6 64 3 28 78 0 22 28 39 33
K2 6 86 o 8 94 0 -6 58 28 14
K3 11 89 0 0 100 0 0 g6 14 0
G1. 31 69 0 0, 100 0 O 100 0 O
G3 89 11 0 O 00 0 0 1000 0 0
Mean 34 59 1 6 95 0 5

76 16 9

Note: C=Correct Responses, I=Incorrect Responses;

The 'l1' category has been divided into two subgroups
depending on whether a given sentence is converted into
'forward' (F) or 'backward' (B). The 'other' category
consists of failures to respond and incomplete responses.
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3.

As Table 6.4 clearly shows, Suzukiis results poinr
oward a preferepce for the %erward ‘pattern. For example,
on the average the redundant Type 1 was converted into a
forward pattern 59% of the time, while 1tchonver51on into a
backward rype ocrurred in only 1% of the cases.
Furthermore, as in the case of the Korean sEGEQ, the forward
Type 11 was imitated more successfully than thewbackward
Type 111 (95% vg. 76%). Significantly, 16% of the backward
types were converted into forward patterns, wheneas no
forward (Type II) structures were changed into backward

constructions. As in my study, the preference for forward

anaShora was strongest in younger children (K1-K2 in

‘partlcular).

3¢

§.5.2. Problems in Lust & Mangione (1983)

A question now arises with respect to why there is a
A

*w'congllct between the findings obtained by Lust & Mangione

(L&M) on the one hand and the results obtained in my study

Wy
and Suzuki's experlment on the other. Part of the answer Yy

‘fseems to'lie in the fact that L&M analyzed and presented
""" fheir results in a.somewhat misleading fashion. Consider

: “iin this regard the imitation scores reported by L&M.

158
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Table 6.5

(o Chlnese and JapaneSe Children ih Lust & Manglone (1983) A
- : " Percentage of Correct. ImltatlonA

R " Chinese =~ . Japanese.

F B . F .- B ¥
_Coordinate -_ "S53 - 73 . 50(?) 80(?)",
. : : .o B N L
Noncoordinate = 71 . 637 38(?) 44(?7)
Note’ A 1nd1cates an" approx1mate score» Lust &

~Mangione do not report exact’ ‘'scores for their Japanese‘k
subjects, ‘representing success rates. only in a very rough

~ dlagram The scores for Japanese children are ‘
‘therefore from my own calculation made on the basis
_of(the diagram on. p. 156 of thelr artlcle

e

R»-._ . S ,' i .o oL

e - . o
*
X .

As 1nd1cated 1n Table 6. 5 L&M made use - of both the

* coordlnate and noncoordlnate clauses exempllfled in (1) .

‘i

m(}dj a.?:Coordlnate R v; 'N Co ‘ f L 4
s e t == o R L
N Wash Q and dry ‘the’ doll R AR
: . s e - . . . i
b.. Noncobrdlnate (1 e., subordlnate maln e
o clauses) _ e ‘ I

i.

On the ba51s o "‘flndlngs in Table 6. 5 L&M (1b1d :155)

e - . s ) )
claimed to -have demopst:ated ‘a.s;gnlf;cant preference' forjﬁ
backward patferns)of'anaphbra{ Unfoftunafely, this

,,conclu51on requ1res recon51derat10n 51nce t. r_analysiS»

(f’ |
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structures, desplte ‘the obv1ous fact that chlldren performed
dlfferently on, &?e two types. For example, it 1s ev1dent
in Table 6.5 that the scores for the backward coordlnate
constructlons are much higher than for the forward ones in
_both Chlnese and Japanese In fact, the Chinese chlldren
performed better on the non- coord1nate forward patterns than
the backward ones (71% against 63%). Moreoyer, although
Japanese chxldren imitated backward non- cqordr;;te $ ,.ﬁ*;
structures a llttle better than forward constructlomﬁgﬁ4¢ﬁ

()

,aga1nsg 38%), the dlfference between the two scores is not

;obviously signlﬁlcant. (The authors make no,ment1on at all

of the’statistical~signlﬁicancemof any of theirt .
dlfferences ) : . ,‘: SR e |
L&M (1b1d.:153) are correct in pointing out that their

study showed that across all types of structures chlldren

neverev1de “”% 5ignj “ﬁ‘ it. preferenc for forward 8
«3 L 5" o

aHoweVer, €he1r findings do. not demonstrate a-

51gn1f1cant preference for backward anaphora across all

anaphora

structures Theur results only show that chlld%en prefer

. backward patterns in- coordlnate constructlons Hence the'
\

| claim (ibi& 155) that chlldren con51stently significantly

R
favored backward d1rect1on of anaphora across both

/coordlnatlon and subordlnatlon (i. e., non coordlnate) e
'S
* t #

structures is to0o. strong,‘1f not totally 1ncorrect. ‘x\

Although L&M S Un1versal Constralnt ‘on Anaphona seemsq

a ce, “.'I

structures, it is not at all clear thﬁt such sentence types'"

to be moderately supported by the data from coprd&nat% %$f~f

160
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even involve null anaphoca. " Thus many linguists take the

vpos1tlon that a sentence such as John and Harrv left

I3

1nvo;ves conjoined NPs (cfl (2a)) rather than conjoined

.

clauses with a null verbal element - L&M's null anaphor

Q

(cf. ﬂZh@&. |
'(2)3 a. [S kp k? John] and,kP Harryll left].
b. @[S [S John @] and [S Harry left]]. |
As Dougherty (1970:857) has noted, there are at least some

NP coordinations which cannot in fact be analyied as clausal

3
A

@

coordinations.

(3) a, John and Harry are similar.
bY #John is similar and Harry is sxmlrarr

"(4) a. John and.Bob met.<@-
b. *John met and Bob met. >

1f the-assumption about the structure of’coordinag&bn'

k3

»underlylng L&M' s work is not vlable, thelr findings" on.

coordlnate structures would have no bearlng on clalms about

dlrectlonalluy preferences for anaphora since the sentences.

in questlon would not even contaln implicit (null) pronouns.

Anotner unfortunate flaw in L&M's study is that the

-

‘forward/backward’ contrast in"coordiéiie structures

involves an additional variable assocla ed with the choice

of con]unctlons. - Unlike English, where the same

':conjundtlon (and) is used in both 'forward' and backward'v

{

coordinate structures, Chinese and Japanese use two N

-y

:alfferent morphemes dependlng upon wheth%5 the conjunctlon

involves two NPs or- PPs as 1n (5) or two verb phrases (VPs)
K E

as in (6). The ﬁd&low1ng examples are from L&M | : ﬂ_ﬁ

a

A



!
!
c [

(ibid.:152-154) with the conjuctions underlined.

e

(5) a. Chinese (Forward)
wanwan [, xiao gouxlong] han @ Ep xiao huoche].
play with teddy-bear ‘and O with train -

'Play with teddy-bear and @ train.’
b. Jaganese (Backward)

' [NpSumire] Q ggl [,.,tanpopo-ga], saku
% ). Vviolet @ and =~ dandelion bloom

'Violets @ and dandelions bioon,'

(6) a. Chinese LBackiard)

el g, e
'Wash 'Qé'jf?an dry the dolr.s " ~ -
b. JapanedeWi¥bruard) ’ g
Inu-wa [‘ hoeru shl Vpkamitsuko].
@,ﬁdong | ark~ and blte{

K(The) dog(s) bark ang 0 bite.’
Notice that (5), whlch 1nvolves con301ned NPg§, and PPs,
- ’
makes use ©f han (Chinese) and to (Japanese) " In contrast,

;(é) uses a different morpheme, ye (in Chinese) and sh1 (fn

A

) Japanese), to mark con301ned VPs Furthermore in Japanese

~~ coordinate structures con51st1ng of conjoined NPs (Lust s

(5b), only to can be used while in the VP struetureg,u
several morphemes other than sh1 are p0551ble - soshite, de,

kara, or ato. Slnce5~ork by ‘Slobin (1982) and others

suggests that chllden f1nd it ea51er o acqulre morbhemes‘}
= B

whlch are obllgatory 1n a partlcular context 1t is quxte

p0551ble that the Japanese chlldren s perfoﬂance was due —to E

I3

162

early acqu151tlon of. to rather than branchlng dlrectlon..v-"

L . . l .
[ . : ) : B -/

: ' - . . A 72
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-mot very natura£W‘; Furthermore, accordlng to the natlve
T [N

- ion
. ;

Still ano*her pr&glem with L&M's study has to do wlth
the forward non coordinate s*ructures (e.g. (7)) which they
used.

Mama ga "kasa-o otoshita-no, O doa-o .
Mom~-N umbrexla A dropped- COMP 0. door-A

—
-d
~—

‘akeru-to. S ' ;
open-when '
| "Mom dropped *he umorella, when (she) opened
the door., '

> w

.Sentences like (7) are unnatural‘E? Japanese 'in that the

~?€matriX°verb otoshita is in the middle of the sentence rather
* gz -_—

v

‘han %heafﬂnal p051t10n. (A Korean version of (7) 1s also

v
4

L
speakers I have*coggﬁlted .coreference between "the nukﬂ

3 »ﬂ" <
pronoun and a subwect marked by tﬁb nominative ending.ga

&J

"* (rather. than the topic marker é_) 1% appareg;ly dlfflcult.

s 5

It is thus also p0551ble that the unnaturalness ofﬁﬁnls L

structure contributed to the onlldren s poor performance on

the forward construction. S
. NI 0' . ‘ ng V" *
~Suzukl s:stuEy, like my own, does not have any of the

problems assoc1ated with L&M'§ study since we used only .

non- coordlnate structures w1th sentence final matrix verbs

and a toplc marked matrlx subject. My . study also did not

15.6,.’Summary and‘Conclusion‘

q

1nvolve unnatural structures such as (7). These
2.

dlfferences from L&M % experlment may explain why the1r

flndlngs p01nted toward a radlcally different: conclu51on

N &? ,
L {‘ . v .," \

y

]
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This chapter has provided evidegce fron Korean‘and
Japanese chlldren whlch dlsconflrms Lust & Mangione's (1983)
unxversal claim concernlng the role of branching d1recﬁ§%n
in anaphota resolution. Since Korean chlldren perf?rmed
significantly better on the forward patterns of.anaphora,
just as English- speaﬂﬁng children do, 1t is - tentatlvely

//// concluded that. ther% is no connection between a language s

anaphora in chlldren
x4 .
ince both ch1ldren acqu1r1ng a
e
language (e. g., Engl§

“those learnxvg Korean and

Japanese (left-bran guabes) 1m1tated forward

éonstructibns far be han backﬁard types, at least for
§noncoord1nate structuresi i't seems reasonable to conclude
that children across languages prefer the' forward patterns ‘

" of anaphora, as stated in’ (1 below.»

(1) The Forward Prefeﬁencﬁhesmx. /

L ’ - . : . > ’ .
ForWard patterns of anaphora are . ' L
univergally pr3$erred in- child language.

o
i BN LA .

The '"Forward Preference Thes1s may well.be 1ndependent ofI>

Mg vggﬁpmat1cal factors, reflectlng 1nstead proce551ng

- -

X

on51derat10ns whlch favour mentlon of the referent ‘before

the use of anaphorlc elements. - Such a proposal'has also

been’ made bytgaGrady, Suzuk1 & Cho (1n press) but’ I w1ll not
Lo

o at,t(empt» t%deye_lop_ it -fuﬂrther here.,
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CHAPTER 7

*

SUMMARY AND CLOSING REMARKS

-

- . \‘\ R :
sow e

'9.0. Preface - .

This thesis has examined syntactic principles governing

1

....

in age from 4'1 to 11}7. " It has also studied the

s R

- ﬁ% Q%évedo@ment of null anaphora, with spec1al attentlon to

e

5

iy,

the *B(SO) type (*Selﬁ saw_dJohn) than on the *B(OG) : ' ’

2 whether Korean chlldren s 1nterpretat10nvof null. anaphora

exhibits the type’ oﬁ/d1EECt}9q9{}§gipreferegeé pﬁedégted by. » i-@
Lu§t & Mahgione (?983).w hn'attemptcpes also made to o ) ‘
exglore the aeqUisitron‘groblem of why the érammaticai o
pr1nc1ples pos1ted in thls the51s are acqu1red the way they \

are. Major findings are summarized in 7. below

7.1. Summary-ef Major Findings

' ' ’
It was fqund that the ‘orﬁsrd patte;gs ©of anaphora

where the choice is between a S(ub]ect) and aq/b(bject ot a

eG(en1t1ve) as antecedent were 1nterpreted better .than those

i

in whlch the choice is between ar 0 and a G W1th respect

to backward constructlong, children performed far better on

‘ structures (*I pushed self in dohn s room). It was

Y

bproposed that these flndlngs 1nd1cate development of _— .

@ J
chnld:en svgnammatlcal‘prlnclples*as outlined 1n_(1).
A . ’ ¥ 7 o

4

- | \ 166 “ . : J



(1) a. Relational Hierarchy:

Ki: No knowledge '
K2-G3: s > ..0..G..
G5: S >0>G

b. Principles:

Choose the highest NP as antecedent.

» Coreference is allowed when the
P .o ~antecedent is higher than the
e Q; ‘ : reflex1ve .

ﬁxﬂerlments on backward anaphora have inquired into the
e

5ffﬂ%%ﬁof context on children's interpretation of the
A 8 reflexlve% It was found that whxle the topic context had a
; foae |

greamdg&fffect on chlldren ] 1nterpretatlon than did the

K ‘ neu&j&iﬁcontext _the older children's (G1-G5) sen51t1v1ty to

‘\cgntefﬁtwas hlghly selective in that it was strongest for
C § u“ .
. #B(sS0O) and B(0OS) (e.g., Self, Tom saw _in _a photo).
: ‘;:i o

e '+ The role of word order, semantic information, and
m}{’ .
o

« ¢

n; y gwiempathy has also been examined. It was observed that

'irﬁhﬁﬂﬁ &Hxldren seemed to belleve that the nominative marxed

y &P Aa,aéent (KZ G1) or subject (G3- G5) word order d
ﬁsemantlc dnformatlon play no dlrect role in the older
ehlldrenfs»(KZ—GS) interpretation of the reflex.ve.
'Empathy’' was foundito pliy & yimited role in that-it might
explain the children's interpretation of the GO fbrward type

(1. pushed Tom’s friend in self's room), but not the G,S

. pattern (Tom S friend saw self) It'waa also noted that

the Dlscourse Toplc Strategy, the Minimal Distance Strategy,
'~and the Recency Strategy could not gxplaln children's

behaquur-on allzstructures (forward and backward) used in a

e
Y N \ N
~
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djscourse context. It was thus proposed that grammatical
knowledge, once acquired, overrides pragmatic and processing
principles in the selection of appropriate antecedents for

»

cakl.

Wwith respect to null anaphora, we have also seen that
qy’«’tbe universel constraint posited by Lust & Mangione (1983)
has to be re]ected since children s 1nterg;etation of null

x anaphora ‘'was not found to be organized in accordance with

branching direction.

7,2. Reflexive Anaphora and Acquisition
- We have s@en in this thesis that grammatical principles
i for tHe interpretation of the reflexive pronoun and

For one

I 5 ¥y

thing,‘syntactic pr1nc1pLes played a crucial role.iﬁ”

. describing and explaining achlSltlon fao&s.,v Thus, the
| Relational Hierarchy was employed in characterizing the way
) }&which children interpreted the reflex1ve pronoun, while
the notion.’subject‘ also glayed a role in identifying how
‘the older,ohihldren in G1-G5 oombrebended active and passive -

structures. Moreover, the Priority Condition and the

., . .

Pnecedence Constgaint provided 1n51gh@s into our

understanding of what the child s initial grammatical
o

prinC1ples might be and how they will further develop.

s

7.3. Closing Remarks



There remain, of course, a number of problems that this
' (

thesis has not covered. For_examp}e, thefgrammatical
relations involving the same rangyin the hierarchy (e.g.,
direct and indirect objects) have not been examined.
Moreover, within the limited scope of my thesis, I was
compelled toﬂf§cus my discussion more On grammatical factots
than on general'cognitive constralnts relating to memory

development, and so on. It is hoped that these and oq‘pr

remaining problems can be pursued in the future.

@ -~
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APPENDIX I

Test Sentences for Forward Anaphora

Type 50

1)

(2)

(3)

‘(A puEhed B at self s home.)

A-ka B- -rul caki- ney cip-eyse m;l ess-eyo.
A-N B-A self-G ,home-L push Pt-Dc

(c h1t D in self s room.)

C-ka D-rul cak1 ney pang eyse ttayri-ess-eyo.
C-N D.A self-G room-L hit-Pt-Dc

(B grabbed C in self's neighbourhood.)

B-ka C-rul caki- ney tongney-eyse N
B-N C-A selt-G neighbourhood-L ™~

pwuccaba-ass-eyo.
grab-Pt-Dc

Type OS

(1)

(2)

(B, A pushed (B) in self's neighbourhood.)

B-rul A-ka caki-ney tongney- eyse mil-ess-eyo.
B-A A—N‘ self-G nelghbourhood L push Pt-Dc

(c, D chased (C) in self's school.)

C-rul D-ka caki-ney hakkyo-eyse ccochaka-ass-eyo.

: C-A D-N self G home-L - chasefPt-Dc
(é), (A, C hit (A in self's room.) |

G A;rul C-ka caki-ney pang-eyse ttafrl -ess-eyo.
£ A-A C-N self-G  room-L hlt Pt-Dc -
Type S.G | |

(1)

- D
.. D

(D, in C's home, pushed self's frieﬁdg)

-ka C-ney cip-eyse cak1 ch1nkwu-rul mil-ess-eyo.
-N A-G home-L seT ‘friend-A push Pt-Dc
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)

(2) (¢ held, in B' s school, self s cat )

4 N

C-ka B- ney hakkyo eyse cak1 hpyangl rul . .
N 'B-G  school-L gself cat-4 *

anna- ass*eyp; o

hold—Pt—Dc ' | ! J

i b .

(3)‘T(A held, in: .D's nezghbourhood self's puppy.)

- A-ka D-ney ‘tongney-eyse caki kangaci- —rul
A-N D—G " neighbourhood-L seIf puppy-A
anna-ass-eyo. o A s .
hold-Pt-Dc ‘ R

Type G,s E

(1) (In D' s nelghbourhood B chased self s pnppy )

D—ney tongney-eyse B ka cakl kangaci- -rul
“/ne1ghbourhood B ] seIf dog A :

_ B ‘
¢ ccochaka-ass eyo. R

i:§§e-Pthc ; ¥ o, | ?

(2) nC's roqm, Aahit self's‘friend ) Y
C-ney pang-eyse, A Kp cak1 ch1n$wu-rul
C-G room-L self frlend A

ttari-ess-eyos
hit- Pt Dc

(3) (In A s ne1ghbourhood D held self § cat.)

-ney tongney-eyse D-ka- caki koyan91 -rul
A G ne1ghbourhood L D-N self cat-A

- ana- ass-eyo. _— ' <
I xhold Pt-Dc '

| ™
- Type GB\
(1) (I pushed the boy s sister in self 's room.)

Nay- “ka namcaay tongsaygg-ul cakl ney c1p—eyse
I-N boy sister-A- - self-G  home-L

"mii-ess-eyo.
push-Pt-Dc



(2) (1 grabbed girl's friend in self’

Nayfka yecaay chinkwu-rul caki-né
1-N girl friend-A self-G

cab-ass-eyo.
grab-Pt-Dc

(3) (I hit the boy's friend in self's

Nay-ké namcaay chinkwu-rul’ ki—ﬁey pangfeysé

I-N boy frxenﬁ*A self-G

ttayri-ess-eyo.
hit-Pt-Dc ¢

Type G,S _
(1) (The girl's brothe; bough;'se}f‘s

Yecaay tongsayng-i caki moca-rul
girl. friend-N self hat-A

(2) (The girl's friend held self'ikba

“Yecaéy chinkwu-ka caki kabang-ul
- 'girl friend-N self bag-A =

(3) (The boy's sister threw self's ba

Namcaay tongsayng-i caki‘kong¥u1 tenci-ess-eyo.

boy sister-N - self ball-A

Type Passive

(1) "(gmﬁéé7puéhed7BYwaa£“§Eif‘s'rbom

g room.)

y pang-eyse
room-L

room.)’

. room~L

hat.)

safas§4éyo.
buy-Pt-Dc

925 

tul-ess-eyo.
hold-Pt-Dc

11.)

throw-Pt=Dc

oy

D-ka A-hanthey caki-ney-pang?eyse ;

D-N A-by self-G room-L

milrlifess-eon
‘push-PASS-P%-Dc’

/

" (2) (B was pinched"by C at self's school.)

B-ka C*hanthey-caki-ney hakkyo-eyse

B-N C-by - self-G = school-L

kkocip-Hi-ess-eyo.

~ pinch-PASS-Pt-Dc. =

PO
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(3)

(A was caught by B at self's neighbourhood,)

A-ka B-hanthey caki-ney tongney-éyse
A-N B-by self-G - neighhogrhood-L

puccap-hi-ess-eyo. .
catch—PAss-gt-Dc '

. - , -
In spoken Korean, the possessive marker uy or
ney is optionally used. 1t is generally

true that sentences are often most natural when
the marker is omitted. In my experimeht, I use

the possessive marker only for a locative phrase

(e.g., in Tom's home, etc.).
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(1)

(2)

(3)

- APPENDIX II

Test Sentences for Backward Anaphora =

N
i i

(Today, self, on T.V., E saw (self).

Onul caki-rul T.V.-eyse E-ka po-ass-eyo.
today self-A T.V.-on E-N see-Pt-Dc

(Earlier, self; in a photograph,

G saw.)

Akka . caki-rul sacin;eyse G-ka bo'ass-eyo. L

earlier self-A photo-in G-N . see-Pt-Dc . ‘#sﬁﬁﬁﬁ
| 5o

(This morning, self, on paper, F = i

drew (self).)

Onul achim-ey ki-rul congi-eyta

. this morning self-A paper-on

F-ka kuri-ess-eyo.
F-N draw-Pt-Dc"

Type B(GO)

(1)

(2)

;(3)

(Earlier, I hit, in self's neighbourhood,lg.)'

Akka nay-5£ caki-ney tongney-eyse
earlier I-N ' _self-G neighbourhood-ﬂ

B-rul ttari-ess-eyo.
B-A hit-pPt-I

(Barlier,- I pushed, in self's room, D.)

Nay-ka akka caki-ney pang;%yse D-rul
I-N earlier self-G room~ ,D-A

mil-ess-eyo.
push-Pt-Dc

(Earlier,il hit, at self's schéof, E.)

Akka nay-ka caki-ney hékkyo-exse E-rul

earlier I-N self-G school-L E-A

ttayri-ess-eyo.
hit-Pt-Dc :
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Type *B(SO)

(1) (Barlier, self, on paper, drew C.)

sAkka caki-ka congi-eyta C-rul kuri-ess-eyo.
earlier self-N paper-on C-A  draw-Pt-Dc

~

(2) (self, in a photograph, saw c.)

sCaki-ka sacin-eyse C-rul po-ass-eyo.
self-N photo-in C-A see-Pt-Dc

(3) (Yesterday self, on T.V.,'saw-g.)

- sEceykkey caki-ka T.V.-eyse E-rul po-ass-eyo.

{esterday self-N T.V.-on - E-A see-Pt-Dc
Type *B(0G :
(1) (I caught gelf in A's neighbourhood. )
\ : . .~
sNay-ka/caki-rul A-ney tongney-eyse
I-N self-A A-G - neighbourhood-L
pwuccab-as§—eyo. J
catch-Pt-Dc
(2) (This morning I saw self in C's
neighbourhood.)

*Onul achim-ey nay-ka caki-rul C-ney
this,morning-TM I-N self-A C-G
tongney-eyse  po-ass-eyo.
neighbourhood L see Pt Dc

(3) (Today I pushed self in G's garden.)

*Onul nay-ka caki-rul G-ney ﬁaténg-eyse
today I-N  self-A G-G garden-L
po-ass-eyo.
see-Pt-Dc

Type F(SO)

’ i
(1) (Earlier, C saw, in a photo, self.)

.7 Akka C-ka sacin-eyse caki-rul po-ass-eyo.

earlier C-N photo-in self-A see-Pt-Dc
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(2) (Today E drew, with crayon, self.)

Onul E-ka kurejong—ufo caki-rul
today E-N. crayon-with sng-A

kuri-ess—eyo'
v ydraw=Pt-Dc

(3) (H saw, on T.V., self.)

H-ka T.V.-eyse caki-rul po-ass—eyo.
H-N T.V.-on self-A see-Pt-DcC

Irype F(OG)

(1) (1 saw F in self's neighbourhood.)

Nay-ka F-rul caki-ney tongney-eySe
I-N F-A self-G neighbourhood-L

pO‘BSS‘éYO.
- see-Pt-Dc
L4

(2) (1 pushed E in self's garden.)

Nay-ka E-rul caki-ney matang-eyse {
I-N E-A self-G garden-L

mil-ess-eyo.
push-Pt-Dc

(3) (I saw H in self’s school.)

Nay;ka H-rul cg%i—ney hakkyo-eyse
I-N H-A self-G sthool-L

po-ass-eyo.
see-Pt-Dc



?PPENDIK IT1

Test Sentences for null anaphora

LAl

L]

Redundant Type -

(1)

(2)

(3)

(As B wags so cold, B put on a thick coat.)

B-ka neémwu chwuwe-se, B-ka twukkewun opa-rul
B-N very cold-as B- N thick coat-A

ib-ess-eyo.
put on-Pt-Dc
(As C was so sleepy, C went to bed early .

yesterday.)

C-ka mani colie-se, C-ka ecekkey ilccik
C-N very sleepy-as C-N yesterday early

ca-ass-eyo.
sleep-Pt-Dc
(As D finished homework, D went out to play.)

D-ka swukcey rul tahay-se, D-ka :
D-N homework-A finish-as D-N outside-L play

pak- ey nolle naga~ass-eyo
outside-L play .go-Pt-Dc

Forward Type

(1)

(As E fought, (E) was scolded by
Mother today.) S

E-ka ssawe-se, @ onul -emma- hanthey yatan
E-N fight-as @ today Mother-from scold

maca-ass~eyo.

receive-Pt-Dc (not a pa551ve structure
in Korean)
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(2)

(3)

Backward Type

(As F was so hot, (F) weflt swimming
with friends.)

F-ka nemwu tewe-se, @ chinkwu-rang
F-N very hot-as @ friend-with-
swuyeng-hare ga-ass-eyo,
swimming-for go—Pt—Dc

(As G fell earller (G) was badly
hurt in (his) leg. )

G-ka akka nemecie-se, @ tali-rul mani
G-N earlier fall-as O leg-A badly

tachi- esg-eyo.
was hurt-Pt-Dc

(1)

(2)

(3)

(As (A) was.so hungry, A ate an apple.)

Q@ pay-ka kopha-se, A-ka sakwa-rul
@ stomach-N hungry-as A-N apple-A

mege-ess—eyo.

eat-Pt-Dc e

(As (B) had a headache, B went to
a hospital with Mother.)

@ meri-ka apha-se, B-ka emma-rang
@ head-N ache-as -B-N Mother-with

pyongwon-ey ga-as-e-yo.
hospital-L go-Pt-Dc
(As (C) was a top student, C received

a prize at school.)

@ pan- eyse ilttung hay-se, C- ka hakkyo-eyse

@ class-in top achieve-as 'C-N school-L

- sang-ul pata—as—e-yb.

prize-A receive-Pt-Dc

)
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Note: Sentences in this experiment all contain

an honorific declarative suffix (-eyo). My \
pilot study indicated that children seemed to be
be relectant to repeat sentences with no

honorific markers. This may be because they

felt as if they were speaking to the

Experimenter, although they were only ' \
imitating. \ " V

. f



