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Abstract 

A CORPUS-BASED ANALYSIS OF DISCOURSE ANAPHORA 

IN ENGLISH AND KOREAN: A NEO-GRICEAN  

PRAGMATIC APPROACH 

 

Sok-Hun Kim, PhD 

 

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2013 

 

Supervising Professor: Laurel Smith Stvan  

This dissertation explores discourse anaphora in English and Korean by using a 

neo-Gricean pragmatic approach with corpus-based data. Very little study of Korean 

discourse anaphora has yet taken place at the inter-sentential level, except works looking 

at zero anaphor and a logophoric reflexive pronoun caki ‘self’. This research fills this gap 

by examining two types of discourse anaphora at the discourse level: discourse anaphoric 

patterns (by order of mention of the referent and by placement of the paragraph) and 

sentential anaphors.  

Two quantitative methods were adopted to verify the distribution and the 

selection of anaphora: natural data collection and a survey. First, samples of 30,000 

running words from newspaper articles (for discourse anaphoric patterns) and the same 

size of samples from drama scripts (for sentential anaphors) in each language were 

investigated for each issue. Second, 20 native speakers of English and 20 native speakers 
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of Korean were recruited to take part in two sets of a threefold acceptability survey for 

two types of discourse anaphora. 

Based on the findings, the distinct characteristics signaling the appropriateness of 

different anaphors are qualitatively discussed within four relevant theories: topic 

continuity theory, hierarchy theory, cognitive theory, and principled neo-Gricean theory. 

First, discourse anaphoric patterns are examined in two respects: by order of mention of 

the referent and by placement of the paragraph. For both mention types, it is argued that 

there are general vs. sequential chains of anaphoric patterns: the first type forms a general 

chain with <full name, single name, pronoun> in both languages, whereas the second 

type forms a sequential chain with <full name, full name, full name>, notably in Korean. 

Second, referential properties of sentential anaphora are accounted for in terms of degree 

of anaphoricity in two languages. Lastly, it is argued that discourse anaphora in both 

languages can be more comprehensively accounted for through the use of neo-Gricean 

heuristics. 
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Chapter 1  

Introduction 

In this dissertation, I address discourse anaphora in English and Korean in terms 

of pragmatics. Specifically, I explore different discourse anaphoric patterns and 

referential properties of sentential anaphora in both languages by analyzing samples of 

corpus data and survey data. I am interested in anaphora at the inter-sentential level since 

in natural language (discourse), “anaphora is a specific sinew of textual muscle” (Kittay 

1988:206). In fact, an addresser can represent his/her conversational intention in a given 

discourse (context) with different types of discourse anaphoric forms; the addressee can 

infer the intention by means of conversational implicature. In this respect, I have noticed 

that there has been particular discourse anaphora that needs to be explained linguistically 

such as discourse anaphoric pattern and sentential anaphora. 

To create the stepping stone for exploring those discourse anaphoric phenomena 

in this dissertation, this first chapter presents the relevant problem, the research gap, the 

research scope, the research questions, the rationale, and the organization of this 

dissertation.  

1.1 The Research Gap 

Discourse anaphora, one type of reference, denotes a relation between two 

linguistic referring expressions in a given discourse, in which an anaphor refers to the 

same entity (via an antecedent) as another earlier referring expression form. The 

interpretation of an anaphor is influenced by that of an antecedent (Huang 2007: 245). It 

is represented by a variety of referring expressions, such as (definite) descriptions with 
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articles, names, pronouns, reflexives, demonstratives, and gaps (empty categories). It is 

also represented in the range of intra-sentence, inter-sentence, and inter-turns at speaking 

in a verbal discourse (Levinson 1983: 86).  

The study of discourse anaphora in terms of distribution and selection has been 

explored in light of four relevant theories: the topic continuity theory (Givón 1983; 

Brwon 1983; Gundel 1985; Lambrecht 1994); the hierarchy theory (Grimes 1975; Hinds 

1978, 1979; Longacre 1979; Mann and Thompson 1987, 1988; Fox 1987); the cognitive 

theory (Prince 1981; Ariel 1988, 1990, 1994, 2008, 2010; Gundel 1988, 1996, 2003; 

Gundel, Hedberg, and Zachrski 1988, 1989, 1990, 1993, 2001); the neo-Gricean theory 

(Grice 1975, 1978; Horn 1984, 1989; Levinson 1987a, 1987b, 1991, 1995, 2000; Huang 

1991, 1994, 2000a, 2000b, 2007).  

Those previous theories have explored the distribution of discourse anaphora in a 

variety of languages, including English, German, Spanish, Italian, Irish, Icelandic, 

Finnish, Russian, Japanese, Chinese, and Korean. Among those languages, the study of 

discourse anaphora in Korean has been focused on two anaphoric forms: zero anaphora 

(Ø) in terms of the topicality and a reflexive pronoun caki ‘self’ (corresponding zibun 

‘self’ in Japanese; ziji ‘self’ in Chinese) with its variants casin and caki-casin in terms of 

logophoricity and long distance anaphora (LDA).  

However, it is noteworthy that earlier studies of these two particular items in 

Korean leave several key areas unexplored. First, these studies have been restricted to the 

intra-sentential level, not examining the inter-sentential level or discourse level. In fact, 

Korean discourse anaphora at an inter-sentential level or a discourse level has been little 
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explored. In addition, as Lee (2010) also notes, little attention has been paid to explore 

how discourse anaphors are referred and deployed in written discourse such as news 

articles and TV drama scripts from a contrastive and cross-linguistic perspective.  

Second, these studies have been restricted to the components of syntax and 

semantics, notably classical Chomskyan theory of anaphora, i.e., the binding theory (BT). 

However, many studies including these four relevant theories I plan to use have verified 

that the distribution of discourse anaphora in discourse is determined by particular 

factors, such as topic continuity, hierarchical structure, cognitive condition, and 

pragmatic heuristics beyond the inter-sentential structure. Third, there is some doubt 

raised by the fact that the data used in these analyses originated from Korean native 

speaker’s intuition or Korean linguists’ intuition about created examples, not from 

naturally occurring authentic data at the level of discourse. In fact, it seems that the 

examples related to those two forms are shown in a vacuum. Therefore, the authentic data 

in dynamically developing context-based discourse can verify the fundamental properties 

of discourse anaphora.  

1.2 Research Scope and Questions 

This dissertation focuses on two phenomena of discourse anaphora at a discourse 

level in English and Korean as follows.  

The first aspect focuses on two discourse anaphoric patterns in English and 

Korean: the general anaphoric pattern (GAP) vs. the sequential anaphoric pattern (SAP).  

The anaphoric pattern forms a coreferential chain of discourse anaphors <full name, 
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pronoun/surname, pronoun/surname>
1

, whereas the sequential pattern forms a 

coreferential chain of discourse anaphors <full name, full name, full name>, notably, this 

pattern is observed in Korean.  

The second point focuses on (different) referential properties of sentential 

anaphora in English and Korean. In English, that and it are used to refer to both nominal 

and sentential referents. In Korean, the literally corresponding items ce ‘that’ and ku‘it’ 

are used to refer to both nominal referents; however, only ku ‘it’ is used to refer to the 

sentential referents. That is, a sentential anaphor ku ‘it’ in Korean has dual functions with 

its two variants: ku-ken functioning as that and ku-len functioning as it.  

Four relevant studies, i.e., the topic continuity theory, the hierarchy theory, the 

cognitive theory, and the inferential pragmatic theory, are used to explain the three 

aspects of discourse anaphora in comparing English with Korean. The strength and 

weakness in each model are explored and the most comprehensive model is explained 

through empirical verification.  

To verify the distribution and the selection of discourse anaphoric elements, two 

empirical methods are employed: natural data collection and a survey. First, relevant text 

samples were collected from newspaper articles in each language and from TV drama 

scripts such as an American mockumentary comedy The Office in English and a serial 

drama My Too Perfect Sons in Korean. Second, a survey with selected news articles from 

the corpus samples was conducted. 20 native speakers of English and 20 native speakers 

of Korean were recruited for a threefold survey (i.e., the discourse anaphoric pattern by 

                                                 
1 The angle brackets <  > indicate the ordered sequence through this dissertation. 
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order of mention, the discourse anaphoric pattern by paragraph, and the sentential 

anaphors) in each language.  

The four relevant models, such as the topic continuity model, hierarchical model, 

cognitive model, and principled pragmatic model, were tested by the results of the 

sampled corpus and the survey in terms of predictions of these models in a hypothetico-

deductive way. Based on my earlier studies (Kim 2010a, 2010b, 2012), it was 

hypothesized that each would have some weakness in explaining discourse anaphora in 

Korean, specifically in (extra-) linguistic respects: socio-cultural points, linguistic points, 

cognitive processing, and pragmatic heuristics. Thus, a synthetic account was reexamined 

based on the corpus and the survey results, and a comprehensive model was suggested in 

terms of pragmatic inferential heuristics from a neo-Gricean perspective.  

In order to explore the discourse anaphoric patterns and the properties of 

sentential anaphors, the following questions are explored:  

1. How are discourse anaphora in English and Korean actually distributed and 

selected at a discourse level in terms of the two linguistic issues stated below? 

a. The discourse anaphoric patterns in newspaper articles in two languages. 

b. The shared and different referential properties of sentential anaphors: it and 

that in English and the corresponding items ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ in 

Korean. 

2. What are the distinct characteristics of those particular aspects of discourse 

anaphora in English and Korean? 
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3. Which theory is more appropriate and preferable for explaining those aspects of 

discourse anaphora across two languages?  

a. What factors in each theory need to be significantly reinterpreted and modified 

to explain those aspects?  

b. If aspects are left unaccounted for, what other factors are involved in terms of 

principle-based pragmatic perspective? 

1.3 Rationale 

In this section, I address the several reasons why I feel that it is important to study 

referring expressions and why I focus on discourse anaphora through a window of 

pragmatics, based on key notions presented in Verschueren (1999:55-58). 

First, using language necessarily entails making linguistic choices continuously 

due to linguistic and extra-linguistic reasons.  In fact, these linguistic choices can be 

made at any possible level of linguistic form such as phonetic/phonological, 

morphological, syntactic, lexical, semantic, and pragmatic. Each point of view in 

linguistics needs to validly explain these linguistic choices in its own term.  

Second, these linguistic choices are made when an addresser produces an 

utterance and when the addressee understands that utterance, which is significant for the 

purpose of communication or discourse that they are engaged. In this mutual process, 

contextual meaning is generated, carried out, and conveyed between interlocutors 

according to appropriate communicative goal.  
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Third, unless interlocutors intend to remain silent, interlocutors are under a (semi-

) obligatory situation to make a linguistic choice once even a word is uttered. That is, 

making a linguistic choice is inevitable to interlocutors in a given discourse. 

Fourth, as a principle, the linguistic choices carried out by interlocutors are not 

equivalent in terms of markedness: in between unmarked choice and marked choice. For 

this reason, making linguistic choices evoke their alternatives, in which conversational 

implicature is carried out by interlocutors. For instance, interlocutors are under (semi-) 

compulsory situation to make choice of an appropriate referential form between a variety 

of referring expressions, specifically, discourse anaphors, in a given discourse. If an 

addresser chooses one particular discourse anaphoric form with intention between 

different types of forms, the addressee interprets and understands why that discourse 

anaphor was chosen between alternatives in a given discourse, which is an inferential 

process of conversational implicature. 

1.4 Organization of the Dissertation 

This chapter addresses the research gap, the research scope, the research 

questions, and the rationale for the research. The remaining five chapters with topics and 

appendices are organized as follows. 

Chapter 2 reviews the theoretical background and scholarly works that are 

relevant to the two topics in this dissertation. The chapter begins with a discussion of 

anaphora in syntax vs. discourse anaphora in pragmatics. Then relevant implication of 

discourse anaphora and the definition are reviewed. The relevant four theoretical models 

for explaining discourse anaphora in pragmatics are reviewed in terms of the topic 
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continuity model, the hierarchy model, the cognitive model, and the inferential pragmatic 

model. Finally, the scholarly works relevant to the two topics in this dissertation are also 

reviewed.  

Chapter 3 describes the twofold methods used in this research: corpus data 

collection and a survey. First, a detailed overview of the data collection is presented 

regarding compilation of three parts of the corpus (Corpus I, II, and III), the corpus tool, 

and the variables used. Second, detailed processes of the survey are presented in terms of 

subjects, questionnaire (Section A, B, C, and D), variables, and an approval from the 

Institutional Review Board. Finally, the chapter concludes with a summary of the 

research methods. 

Chapter 4 presents the comparative results and analyses of the sampled corpus in 

English and Korean. First, the results of the discourse anaphoric patterns by order of 

mention (Corpus I) are reviewed in terms of the first-, second-, third mention, and case 

markers.  Second, the results of the discourse anaphoric patterns by paragraph (Corpus II) 

are reviewed in terms of the first-, second-, third mention, and case markers. Third, the 

results of the distance between discourse anaphors (Corpus I and II) are reviewed. Fourth, 

the results of sentential anaphors (Corpus III) are reviewed in terms of the givenness of 

information and the width of reference. Finally, the chapter concludes with a summary of 

the results and analyses in Corpus I and II, and Corpus III.  

Chapter 5 presents the comparative results and analyses of the survey in English 

and Korean. First, the results of discourse anaphoric patterns by order of mention 

(Section B) are reviewed in terms of the first-, second, and third mention. Second, the 
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results of discourse anaphoric patterns by paragraph (Section C) are reviewed in terms of 

the first-, second, and third paragraph. Third, the results of sentential anaphors (Section 

D) are reviewed in terms of the givenness of information and the width of reference. 

Finally, the chapter concludes with a summary of the results and analyses in Section B 

and Section C, and Section D. 

Chapter 6 discusses all of the results and analyses from Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 

and concludes this dissertation with the benefits of this research and the future avenues of 

the research. First, the discussion begins with an argument of two discourse anaphoric 

patterns (GAP and SAP) in English and Korean. The mention type (order of mention and 

paragraph) and the distance between discourse anaphors are discussed. The argument of 

GAP and SAP is discussed in terms of socio-cultural, linguistic, cognitive, and pragmatic 

points. Second, shared referential properties of sentential anaphors in both languages are 

discussed regarding the givenness of information and the width of reference. Different 

properties of sentential anaphors in two languages are also discussed. Third, all 

discussion and argument are schematized in terms of neo-Gricean heuristics of 

conversational implicature. Finally, this chapter includes the benefits of this research and 

the future avenues of the research for investigation with the limitations.  

Finally, Appendix A contains the survey questionnaire in English; Appendix B 

contains the survey questionnaire in Korean. Each survey questionnaire includes four 

sections: Section A (general questions about subjects); Section B (two sets of discourse 

anaphoric pattern by order of mention); Section C (two sets of discourse anaphoric 

pattern by paragraph); Section D (four conversations of sentential anaphors). Appendix C 
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contains the two approval letters and the informed consent form for subjects approved by 

the Institutional Review Board of the University of Texas at Arlington. 
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Chapter 2  

Literature Review 

The goal of this chapter is to provide an overview of the relevant theoretical 

issues that play a part in explaining discourse anaphora. Section 2.1 begins with a 

discussion of anaphora in syntax in terms of Chomsky’s binding theory (Section 2.1.1), 

gives counterexamples to this syntactic view by considering cross-linguistic and 

pragmatic points (Section 2.1.2), gives an implication of discourse (Section 2.1.3), and 

gives a definition of discourse anaphora (Section 2.1.4). Section 2.3 through Section 2.5 

gives an overview on the four main theoretical models for discourse anaphora in 

pragmatics: (i) the topic continuity theory (Section 2.3), (ii) the hierarchy theory (Section 

2.4), (iii) the cognitive theory (Section 2.5), and (iv) the neo-Gricean theory (Section 

2.5). Section 2.6 and Section 2.7 give theoretical backgrounds on the two main subjects 

of the dissertation: (i) discourse anaphoric pattern (Section 2.6) and (ii) sentential 

anaphora (Section 2.7). The chapter is wrapped up with a summary of literature review. 

2.1 Discourse Anaphora 

2.1.1 Anaphora in Syntax 

In a syntactic framework, anaphora falls into two main categories: NP- (including 

N-) anaphora and VP-anaphora
2
. NP-anaphora in syntax has been traditionally discussed 

in terms of Chomsky’s (1981, 1982, 1986, 1995) binding theory (BT) within the 

principles and parameters theory. 

                                                 
2 I shall not discuss VP-anaphora throughout the dissertation. VP-anaphora falls into four types in 

syntactic category: VP-ellipsis (coordinated VP-ellipsis and subordinated VP-ellipsis), gapping, 

sluicing, and stripping (Huang 2000:3-5). Refer to Huang (2000, 2006). 
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In NP-anaphora, the anaphor and its antecedent are all NPs, and they are both 

referring expressions
3
. NP anaphora is encoded by gaps (empty categories), reflexives, 

pronouns, names, and descriptions. Within a classical Chomskyan theory of anaphora 

(i.e., the principles-and-parameters theory and its minimalist descendant), NPs are 

distinguished into two types of abstract binary feature: [±anaphor] and [±pronominal]. 

First, an anaphor, including a reflexive and a reciprocal, is an NP with the feature 

[+anaphor] that must be referentially dependent, and that must be bound by an NP in an 

A[rgument]-position within a certain domain, i.e., the binding domain, which is also 

referred to as the governing category (GC). Second, a pronominal is an NP with the 

feature [+pronominal] that may be referentially dependent, but that must be free in its 

GC. Chomsky (1981, 1982, 1986, 1995) proposes four types of NP in a language in terms 

of overt and non-overt (i.e., empty) with two independent binary features of anaphor and 

pronominal, as illustrated in (1) (Haegeman 1994; Huang 1994, 2000, 2007). 

 

(1) Chomsky’s typology of NPs 

   Overt Non-overt (Empty) 

a.  [+anaphor, -pronominal] lexical anaphor NP-trace 

b.  [-anaphor, +pronominal] pronoun pro 

c.  [+anaphor, +pronominal]  PRO 

d.  [-anaphor, -pronominal] name wh-trace/variable 

 

                                                 
3 An NP-anaphor can refer to a CP (i.e., a clause plus a complementizer) or an IP (i.e., a clause) 

for its antecedent. In this case, this NP-anaphor indicates the action, event, state, or proposition 

represented by this CP or IP (Huang 2000:3). 
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This typology of NPs can be encoded by overt NPs and empty categories, as 

shown in (2) and (3). 

 

(2)  Overt NPs 

 a. Lexical anaphor 

     The composers1 admire themselves1/each other1. 

 b. Pronoun 

     Poirot1invited him*1/2;  

                Poirot1 says that he1/2 is leaving. 

 c. Names (R[eferential]-expression) 

     He1 says that Poirot*1/2 is leaving. 

 

(3) Empty categories 

 a. NP-trace 

     The giant panda1 seems t1 to live exclusively on bamboo shoots. 

`  b. Pro (Italian, Haegeman 1994) 

     Gianni1   dice   che  pro1  ha     telefonato. 

     Gianni    says   that           has   telephoned 

    ‘Gianni says that (he) has telephoned.’ 

 c. PRO 

     John1 promised PRO1 to compose a light orchestral work for his father. 

 d. Wh-trace/variable 

      Who1 did Brahms admire t1? 

 

The three types of NPs listed in (1) and (2), anaphors, pronominals, and r-expressions, are 

subject to binding theory (BT) A, B, and C, respectively, as shown in (4). 

 

(4) Chomsky’s binding theory (BT) 

 a. An anaphor is bound in a local domain (Principle A). 
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 b. A pronominal is free in a local domain (Principle B). 

 c. An R-expression is free (Principle C). 

 

The definition of binding is specified in the conditions (5). 

 

(5) α binds β if and only if (iff) 

 a. α is in an A-position, 

 b. α c-commands β, and 

 c. α and β are coindexed. 

 

The c[onstituent]-command is defined in (6). 

 

(6) α c-commands β iif 

 a. α does not dominate β, 

 b. β does not dominate α, and 

 c. the first branching node dominating α also dominates β. 

 

Lastly, the notion of local domain is defined in terms of governing category (GC) 

or complete functional complex (CFC)
4
. The GC is generally defined in (7) as follows. 

 

(7) α is a GC iff α is the minimal category (i.e., the smallest NP or IP) containing β, a 

 governor of β, and a SUBJECT accessible to β.  

 

The typical examples in English for BT are represented in (8) (Huang 2007:249). 

 

(8) a. Bach1 adored himself1/*2. 

 b. Bach1 adored him*1/2. 

                                                 
4 According to Chomsky (1986:169), CFC can be defined as ‘the smallest maximal category 

containing all the grammatical functions compatible with its head’ of a projection, the predicate 

that assigns the theta role, the complement that the internal theta role are assigned to, and the 

subject that the external theta role is assigned to (Haegeman 1994:215; Huang 2000:18). 
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 c. Bach1 adored him*1/2. 

 

In (8a), himself, the reflexive (i.e., an anaphor) is subject to BT A, by which it must be 

bound to and coreferential with Bach, its local antecedent. In (8b), him, the pronoun, is 

subject to BT B, by which it must be free in its GC and referentially disjoint with Bach. 

In (8c), both Bach1 and Bach2, r-expressions, are subject to BT C, by which Bach1 cannot 

be coreferential with Bach2 each other. 

2.1.2 Discourse Anaphora in Pragmatics 

However, Chomsky’s binding theory is not cross-linguistically tenable. Let us 

reconsider the BT A first. 

 

(9) a. John1-i         [{caki1-ka   aphuta}]-ko    malhayssta 

     John-Nom    self-Nom   sick-Comp      said 

     ‘John1 said that self1 is sick.’ 

 b. John1-un      [nay-ka   caki1-lul   cohaha]-nun kes-ul    acikto   molunta 

     John-Top      I-Nom    self-Acc   like       Comp-Acc    yet       not know 

     ‘John1 still doesn’t know that I like self1.’  

                                                                                                         Kim (1994:11)  

 

In (9), caki, the long-distance (LD) reflexive in Korean, have the antecedent John outside 

the local domain, unlike English, where a reflexive must have a strict local antecedent. 

That is, caki takes its antecedent outside the GC, so it is long-distance bound, which runs 

counter to BT A.  

Second, let us reconsider the BT B.  

 

(10) John1-un    [{caki1 / ku1}-ka   salang-ey  ppacyessta]-ko   malhayssta 
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 John-Top    {self / he}-Nom   love-in      fell-Comp           said 

 ‘John1 said that {self1 / he1} was in love.’  

                                                                                        Kim (1994:33) 

 

In (10), ku, the non-reflexive pronoun in Korean, is bound by the subject NP John outside 

the local domain, where caki, the reflexive, is also syntactically allowed. There is no 

difference in reference. That is, the non-reflexive pronoun is c-commanded by the subject 

NP, so they must be disjoint with each other according to BT B, by which reflexives and 

pronominals must be in strict complementary distribution since BT A and B are mirror 

images of each other. This logophoricity in Korean runs counter to Chomksy’s BT B. In 

addition, this complementarity between reflexives and pronominals (i.e., the 

complementarity between BT A and B) breaks down even in English as follows. 

 

(11) a. John Kerry1 saw a picture of himself1 / him1 in The New York Times. 

 b. Steve1 looked behind himself1 / him1. 

 c. [Pavarotti and Domingo]1 adore [each other’s]1 / their1 performances. 

 d. Pavarotti1 said that tenors like himself1 / him1 would not sing operas like that. 

                                                                                                               (Huang 2007:253) 

 

This anti-complementarity between reflexive and pronominal include ‘picture’ NP (11a), 

adjunct PP (11b), possessive NP (11c), and emphatic NP (11d).  

Third, let us reconsider the BT C. 

 

(12) (Thai, Lasnik 1989) 

 a. *Khǎw1 ch   p C  n1   

       he         likes  John 

      ‘He1 likes John1.’ 
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 b. *Khǎw1  khít     wa   C  n1  chàlāāt 

       he         thinks  that  John    is smart 

      ‘He1 thinks that John1 is smart.’ 

 

(13) (Thai, Lasnik 1989) 

 a. C  n1 ch   p C  n1   

     John   likes  John 

     ‘John1 likes John1.’ 

 b. C  n1  khít     wa   C  n1  chàlāāt 

     John    thinks  that  John    is smart 

     ‘John1 thinks that John1 is smart.’ 

 

In (12), the binding of an r-expression by a pronoun is ungrammatical according to BT C. 

However, in (13), the binding of an r-expression by another coreferential r-expression is 

tolerant in Thai, which runs counter to BT C. To solve this problem, Lasnik (1989) 

proposes two distinct sub-binding conditions, as shown in (14). 

 

(14) Lasnik’s (1989) BT C 

 a. C1: An r-expression is r-expression-free everywhere. 

 b. C2: An r-expression is pronoun-free everywhere. 

 

In (14), Lasnik (1989) claims that the parametric BT C1 explains the examples in (13), 

while the universal BT C2 explains the examples in (12).  

However, first, the repetition of r-expressions occurs even in English as well at 

the inter-sentential level, i.e., at the discourse level as follows (Fodor 1975, Evans 1980, 

Levinson 1987). 

 

(15) a. (Fodor 1975) 
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     Only Churchill1 remembers Churchill1 giving the speech about blood, sweat,  

     toil and tears.  

 b. (Evans 1980) 

     I know what John1 and Bill1 have in common. John1 thinks that Bill1 is terrific  

     and Bil1l thinks that Bill1 is terrific.  

 c. (Levinson 1987) 

     Frog1 went Frog1’s house; Toad1 went to Toad1’s house.  

 

In (15), the repetitions of r-expressions support that the BT C1 cannot be tenable in 

English
5
.  

Second, Lasnik’s universal BT C2 can be falsified even in English at the discourse 

level. 

 

(16) (Evans 1980) 

 Everyone has finally realized that Oscar1 is incompetent. 

 Even he1 has finally realized that Oscar1 is incompetent. 

 

In the second sentence of (16), the second r-expression Oscar is preceded and c-

commanded by the pronoun he in the matrix clause of the same sentence, which runs 

counter to Lasnik’s BT C2.  

In short, binding conditions have been discussed at the intra-sentential level in 

syntax. But even though the BT has been restricted at the intra-sentential level, we have 

seen that the BT is cross-linguistically problematic since the LD reflexive (9) and 

logophoricity (10) in Korean, the anti-complementarity between reflexive and 

                                                 
5 In fact, Huang (1994, 2000) notes that BT C1 in English is less easily violated than BT C1 in 

Thai since English and Thai are essentially different types of language: English is a syntactic 

language, whereas Thai is a pragmatic language.  
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pronominal (11) in English, and the repetition of r-expression (13) in Thai run counter to 

BT A, B, and C, respectively. Moreover, Lasnik’s binding conditions C1 and C2 are not 

tenable even at the inter-sentential level, i.e., at the discourse level, in terms of the 

repetition of r-expressions (15) in English and the precedence and c-command by the 

pronoun (16) in English, which run counter to C1 and C2, respectively. 

What ties these together, as Levinson (2000:270) and Huang (2007:258) note, is 

that anaphoricity, i.e., reference, essentially lies on the systematic use or avoidance of 

specific lexical items, not on the property of specific lexical items. In other words, 

anaphora is not a property of specific linguistic expressions with binary features such as 

anaphor (reflexive and reciprocal), pronoun, and r-expression in syntactic terms, but a 

property of the use or avoidance of linguistic expressions, i.e., referring expressions, in 

pragmatic terms. At this point, therefore, it is also important to note that anaphora must 

be dealt with at the inter-sentential level, i.e., at the discourse level, as well as at the intra-

sentential level.  

In addition, as Clark and Marshall (1981:35-42) notes, (discourse) anaphora 

should be analyzed by three levels of heuristics of definite reference in terms of mutual 

knowledge, e.g., (i) community membership, (ii) physical copresence, and (iii) linguistic 

copresence. In the same vein, Ariel (1990-5-6) also notes that (discourse) anaphora 

should be analyzed by a three-way ‘geographic’ division of context, e.g., (i) encyclopedic 

knowledge, (ii) physical context, and (iii) linguistic context. With respect to the use of 

discourse anaphors, both three levels of heuristics and the three-way geographic division 

of context are correlated to those of the typical use of discourse anaphors. In particular, 
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(i) the use of names and descriptions refers to the community membership/the 

encyclopedic knowledge context; (ii) the use of deictics and demonstratives refers to the 

physical copresence/the physical context; (iii) the use of reflexives and pronouns refers to 

the linguistic copresence/the linguistic context.  

2.1.3 Discourse: Implications for Discourse Anaphora 

The first relevant discourse topic to be examined is that of discourse anaphora. I 

begin by presenting the previous definitions of discourse. A variety of definitions and 

concepts of discourse provide accounts for discourse anaphora. 

According to Brown and Yule (1983:1-3), discourse is considered as ‘language in 

use’. In the transactional view, it is traditionally defined as the transmission of ‘content’, 

such as ‘factual or propositional information’, so it is considered language beyond the 

clause and the sentence. On the other hand, in the interactional view, it is traditionally 

defined as the use of language to express ‘social relations and personal attitudes’.  

However, Brown and Yule (1983), whose concept is used through this paper, pay 

attention to a concept of discourse that is dependent on language use related to 

interlocutors’ intention or function as well as on the description of linguistic form. This 

concept has been supplemented by several linguists as follows.  

First, Grosz, Pollack, and Sidner (1989) discusses that discourse is formed by the 

interaction of speaker’s intention and addressee’s interpretation and understanding of it 

when they produce utterances. That is, discourse is a mutually constructive and 

cooperative enterprise.  
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Second, Schiffrin (1994:20-43) defines discourse as utterances, ‘the 

contextualized sentences’. That is, it is not a collection of decontextualized units of 

language structure, but rather a collection of contextualized units of language use.  

Third, Cornish (1999: 34) defines discourse as ‘sequences of utterance and 

indexical acts’ that the speaker and the addressee are participating in while 

communication unfolds. The sequences having own unified purpose are hierarchically 

structured and mentally represented.  

Fourth, Walker (1998) notes that discourse is constructed both by linguistic and 

by extralinguistic factors: the former represents the verbal content of information with the 

elements of the utterance, the ways of structure through the grammatical signs, and the 

indication of discourse structure by ‘cue phrases’ such as discourse markers with 

intonation and gestures, whereas the latter represents features of the context in utterance, 

interlocutors’ generally and particularly mutual knowledge about world and culture, and 

their personal attitudes and beliefs in their setting.  

2.1.4 Definition of Discourse Anaphora 

Discourse anaphora is also defined in multiple ways: 

First, in pragmatic terms, Lyons (1975, 1977, 1979) and Bühler (1982) point out 

that anaphora is one type of ‘pointing’, represented by the discourse context itself, rather 

than by the speech or utterance context. Lyons (1977:673) explains that “anaphora 

presupposes that the referent should already have its place in the universe-of-discourse”.  

Second, as Levinson (1983:85-86) and Huang (2000:1; 2007:245) note, anaphora 

refers to “a relation between two linguistic elements, wherein the interpretation of one (an 
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anaphor) is in some way determined by the interpretation of the other (an antecedent).” It 

is represented by various linguistic pro-forms, such as (definite) descriptions with 

articles, names, pronouns, reflexives, demonstratives, and gaps (empty categories). It is 

also represented in the range of intra-sentence, inter-sentence, and inter-turns at speaking 

in a verbal discourse. As Cornish (1999:1) notes, anaphora is represented at an utterance 

level, not at a sentence level. In case of discourse anaphora, it is at least represented at the 

inter-sentence level, i.e., at the discourse level. 

Third, Halliday and Hasan (1976:4) represent that anaphora occurs when a writer 

or a speaker uses a linguistic expression to refer back to a preceding antecedent such as 

someone or something that is previously identified in discourse.  In the meantime, an 

anaphor act as one of a set of cohesive devices
6
, reference, pointing back to a previously 

identified referent in discourse to avoid redundant repetition, forming ‘a cohesive chain’, 

such as < A,  B,  and  C > (or ‘a coreferential chain’), at which cohesion carries out 

“where the interpretation of some element is the discourse is dependent on that of 

another”.   

On the other hand, in cognitive terms of attention of memory, Ehlich (1982: 325-

330) characterizes anaphora as the use of a member (or members) of linguistic devices 

maintaining the focus of communicators’ attention that is already evoked at the point 

where the anaphor is referred to. That is, anaphora is a linguistic apparatus to focus the 

addressee’s attention on an intended item in a given discourse and allow the addressee to 

maintain a focused item in subsequent utterances. As Cornish (1999:26) clarifies, under 

                                                 
6 Halliday and Hasan (1976) suggest five general cohesive devices creating coherence in texts: 

reference, ellipsis, substitution, lexical cohesion, and conjunction. 
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this cognitive ‘memory-management’ concept, anaphora is defined as a linguistic system 

that retrieves the salient item or information in a given discourse, in which the linguistic 

item of information is already established between the speaker and the addressee.  

In sum, discourse anaphora, one type of reference, denotes a relation between two 

linguistic referents in a given discourse, in which an anaphor refers back to the same 

entity, referred to by an antecedent, in the previous utterance (Huang 2007:245).  Yet 

crucially for this study, it functions as focusing the addressee’s attention on an intended 

referent at some point in memory and maintaining the focus on the item in the subsequent 

utterances in a given discourse.  

2.2 The Topic Continuity Theory 

Discourse anaphora has been analyzed by four main approaches in pragmatics, 

which I will lay out in this section: (i) the topic continuity theory (section 2.2), (ii) the 

hierarchy theory (section 2.3), (iii) the cognitive theory (section 2.4), and (iv) the neo-

Gricean theory (section 2.5).   

One of the theoretical models for explaining discourse anaphora is the topic 

continuity theory. The notion of topic is a significant apparatus to introduce a main 

referent and refer to it in a cohesive and coherent way. Gundel (1985:86) gives the 

definition of pragmatic topic, described in (17).  

 

(17)  Definition of pragmatic topic 

  An entity, E, is the pragmatic topic of a sentence, S, iff S is intended to increase  

  the addressee’s knowledge about, request information about or otherwise get the  

  addressee to act with respect to E.  
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This definition subsumes Lambrecht’s (1994) ‘aboutness’: the relation between a 

particular referent and the proposition. It features the topic as an entity for which a 

proposition in a sentence tells if the sentence implies relevant information about topic and 

increases the hearer’s knowledge about it.  In short, topic is what is being talked about in 

a given discourse.  

The topic is hierarchically encoded by different types of anaphoric expressions 

and determined by topic continuity with a “topic-coding devices scale” in Figure 2.1, put 

forward by Givón (1983:17).  

 

Figure 2.1 Topic-coding devices scale 

                                                 
7 “Y” stands for “Yiddish.” The name of “Y-movement” is ascribed to Paul Postal, an American 

linguist, who considered this term to be a property of Yiddish speakers using contrastive 

topicalizations. 

most continuous/accessible devices topic 

 zero anaphora (Ø) 

unstressed/bound pronouns or grammatical agreement 

stressed/independent pronouns 

R-dislocated DEF-NPs 

neutral-ordered DEF-NPs 

L-dislocated DEF-NPs 

Y
7
-moved NP’s (‘contrastive topicalization’) 

cleft/focus constructions 

referential indefinite NPs 

most discontinuous/inaccessible topic 



 

25 

 

The topic continuity in Figure 2.1 is fundamentally measured by three parametric factors: 

“referential distance (‘look-back’), potential interference (‘ambiguity’), and “persistence 

(‘decay’).” The first parameter indicates linear distance, i.e., the number of clause and 

sentence between an antecedent and its anaphor; the second parameter represents 

referential interference, i.e., the number of potential interfering referents between two 

mentions of a referent; the third parameter presents thematic information, i.e., the 

maintenance or change of protagonists.  

Following these parameters, Givón (1983) suggests that the shorter the linear 

distance between two mentions of a referent, the more continuous a topic; the fewer the 

competing referents between an antecedent and its anaphor, the more continuous a topic; 

the more stable thematic status of the protagonists, the more likely that it will be encoded 

by a minimized anaphoric expression.  For this reason, this topic continuity theory is also 

called the “distance-interference model.” In particular, a topic in a given discourse is 

preferably referred to by a zero anaphor (Ø), whereas a non-topic is preferably referred to 

by the overt pronoun and noun phrase (NP). In short, a zero anaphor has a preference 

over other overt referring expressions for a topic in a given discourse.  

However, as Kim (2010a, 2012) argues, a topical referent in Korean discourse is 

actually and repeatedly referred to by a full NP such as a full name rather than by zero 

anaphors and pronouns even if a zero anaphor is presumably preferred. In this respect, the 

topic-coding devices scale should be modified to apply for Korean discourse.  
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2.3 The Hierarchy Theory 

Another key role in analysis of discourse anaphora will be played by the hierarchy 

theory of anaphor. In the hierarchy theory, the most significant factor determining 

anaphoric selection and distribution is the hierarchical structure of a given discourse. This 

theory particularizes that initial or non-initial mention for an intended referent at the 

beginning of a new discourse structure tends to be referred to by a full noun phrase (NP), 

while the subsequent mentions within the same discourse unit tends to be referred to by a 

reduced form such as a pronoun or an anaphor.  

This hierarchy theory has been discussed by a variety of scholars, such as Fox 

(1987), Grimes (1975), Hinds (1978, 1979), Longacre (1979), Mann and Thompson 

(1987, 1988), and Tai (1978). Among these, Fox (1987) is considered the most typical 

work of hierarchical theory. Analyzing expository written English in terms of rhetorical 

structure (R-structure)
8
, and English conversation in terms of sequential closure or non-

closure
9
, she argues that there is a strong relationship between hierarchical discourse 

structure and the use of anaphora, 

Fox’s (1987:95) main idea about the use of anaphor in (written) discourse is 

represented in (18).  

 

(18) a. A pronoun is used to refer to a person if there is a previous mention of that 

person in a proposition that is active or controlling; 

                                                 
8 Fox (1987:78-79) argues that written texts are organized by hierarchical groups of propositions 

(i.e., the smallest unit of texts) that have internal R-structures, which contain a “core part (i.e., 

nucleus) and an ancillary part (i.e., adjunct)”: the nucleus identifies the main goals of the writer, 

while the adjunct represents supplementing information for the nucleus. 
9 The instances of “non-closure” of a sequence in conversation are an adjacency pair and a turn 

expansion (Fox 1987: 20-21). 
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 b. Otherwise (i.e., all other mentions) a full NP is used. 

 

In (18), active
10

 “refers to a proposition in an R-structure (either the adjunct or the 

nucleus) whose R-structure partner (the nucleus or the adjunct) is being produced. That 

is, the adjunct of an R-structure is active while its nucleus is being produced; similarly, 

the nucleus of an R-structure is active while its adjunct is being produced. A proposition 

is controlling while its R-structure partner is active” (Fox 1987:95-6). In particular, a 

pronoun is used to indicate an intended referent in an active or controlling proposition, 

while a full NP is used to indicate an intended referent other than in active or controlling 

proposition in a given (written) discourse. 

In short, the hierarchy theory argues that the use of anaphoric selection and 

distribution is determined by the hierarchical structure of a given discourse; i.e., the 

rhetorical structure (in a written discourse) and the sequential closure or non-closure (in a 

verbal discourse). In particular, a pronoun indicating a non-closure is used to refer to an 

intended referent that is mentioned in a rhetorically active or controlling proposition, 

while a full NP indicating a sequential closure is used to demarcate a new rhetorical unit.  

However, as I will show, based on Kim (2010a, 2012) in Korean discourse, a full 

NP as well as a pronoun is mentioned regardless of the closure of a sequence in 

discourse. Contrary to Fox’s concept, a full NP can be repeatedly used where the mention 

of the intended referent in a sequence is not closed in Korean discourse.  

                                                 
10 These terms of active and controlling are originally taken from Reichman (1981).  
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2.4 The Cognitive Theory 

A third aspect of anaphora resolution is based on the cognitive theory. The basic 

principle, put forward by Prince (1981), Ariel (1988, 1990, 1994, 2008, 2010), Gundel 

(1996), and Gundel, Hedberg, and Zacharski (1988, 1989, 1990, 1993), suggests that 

there is correlation between cognitive status and anaphoric form. That is, the anaphoric 

distribution in a given discourse is mainly affected by cognitive processes such as 

activation and attention given to a referent within interlocutors. Three of these theories 

are discussed in the following sections. 

2.4.1 Ariel’s Accessibility 

Ariel (1988, 1991, 1994, 2008, 2010) suggests that different degrees of 

accessibility in memory enable the addressee(s) to select an appropriate referring 

expression from among various possibilities and to decode the intended referent. Thus, an 

anaphoric procedure in terms of the distribution and the interpretation of anaphoric 

expressions is a joint achievement between the speaker and the addressee(s), so their 

roles are important to select and interpret a particular anaphor within a given discourse. 

Ariel’s accessibility presents different degrees of possibility for the addressee(s) 

to reach the intended referring expression in accordance with his/her (or their) memory, 

as shown in the accessibility marking scale in (19), in which the degree of accessibility 

indicates the scale from the highest to the lowest among different types of referring 

expressions. The linguistic item in the left in the scale cues relatively higher accessibility, 

while the one in the right cues relatively lower accessibility. Accessibility implies that a 
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speaker uses the highest item in the scale among other candidates as a linguistic cue when 

s/he thinks that the referring expression should be highly accessible to the addressee(s).  

 

(19) The accessibility marking scale: 

 (← most continuous/ higher accessible) zero (Ø) < reflexive < agreement markers 

 < cliticized pronouns < unstressed pronouns <  stressed pronouns < stressed 

 pronouns + gesture < proximal demonstrative (+NP) < distal demonstrative (+NP) 

 < proximal demonstrative (+NP) + modifier < distal demonstrative (+NP) + 

 modifier < first name < last name < short definite description < long definite 

 description < full name < full name + modifier (most discontinuous/lower 

 accessible →)                                                                    (Ariel 1994: 30, adapted) 

 

In (19), a zero form (Ø) is the highest in the accessibility marking scale, whereas the form 

of a full name + modifier is the lowest in terms of attenuation.  

In sum, accessibility suggests that an antecedent is coded by a higher accessibility 

marker when it is a salient, recent, and highly coherent unit, while an antecedent is coded 

by a lower accessibility marker when it is a non-salient, distant, and less coherent unit. 

High accessibility is usually translated to coreferentiality, whereas low accessibility is 

translated to disjointness.  

However, as Cornish (1999:8) notes, it is noteworthy that each segmental 

expression type in Ariel’s accessibility marking scale (20) is ‘separately’ and 

‘individually’ marked for the level of accessibility in memory of the referent that it codes. 

In other words, each referring expression in Ariel’s accessibility hierarchy is not 

‘inferable’ one from another; i.e., each expression type in Ariel’s scale is mutually 

exclusive from one another. To address this ‘inferable’ or ‘implicational’ relation in 
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character between each expression type, Gundel, Hedberg, and Zacharski’s Givenness 

Hierarchy comes into play as a cognitive model.  

2.4.2 Gundel, Hedberg, and Zacharski’s Givenness Hierarchy 

2.4.2.1 The Givenness Hierarchy (GH) 

Under this cognitive approach (Gundel, Hedberg, and Zacharski (1988, 1989, 

1990, 1993, 2001) (GHZ) and Gundel (1996, 2003)), the givenness hierarchy in (20) 

represents six statuses of referring expressions in terms of the different memory and 

attention states that are coded as lexical forms.  

 

(20) The givenness hierarchy (GH) 

 

In focus  > Activated  > Familiar  > Uniquely  > Referential  > Type  

      
identifiable  

   
identifiable 

{it} 
 

{that} 
 

{that N} 
 

{the N} 
 

{indefinite 
 

{a N} 

  
{this} 

     
this N} 

  
  {this N}         

 

In this GH, the different linguistic forms represent the different cognitive statuses that 

assist the addressee in restricting the set of possible referents. Each status is characterized 

as follows.  

First, for an “in-focus” status, an intended referent is at the current center of 

attention within current short-term memory. The unmarked form is a referring expression 

it. The entity not only represents the topic of the preceding utterance within a discourse, 

but also illustrates the state of a highly relevant topic.  

Second, an “activated” status is the representation either in short-term memory, 

retrieved from long-term memory, or arisen from the immediate linguistic or 
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extralinguistic context. Linguistic forms such as that, this, and this + N are felicitous in 

this status. 

Third, a “familiar” status represents that the addressee is able to uniquely identify 

the intended referent since s/he already has a representation of it in memory. The 

intended referent is in short-term memory if it has been recently mentioned or perceived, 

whereas it is in long-term memory if it has not. The appropriate linguistic form is this 

status is that N.  

Fourth, a “uniquely identifiable” status shows that the addressee can identify the 

speaker’s intended referent on the basis of the nominal alone. The sufficient linguistic 

form is the definite article the in this status.  

Fifth, a “referential” status indicates that the addresser intends to refer to a 

particular object. The addressee not only can access an appropriate type-representation, 

but s/he must also retrieve an existing representation of the speaker’s intended referent or 

construct a new representation by the time the sentence has been processed in order to 

understand the expression of referential status. This status is necessary for the use of all 

definite expressions.  

Sixth, “type identifiable” indicates a cognitive status in which the addressee is 

able to access a representation of the type of object described by the expression. The 

sufficient linguistic form is an indefinite article a in any nominal expression. 

Going back to the first two columns, regarding anaphors it and that in English, the 

relevant status is exemplified in (21) (Gundel et al. 1993:279-280). 
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(21) My neighbor has a dog. 

 a. In-focus: It kept me awake. 

 b. Activated: That (/This/This dog) kept me awake.  

 

In (21a), for an in-focus status, an intended referent is at the current center of attention 

within current short-term memory. The discourse anaphor it refers to a dog as being 

currently focused on. In (21b), retrieved from long-term memory or arisen from the 

immediate linguistic or extralinguistic context, the discourse anaphor that is used 

appropriately to refer to “the barking of a dog only if a dog has actually been barking 

during that speech event or if the barking has been introduced in the immediate linguistic 

context” (Gundel et al. 1993:278). The same cognitive concept of in-focus and activated 

status in English plays out with in Korean, regarding sentential anaphors
11

.  

2.4.2.2 The GH and Grice’s Maxims of Quantity 

Within the GH in (20), each cognitive status with its lexical expression type 

entails that of the item to its right in terms of the implicational relation. Gundel et al. 

(1993) suggests that the values assigned to given indexical expression types in context 

are estimated by means of the interactions between the cognitive statuses that are 

conventionally coded and Grice’s two maxims of quantity
12

. 

First, quantity-1 implicates that the use of an “entailed weaker” expression type 

conversationally does not obtain an “entailing stronger” expression type. For example, an 

anaphor that is not to be used in a discourse to retrieve referents bearing the in-focus 

                                                 
11 See fuller application in Section 6.2.2. 
12 See fuller description of Grice’s maxims in Section 2.5.1. 
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status because the use of anaphor that requires the activated status in English, like scalar 

implicature. Thus, using an anaphor that for in-focus status, where an anaphor it should 

be sufficiently used, does not observe Grice’s quantity-1.  

Second, quantity-2 implicates that an “entailed weaker” expression type 

conversationally can hold the “entailing stronger” status. For instance, the use of anaphor 

that can implicate not only a conventionally coded status, activated, but also the more 

restrictive cognitive status, in-focus, in the GH. This indicates that an anaphor it is to be 

possible if signaling identifiability for the intended referent is often sufficient, so using an 

anaphor that for the cognitive status in-focus, where an anaphor it should be necessarily 

used, would be possible by observing quantity-2. 

Accordingly, based on these implicational characteristics with Grice’s quantity-1 

and quantity-2, the referring expressions in six cognitive statuses of the GH are 

fundamentally and pragmatically inferable one from another. That is, each linguistic item 

in the GH is not mutually exclusive, i.e., inclusive and implicationally related, so each 

cognitive status with a specific lexical item entails all lower statuses. For example, the 

expression type {it} not only codes the cognitive status “in-focus”, but also implies the 

next lower statuses such as “activated”, “familiar”, “uniquely identifiable”, “referential”, 

and “type identifiable”. 

Gundel et al.’s (1993) GH is developed from Prince’s (1981:237) familiarity scale 

in (22), in which Prince does not match each cognitive status with the corresponding 

form.  
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(22) The familiarity scale 

 

However, it is noteworthy that, unlike the GH, this familiarity scale does not 

distinguish between “in-focus” and “activated.” Instead, the status “evoked” covers both, 

so we cannot distinguish the distinctive referential characteristics between discourse 

anaphors it and that. In other words, since Prince’s (1981) familiarity scale is not 

implicationally related between the statuses, the referring expressions within each status 

are ‘mutually exclusive’. In this case, each status is separately and distinctively marked, 

like Ariel’s accessibility (Gundel et al. 1993:280, Gundel 1996:151; Cornish 1999:8). 

2.5 The Neo-Gricean Theory 

Finally, the last key aspect to be discussed is the role of neo-Gricean theories
13

 of 

conversational implicature. The basic tenet of the theory, put forward by Grice (1957, 

1961, 1969, 1975, 1978, 1989), Horn (1984, 1989), Levinson (1987a, 1987b, 1991, 1995, 

2000), Huang (1991, 1994, 2000a, 2000b, 2007) is that anaphoric distribution and 

selection in a given discourse can be predicted and understood by the inferential 

interaction between principled pragmatic heuristics.  

                                                 
13 Grice’s original notion has been discussed by a variety of subsequent studies. Among those, 

there is a unique tradition that has tried to reduce Grice’s four conversational maxims into the 

refined system of pragmatic principles, i.e., neo-Gricean theory, notably including Laurence R. 

Horn and Stephen C. Levinson. 

 

Evoked 

 

Situationally 

Evoked 

> Unused > Inferrable > 
Containing 

Inferrable 
> 

Brand 

New 

Anchored 

> 
Brand 

New 
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The basic distributional pattern of discourse anaphora is represented in (23) below 

(Huang 200b:319). 

 

(23) The basic distributional pattern of anaphora in discourse 

 a. Establishment of reference tends to be achieved through the use of an 

    elaborated form, notably, a lexical NP. 

 b. Shift of reference tends to be achieved through the use of an elaborated form,  

     notably, a lexical NP. 

 c. Maintenance of reference tends to be achieved through the use of an attenuated 

     form, notably, a pronoun or a zero anaphor.  

 

2.5.1 Grice’s Cooperative Principle (CP) and Conversational Maxims 

The basic idea in neo-Gricean theory originates from Herbert Paul Grice (H. P. 

Grice). On an account of meaning and communication, Grice proposes two theories: (i) a 

theory of meaningn[on]n[atural] (Grice 1957, 1969, 1989) and (ii) a theory of conversational 

implicature (Grice 1961, 1975, 1978, 1989).  

In the first theory of meaningnn, Grice underlines the relation between natural 

meaning (i.e., meaningn) in the external world, and non-natural and linguistic meaning 

(i.e., meaningnn) of utterances. This meaningnn
14

 is explained in terms of the speaker’s 

intentions in communication.  

In the second theory of conversational implicature, Grice proposes an underlying 

and fundamental principle in human communication that determines the way of language 

                                                 
14 <Grice’s theory of meaningnn> 

The speaker (S) meansnn proposition (p) by ‘uttering’ utterance (U) to audience (A) if and only if 

S intends: 

(i) A to think p, 

(ii) A to recognize that S intends (i), and 

(iii) A’s recognition of S’s intending (i) to be the primary reason for A thinking p. 
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being used in a maximally efficient and effective way to reach a rational interaction. In 

other words, the human communication has a ‘conversational logic’ that explains the 

pragmatic inference in conversation in terms of context, and that it is different from the 

formal inference based on the logic or the truth conditional semantics. Grice calls this 

overarching umbrella the cooperative principle in human communication, as represented 

in (24), which presupposes the conversation participants are basically rational people.  

 

(24) The cooperative principle (CP) 

 Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it  

 occurs by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are  

 engaged.  

 

The CP explains that conversation participants have to or are supposed to converse with 

one another appropriately for the current purpose or the direction of the conversation if 

they are rational people.  

In addition, Grice subdivides this CP into the four (nine in detail) maxims of 

conversation, as represented in (25). 

 

(25) Four conversational maxims
15

 

 a. Quality  

     Try to make your contribution one that is true. 

     1. Do not say what you believe to be false. 

     2. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence. 

                                                 
15 The names of these four maxims are taken from the German philosopher Immanuel Kant (Grice 

1989:26). 
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 b. Quantity 

     1. Make your contribution as informative as is required  

         (for the current purposes of the exchange). 

     2. Do not make your contribution more informative that is required. 

 c. Relation  

     Be relevant. 

 d. Manner 

     Be perspicuous. 

     1. Avoid obscurity of expression. 

     2. Avoid ambiguity. 

     3. Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity). 

     4. Be orderly. 

 

If the CP and four maxims are observed by interlocutors in conversation, it would 

be an idealized situation (i.e., conversational implicatureO
16

). However, in fact, as Grice 

(1975) notes, every conversation does not always keep the CP and maxims because it is 

not considered as an inviolable principle about morality or ethic. Instead, if the maxim is 

not observed (i.e., it is ‘flouted’
17

) by the speaker in conversation, then the conversational 

implicature can be generated while ‘a maxim is being exploited’ (i.e., conversational 

implicatureF). 

2.5.2 Horn’s Bipartite Principle: The Q- and R-principles 

Horn (1984, 1989) proposes two fundamental and antithetical principles: 

Q[uantity]-principle and R[elation]-principle, by reinterpreting and rearranging Grice’s 

                                                 
16 Conversational implicatureO and conversational implicatureF are Yan Huang’s terms (Huang 

2007:27-29). 
17 ‘Flouting’ the maxim means that one my ‘blatantly’ (ostentatiously, intentionally) fails to fulfill 

the maxim, if one may ‘flout’ a maxim (Grice 1975:49).  
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four maxims to reduce redundancy between them. In the meantime, however, he 

presupposes that the CP and quality maxim are ‘primary and essentially unreducible’, so 

they are still being observed.  

In fact, the concept for Q- and R-principle is based on Zipf’s (1949:21) auditor’s 

and speaker’s economy under the principle of least effort: the former indicates 

“possessing a vocabulary of m different words with one distinct meaning for each word”; 

the latter means “possessing a vocabulary of one word which will refer to all the m 

distinct meanings.” They are grounded in two opposing forces: the first force with the 

auditor’s economy comes from the force of diversification that “increases the diversity of 

a vocabulary”; the second with the speaker’s economy comes from the force of 

unification that “unifies all meanings behind a single word”.   

Based on this concept, let us consider the Horn’s bipartite Q- and R-principle, as 

represented in Table 2.1. 

 

Table 2.1 Horn’s bipartite Q- and R-principle 

The Q Principle 
 

The R Principle 

Hearer-oriented 
 

Speaker-oriented 

Make your contribution sufficient: 
 

Make your contribution necessary: 

Say as much as you can (given R) 
 

Say no more than you must (given Q) 

Lower-bounding principle, inducing upper-

bounding implicata  

Upper-bounding principle, inducing lower-

bounding implicata 

Collects Grice’s Quantity 1 maxim and 

Manner 1 and 2.  

Collects Grice’s Relation maxim, Quantity 

2, and Manner 3 and 4. 

Force of diversification 

(Principle of maximizing contextual effects) 
 

Force of unification 

(Principle of minimizing processing effort) 
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As seen in Table 2.1, Q-principle, hearer-oriented and the auditor’s economy in Zipfian 

terms, indicates that the speaker need to ‘make your contribution sufficient’ in discourse, 

such that s/he ‘say as much as you can’. It collects together Grice’s (1975) quantity 1, and 

manner 1 and 2. On the other hand, R-principle, speaker-oriented and the speaker’s 

economy in Zipfian terms, indicates that the speaker need to ‘make your contribution 

necessary’ in discourse, so s/he ‘say no more than you must’. It collects together Grice’s 

relation, quantity 2, and manner 3 and 4.  

Horn (1989:194) argues that the tension between two pragmatic principles applies 

to a variety of linguistic phenomena. Moreover, under the name of the ‘division of 

pragmatic labor’, Horn (1983:22; 1989:147) implicates that “given two coextensive 

expressions, the briefer and/or more lexicalized form will tend to become associated 

through R-based implicature with some unmarked, stereotypical meaning, use, or 

situation, and the marked, more complex or prolix, less lexicalized expression tends to Q-

implicate a marked message, one which the unmarked form could not or would not have 

conveyed”, with respect to the anaphoric distribution. 

2.5.3 Levinsion’s Tripartite Principle: The Q-, I-, and M-principles 

Levinson (1987a, 1987b, 1991, 1995, 2000) proposes three inferential strategies: 

Q[uantity]-, I[nformativeness]-, and M[anner]-principle, as represented in Table 2.2, in 

which each of three principles has two poles: (i) a speaker’s maxim that explains what 

each principle directs the speaker to say and (ii) a recipient’s corollary that explains that 

each principle allows the addressee to infer. These tripartite principles are in fact based 
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on and reorganized by Grice’s CP and four maxims, Zipfian principles, and Horn’s Q- 

and R-principle in terms of conversational implicature.  



 

 

Table 2.2 Levinson’s tripartite Q-, I-, and M-principles 
 Speaker’s maxim Recipient’s corollary 

a. The Q-principle  

(Levinson 2000:76) 

 

Do not provide a statement that is 

informationally weaker than your knowledge of 

the world allows, unless providing a stronger 

statement would contravene the I-principle. 

Specifically, select the informationally strongest 

paradigmatic alternate that is consistent with the 

facts.  

Take it that the speaker made the strongest statement 

consistent with what he knows and therefore that: 

(i) if the speaker asserted A(W), where A is a sentence frame 

and W and informationally weaker expression than S, and the 

contrastive expression <S, W> form a Horn-scale (in the 

prototype case, such that A(S) entails A(W)), then one can 

infer that the speaker knows that the stronger statement A(S) 

(with S substituted for W) would be false (or K~(A(S))18); 

(ii) if the speaker asserted A(W) and A(W) fails to entail an 

embedded sentence Q, which a stronger statement A(S) 

would entail, and <S, W> form a contrast set, then one can 

infer the speaker does not know whether Q obtains or not 

(i.e., ~K(Q) or equally {P(Q), P~(Q)}19). 

b. The I-principle  

(Levinson 2000:114-5) 

 

The maxim of Minimization. “Say as little as 

necessary”; that is, produce the minimal 

linguistic information sufficient to achieve your 

communicational ends (bearing the Q-principle 

in mind). 

The Enrichment Rule. Amplify the informational content of 

the speaker’s utterance, by finding the most specific 

interpretation, up to what you judge to be the speaker’s m-

intended point, unless the speaker has broken the maxim of 

Minimization by using a marked or prolix expression.  

c. The M-principle  

(Levinson 2000:136) 

Indicate an abnormal, nonstereotypical situation 

by using marked expressions that contrast with 

those you would use to describe the 

corresponding normal, stereotypical situation.  

What is said in an abnormal way indicates an abnormal 

situation, or marked messages indicate marked situations. 

 

                                                 
18 This is Gazdar’s (1979) notation, in which K~(A(S)) reads as ‘the speaker knows that it is not the case that (A(S)). 
19 This is also Gazdar’s (1979) notation, in which ~K(Q) or {P(Q), P~(Q)} read as ‘it is epistemically possible that Q and epistemically 

possible that not-Q’. 

4
1
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First, the Q-principle, similar to Horn’s Q-principle (i.e., Horn’s scalar 

implicature), implies that the speaker has to make the strongest statement consistent with 

what s/he knows in discourse. Then the speaker is not supposed to provide a statement 

that is less informative than your knowledge of the world allows. In hearer’s respect, this 

idea infers that in Horn’s scale, as illustrated in (26). 

 

(26) Horn’s Q-scalar: <x, y>
20

 

 a. x ├ y; S(x) ├ S(y) 

 b. y +>Q-scalar ~x; S(y) +>Q-scalar ~S(x) 

 

As seen in (26), if the speaker states the strong expression (i.e., x or S(x)), it entails the 

weak expression (i.e., y or S(y)). On the other hand, if the speaker states the weak 

expression (i.e., y or S(y)), then it Q-implicates the negation of the statement with the 

strong expression (i.e., x or S(x)). 

Second, the I-principle, mirroring Levinson’s Q-principle and similar to Horn’s 

R-principle, implies that the speaker can state the minimal linguistic information 

necessary to achieve your communication goal, whereas the hearer infer that the use of a 

linguistic form I-implicates a specific and extended interpretation through the enrichment 

rule, by which “minimal specification gets maximally informative or stereotypical 

interpretations”, as illustrated in (27). 

 

 

                                                 
20 This <  > represents Levinson’s (Horn’s) Q-scale. 
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(27) I-scale: [x, y]
21

 

 y +>I x 

 

Third, the M-principle, complementary to I-principle, enables the speaker to 

choose the unmarked minimal form. Otherwise, one M-implicates the marked situation 

with disjoint reading rather than coreferential reading. In particular, one infer that in a set 

of expressions {U, M}
22

, the use of a marked form (M) M-implicates the negation of the 

interpretation associated with the use of an alternative unmarked form (U). In fact, 

Levinson (2000: 135-6) criticizes that “Horn conflates informational minimality and 

expression brevity within R-principle, and informational maximality with expression 

markedness within Q-principle”. In other words, Horn’s scale in terms of semantic 

entailment fails to draw a distinction between what Levinson calls 

‘semantic/informational minimization’ (i.e., semantically general expressions are 

preferred to semantically specific ones) and ‘formal minimization’ (i.e., shorter 

expressions are preferred to longer ones) because, as Levinson (2000:136) notes, “the use 

of a minimal expression invokes a maximal interpretation”. Then it is argued that Horn’s 

scale does not capture the implicatures induced by the marked or unusual expression, 

whereby there can be an alternative unmarked expression bearing the same semantic 

strength; therefore, Levinson postulates additional third heuristic of inference, the M-

principle, as illustrated in (28). 

                                                 
21 This [   ] represents Levinson’s I-scale. 
22 The curly brackets {  } indicates unordered set in the dissertation. 
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(28) M-scale: {x, y}
23

 

 y +>M ~x 

 

Regarding the systematic interaction between these inferential principles, 

Levinson (2000:157) proposes resolution schema for the interaction between them, as 

represented in (29). 

 

(29) Levinson’s resolution schema 

 a. Interaction of the Q-, I-, and M-implicature 

 (i) Genuine Q-implicature from tight contrast sets of equally brief, equally  

      lexicalized linguistic expressions “about” the same semantic relations,  

      take precedence over I-implicatures; 

(ii) In all other cases, the I-principle induces stereotypical interpretations,  

       unless:  

 (iii) A marked expression has been used where an unmarked one could  

        have been employed instead, in which case the M-implicature defeats  

        the relevant I-implicature that would have arisen from the unmarked  

        expression.  

 b. Level of genus: Q   >   M   >   I 
24

 

 

In (29), the schema orders the priority between pragmatic inferences when there are 

inconsistent potential implicatures. First, the genuine Q-implicature takes priority over 

                                                 
23 This {   } represents Levinson’s M-scale. 
24 The sign of inequality ‘>’ reads as ‘defeat inconsistent’. 
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the I-implicautre. Otherwise, if there is the use of a marked linguistic form, the 

complementary M-implicature takes priority over I-implicature. 

In particular, Levinson derives the scale of minimality in (30) to interpret the 

relation between anaphoric expressions, such as lexical NP, pronoun, and zero anaphor in 

terms of coreferentiality, informativeness, and markedness. 

 

(30) The scale of minimality
25

 

Zero anaphor > Pronoun > Lexical NP 

← coreferential ………………………………… disjoint inferential → 

← informative ………………………………… less informative → 

← unmarked ………………………………… marked → 

 

In (30), the scale of minimality indicates that a zero anaphor is more coreferential than a 

pronoun is, and a pronoun is more coreferential than a lexical NP is, which indicates that 

the simple form is more informative than the complicated one in the scale. It also 

indicates the concept of “less is more”, that is, “the more minimal the form, the stronger 

the preference for a coreferential reading.” 

Moreover, Levinson (2000:285-286) suggests that there is the ‘general anaphora 

pattern’
26

 at the discourse level in terms of the inferential interaction between I- and M-

principles, as illustrated in (31).  

                                                 
25 This scale of minimality is also called ‘the semantic content hierarchy’, in which “the inherent 

semantic content of a lexical NP tends to be semantically more specific than that of a pronoun, 

and the inherent semantic content of a pronoun, than that of a zero anaphor” (Huang 1991:310). 
26 This is Levinson’s terminology. 
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(31) The general anaphora pattern  

 Lexical NP  >  pronoun  >  NP-gap 

              M-implicates noncoreference 

 I-implicates coreference                                               

 

In (31), the scale indicates that “reduced, semantically general anaphoric expressions 

(i.e., NP-gaps, zero anaphors) tend to favor locally coreferential interpretations (by the I-

principle); full, semantically specific anaphoric expressions (i.e., lexical NPs) tend to 

favor locally noncoreferential interpretations (by the M-principle)”.  

2.6 Discourse Anaphoric Patterns: Full Name vs. Single Name 

Regarding discourse anaphoric patterning, Mulkern (1996:238-240) argues the 

relation between anaphoric forms, a full name and a single name, and cognitive statuses 

as discussed below. 

For full names, when a full name refers to an entity, it is not expected by the 

addressee that s/he has a representation at the beginning part of a discourse. Thus, it 

seems sufficient that the status related to a proper noun be no higher than uniquely 

identifiable, similar to definite descriptions. However, it seems necessary that the status 

related with a proper noun be no lower than uniquely identifiable.  

For single names, they are more ambiguous expressions than the full names 

because they have a broader range of possible referents, so they lead the addressee to 

have a more restrictive cognitive status, familiar. In other words, a full name only 

indicates that the referent is uniquely identifiable, whereas a single name indicates that 
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the writer or the speaker expects the addressee to have a representation of an individual 

who is already familiar to both the speaker and the addressee in their memory. Therefore, 

a single name requires that the referent is at least familiar status, similar to a 

demonstrative determiner that in discourse.  

In particular, Mulkern concludes that full names are generally used for referents 

that are uniquely identifiable and familiar, whereas single names are mostly used for 

referents that are familiar and activated it an appropriate context. It is noteworthy that 

Mulkern argues that there are no usages of full names that are used as in- focus status, as 

I show it in Figure 2.2.  

 

In focus  > Activated  > Familiar  > Uniquely  > Referential  > Type  

         Identifiable       Identifiable 

X
27

   possible   ←    Full Names       

X   ←   Single 

Names  

            

Figure 2.2 The cognitive statuses of full and single names in English in the GH 

 

However, as Kim (2010a, 2012) argues, this GH model does not apply to 

sequential anaphoric patterning in Korean since a topical referent is repeatedly referred to 

by a full NP, i.e., a full name through a discourse rather than by its single names and 

pronouns in the subsequent utterances. Then the full name functions as single names and 

pronouns indicating their corresponding cognitive statuses.  

                                                 
27 X slots can be replaced and referred to by the (unstressed) pronoun or zero anaphor (Ø) in some 

languages like Korean, Japanese, and Chinese (Gundel et al. 1993:283-284). 
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2.7 Referential Properties of Discourse Anaphors: that and it 

English sentential anaphors that and it are differentiated by how we understand 

the context surrounding utterance in discourse regarding the distribution. There are 

distinctive pragmatic properties between the sentential anaphor that and it in two 

respects: prior knowledge and wide reference as follows.  

First, Kamio and Thomas (1999:291-295) 
28

 suggest that a sentential anaphor it 

refers to the referent about which the speaker already has the prior knowledge in one’s 

mind, while that refers to the antecedent about which the speaker does not, as shown in 

(32).  

 

(32) New vs. old Information 

 A: Guess what!  I just won the lottery!  

 B1: (Yes,) it’s amazing! I heard about it on the radio, and I've invited  

        everyone on the block to our house for a party!         

                                                           (Kamio and Thomas 1999, example (6)) 

 B2: (Yes,) that’s amazing! ??  I heard about it on the radio…..         

 

In (32B1), the use of sentential anaphor it indicates that when the speaker B heard the A’s 

utterance, s/he already knew the news, so the following additional statements make B1’s 

utterance appropriate and coherent in this conversation. On the other hand, as in (32B2), 

the use of sentential anaphor that is felicitous when the speaker B2 surprised at hearing an 

                                                 
28 Kamio and Thomas (1999:304) note that the properties of sentential (‘propositional’, Kamio 

and Thomas’ (1999) term) anaphors it and that are consistent with those of nominal anaphors it 

and that, so discourse anaphors it and that subsume both nominal and sentential (‘propositional’) 

anaphors in this section.  
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unexpected news, and that represents that the speaker B2 has no idea before hearing A’s 

utterance, so the subsequent utterances become awkward in this conversation.  

Second, Kamio and Thomas (1999:295-298) propose that the referential 

properties of sentential anaphor that and it are explained by the notion of wide reference, 

i.e., the breadth of reference.  In particular, the sentential anaphors that and it are 

differentiated in that it refers widely to its referent, while that refers narrowly to its 

referent in (33).  

 

(33) a. Sonja was born out of wedlock, but I never revealed it to her. 

 b. Sonja was born out of wedlock, but I never revealed that to her.                   

 

In (33), the semantic property of the verb reveal requires that a speaker has some prior 

knowledge about the direct object, so there seems to be no difference between (33a) and 

(33b) regarding new vs. old information. However, there is a subtle difference between 

them in that it refers widely to a set of related events and facts in this context in addition 

to the utterance itself, while that refers narrowly to the utterance itself. In particular, as 

Kamio and Thomas (1999:296) notes, it implies that “Sonja was born illegitimately, and 

the whole story of her mother’s disastrous affair with the Prime Minister, the dangerous 

international intrigue which resulted from it,..,” while that implies that “the speaker never 

told Sonja that her parents were unmarried at the time of her birth.”  

Those referential properties are summarized, as shown in Table 2.3 and Figure 

2.3. 
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Table 2.3 The referential properties of sentential anaphor it and that 

 

                                                                                Incoming information 

 

                                                                                Reference possible with that:  

                                                                                new & narrow reference  

 

                                                                                Reference possible with it: 

                                                                                old & wide reference 

 

                                                                                Already-learned information 

                                                                               (Kamio and Thomas 1999:299, adapted) 

 

Figure 2.3 The referential properties of sentential anaphor it and that 

 

As seen in Figure 2.3, accordingly, a sentential anaphor it refers widely to its referent 

combining with background information (i.e., already-learned information), whereas a 

sentential anaphor that refers narrowly to its referent itself (i.e., incoming information). 

This fact is integrated with that it refers to the speaker’s prior knowledge, whereas that 

      It       That 

Represent speaker’s prior knowledge 

(“already-learned information”) 

Need not represent prior knowledge 

Refers widely Points narrowly 

Linde (1979) : Information in focus Linde (1979) : Information out of focus 
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does not. In sum, a sentential anaphor it evokes the context with its referent, whereas a 

sentential anaphor that points to its referent (Kamio and Thomas 1999:298-299).  

However, as Kim (2010b) argues, these separate notions for discourse anaphors it 

and that in English are not correspondingly represented in Korean discourse in terms of 

prior knowledge and width of reference. In fact, there is a tendency for ku ‘it’ with its two 

variants, i.e., ku-ke(s/n) ‘that’ and ku-len(s/n) ‘it’, to have a dual function indicating two 

referential properties rather than corresponding items ku ‘it’ and ce ‘that’ being used to 

refer to. 

2.8 Chapter Summary 

Chapter 2 reviewed the relevant theoretical backgrounds of discourse anaphora in 

this dissertation. Section 2.1 began with a discussion of anaphora in syntactic approach in 

terms of Chomsky’s binding theory; however, the counterexamples to the binding 

condition were represented in terms of cross-linguistic and pragmatic points, and the 

implication of discourse and the definition of discourse anaphora were explained in 

pragmatic terms. The four main theoretical models for explaining discourse anaphora in 

pragmatics were explained in the name of (i) the topic continuity theory (Section 2.2), (ii) 

the hierarchy theory (Section 2.3), (iii) the cognitive theory (Section 2.4), and (iv) the 

neo-Gricean theory (Section 2.5). Based on these theoretical backgrounds, two main 

issues in this dissertation were dealt with in terms of referential properties: (i) discourse 

anaphoric pattern (Section 2.6) and (ii) sentential anaphora (Section 2.7).  
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Chapter 3  

Methodology 

3.1 Overview of Methodology 

To explore the research questions about the distribution and the selection of 

discourse anaphora in English and Korean, two methods will be adopted: (1) natural data 

collection and (2) a survey of native speakers’ interpretation of both languages, 

concerned with two linguistic aspects of discourse anaphora: (a) discourse anaphoric 

patterns and (b) sentential anaphors. 

In the following sections, I identify the types of data collections studied (Section 

3.2) and the survey methods used to elicit data from them (Section 3.3). First, information 

about the data collection is discussed, such as information about the compilation of 

corpus I, II, and III (Section 3.2.1), the corpus tool (Section 3.2.2), and corpora’s 

independent and dependent variables (Section 3.2.3). Second, information about the 

survey is discussed, such as information about the subjects (Section 3.3.1), survey 

questionnaire sections A, B, C, and D (Section 3.3.2), the survey’s independent and 

dependent variables (Section 3.3.3), and the Institutional Review Board and the process 

of obtaining the approval (Section 3.3.4). The chapter is wrapped up with a summary of 

how each method correlates to the research questions laid out in Section 1.3 of Chapter 1. 
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3.2 Data Collection 

3.2.1 Corpus Compilation 

Text corpora were collected to validate authentic distribution of anaphora in two 

linguistic aspects: (i) discourse anaphoric patterns and (ii) sentential anaphors. In fact, the 

data collection is threefold. 

3.2.1.1 Corpus I: Discourse Anaphoric Pattern by Order of Mention 

First, for discourse anaphoric patterns by order of mention; i.e., for general vs. 

sequential anaphoric patterning by the first, second, and third mention in one news 

article, text samples totaling 30,000 running words in each language were collected from 

news articles mainly about ten public figures to compare and contrast the characteristics 

of discourse anaphors to them. In fact, in order to make this comparison more focused, 

the text samples and the news articles in each language were controlled by the same size 

(i.e., 30,000
29

 running words each in total) and by the same number of articles (i.e., 100 

articles each in total).  

For English, 30,000 word samples were collected from The New York Times, 

Chicago Tribune, msnbc (news & sports), Los Angeles Times, TIME, The Dallas Morning 

News, The Washington Post, CNN Sports Illustrated, ESPN, Wikipedia, and so on. For 

Korean, 30,000 word samples were collected from The Hankyoreh, The Kyunghyang 

Shinmun, Sports Khan, The Korea Times, The Korean Herald, Daum, and Yahoo Korea, 

(Sports) Chosun, (Sports) Donga, Munhwa, Yonhap, Newsis, Wikipedia, and so on. 

                                                 
29 The sample size of the corpus was determined according to the criterion suggested by Bowker 

and Pearson (2002:54), in which the initial sample size is suggested more than 25,000 words. 



 

54 

 

3.2.1.2 Corpus II: Discourse Anaphoric Pattern by Paragraph 

Second, for discourse anaphoric patterns by paragraph; i.e., for general vs. 

sequential anaphoric patterning by the first mention in each paragraph, the same text 

samples with the first corpus compilation totaling 30,000 running words in each language 

from news articles were analyzed to compare and contrast the characteristics of discourse 

anaphors to them. 

Information about corpus compilation for discourse anaphoric patterns in each 

language is summarized in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3.1 Corpus I and II compilation for discourse anaphoric patterns  

Corpus Compilation English Korean 

Discourse 

Anaphoric 

Pattern 

(general vs. 

sequential) 

Corpus I. 

By Order 

of Mention 

 

Corpus II. 

By 

Paragraph 

Word 

Samples 

Samples of 30,000 

running words 

Samples of 30,000 

running words 

Sources The New York Times, 

Chicago Tribune, 

msnbc (news & sports), 

Los Angeles Times, 

TIME, The Dallas 

Morning News, The 

Washington Post, CNN 

Sports Illustrated, 

ESPN, and Wikipedia 

The Hankyoreh, The 

Kyunghyang Shinmun, 

Sports Khan, The 

Korea Times, The 

Korean Herald, Daum, 

Yahoo Korea, (Sports) 

Chosun, (Sports) 

Donga, Munhwa, 

Yonhap, Newsis, and 

Wikipedia 

 

In particular, in the text corpus compilation for discourse anaphoric patterns both 

by order of mention and by paragraph, ten public figures were collected from the news 

articles that mainly describe them in each language in terms of the same size of sampled 

words and the same number of news articles, as listed in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2 Ten public figures from news articles in each language 

 

English Korean 

Public Figures Sampled 

Words 

Number 

of Articles 

Public Figures Sampled 

Words 

Number of 

Articles 

Derek Jeter 3,015 10  Chan Ho Park 2,887 10 

Michael Jordan 2,980 10 Ji-Sung Park 3,946 10 

Steve Jobs 3,002 10 Yu-Na Kim 2,432 10 

Bill Gates 3,010 10 Tae-Hwan Park 2,548 10 

Jay Leno 2,997 10 Cheol- Soo Ahn 3,949 10 

Brad Pitt  2,916 10 Jae-Seok Yoo 3,169 10 

Morgan Freeman 3,017 10 Suk-Kyu Han 3,406 10 

Norah Jones 3,000 10 Sang-Eun Lee 2,357 10 

Jonathan Galassi  

(male author) 

2,978 10 In-Ho Choi 

(male author) 

2,785 10 

Ann Beattie  

(female author) 

3,085 10 Kyung-Sook Shin 

(female author) 

2,521 10 

Total 30,000 100 Total 30,000 100 

 

3.2.1.3 Corpus III: Sentential Anaphors 

Third, for referential properties of sentential anaphors, notably that and it in 

English; ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean, conversation samples with scripts 

totaling 30,000 running words in each language were investigated from television serial 

dramas. In the same way with corpus I and II, the script samples in each language were 

controlled by the same size (i.e., 30,000 running words each) to make this comparison 

more focused.  
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For English, script samples totaling 30,000 running words were collected from 

The Office (Season #1 and Season #2), an American mockumentary comedy television 

series broadcast by National Broadcasting Company (NBC) since March 25, 2005. For 

Korean, script samples totaling 30,000 running words were collected from My Too 

Perfect Sons, weekend television drama series that were broadcast by Korean 

Broadcasting System (KBS) from April 11, 2009 to October 11, 2009. 

Information about corpus compilation for sentential anaphors in each language is 

summarized in Table 3.3. 

 

Table 3.3 Corpus III compilation for sentential anaphors in each language 

 

English Korean 

The Office  

Season 1&2 

Word Samples My Too Perfect 

Sons 

Word Samples 

Season 1 Episode #1 4,147 Episode #43 5,201 

Season 1 Episode #2 4,161 Episode #46 3,251 

Season 1 Episode #3 3,996 Episode #47 3,859 

Season 1 Episode #4 4,643 Episode #48 2,507 

Season 1 Episode #5 4,722 Episode #50 4,987 

Season 1 Episode #6 4,648 Episode #52 4,988 

Season 2 Episode #1 3,683 Episode #53 5,207 

Total 30,000 Total 30,000 

 

3.2.2 Corpus Tool 

For corpus I and II, I manually analyzed the text samples about leading public 

figures in news articles by comparing the respective frequencies and the respective 

structural patterns in two languages in terms of the order of mention and by the paragraph 



 

57 

 

after printing out all news articles. On the one hand, for discourse anaphoric pattern by 

the order of mention, I manually analyzed the first, second, and the third mentions in all 

news articles, and the structural patterns in all mentions, and the distance between 

coreferential mentions in terms of the number of the sentence. In this analysis, the 

focused anaphoric terms are naming forms such as full names (plus titles and/or 

affiliation), single names (plus titles), and pronouns (and possibly zero forms in Korean). 

On the other hand, for discourse anaphoric pattern by the paragraph, I manually analyzed 

the first mentions in the first three paragraphs in all news articles, and the structural 

patterns in all mentions, and the distance between coreferential mentions in terms of the 

number of the sentence. In this analysis, the focused anaphoric terms also are naming 

forms such as full names (plus titles and/or affiliation), single names (plus titles), and 

pronouns (and possibly zero forms in Korean). 

For corpus III, once word samples for sentential anaphors were collected in each 

language, the text corpora were saved in MS Word files according to language and the 

data source. Then they were all converted into the machine readable texts, i.e., the plain 

text files. Those text files for each sentential anaphor in each language were also opened 

with AntConc 3.3.5w, i.e., a freeware concordance program, in order to create word lists 

and to examine word frequency, concordance lines showing concordance, concordance 

plot, and file view for each sentential anaphoric feature, in which the focused linguistic 

items are that and it in English and ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean.  

By concordance, concordance plot, and file view in AntConc, I analyzed the each 

word token in each sentential anaphor, as shown in Figure 3.1 through Figure 3.3. 
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Figure 3.1 The concordance of sentential anaphor that in AntConc 3.3.5w 

 

 
Figure 3.2 The concordance plot of sentential anaphor that in AntConc 3.3.5w 
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Figure 3.3 The file view of sentential anaphor that in AntConc 3.3.5w 

 

For Korean, I changed the Character Encoding Setting in Global Settings ribbon 

into “korean(euc-kr)” in order to run the plain texts in Korean in AntCont 3.3.5w. Then I 

opened all seven text files in Korean and analyzed each sentential anaphor, as shown in 

Figure 3.4 through Figure 3.6. 
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Figure 3.4 The concordance of sentential anaphor kulen ‘it’ in AntConc 3.3.5w 

 

 
Figure 3.5 The concordance plot of sentential anaphor kulen ‘it’ in AntConc 3.3.5w 
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Figure 3.6 The file view of sentential anaphor kulen ‘it’ in AntConc 3.3.5w 

 

3.2.3 Variables 

The independent variables (IV) and the dependent variables (DV) are 

differentiated according to the types of discourse anaphoric features: (i) discourse 

anaphoric patterns by order of mention (Corpus I) and by paragraph (Corpus II) and (ii) 

referential properties of sentential anaphors (Corpus III).  

First, in Corpus I, discourse anaphoric patterns were analyzed by the order of 

mention (i.e., the first mention, the second mention, and the third mention), which is the 

independent variable. On the other hand, frequencies of naming forms such as full name, 

the single name (i.e., surname or given name) (possibly plus titles), and pronoun 
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(possibly zero forms in Korean) are dependent variables in discourse anaphoric patterns 

by order of mention.  

Second, in Corpus II, discourse anaphoric patterns were analyzed by the 

paragraph (i.e., the first mention in the first paragraph, the first mention in the second 

paragraph, and the first mention in the third paragraph), which is the independent 

variable. On the other hand, frequencies of naming forms such as full name, the single 

name (i.e., surname or given name) (possibly plus titles), and pronoun (possibly zero 

forms in Korean) are dependent variables in discourse anaphoric patterns by paragraph.  

In Corpus I and II, the distance between discourse anaphors and other retrievals in 

English and Korean functions as an independent variable. That is, the distance between 

coreferential expressions and other retrievals except for the first mention in each news 

article can effect on the distribution of discourse anaphors. This factor is analyzed by the 

sentence level, i.e., the same sentence, previous sentence, 2 sentences away, 3 sentences 

away, and more than 4 sentences away.  

Third, in Corpus III, sentential anaphors were analyzed by two independent 

variables: (i) the givenness of information; i.e., new vs. old information and (ii) the width 

of reference; i.e., narrow vs. wide reference. On the other hand, frequencies of sentential 

anaphors such as that and it in English; ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean are 

dependent variables.  

For given probabilities between categories, Chi-square tests were conducted, by 

which statistical significance in any relationship between the variables and each case in 

terms of the significance between the expected frequency and the observed frequency. 
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Thus, all frequencies were encoded into the Excel files and then these Excel files were 

into converted into Comma Separated Values (CSV, comma delimited) files in order to 

run those in RStudio (v 0.97.248), an open source programming language and software 

environment for statistical computing and graphics, for obtaining Chi-square test results.  

3.3 Survey Design 

3.3.1 Subjects 

In order to test actual selections of two discourse anaphoric patterns; i.e., 

discourse anaphoric patterns and sentential anaphors, 20 native speakers of English and 

20 native speakers of Korean were actually recruited as subjects to participate in a 

threefold survey: (i) discourse anaphoric pattern by order of mention, (ii) discourse 

anaphoric pattern by paragraph, and (iii) sentential anaphors. The survey was actually 

conducted by me from May 2, 2012 to May 9, 2012 at the University of Texas at 

Arlington campus.  

The participants for the survey were all undergraduate and graduate students at 

UT Arlington who are aged 19 or over. The participants are all the students majoring in 

subjects other than linguistics and having no knowledge of linguistics since the main goal 

of this survey is to see if how subjects (i.e., non-linguists) select discourse anaphoric 

forms at the expected positions in actual written discourse.  

The participants were recruited directly by me by canvassing public areas at UT 

Arlington campus such as the Central Library, E.H. Hereford University Center, 

Maverick Activities Center, Hammond Hall, Trimble Hall, English Language Institute 
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(ELI), Business Building, Chemistry & Physics Building, Engineering Research 

Building, Architecture Building, and Fine Arts Building. 

After being notified that the survey is anonymous and voluntary, and being asked 

about her/his willingness to participate, each subject was asked to answer two screening 

questions regarding her/his native language (i.e., English & Korean) and her/his age (i.e., 

over 18). If s/he was willing to participate in the research survey and met these screening 

criteria, s/he was presented with the survey questionnaire in her/his own native language.  

In fact, when I realized that a subject is aged under 18, the survey was stopped at 

once. In addition, before an actual survey by the participants, I explained my general plan 

for this survey with the tile of ‘a survey of word choice: naming forms and pronouns’, the 

purpose of the survey, duration, procedures, possible benefits/discomforts, and 

compensation, according to the Informed Consent Form, approved in March 26, 2012 by 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of Texas at Arlington.  

After each subject completed the survey questionnaire in each language, s/he was 

given five dollars in cash by me as a compensation for participating in the survey at the 

end of the survey. The payment of copies for the questionnaire ($45.00) and the 

compensation for the subjects ($200.00 for 20 native speakers of English and 20 native 

speakers of Korean) were reimbursed by the research fund, the Dean’s Excellence Award 

for Graduate Research/Creative Activity by College of Liberal Arts at UT Arlington, 

which was awarded ($550.00) in April 28, 2011. 
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3.3.2 Questionnaire 

The questionnaire in the research survey was divided into four sections: Section A 

(General Questionnaire), Section B (Naming Form Type I), Section C (Naming Form 

Type II), and Section D (Pronoun) in each language, as represented in Table 3.4. The 

questionnaires that I used for the survey can be found in Appendix A (for native speakers 

of English) and Appendix B (for native speakers of Korean). 

 

Table 3.4 Information about the survey questionnaire in each language 

 
                       Language 

Section 
English Korean 

SECTION A 
General questions about 

subjects in English 

General questions about subjects in 

Korean 

SECTION B 

(by order of mention) 
SET A SET B SET A SET B 

Degree of 

famousness30 

High 
Derek Jeter  

(male) 

Steve Jobs  

(male) 

Chan Ho Park 

(male) 

Cheol-Soo Ahn 

(male) 

Mid-high 
Norah Jones  

(female) 

Jay Leno  

(male) 

Sang-Eun Lee 

(female) 

Jae-Seok Yoo 

(male) 

Mid-low 

Jonathan 

Galassi 

(male) 

Ann Beattie 

(female) 

In-Ho Choi 

(male) 

Kyung-Sook 

Shin 

(female) 

SECTION C 

(by paragraph) 
SET A SET B SET A SET B 

Degree of 

famousness 

High 
Derek Jeter  

(male) 

Steve Jobs  

(male) 

Chan Ho Park 

(male) 

Cheol-Soo Ahn 

(male) 

Mid-high 
Norah Jones  

(female) 

Jay Leno  

(male) 

Sang-Eun Lee 

(female) 

Jae-Seok Yoo 

(male) 

Mid-low 

Jonathan 

Galassi 

(male) 

Ann Beattie 

(female) 

In-Ho Choi 

(male) 

Kyung-Sook 

Shin 

(female) 

SECTION D 

(Sentential anaphors) 
that vs. it ku-ken ‘that’ vs. kulen-ken ‘it’ 

                                                 
30 The degree of famousness was determined in the Google results by hitting each full name in 

each language: High = -5,000,000 or more results; Mid-high = 1,000,000-5,000,000 results; Mid-

low, less than 1,000,000 results. 
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As shown in Table 3.4, the first section of the questionnaire involved general questions 

about the subjects in their respective language, such as their native language (one of 

screening questions), sex, level of education, and age. The second section of the 

questionnaire involved questions about naming forms by order of mention with two sets 

according to the degree of famousness (i.e., high, mid-high, and mid-low). The third 

section of the questionnaire involved questions about naming forms by the first mention 

in each paragraph with two sets in the same degree of famousness for the same public 

figures to the second section. The fourth section of the questionnaire involved questions 

about sentential anaphoric forms.  

3.3.2.1 Section A: General Questions 

In the first part (Section A) of the survey questionnaire, the general title of the 

questionnaire ‘Word Choice Questionnaire’ and five questions were given in each 

language, as illustrated in Figure 3.7. 
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Figure 3.7 The section A of the questionnaire 
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In Section A, the participants were asked about general questions, such as survey date, 

native language (one of the screening questions), sex, level of education, and age (the 

other screening question).  

3.3.2.2 Section B: Anaphoric Pattern by Order of Mention 

In the second part (Section B: Naming Form
31

 Type I) of the survey 

questionnaire, the questions focus on discourse anaphoric pattern by order of mention in 

each language. The participants were asked about degree of all possible naming forms 

(i.e., full name, surname, pronoun, given name, and other) in each question and about 

level of famousness for each referent mentioned in a paragraph, as illustrated in Figure 

3.8. 

 

                                                 
31 The title of each section was written in layperson’s terms so that the survey participants (i.e., 

non-linguists) would more easily understand the questionnaire. Thus, discourse anaphoric 

patterns (by order of mention and by paragraph) and sentential anaphors were written as naming 

form type (I and II) and pronoun, respectively. 



 

69 

 

 
Figure 3.8 The section B of the questionnaire 
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As seen in Figure 3.8, first, the participants read through the direction carefully. Second, 

in the left-hand of one page, they read through one paragraph (i.e., the first paragraph in 

an article) in which the first three mentions are blanked like the cloze test format. Third, 

in the right-hand of one page, they were asked to rate the degree of acceptability 

according to the format of a typical five-level Likert item (i.e., 5: perfectly acceptable to 

1: absolutely unacceptable) for all naming forms (a: full name, b: surname, c: pronoun, 

and d: given name) in one question (Q1: the first mention, Q2: the second mention, and 

Q3: the third mention). If possible, they were also asked to write other naming form(s) (e) 

with the degree of acceptability. Fourth, they were asked to rate the level of famousness 

for the referent mentioned in the paragraph. In the same way, the participants read 

through six paragraphs for six referents (i.e., three paragraphs in Set A and three 

paragraphs in Set B) and answered the same type of questions. In fact, all six paragraphs 

for all six referents in Section B were selected from the newspaper articles in the text 

corpora I and II.  

3.3.2.3 Section C: Anaphoric Pattern by Paragraph 

In the third part (Section C: Naming Form Type II) of the survey questionnaire, 

the questions focus on discourse anaphoric pattern by paragraph (i.e., the first mention in 

each paragraph) in each language. The participants were asked about degree of all 

possible naming forms (i.e., full name, surname, pronoun, given name, and other) in each 

question and about level of famousness for each referent mentioned in a news article, as 

illustrated in Figure 3.9. 
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Figure 3.9 The section C of the questionnaire 
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As seen in Figure 3.9, the participants first read through the directions. Second, in the 

left-hand page, they read through three paragraphs in order (i.e., paragraph A through 

paragraph C in an article) in which the first mentions in each paragraph are blanked like 

the cloze test format. Third, in the right-hand page, they were asked to rate the degree of 

acceptability according to the format of a typical five-level Likert item (i.e., 5: perfectly 

acceptable to 1: absolutely unacceptable) for all naming forms (a: full name, b: surname, 

c: pronoun, and d: given name) in one question (Q1: the first mention, Q2: the second 

mention, and Q3: the third mention). If relevant, they were also asked to write other 

naming form(s) (e) with the degree of acceptability. Fourth, they were asked to rate the 

level of famousness for the referent mentioned in the news article. In the same way, the 

participants read through six news articles for six referents (i.e., three news articles in Set 

A and three news articles in Set B) and answered the same type of questions. All six news 

articles for all six referents in Section C were selected from the newspaper articles in the 

text corpora I and II.  

3.3.2.4 Section D: Sentential Anaphors 

In the fourth part of the survey questionnaire (Section D: Pronoun), the questions 

focus on sentential anaphors in each conversation in terms of two referential properties: 

the givenness of knowledge (i.e., new vs. old information) and the width of reference 

(i.e., narrow vs. wide reference), in which Conversation A involves new information; 

Conversation B involves old information; Conversation C involves narrow reference; 

Conversation D involves wide reference. The participants were asked about degree of all 
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possible pro-forms (i.e., that, it, and other in English; ku-ken ‘that’, ku-len-ken ‘it’, and 

other in Korean) in each conversation, as illustrated in Figure 3.10. 

 

 
Figure 3.10 The section D of the questionnaire 
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As seen in Figure 3.10, first, the participants read through the directions. Second, in the 

left-hand page, they read through conversations in order (i.e., conversation A and B in 

one page; conversation C and D on the other page) in which the position of a particular 

sentential anaphor in each conversation is blanked like the cloze test format. Third, in the 

right-hand page, they were asked to rate the degree of acceptability according to the 

format of a typical five-level Likert item (i.e., 5: perfectly acceptable to 1: absolutely 

unacceptable) for two sentential anaphors (a: that and b: it in English; a: ku-ken ‘that’ and 

ku-len-ken ‘it’ in Korean). If relevant, they were also asked to write other possible 

sentential anaphor(s) (e) with the degree of acceptability. In the same way, the 

participants read through four conversations for two sentential anaphors in each language 

and answered the same type of questions. All four conversations in Section D were 

selected from the scripts of the TV drama series from the text corpora III in each 

language.  

3.3.3 Variables 

In the research survey, the independent variables (IV) and the dependent variables 

(DV) are differentiated according to the types of discourse anaphoric features: (i) 

discourse anaphoric patterns by order of mention and by paragraph and (ii) referential 

properties of sentential anaphors, and the types of sections in the survey questionnaire. 

First, in Section A, native language (i.e., one of screening questions) of the 

participants functions as an independent variable in the survey, while two discourse 

anaphoric patterns (i.e., general anaphoric pattern vs. sequential anaphoric pattern) for 

choosing naming forms with the degree of acceptability in Section B and Section C are 
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the dependent variables. However, other general questions such as sex, level of education 

and age were not considered important factors as independent variables in this research 

survey.  

Second, in Section B, the order of mention (i.e., the first mention, the second 

mention, and the third mention) is the independent variable in each news article, while 

the degree of acceptability (i.e., mean values) of all possible naming forms (i.e., full 

name, surname, pronoun, and given name) in each question is the dependent variable. In 

addition, the degree of famousness (i.e., mean values) by participants in each language is 

the independent variable, while mean values of all naming forms in each question is the 

dependent variable.  

Third, in Section C, the paragraph (i.e., the first mention
32

 in paragraph A, the 

first mention in paragraph B, and the first mention in paragraph C) is the independent 

variable in each news article, while the degree of acceptability (i.e., mean values) of all 

possible naming forms (i.e., full name, surname, pronoun, and given name) in each 

question is the dependent variable. In addition, the degree of famousness (i.e., mean 

values) by participants in each language is the independent variable, while mean values 

of all naming forms in each question is the dependent variable.  

Fourth, in Section D, the givenness of information (i.e., new vs. old information) 

and the width of reference (i.e., narrow vs. wide reference) are the independent variables 

in the survey, while the degree of acceptability (i.e., mean values) for sentential anaphors 

                                                 
32 The first mentions in paragraphs were all controlled to be the subject positions in the first 

sentences without any modifying phrases, relative clauses, or subordinate clauses.   
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(i.e., that and it in English; ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean) in each conversation is 

the dependent variable.  

As a note, other possible forms written by the participants in Section B, C, and D 

were not considered independent variables in the statistical analysis since not all 

participants wrote the other form(s) in each question and rate ‘0’ even though they wrote 

the other forms. Instead, other forms filled out by the participants will be descriptively 

explained by the types of naming forms, by the types of sentential anaphors and by the 

section. 

3.3.4 Institutional Review Board 

It was necessary for me to submit a research protocol to the Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) of the University of Texas at Arlington for approval since this research 

survey involved the use of human research subjects. The goal of the survey was to 

explain the natural selection by the participants’ responses in terms of naming forms and 

sentential pro-forms with confidentiality.  

In fact, I intended to conduct the research survey with a quick and written 

anonymous survey with a set of three news articles for discourse anaphoric pattern by the 

paragraph (i.e., only Set A in Section C) and four conversations for sentential anaphors 

(i.e., Section D) in each language. Also, there was no compensation of five-dollar cash 

when the participants completed the survey questionnaire. In order to comply with the 

IRB, I submitted a protocol to the IRB of UT Arlington with two forms: IRB Form #1A 

(Proposal for Research involving Human Subjects Application for Exempt Research) and 

IRB form #3 (Application for Waiver or Alteration of Informed Consent Requirements). 
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The protocol, entitled “A Corpus-based Analysis of Discourse Anaphora in English and 

Korean: A Neo-Gricean Pragmatic Approach (A Survey for Word Choice)”, was 

approved on December 19, 2011, under the protocol number 2012-0250e. The IRB forms 

that I submitted and the approval letter can be found in Appendix C.  

In the meantime, there were some changes in the content and the length of the 

survey questionnaire and the number of participants in each language. The modified 

survey included participant compensation of five-dollar cash. Thus, I needed to 

resubmitted the protocol with modification to the IRB of UT Arlington with the modified 

IRB form #1A, IRB form #3, and Informed Consent Form that must be attached to the 

front page of the survey questionnaire. The protocol, the same title as the first 

submission, was approved on March 20, 2012, under the protocol number 2012-0250, 

and the Informed Consent Form was approved on March 26, 2012. The revised IRB 

forms and the informed consent form that I submitted and the approval letter for minor 

modification can also be found in Appendix C. 

3.4 Chapter Summary 

The methodology in the dissertation research was two-fold: (i) authentic data 

collection and (ii) the survey. In order to explore the distribution of discourse anaphors in 

English and Korean, the data collection was analyzed based on the text corpora from 

news articles and TV dramas, while in order to the selection of discourse anaphors in two 

languages, the survey was conducted by 20 native speakers of English and 20 native 

speakers of Korean. Both data collection and the survey were focused on two linguistic 

aspects of discourse anaphora: (i) discourse anaphoric pattern and (ii) sentential anaphors. 
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In the previous sections, I identified the types of data collections studied (Section 

3.2) and the survey methods used to elicit data from them (Section 3.3). First, information 

about the data collection was discussed, such as information about three types of corpus 

compilation (Section 3.2.1), the corpus tool (Section 3.2.2), and the independent and 

dependent variables in the data collection (Section 3.2.3). Second, information about the 

survey was discussed, such as information about the subjects (Section 3.3.1), four 

sections of the survey questionnaire (Section 3.3.2), the independent and dependent 

variables (Section 3.3.3), and human subjects and the Institutional Review Board (Section 

3.3.4).  

In the following chapter, I give a fuller description of the findings of the discourse 

anaphoric patterns and those of the sentential anaphors in English and Korean. 
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Chapter 4  

Results and Analysis: Corpus 

This chapter analyzes the corpus data collected via sampling text from news 

articles in English and Korean in order to explore the distribution of discourse anaphors 

in English and Korean. It contains the following sections: Section 4.1 analyzes discourse 

anaphoric patterns by order of mention (4.1.1 for English; 4.1.2 for Korean) in terms of 

the first-, the second-, the third mentions, and section summary (4.1.3); Section 4.2 

analyzes discourse anaphoric patterns by paragraph (4.2.1 for English; 4.2.2 for Korean) 

in terms of the first-, the second-, the third paragraph, and section summary (4.2.3); 

Section 4.3 analyzes the distance between discourse anaphors (4.3.1 for English; 4.3.2 for 

Korean) in terms of number of sentence; Section 4.4 analyzes sentential anaphors in two 

referential respects: by new vs. old information (4.4.1) (4.4.1.1 for English; 4.4.1.2 for 

Korean; 4.4.1.3 for summary) and by narrow vs. wide reference (4.4.2) (4.4.2.1 for 

English; 4.4.2.2 for Korean; 4.4.2.3 for summary); Section 4.5 summarizes this chapter in 

terms of two discourse anaphoric patterns (4.5.1) and sentential anaphors (4.5.2) in two 

languages. 

4.1 Corpus I: Discourse Anaphoric Patterns by Order of Mention 

4.1.1 By Order of Mention in English 

The findings on all structural constructions of discourse anaphors referring to 

public figures in English news articles are correspondingly shown in Table 4.1 through 

Table 4.3 and Figure 4.1 through Figure 4.3 in terms of  the first-, the second-, and the 

third mentions.  
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4.1.1.1 The First Mentions 

First, all structural constructions of referring expressions referring to public 

figures for the first mentions are shown in Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1 in terms of their 

respective frequencies and examples. 

 

Table 4.1 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the first mentions in 

English 

 

 

                                                 
33 The line in red color represents the most frequent form, while the line in blue color represents 

the next frequent form in the dissertation. 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full Name 

   (FN) 

a. FN 77 (77%)33 Steve Jobs 

b. FN + Apposition (AP) 12 (12%) Brad Pitt, ever the social activist 

c. (Pseudo-) Title (TT) + FN 8 (8%) Microsoft founder Bill Gates 

d. Nickname (NN) + FN  1 (1%) Late-night TV icon Jay Leno 

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  0 (0%)  

b.  TT + SN 0 (0%)  

III. Pronoun (Pro) 2 (2%) His (Him) 

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V. Lexical Noun Phrase (LNP) 0 (0%)  

VI. Zero (Ø) 0 (0%)  

Total  100 (100%)  
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Figure 4.1 The relative frequency of the referring expressions for the first mentions in 

English 

 

Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1 show that the referring expressions for the first mentions 

predominantly contain full names (98:98%), classified into four structural constructions 

in terms of being addressed with apposition, (pseudo-) title, and nickname. 

This finding conforms to Ariel (1991, 1994, 2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in that 

the first mentions are all referred to by the most discontinuous linguistic form, i.e., full 

name among other various constructions since the full name (plus modifier) is the lowest 

accessible marker. Only two occurrences were observed with pronouns (2:2%) for the 

first mentions, in which pronouns comes before the full names as referring expressions at 

the beginning of a given discourse. No occurrence was observed with surname, given 

name, lexical noun phrase, and zero form for the first mention in English. 
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4.1.1.2 The Second Mentions 

Second, all structural constructions of discourse anaphors referring to public 

figures for the second mentions are shown in Table 4.2 and Figure 4.2 in terms of their 

respective frequencies and examples. 

 

Table 4.2 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the second mentions in 

English 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full Name 

   (FN) 

a. FN 0 (0%)  

b. FN + Apposition (AP) 0 (0%)  

c. (Pseudo-) Title (TT) + FN 0 (0%)  

d. Nickname (NN) + FN  0 (0%)  

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  27 (27%) Jobs 

b.  TT + SN 6 (6%) Mr. Gates 

III. Pronoun (Pro) 64 (64%) He (his, him) 

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V. Lexical NPs (LNPs) 3 (3%) the poet 

VI. Zero (Ø) 0 (0%)  

Total  100 (100%)  
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Figure 4.2 The relative frequency of discourse anaphors for the second mentions in 

English 

 

Table 4.2 and Figure 4.2 show that the second mentions were predominantly retrieved 

with the pronouns (64:64%). One third of the second mentions were retrieved with the 

surnames (33:33%), in which 27 (27%) occurrences were retrieved with surname only, 

while 6 (6%) occurrences were retrieved with surname plus title. Only 3 (3%) 

occurrences were retrieved with lexical noun phrases for the second mentions. There was 

no occurrence of full name, given name, zero form for the second mentions in English. 

This finding also conforms to Ariel (1991, 1994, 2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in 

that the most accessible referent is referred to by the most accessible form, i.e. the 

pronoun, in English. Moreover, in fact, the pronouns were predominantly retrieved in the 

same sentence with the antecedents (57.3%).  
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4.1.1.3 The Third Mentions 

Third, all structural constructions of discourse anaphors referring to public figures 

for the third mentions are shown in Table 4.3 and Figure 4.3 in terms of their respective 

frequencies and examples. 

 

Table 4.3 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the third mentions in 

English 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full Name 

   (FN) 

a. FN 2 (2%) Derek Jeter 

b. FN + Apposition (AP) 0 (0%)  

c. (Pseudo-) Title (TT) + FN 0 (0%)  

d. Nickname (NN) + FN  0 (0%)  

e. Abbreviated FN 1 (1%) MJ 

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  26 (26%)  

b.  TT + SN 5 (50%)  

III. Pronoun (Pro) 60 (60%) He (his, him) 

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V. Lexical NPs (LNPs) 6 (6%) A phenomenal athlete 

VI. Zero (Ø) 0 (0%)  

Total  100 (100%)  
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Figure 4.3 The relative frequency of discourse anaphors for the third mentions in English 

 

Table 4.3 and Figure 4.3 show that the third mentions were also predominantly retrieved 

with the pronouns (60:60%). One third of the second mentions were retrieved with the 

surnames (31:31%), in which 26 occurrences were retrieved with surname only, while 5 

occurrences were retrieved with surname plus title. Only 6 occurrences were retrieved 

with lexical noun phrases for the third mentions. Only 3 occurrences were retrieved with 

full names were retrieved for the third mention, in which 2 occurrences were full name 

only, while 1 occurrence was an abbreviated full name form. 

This finding also conforms to Ariel (1991, 1994, 2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in 

that the most accessible referent is referred to by the most accessible form, i.e. the 

pronoun, in English, rather than by other linguistic forms. In fact, the pronouns were 

predominantly retrieved in the same sentence with the antecedents (57.3%), for which it 

will be discussed in Section 4.3.1.  
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4.1.2 By Order of Mention in Korean 

The findings on all structural constructions of discourse anaphors referring to 

public figures in Korean news articles are correspondingly shown in Table 4.4 through 

Table 4.9 and Figure 4.4 through Figure 4.6 in terms of  the first-, the second-, and the 

third mentions.  

4.1.2.1 The First Mentions 

First, all structural constructions of referring expressions referring to public 

figures for the first mentions are shown in Table 4.4 and Figure 4.4 in terms of their 

respective frequencies and examples. 

 

Table 4.4 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the first mentions in 

Korean 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full Name 

   (FN) 

a. (Pseudo-) TT + FN  35 (35%) paywu Han Seok-Kyu 

‘actor’ 

(배우 한석규) 

b. FN  20 (20%) Kim Yu-Na (김연아) 

c. NN + FN + AFF 12 (12%) 

 

Korean thukkup Park Chan Ho (Pittsburgh) 

           ‘express player’ 

(코리안 특급 박찬호 (피츠버그)) 

d. FN + AFF 12 (12%) Park Tae-Hwan (Dankuk University) 

(박태환 (단국대)) 

e. NN + FN 10 (10%) kwukmin MC Yoo Jae-Seok 

‘national’ 

(국민 MC 유재석) 

f. FN + AFF + TT 8 (8%) Ahn Chel-Soo KAIST sekcwakyoswu 

                                    ‘chair professor’ 

(안철수 KAIST 석좌교수) 

g. AFF + FN 2 (2%) mayncheysuthe yunaithitu Park Ji-Sung 

‘Manchester United’ 

(맨체스터 유나이티드 박지성) 

h. FN + TT 1 (1%) Ahn Chel-Soo wencnag ‘dean’ 

(안철수 원장) 
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Table 4.4 – Continued 

 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  0 (0%)  

b.  SN + TT  0 (0%)  

III. Pronoun (Pro) 0 (0%)  

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V. Lexical NPs (LNPs) 0 (0%)  

VI. Zero (Ø) 0 (0%)  

Total 100 (100%)  

 

 

Figure 4.4 The relative frequency of discourse anaphors for the first mentions in Korean 

 

Table 4.4 and Figure 4.4 show that all referring expressions for the first mentions 

predominantly contain full names (100:100%), classified into eight structural 

constructions in terms of being addressed with (pseudo-) title, affiliation and nickname. 

There was no occurrence of full names with apposition, compared with those in English; 

however, there were occurrence of full names with affiliation, in which all affiliation 

were all introduced in parenthesis. 
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This finding conforms to Ariel (1991, 1994, 2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in that 

the first mentions are all referred to by the most discontinuous linguistic form, i.e., full 

name among other various constructions since the full name (plus modifier) is the lowest 

accessible marker.  

In addition, the case markers of the types of construction for the first mentions in 

Korean were observed, as shown in Table 4.5 below. 

 

Table 4.5 The relative frequency of the case markers for the first mentions in Korean 
               Frequency & Case marker 

 

Type of Construction 

Frequency Total 

NOM TOP ACC DAT GEN LOC ABL INST  

I. 

FN 
a. (Pseudo-) TT + FN  31 1   3    35  

b. FN  10 2 2 1 5    20  

c. NN + FN + AFF 11    1    12  

d. FN + AFF 6 5  1     12  

e. NN + FN 8 1  1     10  

f. FN + AFF + TT 7 1       8  

g. AFF + FN 1 1       2  

h. FN + TT  1       1  

II. 

SN 

a. SN           

b.  SN + TT           

III. Pro          

IV. GN          

V. LNPs          

VI. Zero          

Total 74 12 2 3 9    100 

 

Table 4.5 shows that for the first mentions, full names were predominantly introduced 

with the nominative case markers, i.e., -i/-ka (74:74%). Next, other cases of full names 

were introduced with the topical markers, i.e., -un/-nun (12:12%).  Full names were also 
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introduced with other case markers such as genitive, i.e., -uy (9:9%), dative, i.e., -eykey  

(3:3%) and accusative, i.e., -ul/-lul (2:2%).  

4.1.2.2 The Second Mentions 

Second, all structural constructions of discourse anaphors referring to public 

figures for the second mentions are shown in Table 4.6 and Figure 4.5 in terms of their 

respective frequencies and examples. 

 

Table 4.6 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the second mentions in 

Korean 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full 

Name 

   (FN) 

a. FN 65 (65%) Yoo Jae-Seok (유재석) 

b. FN + TT  4 (4%) Ahn Chel-Soo wencang ‘dean’ 

(안철수 원장) 

c. FN + AFF 1 (1%) Park Chan Ho (Pittsburgh) 

(박찬호 (피츠버그)) 

d. NN + FN 1 (1%) phikye yewang  Kim Yu-Na 

‘Figure Queen’ 

(피겨여왕 김연아) 

e.  TT + FN 1 (1%) kaswu Lee Sang-Eun 

‘singer’ 

(가수 이상은) 

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  0 (0%)  

b.  SN + TT  14 (14%) Shin cakka ‘writer’ (신 작가) 

III. Pronoun (Pro) 9 (9%) ku ‘s/he’ (그) 

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V. Lexical NPs (LNPs) 1 (1%) cakka ‘writer’ (작가) 

VI. Zero (Ø) 4 (4%) Ø 

Total  100 (100%)  
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Figure 4.5 The relative frequency of discourse anaphors for the second mentions in 

Korean 

 

Table 4.6 and Figure 4.5 show that 14 occurrences were retrieved with surnames plus title 

(14:14%), in which there was no occurrence of surname only. 9 occurrences were 

retrieved with pronouns (9:9%). 4 occurrences were retrieved with zero anaphors (4:4%).  

No occurrence with given names was observed.  

Like the second mentions in English, these findings seem conform to Ariel (1991, 

1994, 2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in that a surname plus a(n) (abbreviated) title 

construction, pronoun, and zero anaphors (i.e., relatively higher accessible markers in 

Ariel’s AH) rather than a full name (plus modifier) construction (i.e., a relatively lowest 

accessible marker) have been used far more frequently for the second retrievals. 

However, it is noteworthy that almost of discourse anaphors for the second 

mentions predominantly contain full names (72:72%), classified into five structural 

constructions in terms of being addressed with title, affiliation and nickname. This 
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finding would definitely run counter to Lee’s (2010) findings on English/Korean political 

news articles and Ariel’s AH for English mentioned above (Kim 2010a, 2012). 

In addition, the case markers of the types of construction for the second mentions 

in Korean were observed, as shown in Table 4.7 below. 

 

Table 4.7 The relative frequency of the case markers for the second mentions in Korean 
               Frequency & Case marker 

 

Type of Construction 

Frequency Total 

NOM TOP ACC DAT GEN LOC ABL INST  

I. 

FN 
a. FN 6 44 3 1 11    65 

b. FN + TT   4       4  

c. FN + AFF 1        1  

d. NN + FN 1        1  

e.  TT + FN 1        1  

II. 

SN 

a. SN           

b.  SN + TT   12   2    14 

III. Pro 3 2  1 3    9 

IV. GN          

V. LNPs  1       1 

VI. Zero  4       4 

Total 12 67 3 2 16    100 

 

Table 4.7 shows that the second mentions were predominantly retrieved with the topical 

case markers, -un/-nun (67:67%), unlike the first mentions. In particular, full names 

(48:48%); surnames plus titles (12:12%); zero anaphors (4:4%); pronouns (2:2%); lexical 

NP (1:1%). Next, the second mentions were retrieved with the genitive case markers, -uy 
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(16:16%). Other case markers such as the nominal case, -i/-ka (12:12%); the accusative 

case, -ul/-lul (3:3%); the genitive case, -ekey (2:2%) were observed. 

4.1.2.3 The Third Mentions 

Third, all structural constructions of discourse anaphors referring to public figures 

for the third mentions are shown in Table 4.8 and Figure 4.6 in terms of their respective 

frequencies and examples. 

 

Table 4.8 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the third mentions in 

Korean 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full 

Name 

   (FN) 

a. FN 71 (71%) Park Ji-Sung (박지성) 

b. FN + TT  2 (2%) Ahn Chel-Soo kyoswu ‘professor’ 

(안철수 교수) 

c. NN + FN 1 (1%) kwukmin  MC  Yoo Jae-Seok 

‘national’ 

(국민 MC 유재석) 

d.  TT + FN 1 (1%) cakka Lee Sang-Eun 

‘writer’ 

(작가 이상은) 

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  0 (0%)  

b.  SN + TT  15 (15%) Choi cakka ‘writer’ (최 작가) 

III. Pronoun (Pro) 5 (5%) ku ‘s/he’ (그) 

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V. Lexical NPs (LNPs) 1 (1%) cakka ‘writer’ (작가) 

VI. Zero (Ø) 4 (4%) Ø 

Total  100 (100%)  
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Figure 4.6 The relative frequency of discourse anaphors for the third mentions in Korean 

 

Table 4.8 and Figure 4.6 show that 15 occurrences were retrieved with surnames plus title 

(15:15%), in which there was no occurrence of surname only. 5 occurrences were 

retrieved with pronouns (5:5%). 4 occurrences were retrieved with zero anaphors (4:4%).  

No occurrence with given names was observed.  

Like the third mentions in English, these findings conform to Ariel (1991, 1994, 

2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in that a surname plus a(n) (abbreviated) title construction, 

pronoun, and zero anaphors (i.e., relatively higher accessible markers in Ariel’s AH) 

rather than a full name (plus modifier) construction (i.e., a relatively lowest accessible 

marker) have been used far more frequently for the second retrievals. 

However, like the second mentions in Korean, it is noteworthy that almost of 

discourse anaphors for the second mentions predominantly contain full names (75:75%), 

classified into four structural constructions in terms of being addressed with title and 
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nickname. This finding would definitely run counter to Lee’s (2010) findings on 

English/Korean political news articles and Ariel’s AH for English. In fact, in Lee’s 

analysis, more than half of the third retrievals are referred to by pronouns and 40% by 

surname plus title constructions. According to Ariel’s AH, a pronoun (i.e., a relatively 

higher accessible marker) rather than a surname plus title (i.e., a relatively lower 

accessible marker) should have been used far more frequently for the third retrievals.  

However, surname plus title constructions and even pronouns were relatively 

lesser used than full name constructions for the third mentions in Korean (Kim 2010a, 

2012).  

In addition, the case markers of the types of construction for the third mentions in 

Korean were observed, as shown in Table 4.9 below. 
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Table 4.9 The relative frequency of the case markers for the third mentions in Korean 
          Frequency & Case marker 

 

Type of Construction 

Frequency Total 

NOM TOP ACC DAT GEN LOC ABL INST  

I. 

FN 

a. FN 8 41 5 4 13    71  

b. FN + TT   1   1    2  

c. NN + FN   1      1  

d.  TT + FN   1      1  

II. 

SN 

a. SN           

b.  SN + TT  3 10   2    15 

III. Pro 1 3 1      5 

IV. GN          

V. LNPs  1       1 

VI. Zero  4       4 

Total 12 60 8 4 16    100 

 

Table 4.9 shows that the third mentions were also predominantly retrieved with the 

topical case markers, -un/-nun (60:60%), like the second mentions. In particular, full 

names (42:42%); surnames plus titles (10:10%); zero anaphors (4:4%); pronouns (3:3%); 

lexical NP (1:1%). Next, the second mentions were also retrieved with the genitive case 

markers, -uy (16:16%). Other case markers such as the nominal case, -i/-ka (12:12%); the 

accusative case, -ul/-lul (8:8%); with the genitive case, -ekey (4:4%) were observed. 

4.1.3 Section Summary 

All types of discourse anaphors and their relative frequencies in English and 

Korean Corpus I (i.e., by order of mention) are summarized in Table 4.10 and Figure 4.7. 
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Table 4.10 Summary of Corpus I for English and Korean 

Mention 

type 

Language Form Total 

FN SN Pro GN LP Zero 

1
st
M English 98

34
 0 2 0 0 0 100 

Korean 100 0 0 0 0 0 100 

2
nd

M English 0 33 64 0 3 0 100 

Korean 72 14 9 0 1 4 100 

3
rd

M English 3 31 60 0 6 0 100 

Korean 75 15 5 0 1 4 100 

 

 
Figure 4.7 Summary of Corpus I for English and Korean 

                                                 
34 The number in red color represents the most frequent form, while the number in blue color 

represents the next frequent form in the dissertation. 
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As seen in Table 4.10 and Figure 4.7, in Corpus I (discourse anaphoric patterns by order 

of mention), for the first mention, both the English and Korean corpus predominantly 

contain full names. For the second mention, the English corpus contains three types of 

constructions such as pronouns, surnames, and lexical NPs in order, while the Korean 

corpus predominantly contains full name constructions other than discourse anaphoric 

forms such as surnames, pronouns, zero anaphors, and lexical NPs. For the third mention, 

the English corpus contains four types of constructions such as pronouns, surnames, 

lexical NPs, and full names in order, while the Korean corpus predominantly contains full 

name constructions other than discourse anaphoric forms. 

In addition, in order to see if there is a marked difference between English and 

Korean in terms of the distribution of discourse anaphoric forms depending on the order 

of mention of the referent (i.e., the first-, the second-, and the third mention), Pearson’s 

Chi-square tests were run for the three discourse anaphoric forms, i.e., FN, SN, and Pro, 

that occur regularly across mention in two languages, as shown in Table 4.11. 
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Table 4.11 Summary of Chi-square test results for Corpus I for English and Korean 

Mention 

Type 

Language Pearson’s Chi-square test results 

each mention type vs. three forms 

in each language 

each mention type vs. three forms 

in both languages 

1stM English df=1, x2=92.16, p<2.2e-16***35 

(significant) 

NA 

Korean NA 

2ndM English df=1, x 2=9.9072, p=.001646** 

(significant) 

df=2, x 2=121.1115,  

p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

Korean df=2, x2=77.4526, p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

3rdM English df=2, x2=51.8511, p<5.504e-12*** 

(significant) 

df=2, x 2=118.5632,  

p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

Korean df=2, x2=90.5263, p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

 

As seen in Table 4.11, the Pearson’s Chi-square tests determined that the three anaphoric 

forms (i.e., FN, SN, and Pro) in the second (English: df=1, x2
=9.91, p<.01;Korean: df=2, 

x2
=77.45, p<.001) and the third mention (English: df=2, x2

=51.85, p<.001;Korean: df=2, 

x2
=90.53, p<.001) in each language had a statistically significant difference, and that 

these three forms in the second (df=2, x2
=121.11, p<.001) and the third mention (df=2, 

x2
=118.56, p<.001) in both languages also had a statistically significant difference. 

                                                 
35 Significance codes: 0;‘***’ 0.001; ‘**’ 0.01; ‘*’0.05; ‘.’0.1’; ‘ ’ 1 
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Thus, the results of Chi-square tests indicate that there is a marked difference in 

terms of the distribution of three forms depending on the order of mention of the referent, 

particularly in the second and the third mention in the English corpus, while the same is 

not true for the Korean corpus because of the use of FNs regardless of the order of 

mention. 

4.2 Corpus II: Discourse Anaphoric Patterns by Paragraph 

4.2.1 By Paragraph in English 

The findings on all structural constructions of discourse anaphors referring to 

public figures in English news articles are correspondingly shown in Table 4.12 through 

Table 4.14 and Figure 4.8 and Figure 4.9 in terms of (the first-), the second-, and the third 

paragraphs.  

4.2.1.1 The First Paragraphs 

First, all structural constructions of referring expressions referring to public 

figures for the first paragraphs are basically the same as those for the first mentions in 

terms of their respective frequencies and examples in Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1 in Section 

4.1.1.1 since Corpus I and II for English were analyzed from the same sources of news 

articles. 

4.2.1.2 The Second Paragraphs 

Second, all structural constructions of referring expressions referring to public 

figures for the second paragraphs are shown in Table 4.12 and Figure 4.8 in terms of their 

respective frequencies and examples. 
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Table 4.12 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the second 

paragraphs in English 

 

 
Figure 4.8 The relative frequency of discourse anaphors for the second paragraphs in 

English 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full Name 

   (FN) 

a. FN 1 (1%) Steve Jobs 

b. FN + Apposition (AP) 0 (0%)  

c. (Pseudo-) Title (TT) + FN 0 (0%)  

d. Nickname (NN) + FN  0 (0%)  

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  68 (68%) Gates 

b.  TT + SN 12 (12%) Mr. Jobs 

III. Pronoun (Pro) 15 (14%) His (Him) 

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V. Lexical NPs (LNPs) 4 (4%)  

VI. Zero (Ø) 0 (0%)  

Total  100 (100%)  
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Table 4.12 and Figure 4.8 show that the second paragraphs were predominantly retrieved 

with surnames (80:80%), in which 68 (68%) occurrences were retrieved with surname 

only, while 12 (12%) occurrences were retrieved with surname plus title. Next, pronouns 

were retrieved in 15 (15%) occurrences for the second paragraphs, which is noticeably 

fewer than pronouns for the second mentions (64:64%) in English. Only 4 (4%) 

occurrences were retrieved with lexical noun phrases, while only 1 (1%) occurrence was 

retrieved with full name for the second paragraphs. There was no occurrence of given 

name and zero anaphor.  

This finding conforms to Ariel (1991, 1994, 2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in that 

between surname and pronoun, surname (plus title) (i.e., a relatively lower accessible 

marker in the AH) is more appropriate for the second paragraph than pronoun (i.e., a 

relatively higher accessible marker) since the concept of paragraph is relatively farther 

than that of mention in discourse in terms of (intra-) sentential distance. Thus, it is likely 

that for the second mentions, pronouns are more appropriate than surnames (plus titles), 

while for the second paragraphs, surnames (plus titles) are more appropriate than 

pronouns according to the AH.  

4.2.1.3 The Third Paragraphs 

Third, all structural constructions of referring expressions referring to public 

figures for the third paragraphs are shown in Table 4.13 and Figure 4.9 in terms of their 

respective frequencies and examples. 
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Table 4.13 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the third paragraphs 

in English 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full Name 

   (FN) 

a. FN 3 (3%) Bill Gates 

b. FN + Apposition (AP) 0 (0%)  

c. (Pseudo-) Title (TT) + FN 0 (0%)  

d. Nickname (NN) + FN  0 (0%)  

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  61 (61%) Jeter 

b.  TT + SN 15 (15%) Ms. Jones 

III. Pronoun (Pro) 19 (19%) His (Him) 

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V. Lexical NPs (LNPs) 2 (2%)  

VI. Zero (Ø) 0 (0%)  

Total  100 (100%)  

 

 
Figure 4.9 The relative frequency of discourse anaphors for the third paragraphs in 

English 
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Table 4.13 and Figure 4.9 show that the second paragraphs were predominantly retrieved 

with the surnames (76:76%), in which 61 (61%) occurrences were retrieved with surname 

only, while 15 (15%) occurrences were retrieved with surname plus title. Next, pronouns 

were retrieved in 19 (19%) occurrences for the second paragraphs, which is also 

noticeably fewer than pronouns for the third mentions (60:60%) in English. Only 3 (3%) 

occurrences were retrieved with full names, while only 2 (2%) occurrence was retrieved 

with lexical noun phrases for the second paragraphs. There was no occurrence of given 

name and zero anaphor.  

Like the second paragraphs, this finding also conforms to Ariel (1991, 1994, 

2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in that between surname and pronoun, surname (plus title) 

(i.e., a relatively lower accessible marker in the AH) is more appropriate for the second 

paragraph than pronoun (i.e., a relatively higher accessible marker) since the concept of 

paragraph is relatively farther than that of mention in discourse in terms of (intra-) 

sentential distance. Thus, it is likely that for the second mentions, pronouns are more 

appropriate than surnames (plus titles), while for the second paragraphs, surnames (plus 

titles) are more appropriate than pronouns according to the AH.  

4.2.2 By Paragraph in Korean 

The findings on all structural constructions of discourse anaphors referring to 

public figures in English news articles are correspondingly shown in Table 4.14 through 

Table 4.17 and Figure 4.10 and Figure 4.11 in terms of (the first-), the second-, and the 

third paragraphs.  
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4.2.2.1 The First Paragraphs 

First, all structural constructions of referring expressions referring to public 

figures for the first paragraphs are basically the same as those for the first mentions in 

terms of their respective frequencies, examples, and case markers in Table 4.4, Table 4.5, 

and Figure 4.4 in Section 4.1.2.1 since Corpus I and II for Korean were analyzed from the 

same sources of news articles. 

4.2.2.2 The Second Paragraphs 

Second, all structural constructions of referring expressions referring to public 

figures for the second paragraphs are shown in Table 4.14 and Figure 4.10 in terms of 

their respective frequencies and examples. 
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Table 4.14 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the second paragraphs 

in Korean 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full 

Name 

   (FN) 

a. FN 73 (73%) Yoo Jae-Seok (유재석) 

b. FN + TT  5 (5%) Ahn Chel-Soo wencang ‘dean’ 

(안철수 원장) 

c. NN + FN 2 (2%) phikye yewang  Kim Yu-Na 

‘Figure Queen’ (피겨여왕 김연아) 

d. FN + AFF 1 (1%) Park Chan Ho (Pittsburgh) 

(박찬호 (피츠버그)) 

e. TT + FN 1 (1%) kaswu Lee Sang-Eun 

‘singer’ (가수 이상은) 

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  0 (0%)  

b.  SN + TT  12 (12%) Shin cakka ‘writer’ (신 작가) 

III. Pronoun (Pro) 5 (5%) ku ‘s/he’ (그) 

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V. Lexical NPs (LNPs) 1 (1%) cakka ‘writer’ (작가) 

VI. Zero (Ø) 0 (0%)  

Total  100 (100%)  

 

 
Figure 4.10 The relative frequency of discourse anaphors for the second paragraphs in 

Korean 
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Table 4.14 and Figure 4.10 show that 12 occurrences were retrieved with surnames plus 

title (12:12%), in which there was no occurrence of surname only. 9 occurrences were 

retrieved with pronouns (5:5%). Only 1 occurrence was retrieved with lexical noun 

phrase (1:1%).  No occurrence with given name and zero anaphor were observed.  

Like the second paragraphs in English, this finding seems conform to Ariel (1991, 

1994, 2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in that between surname and pronoun, surname (plus 

title) (i.e., a relatively lower accessible marker in the AH) is more appropriate for the 

second paragraph than pronoun (i.e., a relatively higher accessible marker) since the 

concept of paragraph is relatively farther than that of mention in discourse in terms of 

(intra-) sentential distance. Thus, it is likely that for the second paragraphs, surnames 

(plus titles) are more appropriate than pronouns according to the AH.  

However, it is noteworthy that like the second mentions in Korean, discourse 

anaphors for the second paragraphs predominantly contain full names (82:82%), 

classified into five structural constructions in terms of being addressed with title, 

affiliation and nickname. This finding would definitely run counter to Lee’s (2010) 

findings on English/Korean political news articles and Ariel’s AH for English mentioned 

above (Kim 2010a, 2012). 

In addition, the case markers of the types of construction for the second 

paragraphs in Korean were observed, as shown in Table 4.15 below. 
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Table 4.15 The relative frequency of the case markers for the second paragraphs in 

Korean 
          Frequency & Case marker 

 

Type of Construction 

Frequency Total 

NOM TOP ACC DAT GEN LOC ABL INST  

I. 

FN 

a. FN 7 52 1 2 11    73 

b. FN + TT   4   1    5 

c. NN + FN 1  1      2 

d. FN + AFF 1        1 

e. TT + FN 1        1 

II. 

SN 

a. SN           

b.  SN + TT   12       12 

III. Pro  4 1      5 

IV. GN          

V. LNPs  1       1 

VI. Zero          

Total 10 73 3 2 12    100 

 

Table 4.15 shows that like the second mentions, the second paragraphs were 

predominantly retrieved with the topical case markers, -un/-nun (73:73%), unlike the first 

mention/paragraphs. In particular, full names (56:56%); surnames plus titles (12:12%); 

pronouns (4:4%); lexical NP (1:1%). 

Next, the second mentions were retrieved with the genitive case markers, -uy 

(12:12%). Other case markers such as the nominal case, -i/-ka (10:10%); the accusative 

case, -ul/-lul (3:3%); the genitive case, -ekey (2:2%) were observed. 
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4.2.2.3 The Third Paragraphs 

Third, all structural constructions of referring expressions referring to public 

figures for the third paragraphs are shown in Table 4.16 and Figure 4.11 in terms of their 

respective frequencies and examples. 

 

Table 4.16 The types of construction and the relative frequency for the third paragraphs 

in Korean 

 

Type of Construction Frequency 

(n (%)) 

Example 

I. Full 

Name 

   (FN) 

a. FN 71 (71%) Park Ji-Sung (박지성) 

b. FN + TT  2 (2%) Ahn Chel-Soo kyoswu ‘professor’ 

(안철수 교수) 

c. NN + FN 1 (1%) meyttwuki  MC  Yoo Jae-Seok 

‘grasshopper’ 

(메뚜기유재석) 

II. Surname 

    (SN) 

a. SN  0 (0%)  

b.  SN + TT  16 (16%) Choi cakka ‘writer’ (최 작가) 

III. Pronoun (Pro) 8 (8%) ku ‘s/he’ (그) 

IV. Given Name (GN) 0 (0%)  

V.  Lexical NPs (LNPs) 2 (2%) cakka ‘writer’ (작가) 

VI. Zero (Ø) 0 (0%)  

Total  100 (100%)  
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Figure 4.11 The relative frequency of discourse anaphors for the third paragraphs in 

Korean 

 

Table 4.16 and Figure 4.11 show that 16 occurrences were retrieved with surnames plus 

title (12:12%), in which there was no occurrence of surname only. 8 occurrences were 

retrieved with pronouns (8:8%). Only 2 occurrences were retrieved with lexical noun 

phrase (2:2%).  No occurrence with given name and zero anaphor were observed.  

Like the third paragraphs in English, this finding seems conform to Ariel (1991, 

1994, 2008, 2010) and Lee (2010) in that between surname and pronoun, surname (plus 

title) (i.e., a relatively lower accessible marker in the AH) is more appropriate for the 

third paragraphs than pronoun (i.e., a relatively higher accessible marker) since the 

concept of paragraph is relatively farther than that of mention in discourse in terms of 

(intra-) sentential distance. Thus, it is likely that for the second paragraphs, surnames 

(plus titles) are more appropriate than pronouns according to the AH.  

However, it is noteworthy that like the second/third mentions and the second 

paragraphs in Korean, almost discourse anaphors for the third paragraphs predominantly 
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contain full names (74:74%), classified into five structural constructions in terms of being 

addressed with title, affiliation and nickname. This finding would definitely run counter 

to Lee’s (2010) findings on English/Korean political news articles and Ariel’s AH for 

English mentioned above (Kim 2010a, 2012). 

In addition, the case markers of the types of construction for the third paragraphs 

in Korean were observed, as shown in Table 4.17 below. 

 

Table 4.17 The relative frequency of the case markers for the second paragraphs in 

Korean 
          Frequency & Case marker 

 

Type of Construction 

Frequency Total 

NOM TOP ACC DAT GEN LOC ABL INST  

I. 

FN 

a. FN 5 47 3 3 13    71 

b. FN + TT   1   1    2 

c. NN + FN 1        1 

II. 

SN 

a. SN           

b.  SN + TT  4 10   2    16 

III. Pro 2 5  1     8 

IV. GN          

V. LNPs  1   1    2 

VI. Zero          

Total 12 64 3 4 17    100 

 

Table 4.17 shows that like the second/third mentions and the second paragraphs, the third 

paragraphs were predominantly retrieved with the topical case markers, -un/-nun 

(64:64%), unlike the first mention/paragraphs. In particular, full names (48:48%); 
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surnames plus titles (10:10%); pronouns (5:5%); lexical NP (1:1%). Next, the second 

mentions were retrieved with the genitive case markers, -uy (17:17%). Other case 

markers such as the nominal case, -i/-ka (12:12%); the accusative case, -ul/-lul (3:3%); 

the genitive case, -ekey (4:4%) were observed.  

4.2.3 Section Summary 

All types of discourse anaphors and their relative frequencies of English and 

Korean Corpus II (i.e., by paragraph) are summarized in Table 4.18 and Figure 4.12. 

 

Table 4.18 Summary of Corpus II for English and Korean 

 

                                                 
36 The number in red color represents the most frequent form, while the number in blue color 

represents the next frequent form in the dissertation. 

Mention 

Type 

Language Form Total 

FN SN Pro GN LP Zero 

1
st
P English 98

36
 0 2 0 0 0 100 

Korean 100 0 0 0 0 0 100 

2
nd

P English 1 80 15 0 4 0 100 

Korean 82 12 5 0 1 0 100 

3
rd

P English 3 76 19 0 2 0 100 

Korean 74 16 8 0 2 0 100 
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Figure 4.12 Summary of Corpus II for English and Korean 

 

As seen in Table 4.18 and Figure 4.12, in Corpus II (discourse anaphoric patterns by 

paragraph), for the first paragraph, both the English and Korean corpus predominantly 

contain full names. For the second paragraph, the English corpus contains three types of 

constructions such as surnames, pronouns, and lexical NPs in order, while the Korean 

corpus predominantly contains full name constructions other than discourse anaphoric 

forms such as surnames, pronouns, zero anaphors, and lexical NPs. For the third 

paragraph, the English corpus contains four types of constructions such as surnames, 

pronouns, full names, and lexical NPs in order, while the Korean corpus predominantly 

contains full name constructions other than discourse anaphoric forms. 

In addition, in order to see if there is a marked difference between English and 

Korean in terms of the distribution of discourse anaphoric forms depending on the 
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placement of the paragraph (i.e., the first-, the second-, and the third paragraph), 

Pearson’s Chi-square tests were run for the three discourse anaphoric forms, i.e., FN, SN, 

and Pro, that occur regularly across mention in two languages, as shown in Table 4.19. 

 

Table 4.19 Summary of Chi-square test results for Corpus II for English and Korean 

Mention 

Type 

Language Pearson’s Chi-square test results 

each mention type vs. three forms 

in each language 

each mention type vs. three forms 

in both languages 

1stP English df=1, x2=92.16, p<2.2e-16***37 

(significant) 

NA 

Korean NA 

2ndP English df=2, x 2=111.0625, p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

df=2, x 2=134.2947,  

p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

Korean df=2, x2=109.8788, p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

3rdP English df=2, x2=90.1429,  p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

df=2, x 2=109.0794,  

p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

Korean df=2, x2=79.4286, p<2.2e-16*** 

(significant) 

 

As seen in Table 4.19, the Pearson’s Chi-square tests determined that the three anaphoric 

forms (i.e., FN, SN, and Pro) in the second (English: df=2, x2
=111.06, p<.001; Korean: 

df=2, x2
=109.88, p<.001) and the third paragraph (English: df=2, x2

=90.14, p<.001; 

Korean: df=2, x2
=79.43, p<.001) in each language had a statistically significant 

                                                 
37 Significance codes: 0;‘***’ 0.001; ‘**’ 0.01; ‘*’0.05; ‘.’0.1’; ‘ ’ 1 
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difference, and that these three forms in the second (df=2, x2
=134.29, p<.001) and the 

third paragraph (df=2, x2
=109.08, p<.001) in both languages also had a statistically 

significant difference. 

Thus, the results of Chi-square tests indicate that there is a marked difference in 

terms of the distribution of the three forms depending on the placement of the paragraph, 

particularly in the second and the third paragraph in the English corpus, while the same is 

not true for the Korean corpus because of the use of FNs regardless of placement of the 

paragraph.  

4.3 Corpus I and II: Distance between Discourse Anaphors 

The distance between each referring expression and its nearest coreferential 

expression, i.e., the distance between discourse anaphors, was examined in order to see 

the correspondence between referring expressions and their pragmatic/cognitive statuses 

as accessibility markers, based on Ariel’s AH and Lee (2010) analysis. Except for all first 

mentions in all news articles in both languages, the distances between all discourse 

anaphors and their nearest previous coreferential expressions (i.e., the distance between 

all retrievals) were examined in terms of the sentential level. The analysis results are 

summarized in Table 4.20 and Figure 4.13 for English and in Table 4.21 and Figure 4.14 

for Korean. 
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4.3.1 Distance between Discourse Anaphors in English 

First, the distances between discourse anaphors, i.e., other retrievals and their 

nearest coreferential items in the English news articles are shown in Table 4.20 and 

Figure 4.13 in terms of the sentence level. 

 

Table 4.20 Distance between discourse anaphors in English 

Frequency 

& Distance 

 

DA Form 

Same 

sentence 

Previous 

sentence 

2 

Sentences 

away 

3 

Sentences 

away 

More than 

4 

sentences 

away 

Total 

1. FN 5 

(38.4%) 

(1: FN-FN) 

(4: Pro-FN) 

3 

(23.1%) 

1 

(7.7%) 

3 

(23.1%) 

1 

(7.7%) 

13 

(100%) 

2. SN 32 

(6.7%) 
363

38

(75.4%) 

66 

(13.7%) 

11 

(2.3%) 

9 

(1.9%) 

481 

(100%) 

3. Pro 451 

(57.3%) 

(33: FN-Pro) 

332 

(42.2%) 

3 

(0.4%) 

1 

(0.1%) 

 787 

(100%) 

4. GN  1 

(100%) 

   1 

(100%) 

5. LNPs 3 

(17.6%) 

(2: SN-NP) 

(1: Pro-NP) 

14 

(82.4%) 

   17 

(100%) 

6. Zero      0 

                                                 
38 The number in red color represents the most frequent position, while the number in blue color 

represents the next frequent position. 
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Figure 4.13 Distance between discourse anaphors in English 

 

As seen in Table 4.20 and Figure 4.13, first, in terms of retrievals and the distance, full 

names were retrieved with previous pronouns (4 occurrences) and another full name (1 

occurrence) in the same sentences (5:38.4%); in the previous sentences (3:23.1%); in 2 

sentences away (1:7.7%); in 3 sentences away (3:23.1%); in more than 4 sentences away 

(1:7.7%). Next, surname constructions were retrieved very frequently in the previous 

sentences (363:75.4%) and also retrieved in 2 sentences away (66:13.7%); in the same 

sentences (32:6.7%); in 3 sentences away (11:2.3%); in more than 4 sentences away 

(9:1.9%). Then, pronouns were retrieved very frequently both in the same sentences 

(451:57.3%) including retrievals for previous full names (33 occurrences) and in the 

previous sentences (332:42.2%), and also retrieved in 2 sentences away (3:0.4%); in 3 
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sentences away (1:0.1%); however, no occurrence was observed in more than 4 sentences 

away. Lexical noun phrases were retrieved in the previous sentences (14:82.4%) and in 

the same sentences (3:17.6%); however, no occurrence was observed in other cases. Only 

one occurrence of given name, for example, Michael for Michael Jordan, was observed in 

the previous sentence. No retrieval with zero anaphor was observed in English articles.  

In addition, in terms of distribution, full names and surnames show the widest 

distribution from the same sentence to more than 4 sentences away, but surnames were 

far more frequent than full names in terms of frequency. Compared with surnames, 

pronouns show relatively narrow distribution, very frequently retrieved both in the same 

sentences and in the previous sentence, although they were scarcely retrieved in the 2 

sentences away and in the 3 sentences away. Lexical noun phrases with few frequencies 

also show narrow distribution, rarely retrieved in the same sentences and in the previous 

sentences. These findings conform to Ariel’s AH and Lee’s (2010)
39

 in that surname 

constructions, frequently retrieved in the previous sentences, show the widest distribution 

from the same sentence to more than 4 sentences away, while pronouns were far 

frequently retrieved in the same sentences first, and then in the previous sentences. 

4.3.2 Distance between Discourse Anaphors in Korean 

Second, the distances between discourse anaphors, i.e., other retrievals and their 

nearest coreferential items in Korean news articles are shown in Table 4.21 and Figure 

4.14 in terms of the sentence level.  

                                                 
39 In fact, in Lee’s (2010:2513-2516) analysis, no full name construction was retrieved in the 

same sentence in English and Korean political news articles. 
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Table 4.21 Distance between discourse anaphors in Korean 

Frequency 

& Distance 

 

 

DA Form 

Same 

sentence 

Previous 

sentence 

2 Sentences 

away 

3 Sentences 

away 

More than 

4 sentences 

away 

Total 

1. FN 37 

(5.4%) 

(33: FN-FN) 

(4: Pro-FN) 

497 

(72.6%) 

86 

(12.5%) 

45 

(6.6%) 

20 

(2.9%) 

685 

(100%) 

2. SN 10 

(7%) 

(1:FN-SN) 

(9:SN-SN) 

95 

(65.5%) 

26 

(17.9%) 

8 

(5.5%) 

6 

(4.1%) 

 145 

(100%) 

3. Pro 28 

(20.9%) 

(22: FN-Pro) 

(1:SN-Pro) 

(4:Pro-Pro) 

(1:Pro-LNP) 

97 

(72.4%) 

9 

(6.7%) 

   134 

(100%) 

4. GN      0 

5. LNPs 2 

(10.5%) 

14 

(73.7%) 

3 

(15.8%) 

   19 

(100%) 

6. Zero  117 

(100%) 

   117 

(100%) 
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Figure 4.14 Distance between discourse anaphors in Korean 

 

As seen in Table 4.21 and Figure 4.14, first, in terms of retrievals and the distance, it is 

noteworthy that full names were retrieved very frequently in the previous sentences 

(497:72.6%); in the 2 sentences away (86:12.5%); in the 3 sentences away (45:6.6%); in 

the same sentences (37:5.4%) with another full names (33 occurrences) and previous 

pronouns (4 occurrences); in more than 4 sentences away (20:2.9%). Next, surname 

constructions were retrieved frequently in the previous sentences (95:65.5%) and also 

retrieved in 2 sentences away (26:17.6%); in the same sentences (10:7%); in 3 sentences 

away (8:5.5%); in more than 4 sentences away (6:4.1%). Then, pronouns were also 

retrieved frequently both in the previous sentences (97:72.4%), which is different from 

those in English, and they retrieved in the same sentences (28:20.9%) and in the 2 



 

120 

 

sentences away (9:6.7%). Note that the frequencies of surnames and pronouns were 

relatively fewer than those in English; instead, the frequencies of full names were 

definitely very frequent in Korean. Also note that zero anaphors were retrieved frequently 

in the previous sentences (117:100%) in Korean, frequently functioning as surnames and 

pronouns in English. Lexical noun phrases were retrieved in the previous sentences 

(14:73.7%); in 3 sentences away (3:15.8%); in the same sentences (2:10.5%). No 

retrieval with given name was observed in Korean articles.  

In addition, in terms of distribution, full names and surnames show the widest 

distribution from the same sentence to more than 4 sentences away like the distribution in 

English. However, it is noteworthy that full names (685 occurrences) were far more 

frequently retrieved than surnames (145 occurrences) in terms of frequency. Both 

surnames and pronouns also show similar distribution as those in English; in fact, 

surnames (95:65.5%) and pronouns (97:72.4%) were retrieved frequently in the previous 

sentences; however, the frequencies were relatively fewer than those in English. Instead, 

zero anaphors in Korean, frequently retrieved in the previous sentences, show narrow 

distribution in replacement of surnames and pronouns in English. Lexical noun phrases 

with few frequencies relatively wider distribution those in English in the previous 

sentence, in 2 sentences away and in the same sentences. Note that these findings would 

run counter to Ariel’s AH and Lee’s (2010), in which surname constructions, frequently 

retrieved in the previous sentences, show the widest distribution from the same sentence 

to more than 4 sentences away, while pronouns were far frequently retrieved in the same 

sentences first, and then in the previous sentences. 
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4.4 Corpus III: Sentential Anaphors 

With the results by AntConc 3.3.5w corpus tool, I analyzed sentential anaphors 

that and it in English, and ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean in terms of the 

givenness of information (4.4.1) (i.e., new vs. old information) for English (4.4.1.1) and 

Korean (4.4.1.2) and the width of reference (4.4.2) (i.e., narrow vs. wide reference) for 

English (4.4.2.1) and Korean (4.4.2.2).  

4.4.1 New vs. Old Information 

4.4.1.1 In English 

First, the findings on all sentential anaphors in English TV drama scripts are 

shown in Table 4.22 and Table 4.23 and in terms of the givenness (i.e., new vs. old 

information). 

For English, I gained the result of nominal vs. sentential anaphor that and it by 

hitting that and it in AntConc 3.3.5w oncordance, as shown in Table 4.22. 

 

Table 4.22 The relative frequency of Corpus III for English 

 

As seen in Table 4.22, I gained 145 hits (34.5%) of the nominal anaphor that and 68 hits 

(16.2%) of the sentential anaphor that. On the other hand, I gained 271 hits (49.5%) of 

the nominal anaphor it and 32 hits (5.8%) of the sentential anaphor it. Out of these 

   Frequency & type 

 

Form 

Frequency Total 

Nominal Sentential Other 

that  145 (34.5%) 68 (16.2%) 207 (49.3%) 420 (100%) 

it 271 (49.5%) 32 (5.8%) 245 (44.7%) 548 (100%) 
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results, I analyzed the sentential anaphors by the givenness of information (i.e., new vs. 

old information) and by the width of reference (i.e., narrow vs. wide reference) with 

concordances, concordance plots and file views in AntConc 3.3.5w. 

The relative frequencies of the sentential anaphor that for new information and 

those of the sentential anaphor it for old information are shown in Table 4.23.  

 

Table 4.23 The relative frequency of new (that) vs. old (it) information in English 

 

As seen in Table 4.23, I gained 41 occurrences (60.3% out of 68 hits) of the sentential 

anaphor that for new information, while I gained 23 occurrences (71.9% out of 32 hits) of 

the sentential anaphor it for old information in English. There was no occurrence of that 

for old information and of it for new information.  

In a Pearson’s Chi-square test, the given probabilities for the relative frequencies 

between two categorical variables: each condition in the givenness and the form of the 

sentential anaphor (i.e., new/old and that/it) were statistically significant (df=3, 

x2
=74.13, p<.001***).  

                                                 
40 The rest of the total number of that, 21, is the relative frequency for narrow reference of that, 

while the rest of the total number of it, 9, is the relative frequency for wide reference of it. See 

Section 4.4.2.  

              Frequency & forms 

 

Condition 

Frequency (n (%)) 

English sentential anaphors (total n of each form) 

that (68)
40

 it (32) 

Givenness New 41 (60.3%)  0  

Old 0  23 (71.9%)  
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4.4.1.2 In Korean 

Second, the findings on all sentential anaphors in Korean TV drama scripts are 

shown in Table 4.24 and Table 4.25 and in terms of the givenness (i.e., new vs. old 

information). 

For Korean, I gained the result of nominal vs. sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ and 

ku-len ‘it’ by hitting ku-ken and ku-len
41

 in AntConc 3.3.5w oncordance, as shown in 

Table 4.24. 

 

Table 4.24 The relative frequency of Corpus III for Korean 

 

As seen in Table 4.24, I gained 24 hits (40.7%) of the nominal anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ and 

33 hits (55.9%) of the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’. On the other hand, I gained 4 hits 

(2.8%) of the nominal anaphor ku-len ‘it’ and 28 hits (19.7%) of the sentential anaphor 

ku-len ‘it’.  

Out of these results, I analyzed the sentential anaphors by the givenness of 

information (i.e., new vs. old information) and by the width of reference (i.e., narrow vs. 

wide reference) with concordances, concordance plots and file views in AntConc 3.3.5w. 

                                                 
41 In fact, the representative base form of the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ includes the hitting 

of ku-ke, ku-kes, and ku-ken ‘that’, i.e., ku-ke(s/n), while that of ku-len ‘it’ includes the hitting of 

ku-len, ku-len-ke, ku-len-kes, and ku-len-ken ‘it’, i.e., ku-len(ke/kes/ken) in AntConc.  

   Frequency & type 

 

Form 

Frequency Total 

Nominal Sentential Other 

ku-ken ‘that’ 24 (40.7%) 33 (55.9%) 2 (3.4%) 59 (100%) 

ku-len ‘it’ 4 (2.8%) 28 (19.7%) 110 (77.5%) 142 (100%) 
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The relative frequencies of the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ for new 

information and those of the sentential anaphor ku-len ‘it’ for old information are shown 

in Table 4.25.  

 

Table 4.25 The relative frequency of new (ku-ken) vs. old (ku-len) information in Korean 

 

As seen in Table 4.25, I gained 12 occurrences (36.4% out of 33 hits) of the sentential 

anaphor kuken ‘that’ for new information, while I gained 11 occurrences (39.3% out of 

28 hits) of the sentential anaphor kulen ‘it’ for old information in Korean. There was no 

occurrence of kuken ‘that’ for old information and of kulen ‘it’ for new information.  

In a Pearson’s Chi-square test, the given probabilities for the relative frequencies 

between two categorical variables: each condition in the givenness and the form of the 

sentential anaphor (i.e., new/old and kuken/kulen) were statistically significant (df=3, 

x2
=23.09, p<.001***).  

4.4.1.3 Section Summary 

The relative frequencies of the sentential anaphors in English and Korean in terms 

of the givenness of information (i.e., new vs. old information) and the relevant Chi-

square test results are summarized in Table 4.26, Figure 4.15, and Table 4.27. 

              Frequency & forms 

 

Condition  

Frequency (n (%)) 

Korean sentential anaphors (total n of each form) 

ku-ken‘that’ (33) ku-len‘it’ (28) 

Givenness New 12 (36.4%) 0  

Old 0  11 (39.3%) 
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Table 4.26 The summary of Corpus III (the givenness of information) in English and 

Korean 

              Frequency & forms 

 

 

 

Condition 

Frequency (n (%)) 

Sentential anaphors (total n of each form) 

English Korean 

that (68) it (32) ku-ken‘that’ 

(33) 

ku-len‘it’ 

(28) 

Givenness New 41 (60.3%)  0 12 (36.4%) 0 

Old 0  23 (71.9%) 0 11 (39.3%) 

 

 

 
Figure 4.15 The summary of Corpus III (the givenness of information) in English and 

Korean 
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As seen in Table 4.26 and Figure 4.15, for Corpus III (the givenness of information), new 

information is referred to by that in English and ku-ken ‘that’ in Korean, whereas old 

information is referred to by it in English and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean. 

 

Table 4.27 The summary of the Chi-square test results of Corpus III (the givenness of 

information) in English and Korean 

 

In the Chi-square test for Corpus III, the given probabilities for the frequencies between 

two categorical variables (i.e., the givenness of information and the discourse anaphoric 

forms) were all statistically significant, which indicates that there is a marked difference 

between English and Korean in terms of the givenness of information. 

4.4.2 Narrow vs. Wide Reference 

4.4.2.1 In English 

First, the findings on all sentential anaphors in English TV drama scripts are 

shown in Table 4.33 in terms of the width of reference (i.e., narrow vs. wide reference). 

The relative frequencies of the sentential anaphor that for narrow reference and 

those of the sentential anaphor it for wide reference are shown in Table 4.28.  

 

 

Language & chi-square test 

 

Condition  

Language Pearson’s Chi-square test results 

each condition vs. all forms in each language 

Givenness 

(new vs. old) 

English df=3, x2=74.13, p<.001*** (significant) 

Korean df=3, x2=23.09, p<.001*** (significant) 
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Table 4.28 The relative frequency of narrow (that) vs. wide (it) reference in English 

              Frequency & forms 

 

Condition 

Frequency (n (%)) 

English sentential anaphors (total n of each form) 

that (68)
42

 it (32) 

Width Narrow 27 (39.7%)  0  

Wide 0  9 (28.1%)  

 

As seen in Table 4.28, I gained 27 occurrences (39.7% out of 68 hits) of the sentential 

anaphor that for narrow reference, while I gained 9 occurrences (28.1% out of 32 hits) of 

the sentential anaphor it for wide reference in English. There was no occurrence of that 

for wide reference and of it for narrow reference.  

In a Pearson’s Chi-square test, the given probabilities for the relative frequencies 

between two categorical variables: each condition in the width and the form of the 

sentential anaphor (i.e., narrow/wide and that/it) were statistically significant (df=3, x 

2
=54, p<.001***).  

4.4.2.2 In Korean 

Second, the findings on all sentential anaphors in Korean TV drama scripts are 

shown in Table 4.33 in terms of the width of reference (i.e., narrow vs. wide reference). 

The relative frequencies of the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ for narrow 

reference and those of the sentential anaphor ku-len ‘it’ for wide reference are shown in 

Table 4.29.  

 

                                                 
42 The rest of the total number of that, 41, is the relative frequency for new information of that, 

while the rest of the total number of it, 23, is the relative frequency for old information of it. See 

Section 4.4.1. 
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Table 4.29 The relative frequency of narrow (ku-ken) vs. wide (ku-len) reference in 

Korean 

              Frequency & forms 

 

Condition 

Frequency (n (%)) 

Korean sentential anaphors (total n of each form) 

ku-ken ‘that’ (33) ku-len ‘it’ (28) 

Width Narrow 21 (63.6%) 0  

Wide 0  17 (60.7%) 

 

As seen in Table 4.29, I gained 21 occurrences (63.6% out of 68 hits) of the sentential 

anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ for narrow reference, while I gained 17 occurrences (60.7% out of 

28 hits) of the sentential anaphor ku-len ‘it’ for wide reference in Korean. There was no 

occurrence of ku-ken ‘that’ for wide reference and of ku-len ‘it’ for narrow reference.  

In a Pearson’s Chi-square test, the given probabilities for the relative frequencies 

between two categorical variables: each condition in the width and the form of the 

sentential anaphor (i.e., narrow/wide and kuken/kulen) were statistically significant (df=3, 

x2
=38.84, p<.001***).  

4.4.2.3 Section Summary 

The relative frequencies of the sentential anaphors in English and Korean in terms 

of the width of reference (i.e., narrow vs. wide reference) relevant Chi-square test results 

are summarized in Table 4.30, Figure 4.16, and Table 4.31. 
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Table 4.30 The summary of Corpus III (the width of reference) in English and Korean 

              Frequency & forms 

 

 

 

Condition 

Frequency (n (%)) 

Sentential anaphors (total n of each form) 

English Korean 

that (68) it (32) ku-ken‘that’ 

(33) 

ku-len‘it’ 

(28) 

Width Narrow 27 (39.7%) 0 21 (63.6%) 0 

Wide 0  9 (28.1%) 0 17 (60.7%) 

 

 
Figure 4.16 The summary of Corpus III (the width of reference) in English and Korean 

 

As seen in Table 4.30 and Figure 4.16, for Corpus III (the width of reference), narrow 

reference is referred to by that in English and ku-ken ‘that’ in Korean, whereas wide 

reference is referred to by it in English and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean. 
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Table 4.31 The summary of the Chi-square test results of Corpus III (the width of 

reference) in English and Korean 
   Language & chi-square test 
 

Condition 

Language Pearson’s Chi-square test results 

each condition vs. all forms in each language 

Width 

(narrow vs. wide) 

English df=3, x 2=54, p<.001*** (significant) 

Korean df=3, x2=38.84, p<.001*** (significant) 

 

In the Chi-square test for Corpus III, the given probabilities for the frequencies between 

two categorical variables (i.e., the width of reference and the discourse anaphoric forms) 

were all statistically significant, which indicates that there is a marked difference between 

English and Korean in terms of the width of reference. 

4.5 Chapter Summary 

4.5.1 Corpus I and II: Discourse Anaphoric Patterns in English and Korean 

The results of Corpus I (by order of mention) and Corpus II (by paragraph) for 

discourse anaphoric patterns in English and Korean analyzed in Section 4.1 and Section 

4.2 are summarized by mention types, languages, anaphoric forms, frequencies, and Chi-

square test results in Table 4.32 and Table 4.33. 
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Table 4.32 Summary of Corpus I and II for English and Korean 

Mention 

type 

Language Form Total 

FN SN Pro GN LP Zero 

1
st
M English 98 0 2 0 0 0 100 

Korean 100 0 0 0 0 0 100 

2
nd

M English 0 33 64 0 3 0 100 

Korean 72 14 9 0 1 4 100 

3
rd

M English 3 31 60 0 6 0 100 

Korean 75 15 5 0 1 4 100 

1
st
P English 98 0 2 0 0 0 100 

Korean 100 0 0 0 0 0 100 

2
nd

P English 1 80 15 0 4 0 100 

Korean 82 12 5 0 1 0 100 

3
rd

P English 3 76 19 0 2 0 100 

Korean 74 16 8 0 2 0 100 

 

As seen in Table 4.32, in Corpus I (discourse anaphoric patterns by order of mention), for 

the first mention, both the English and Korean corpus predominantly contain full names. 

For the second mention, the English corpus mainly contains pronouns and surnames, 

while the Korean corpus predominantly contains full names. For the third mention, the 
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English corpus mainly contains pronouns and surnames, while the Korean corpus 

predominantly contains full names.  

In Corpus II (discourse anaphoric patterns by paragraph), for the first paragraph, 

both the English and Korean corpus predominantly contain full names. For the second 

paragraph, the English corpus mainly contains surnames and pronouns, while the Korean 

corpus predominantly contains full names. For the third paragraph, the English corpus 

mainly contains surnames and pronouns, while the Korean corpus predominantly 

contains full names. 

 

Table 4.33 Summary of Chi-square test results for Corpus I and II for English and Korean 
Mention 

Type 

Language Pearson’s Chi-square test results 

each mention type vs. three forms 

in each language 

each mention type vs. three forms 

in both languages 

1
st
M English df=1, x2

=92.16, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

NA 

Korean NA 

2ndM English df=1, x 2=9.91, p=.01** 

(significant) 

df=2, x 2=121.11, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

Korean df=2, x2=77.45, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

3rdM English df=2, x2=51.85, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

df=2, x 2=118.56, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

Korean df=2, x2=90.53, p<.001*** 

(significant) 
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Table 4.33 – Continued 

 
Mention 

Type 

Language Pearson’s Chi-square test results 

each mention type vs. three forms 

in each language 

each mention type vs. three forms 

in both languages 

1stP English df=1, x2=92.16, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

NA 

Korean NA 

2ndP English df=2, x 2=111.06, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

df=2, x 2=134.29, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

Korean df=2, x2=109.88, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

3rdP English df=2, x2=90.14,  p<.001*** 

(significant) 

df=2, x 2=109.08, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

Korean df=2, x2=79.43, p<.001*** 

(significant) 

 

In the Pearson’s Chi-square test, the given probabilities for the frequencies between two 

categorical variables in Corpus I (i.e., the order of mention and the three discourse 

anaphoric forms, i.e., FN, SN, and Pro) and Corpus II (i.e., the order of paragraph and the 

three discourse anaphoric forms, i.e., FN, SN, and Pro) were all statistically significant 

except for the first mention/paragraph in the Korean corpus.  

Thus, the results of Chi-square tests indicate that there is a marked difference in 

terms of the distribution of three forms depending on the order of mention and on the 

paragraph, particularly on the second and the third mention/paragraph in the English 
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corpus, while the same is not true for the Korean corpus because of the use of FNs 

regardless of order of mention of the referent and placement of the paragraph.  

4.5.2 Corpus III: Sentential Anaphors in English and Korean 

The results of Corpus III for sentential anaphors in English and Korean analyzed 

in Section 4.4 are summarized by referential properties, languages, anaphoric forms, 

frequencies, and Chi-square test results in Table 4.34 and Table 4.35. 

 

Table 4.34 The summary of Corpus III for English and Korean 

              Frequency & forms 

 

Condition 

Frequency (n (%)) 

English Korean 

that it ku-ken ‘that’ ku-len ‘it’ 

Givenness New 41 (60.3%) 0  12 (36.4%) 0  

Old 0  23 (71.9%) 0  11 (39.3%) 

Width Narrow 27 (39.7%) 0  21 (63.6%) 0  

Wide 0  9 (28.1%) 0  17 (60.7%) 

Total 68 (100%) 32 (100%) 33 (100%) 28 (100%) 

 

As seen in Table 4.34, for Corpus III, new information is referred to by that in English 

and ku-ken ‘that’ in Korean, whereas old information is referred to by it in English and 

ku-len ‘it’ in Korean. On the other hand, narrow reference is referred to by that in English 

and ku-ken ‘that’ in Korean, whereas wide reference is referred to by it in English and ku-

len ‘it’ in Korean. 
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Table 4.35 The summary of Chi-square test results for Corpus III for English and Korean 
Language & chi-square test 

 

Condition 

Language Pearson’s Chi-square test results 

each condition vs. all forms in each language 

Givenness 

(new vs. old) 

English df=3, x2=74.13, p<.001*** (significant) 

Korean df=3, x2=23.09, p<.001*** (significant) 

Width 

(narrow vs. wide) 

English df=3, x 2=54, p<.001*** (significant) 

Korean df=3, x2=38.84, p<.001*** (significant) 

 

In the Pearson’s Chi-square test, the given probabilities for the frequencies between two 

categorical variables in the first part of Corpus III (i.e., the givenness of information and 

the discourse anaphoric forms) and in the second part of Corpus III (i.e., the width of 

reference and the discourse anaphoric forms) were all statistically significant, which 

indicates that there is a marked difference between English and Korean in terms of the 

givenness and the width.  

Now let us consider the findings of the survey results in English and Korean in 

the following chapter. 
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Chapter 5  

Results and Analysis: Survey 

This chapter analyzes the survey data collected and encoded via the survey 

questionnaire in order to explore the natural selection of discourse anaphors by language 

users. The samples in the questionnaire were selected from news articles in English and 

Korean. The survey results coded every single observation in MS Excels Files sorted in 

terms of discourse anaphors by the order of mention (Section B), discourse anaphors by 

the paragraph (Section C), and the properties of sentential anaphors (Section D), and the 

converted CSV files were run in RStudio for the mean values and the statistical analysis. 

This chapter lays out the results of the surveys in the following sections: Section 5.1 

analyzes discourse anaphoric patterns by order of mention (5.1.1 for English; 5.1.2 for 

Korean) in terms of the first-, the second-, the third mentions, the interactions between 

variables (5.1.3), and section summary (5.1.4); Section 5.2 analyzes discourse anaphoric 

patterns by paragraph (5.2.1 for English; 5.2.2 for Korean) in terms of the first-, the 

second-, the third paragraph, the interactions between variables (5.2.3), and section 

summary (5.2.4); Section 5.3 analyzes sentential anaphors in two referential respects: by 

new vs. old information (5.3.1) (5.3.1.1 for English; 5.3.1.2 for Korean; 5.3.1.3 for 

summary), by narrow vs. wide reference (5.3.2) (5.3.2.1 for English; 5.32.2 for Korean; 

5.3.2.3 for summary), and the interactions between variables (5.3.3); Section 5.4 

summarizes this chapter in terms of two discourse anaphoric patterns (5.4.1) and 

sentential anaphors (5.4.2) in two languages. 
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5.1 Section B: Discourse Anaphoric Patterns by Order of Mention 

5.1.1 By Order of Mention in English 

The findings on mean values of all degrees of participants’ acceptability for all 

types of discourse anaphors referring to public figures in English news articles are 

correspondingly shown in Table 5.1 through Table 5.3  and Figure 5.1 through Figure 5.3 

in terms of  the first-, the second-, and the third mentions.  

 5.1.1.1 The First Mentions 

First, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

referring expressions referring to public figures in the first mentions are shown in Table 

5.1 and Figure 5.1.  

 

Table 5.1 The mean values of participant acceptability for the first mentions in English 

 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q1_1st M English  high (B1 & B4) 5.00
43

 2.9 1.675 2.125 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.95 2.725 1.675 2.05 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 5.00 2.475 1.45 1.85 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
43 The number in red color represents the highest mean value, while the number in blue color 

represents the next one in the dissertation. 



 

138 

 

 
Figure 5.1 The mean values of participant acceptability for the first mentions in English 

 

The red column in Table 5.1 and the blue line in Figure 5.1 show that regardless of 

degree of famousness, the degree of acceptability for full names in the first mentions 

(high, M=5; mid-high, M=4.9; mid-low, M=5) are predominantly higher than that for 

other forms of referring expressions such as surnames (high, M=2.9; mid-high, M=2.725; 

mid-low, M=2.475), pronouns (high, M=1.675; mid-high, M=1.675; mid-low, M=1.45) 

and given names (high, M=2.125; mid-high, M=2.05; mid-low, M=1.85).  

This finding conforms to Ariel’s (1991, 1994, 2008, 2010) AH and Lee (2010) in 

that the first mentions are all referred to by the most discontinuous linguistic form, 

among other various constructions, where full name is the highest and the full name (plus 

modifier) is the lowest accessible marker.  
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For the first mentions, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (34). 

 

(34) a. TT + SN (45) Mr. Jeter 

 b. NP (4)  the athlete, the singer 

 c. TT + FN (2)  Ms. Ann Beattie 

 

As seen in (34), surnames with titles (45) were mainly written in by the participants; but 

definite noun phrases (4) and full names with titles (2) were also observed.  

5.1.1.2 The Second Mentions 

Second, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

discourse anaphors referring back to public figures in the second mentions are shown in 

Table 5.2 and Figure 5.2. 

 

Table 5.2 The mean values of participant acceptability for the second mentions in English 

 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q2_2nd M English  high (B1 & B4) 2.775 4.6 4.475 3.7 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 2.925 4.275 4.35 3.725 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 2.9 4.525 4.225 2.925 
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Figure 5.2 The mean values of participant acceptability for the second mentions in 

English 

 

Table 5.2 and Figure 5.2 show that the degree of acceptability for surnames (high, 

M=4.6; mid-high, M=4.275; mid-low, M=4.525) and pronouns (high, M=4.475; mid-

high, M=4.35; mid-low, M=4.225) in the second mentions are relatively higher than that 

for other forms of referring expressions such as given names (high, M=3.7; mid-high, 

M=3.925; mid-low, M=2.925) and full names (high, M=2.775; mid-high, M=2.925; mid-

low, M=2.9).  

This finding also conforms to Ariel’s AH and Lee (2010) in that the most 

accessible referent is referred to by the most accessible forms such as pronouns and 

surnames in English. In fact, pronouns were predominantly retrieved for the second 

mentions in Corpus I (Section 4.1.1) in terms of the distribution and the acceptability rate 

between surnames and pronouns for the second mentions are very close; however, that of 

surnames is relatively higher than that of pronouns in the survey. In addition, the 
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acceptability rate of full names for the second mentions is predominantly lower than that 

of full names in the first mentions.  

For the second mentions, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (35). 

 

(35) a. TT + SN (41) Mr. Jobs 

 b. NP (8)  the athlete, the singer, the comedian 

 

As seen in (35), surnames with titles (41) were mainly written in by the participants; 

definite noun phrases (8) were also observed.  

5.1.1.3 The Third Mentions 

Third, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

referring expressions referring back to public figures in the third mentions are shown in 

Table 5.3 and Figure 5.3.  

 

Table 5.3 The mean values of participant acceptability for the third mentions in English 

 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q3_3rd M English  high (B1 & B4) 2.85 4.35 4.25 3.75 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 3.075 4.475 4.35 3.75 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 2.65 4.3 4.3 3.35 



 

142 

 

 
Figure 5.3 The mean values of participant acceptability for the third mentions in English 

 

As seen in Table 5.3 and Figure 5.3, the mean values of surnames and pronouns for the 

third mentions shows similar mean values in the second mentions in terms of degree of 

acceptability. In particular, the degree of acceptability for surnames (high, M=4.35; mid-

high, M=4.475; mid-low, M=4.3) and pronouns (high, M=4.25; mid-high, M=4.35; mid-

low, M=4.3) in the third mentions are relatively higher than that for other forms of 

referring expressions such as given names (high, M=3.75; mid-high, M=3.75; mid-low, 

M=3.35) and full names (high, M=2.85; mid-high, M=3.075; mid-low, M=2.65).  

This finding also conforms to Ariel’s AH and Lee (2010) in that the most 

accessible referent is referred to by the most accessible forms such as pronouns and 

surnames in English. Like in the second mentions in the survey, pronouns were 

predominantly retrieved for the second mentions in Corpus I (Section 4.1.1) in terms of 

the distribution and the acceptability rate between surnames and pronouns for the second 

mentions are very close; in fact, that of surnames is relatively higher than that of 
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pronouns in the survey. Again, the acceptability rate of full names for the third mentions 

is predominantly lower than that of full names in the first mentions.  

For the third mentions, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (36). 

 

(36) a. TT + SN (40) Ms. Jones, Ms. Beattie 

 b. NP (6)  the CEO, the innovator, the comedian 

 

As seen in (36), surnames with titles (40) were mainly written in by the participants; 

definite noun phrases (6) were also observed.  

5.1.2 By Order of Mention in Korean 

The findings on mean values of all degrees of participants’ acceptability for all 

types of discourse anaphors referring to public figures in Korean news articles are 

correspondingly shown in Table 5.4 through Table 5.6  and Figure 5.4 through Figure 5.6 

in terms of  the first-, the second-, and the third mentions.  

5.1.2.1 The First Mentions 

First, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

referring expressions referring to public figures in the first mentions are shown in Table 

5.4 and Figure 5.4.  
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Table 5.4 The mean values of participant acceptability for the first mentions in Korean 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q1_1st M Korean  high (B1 & B4) 4.95 1.55 1.8 1.475 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.95 1.4 1.65 1.575 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 4.95 1.45 1.45 1.525 

 

 

Figure 5.4 The mean values of participant acceptability for the first mentions in Korean 

 

The red column in Table 5.4 and the blue line in Figure 5.4 show that like the mean 

values for the first mentions in English, the degree of acceptability for full names in the 

first mentions (high, M=4.95; mid-high, M=4.95; mid-low, M=4.95), regardless of degree 

of famousness, are predominantly higher than that for other forms of referring 

expressions such as surnames (high, M=1.55; mid-high, M=1.4; mid-low, M=1.45), 
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pronouns (high, M=1.8; mid-high, M=1.65; mid-low, M=1.45) and given names (high, 

M=1.475; mid-high, M=1.575; mid-low, M=1.525).  In fact, the gap of the mean values 

between full names and other forms in Korean is relatively wider than those in English. 

This finding conforms to Ariel’s AH and Lee (2010) in that the first mentions are 

all referred to by the most discontinuous linguistic form, i.e., full name among other 

various constructions since the full name (plus modifier) is the lowest accessible marker.  

For the first mentions, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (37). 

 

(37) a. TT + FN (+ TT) (21) Park Chan Ho senswu ‘player’ 

 b. SN + TT (4)   Choi ssi ‘Mr.’ 

 c. NN + FN (2)  Korean thukkup Park Chan Ho ‘express’ 

 

As seen in (37), it is noteworthy that full names with titles (21) were mainly written in by 

the participants; surnames with titles (4) and full names with nicknames (2) were also 

observed.  

5.1.2.2 The Second Mentions 

Second, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

discourse anaphors referring back to public figures in the second mentions are shown in 

Table 5.5 and Figure 5.5.  
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Table 5.5 The mean values of participant acceptability for the second mentions in Korean 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q2_2nd M Korean  high (B1 & B4) 4.325 2.025 4.425 1.525 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.575 1.875 3.875 1.775 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 4.3 1.8 3.775 1.45 

 

 

Figure 5.5 The mean values of participant acceptability for the second mentions in Korea 

 

Table 5.5 and Figure 5.5 show that like the second mentions in Corpus I for Korean 

(Section 4.1.2.2), the degree of participants’ acceptability for full names (high, M=4.325; 

mid-high, M=4.575; mid-low, M=4.3) in the second mentions is predominantly higher 

than other forms of discourse anaphors, regardless of the degree of famousness. 

However, unlike Corpus I in terms of the distribution, it is noteworthy that the degree of 
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acceptability for pronouns (high, M=4.425; mid-high, M=3.876; mid-low, M=3.375) in 

the second mentions is also relatively higher than other naming forms such as surnames 

(high, M=2.025; mid-high, M=1.875; mid-low, M=1.8) and given names (high, M=1.525; 

mid-high, M=1.775; mid-low, M=1.45) in terms of the selection.  

This finding would definitely run counter to Lee’s (2010) findings on 

English/Korean political news articles and Ariel’s AH for English, in which the second 

mentions are referred to by more accessible linguistic markers such as pronouns and 

surnames, not by less accessible markers such as full names (cf. Kim 2010a, 2012). 

For the second mentions, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (38). 

 

(38) a. SN + TT (18)  Choi cakka ‘writer’ 

 b. FN + TT (10)  Park Chan Ho senswu ‘player’ 

 c. this + TT (4)  i cakka ‘this writer’ 

 

As seen in (38), surnames with titles (18) were mainly written in by the participants; full 

names with titles (10) and ‘this’ plus titles (4) were also observed. 

5.1.2.3 The Third Mentions 

Third, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

discourse anaphors referring back to public figures in the third mentions are shown in 

Table 5.6 and Figure 5.6.  
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Table 5.6 The mean values of participant acceptability for the third mentions in Korean 

 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q3_3rd M Korean  high (B1 & B4) 4.375 1.975 4.325 1.575 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.475 1.650 3.95 1.75 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 4.4 1.675 3.825 1.4 

 

 

Figure 5.6 The mean values of participant acceptability for the third mentions in Korean 

 

Table 5.6 and Figure 5.6 show that like the second/third mentions in Corpus I for Korean 

(Section 4.1.2.3) and the second mentions in the survey, the degree of participants’ 

acceptability for full names (high, M=4.375; mid-high, M=4.475; mid-low, M=4.4) in the 

third mentions is predominantly higher than other forms of discourse anaphors, regardless 

of the degree of famousness. However, unlike Corpus I in terms of the distribution, it is 
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also noteworthy that the degree of acceptability for pronouns (high, M=4.325; mid-high, 

M=3.95; mid-low, M=3.825) in the second mentions is also relatively higher than other 

naming forms such as surnames (high, M=1.975; mid-high, M=1.650; mid-low, 

M=1.675) and given names (high, M=1.575; mid-high, M=1.75; mid-low, M=1.4) in 

terms of the selection.  

This finding would also definitely run counter to Lee’s (2010) findings on 

English/Korean political news articles and Ariel’s AH for English mentioned in the 

previous section (cf. Kim 2010a, 2012). 

For the third mentions, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (39). 

 

(39) a. FN + TT (15)  Park Chan Ho senswu ‘player’ 

 b. SN + TT (12)  Shin cakka ‘writer’ 

 c. this + TT (4)  i cakka ‘this writer’ 

 

As seen in (39), it is noteworthy that full names with titles (15) were mainly written in by 

the participants; surnames with titles (12) and ‘this’ plus titles (4) were also observed.  

5.1.3 Interactions between Variables 

Now let us consider the interactions between the independent variables (IVs) and 

the dependent variable (DV) in Section B. The results of ANOVA test are shown in Table 

5.7. 
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Table 5.7 The results of ANOVA test for Section B 

Response: rating ~ Sum 

Sq 

Df F value Pr(>F) 

condition 
     Q1_1st Mention 

     Q2_2nd Mention 

     Q3_3rd Mention 

389.5 3 121.6765 < 2.2e-16***44 

famousness 
     high 

     mid-high 

     mid-low 

63.7 2 29.8723 < 1.420e-13*** 

language 
     English 

     Korean 

279.6 1 262.0495 < 2.2e-16*** 

naming form 
     a_Full Name (FN) 

     b_Surname (SN) 

     c_Pronoun (Pro) 

     d_Given Name (GN) 

1266.6 3 395.7049 < 2.2e-16*** 

condition:famousness 118.8 6 18.5570 < 2.2e-16*** 

condition:language 38.9 3 12.1634 < 6.537e-08*** 

famousness:language 3.3 2 1.5512 0.21216 

condition:naming form 1243.2 6 194.1978 < 2.2e-16*** 

famousness:naming form 15.4 6 2.3991 < 0.02576* 

language:naming form 1058.0 3 330.5161 < 2.2e-16*** 

condition:famousness:language 14.0 6 2.1943 < 0.04077* 

condition:famousness:naming form 7.3 12 0.5690 0.86858 

condition:language:naming form 240.0 6 37.4863 < 2.2e-16*** 

famousness:language:naming form 9.5 6 1.4864 0.17862 

condition:famousness:language:naming form 6.9 12 0.5362 0.89241 

Residuals 3245.7 3042   

 

As seen in Table 5.7, concerning each single-factor repeated-measure ANOVA for 

Section B, there are significant main effects for rating (i.e., degree of acceptability). 

Condition (the first-, the second-, the third mention) as the independent variable (IV) 

show a significant main effect on rating as the dependent variable (DV), F(3, 3042) = 

                                                 
44 Significance codes: 0;‘***’ 0.001; ‘**’ 0.01; ‘*’0.05; ‘.’0.1’; ‘ ’ 1 
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121.68, p <.001***. Famousness (high, mid-high, mid-low) as the IV show a significant 

main effect on rating as the DV, F(2, 3042) = 29.87, p<.001***. Language (English, 

Korean) as the IV show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, F(1, 3042) = 

262.05, p<.001***. Naming form (full name, surname, pronoun, given name) as the IV 

show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, F(3, 3042) = 395.7, p<.001***. 

The results of two-factor repeated measure ANOVA in Section B are as follows. 

Condition and famousness as IVs show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, and 

significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(6, 3042) = 18.56, p<.001***. 

Condition and language as IVs show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, and 

significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(3, 3042) = 12.16, p<.001***. 

Condition and naming form as IVs show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, 

and significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(6, 3042) = 194.20, p<.001***. 

Famousness and naming form as IVs show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, 

and significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(6, 3042) = 2.40, p<.05*. 

Language and naming form as IVs show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, 

and significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(3, 3042) = 330.52, p<.001***. 

The results of more than two-factor repeated measure ANOVA in Section B are 

as follows. Condition, famousness, and language as IVs show a significant main effect on 

rating as the DV, and significant interaction between three IVs for rating, F(6, 3042) = 

2.19, p<.05*. Condition, language, and naming form as IVs show a significant main 

effect on rating as the DV, and significant interaction between three IVs for rating, F(6, 

3042) = 37.49, p<.001***. 
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In addition, as seen in more than two-factor repeated measure ANOVA, condition 

other than factors might predict the effects on rating. Thus, this ANOVA needs to be 

broken down into subanalysis ANOVA by condition, i.e., the first-, the second-, and the 

third mention, as shown in Table 5.8. 

 

Table 5.8 The results of subanalysis ANOVA test by condition for Section B 

Response: rating for 1
st
 M ~ Sum Sq Df F value Pr(>F) 

famousness 4.40 2 2.7859 0.06218 

language 42.50 1 53.7984 4.809e-13*** 

naming form 1814.98 3 765.7536 <2.2e-16*** 

famousness:language 0.70 2 0.4443 0.64140 

famousness:naming form 2.52 6 0.5322 0.78405 

language:naming form 63.11 3 26.6276 <2.2e-16*** 

famousness:language:naming form 1.86 6 0.3916 0.88470 

Residuals 739.50 936   

Response: rating for 2
nd

 M ~ Sum Sq Df F value Pr(>F) 

famousness 10.34 2 4.2945 0.01391* 

language 156.01 1 129.5953 <2e-16*** 

naming form 360.06 3 99.6997 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language 0.02 2 0.0078 0.99224 

famousness:naming form 16.24 6 2.2478 0.03685* 

language:naming form 595.73 3 164.9550 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language:naming form 9.06 6 1.2538 0.27634 

Residuals 1126.77 936   

Response: rating for 3
rd

 M ~ Sum Sq Df F value Pr(>F) 

famousness 8.14 2 3.4236 0.0330* 

language 169.18 1 142.3136 <2e-16*** 

naming form 334.81 3 93.8829 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language 1.94 2 0.8158 0.4426 

famousness:naming form 3.89 6 0.5447 0.7743 

language:naming form 639.10 3 179.2079 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language:naming form 5.47 6 0.7667 0.5962 

Residuals 1112.68 936   
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As seen in Table 5.8, the results of subanalysis ANOVA by condition for Section B are as 

follows. For a factor, language and naming form as IVs show a statistically significant 

main effect on rating for each order of mention as the DV. For more than two factors, it is 

worth noting that there is a statistically significant interaction between language and 

naming form as IVs on rating for each order of mention as DVs, i.e., for the first mention, 

F(3, 936) = 26.63, p<.001***; for the second mention, F(3, 936) = 164,96, p<.001***; 

for the third mention, F(3, 936) = 179.21, p<.001***. In addition, famousness as an IV 

shows a statistically significant effect on rating for the second and the third mention as 

DVs.  

5.1.4 Section Summary 

All mean values of degrees of participants’ acceptability for all types of discourse 

anaphors in Section B (i.e., by order of mention) by native speakers of English and 

Korean are summarized in Table 5.9 and Figure 5.7.  
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Table 5.9 Summary of Section B for English and Korean 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q1_1st M English  high (B1 & B4) 5.00
45

 2.9 1.675 2.125 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.95 2.725 1.675 2.05 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 5.00 2.475 1.45 1.85 

Korean  high (B1 & B4) 4.95 1.55 1.8 1.475 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.95 1.4 1.65 1.575 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 4.95 1.45 1.45 1.525 

Q2_2nd M English  high (B1 & B4) 2.775 4.6 4.475 3.7 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 2.925 4.275 4.35 3.725 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 2.9 4.525 4.225 2.925 

Korean  high (B1 & B4) 4.325 2.025 4.425 1.525 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.575 1.875 3.875 1.775 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 4.3 1.8 3.775 1.45 

Q3_3rd M English  high (B1 & B4) 2.85 4.35 4.25 3.75 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 3.075 4.475 4.35 3.75 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 2.65 4.3 4.3 3.35 

Korean  high (B1 & B4) 4.375 1.975 4.325 1.575 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.475 1.650 3.95 1.75 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 4.4 1.675 3.825 1.4 

                                                 
45 The number in red color represents the highest mean value, while the number in blue color 

represents the next one in the dissertation. 
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Figure 5.7 Summary of Section B for English and Korean 

 

As seen in Table 5.9 and Figure 5.7, in Section B (discourse anaphoric patterns by order 

of mention), for the first mention, both English (in blue) and Korean (in red) survey show 

that the mean values of the full names are the highest other than naming forms in terms of 

degree of acceptability. For the second mention, the English survey shows that surnames 

are the most preferred form and surnames are also acceptable, while the Korean survey 

shows that full names are the most preferred form and pronouns are also acceptable. For 

the third mention, the English survey shows that surnames are the most preferred form 

and surnames are also acceptable, while the Korean survey shows that full names are the 

most preferred form and pronouns are also acceptable, like the second mention. 
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5.2 Section C: Discourse Anaphoric Patterns by Paragraph 

5.2.1 By Paragraph in English  

The findings on mean values of all degrees of participants’ acceptability for all 

types of discourse anaphors referring to public figures in English news articles are 

correspondingly shown in Table 5.10 through Table 5.12  and Figure 5.8 through Figure 

5.10 in terms of  the first-, the second-, and the third paragraphs.  

5.2.1.1 The First Paragraphs 

First, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

referring expressions referring to public figures in the first paragraphs are shown in Table 

5.10 and Figure 5.8.  

 

Table 5.10 The mean values of participant acceptability for the first paragraphs in English 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q1_1st P English  high (C1 & C4) 5.00 2.875 1.5 1.95 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.95 2.45 1.525 1.9 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 5.00 2.35 1.425 1.725 
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Figure 5.8 The mean values of participant acceptability for the first paragraphs in English 

 

The red column in Table 5.10 and the blue line in Figure 5.8 show that like the first 

mentions in Section B, the degree of acceptability for full names in the first mentions 

(high, M=5; mid-high, M=4.95; mid-low, M=5), regardless of degree of famousness, are 

predominantly higher than that for other forms of referring expressions such as surnames 

(high, M=2.875; mid-high, M=2.45; mid-low, M=2.35), pronouns (high, M=1.5; mid-

high, M=1.525; mid-low, M=1.425) and given names (high, M=1.95; mid-high, M=1.9; 

mid-low, M=1.725). 

This finding conforms to Ariel’s (1991, 1994, 2008, 2010) AH and Lee (2010) in 

that the first mentions are all referred to by the most discontinuous linguistic form, i.e., 

full name among other various constructions since the full name (plus modifier) is the 

lowest accessible marker.  
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For the first paragraphs, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (40). 

 

(40) a. TT + SN (41) Mr. Leno 

 b. NP (6)  the comedian, the writer 

 c. TT + FN (5)  Mr. Derek Jeter, Mr. Steve Jobs 

 

As seen in (40), surnames with titles (41) were mainly written in by the participants; 

definite noun phrases (6) and full names with titles (5) were also observed.  

5.2.2.2 The Second Paragraphs 

Second, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

discourse anaphors referring back to public figures in the second paragraphs are shown in 

Table 5.11 and Figure 5.9.  

 

Table 5.11 The mean values of participant acceptability for the second paragraphs in 

English 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q2_2nd P English  high (C1 & C4) 3.225 4.75 3.625 3.425 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 3.225 4.35 3.9 3.05 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 3.175 4.45 3.7 2.875 
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Figure 5.9 The mean values of participant acceptability for the second paragraphs in 

English 

 

Table 5.12 and Figure 5.9 show that unlike the second mentions in Section B, the degree 

of acceptability for surnames (high, M=4.75; mid-high, M=4.35; mid-low, M=4.45) in 

the second paragraphs are relatively higher than and that for pronouns (high, M=3.625; 

mid-high, M=3.9; mid-low, M=3.7), which is the similar distribution for the second 

paragraphs in Corpus II (Section 4.2.1.2). However, the mean values of pronouns are still 

higher than other discourse anaphoric forms such as full names (high, M=3.225; mid-

high, M=3.225; mid-low, M=3.175) and given names (high, M=3.425; mid-high, 

M=3.05; mid-low, M=2.875). In addition, the mean values of full names in the second 

paragraphs are relatively higher than those of full names in the second mentions in 

Section B. Like the second mentions in Section B, this finding also conforms to Ariel’s 
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AH and Lee (2010) in that the most accessible referent is referred to by the most 

accessible forms such as pronouns and surnames in English. 

For the second paragraphs, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (41). 

 

(41) a. TT + SN (41) Mr. Galassi 

 b. NP (9)  the comedian, the writer 

 

As seen in (41), surnames with titles (41) were mainly written in by the participants; 

definite noun phrases (9) were also observed.  

5.2.3.3 The Third Paragraphs 

Third, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

referring expressions referring back to public figures in the third paragraphs are shown in 

Table 5.12 and Figure 5.10.  

 

Table 5.12 The mean values of participant acceptability for the third paragraphs in 

English 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q3_3rd P English  high (C1 & C4) 3.2 4.6 4.1 3.4 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 3.5 4.3 3.95 3.425 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 3.125 4.6 3.6 3.025 
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Figure 5.10 The mean values of participant acceptability for the third paragraphs in 

English 

 

Table 5.12 and Figure 5.10 show that like the second paragraphs, the degree of 

acceptability for surnames (high, M=4.6; mid-high, M=4.3; mid-low, M=4.6) in the third 

paragraphs are relatively higher than and that for pronouns (high, M=4.1; mid-high, 

M=3.95; mid-low, M=3.6), which is also the similar distribution for the third paragraphs 

in Corpus II (Section 4.2.1.3). However, the mean values of pronouns are still higher than 

other discourse anaphoric forms such as full names (high, M=3.2; mid-high, M=3.5; mid-

low, M=3.125) and given names (high, M=3.4; mid-high, M=3.425; mid-low, M=3.025). 

In addition, the mean values of full names in the third paragraphs are also relatively 

higher than those of full names in the third mentions in Section B. Like the third 

mentions in Section B and the second paragraphs in Section C, this finding also conforms 
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to Ariel’s AH and Lee (2010) in that the most accessible referent is referred to by the 

most accessible forms such as pronouns and surnames in English. 

For the third paragraphs, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (42). 

 

(42) a. TT + SN (43) Mr. Galassi, Ms. Beattie 

 b. NP (5)  the singer, the comedian 

 

As seen in (42), surnames with titles (43) were mainly written in by the participants; 

definite noun phrases (5) were also observed.  

5.2.2 By Paragraph in Korean  

The findings on mean values of all degrees of participants’ acceptability for all 

types of discourse anaphors referring to public figures in Korean news articles are 

correspondingly shown in Table 5.13 through Table 5.15 and Figure 5.11 through Figure 

5.13 in terms of  the first-, the second-, and the third paragraphs. 

5.2.2.1 The First Paragraphs 

First, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

referring expressions referring to public figures in the first paragraphs are shown in Table 

5.13 and Figure 5.11.  
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Table 5.13 The mean values of participant acceptability for the first paragraphs in Korean 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q1_1st P Korean  high (C1 & C4) 4.975 1.4 1.475 1.35 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.975 1.375 1.35 1.375 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 5 1.425 1.3 1.45 

 

 
Figure 5.11 The mean values of participant acceptability for the first paragraphs in 

Korean 

 

The red column in Table 5.13 and the blue line in Figure 5.11 show that like the mean 

values for the first mentions in English, the degree of acceptability for full names in the 

first mentions (high, M=4.975; mid-high, M=4.975; mid-low, M=5), regardless of degree 

of famousness, are predominantly higher than that for other forms of referring 

expressions such as surnames (high, M=1.4; mid-high, M=1.375; mid-low, M=1.425), 
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pronouns (high, M=1.475; mid-high, M=1.35; mid-low, M=1.3) and given names (high, 

M=1.35; mid-high, M=1.375; mid-low, M=1.45).  In fact, the gap of the mean values 

between full names and other forms in Korean is also relatively wider than those in 

English.  

This finding conforms to Ariel’s AH and Lee (2010) in that the first mentions are 

all referred to by the most discontinuous linguistic form, i.e., full name among other 

various constructions since the full name (plus modifier) is the lowest accessible marker.  

For the first paragraphs, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (43). 

 

(43) a. TT + FN (20)  cakka Shin Kyung Sook ‘writer’ 

 b. SN + TT (6)   Ahn ssi ‘Mr.’ 

 c. NN + FN (2)  Korean thukkup Park Chan Ho ‘express’ 

 

As seen in (43), it is noteworthy that full names with titles (20) were mainly written in by 

the participants; surnames with titles (6) and full names with nicknames (2) were also 

observed.  

 

5.2.2.2 The Second Paragraphs 

Second, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

discourse anaphors referring back to public figures in the second paragraphs are shown in 

Table 5.14 and Figure 5.12.  
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Table 5.14 The mean values of participant acceptability for the second paragraphs in 

Korean 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q2_2nd P Korean  high (C1 & C4) 4.575 1.9 4.25 1.325 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.55 1.825 3.9 1.6 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 4.35 1.85 3.875 1.325 

 

 
Figure 5.12 The mean values of participant acceptability for the second paragraphs in 

Korean 

 

Table 5.14 and Figure 5.12 show that like the second mentions in Corpus II for Korean 

(Section 4.2.2.2), the degree of participants’ acceptability for full names (high, M=4.575; 

mid-high, M=4.55; mid-low, M=4.35) in the second paragraphs is predominantly higher 

than other forms of discourse anaphors, regardless of the degree of famousness. 
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However, unlike Corpus II in terms of the distribution, it is noteworthy that the degree of 

acceptability for pronouns (high, M=4.25; mid-high, M=3.9; mid-low, M=3.875) in the 

second paragraphs is also relatively higher than other naming forms such as surnames 

(high, M=1.9; mid-high, M=1.825; mid-low, M=1.85) and given names (high, M=1.325; 

mid-high, M=1.6; mid-low, M=1.325) in terms of the selection.  

This finding would definitely run counter to Lee’s (2010) findings on 

English/Korean political news articles and Ariel’s AH for English, in which the 

subsequent mentions are referred to by the more accessible linguistic markers such as 

pronouns and surnames, not by the less accessible markers such as full names (Kim 

2010a, 2012). 

For the second paragraphs, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (44). 

 

(44) a. SN + TT (19)  Choi cakka ‘writer’ 

 b. FN + TT (13)  soselka Choi In Ho ‘novelist’ 

 c. this + TT (4)  i cakka ‘this writer’ 

 

As seen in (44), like the second mentions, surnames with titles (19) were mainly written 

in; full names with titles (13) and ‘this’ plus titles (4) were also observed. 

5.2.2.3 The Third Paragraphs 

Third, the mean values of all degrees of participant acceptability for all types of 

discourse anaphors referring back to public figures in the third paragraphs are shown in 

Table 5.15 and Figure 5.13. 
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Table 5.15 The mean values of participant acceptability for the third paragraphs in 

Korean 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q3_3rd P Korean  high (C1 & C4) 4.5 1.85 4.175 1.45 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.5 1.875 3.725 1.65 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 4.45 1.775 3.85 1.325 

 

 

 
Figure 5.13 The mean values of participant acceptability for the third paragraphs in 

Korean 

 

Table 5.15 and Figure 5.13 show that like the second/third mentions in Corpus II for 

Korean (Section 4.2.2.3) and the second mentions/paragraphs in the survey, the degree of 

participants’ acceptability for full names (high, M=4.5; mid-high, M=4.5; mid-low, 

M=4.45) in the third paragraphs is predominantly higher than other forms of discourse 
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anaphors, regardless of the degree of famousness. However, unlike Corpus II in terms of 

the distribution, it is also noteworthy that the degree of acceptability for pronouns (high, 

M=4.175; mid-high, M=3.725; mid-low, M=3.85) in the third paragraphs is also 

relatively higher than other naming forms such as surnames (high, M=1.85; mid-high, 

M=1.765; mid-low, M=1.775) and given names (high, M=1.45; mid-high, M=1.65; mid-

low, M=1.325) in terms of the selection.  

This finding would also definitely run counter to Lee’s (2010) findings on 

English/Korean political news articles and Ariel’s AH for English mentioned in the 

previous section (Kim 2010a, 2012). 

For the third paragraphs, naming forms other than those suggested in the survey 

questionnaire were observed in terms of the structural constructions (frequency) and the 

examples, as shown in (45). 

 

(45) a. FN + TT (17)  Park Chan Ho senswu ‘player’ 

 b. SN + TT (14)  Choi cakka ‘writer’ 

 c. this + TT (4)  i cakka ‘this writer’ 

 

As seen in (45), like the third mentions, full names with titles (17) were mainly written in 

by the participants; surnames with titles (14) and ‘this’ plus titles (4) were also observed.  

5.2.3 Interactions between Variables 

Now let us consider the interactions between the independent variables (IVs) and 

the dependent variable (DV) in Section C. The results of ANOVA test are shown in Table 

5.16. 
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Table 5.16 The results of ANOVA test for Section C 

Response: rating ~ Sum 

Sq 

Df F value Pr(>F) 

condition 
     Q1_1st Paragraph 

     Q2_2nd Paragraph 

     Q3_3rd Paragraph 

441.1 3 137.6227 < 2.2e-16***46 

famousness 
     high 

     mid-high 

     mid-low 

46.8 2 21.7567 < 4.151e-10*** 

language 
     English 

     Korean 

243.2 1 226.0499 < 2.2e-16*** 

naming form 
     a_Full Name (FN) 

     b_Surname (SN) 

     c_Pronoun (Pro) 

     d_Given Name (GN) 

1731.9 3 536.7050 < 2.2e-16*** 

condition:famousness 109.6 6 16.9758 < 2.2e-16*** 

condition:language 22.4 3 6.9306 < 0.0001201*** 

famousness:language 4.3 2 1.9794 0.1383308 

condition:naming form 1057.1 6 163.7945 < 2.2e-16*** 

famousness:naming form 7.1 6 1.0997 0.3599119 

language:naming form 979.3 3 303.4816 < 2.2e-16*** 

condition:famousness:langauge 12.8 6 1.9789 0.0652170. 

condition:famousness:naming form 6.3 12 0.4872 0.9234610 

condition:language:naming form 205.8 6 31.8850 < 2.2e-16*** 

famousness:language:naming form 11.3 6 1.7470 0.1061772 

condition:famousness:language:naming form 7.5 12 0.5841 0.8567756 

Residuals 3272.2 3042   

 

As seen in Table 5.16, concerning each single-factor repeated-measure ANOVA for 

Section C, there are significant main effects for rating (i.e., degree of acceptability). 

Condition (the first-, the second-, the third mention) as the independent variable (IV) 

show a significant main effect on rating as the dependent variable (DV), F(3, 3042) = 

137.62, p <.001***. Famousness (high, mid-high, mid-low) as the IV show a significant 

                                                 
46 Significance codes: 0;‘***’ 0.001; ‘**’ 0.01; ‘*’0.05; ‘.’0.1’; ‘ ’ 1 
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main effect on rating as the DV, F(2, 3042) = 21.76, p<.001***. Language (English, 

Korean) as the IV show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, F(1, 3042) = 

226.05, p<.001***. Naming form (full name, surname, pronoun, given name) as the IV 

show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, F(3, 3042) = 536.71, p<.001***. 

The results of two-factor repeated measure ANOVA in Section C are as follows. 

Condition and famousness as IVs show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, and 

significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(6, 3042) = 16.98, p<.001***. 

Condition and language as IVs show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, and 

significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(3, 3042) = 6.93, p<.001***. 

Condition and naming form as IVs show a significant main effect on rating as the DV, 

and significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(6, 3042) = 163.79, p<.001***. 

Famousness and naming form as IVs show no significant main effect on rating as the DV, 

and no significant interaction between two IVs for rating in Section C, unlike those in 

Section B. Language and naming form as IVs show a significant main effect on rating as 

the DV, and significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(3, 3042) = 303.48, 

p<.001***. 

The results of more than two-factor repeated measure ANOVA in Section C are 

as follows. Condition, famousness, and language as IVs show no significant main effect 

on rating as the DV, and no significant interaction between three IVs for rating in Section 

C, unlike those in Section B. Condition, language, and naming form as IVs show a 

significant main effect on rating as the DV, and significant interaction between three IVs 

for rating, F(6, 3042) = 31.89, p<.001***. 



 

171 

 

In addition, as seen in more than two-factor repeated measure ANOVA, condition 

other than factors might predict the effects on rating. Thus, this ANOVA needs to be 

broken down into subanalysis ANOVA by condition, i.e., the first-, the second-, and the 

third paragraph, as shown in Table 5.17. 

 

Table 5.17 The results of subanalysis ANOVA test by condition for Section C 

Response: rating for 1
st
 P ~ Sum Sq Df F value Pr(>F) 

famousness 1.94 2 1.5952 0.2034 

language 45.07 1 74.1278 <2e-16*** 

naming form 2004.11 3 1098.817 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language 1.60 2 1.3176 0.2683 

famousness:naming form 1.96 6 0.5374 0.7800 

language:naming form 49.21 3 26.9801 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language:naming form 3.05 6 0.8356 0.5424 

Residuals 569.05 936   

Response: rating for 2
nd

 P ~ Sum Sq Df F value Pr(>F) 

famousness 5.45 2 2.1559 0.1164 

language 118.30 1 93.5593 <2e-16*** 

naming form 411.23 3 108.4077 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language 0.26 2 0.1046 0.9007 

famousness:naming form 2.31 6 0.3040 0.9350 

language:naming form 582.19 3 153.4756 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language:naming form 10.31 6 1.3590 0.2283 

Residuals 1183.53 936   

Response: rating for 3
rd

 P ~ Sum Sq Df F value Pr(>F) 

famousness 6.38 2 2.3687 0.09417 . 

language 156.82 1 116.4185 <2e-16*** 

naming form 373.74 3 92.4858 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language 0.63 2 0.2328 0.79238 

famousness:naming form 9.12 6 1.1283 0.34365 

language:naming form 553.73 3 137.0259 <2e-16*** 

famousness:language:naming form 5.46 6 0.6751 0.66984 

Residuals 1260.80 936   
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As seen in Table 5.17, the results of subanalysis ANOVA by condition for Section C are 

as follows. For a factor, language and naming form as IVs show a statistically significant 

main effect on rating for each order of mention as the DV. For more than two factors, it is 

worth noting that there is a statistically significant interaction between language and 

naming form as IVs on rating for each order of mention as DVs, i.e., for the first 

paragraph, F(3, 936) = 26.98, p<.001***; for the second paragraph, F(3, 936) = 153,48, 

p<.001***; for the third paragraph, F(3, 936) = 137.03, p<.001***.  

5.2.4 Section Summary 

All mean values of degrees of participants’ acceptability for all types of discourse 

anaphors in Section C (i.e., by paragraph) by native speakers of English and Korean are 

summarized in Table 5.18 and Figure 5.14.  
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Table 5.18 Summary of Section C for English and Korean 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q1_1st P English  high (C1 & C4) 5.00
47

 2.875 1.5 1.95 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.95 2.45 1.525 1.9 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 5.00 2.35 1.425 1.725 

Korean  high (C1 & C4) 4.975 1.4 1.475 1.35 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.975 1.375 1.35 1.375 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 5 1.425 1.3 1.45 

Q2_2nd P English  high (C1 & C4) 3.225 4.75 3.625 3.425 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 3.225 4.35 3.9 3.05 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 3.175 4.45 3.7 2.875 

Korean  high (C1 & C4) 4.575 1.9 4.25 1.325 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.55 1.825 3.9 1.6 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 4.35 1.85 3.875 1.325 

Q3_3rd P English  high (C1 & C4) 3.2 4.6 4.1 3.4 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 3.5 4.3 3.95 3.425 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 3.125 4.6 3.6 3.025 

Korean  high (C1 & C4) 4.5 1.85 4.175 1.45 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.5 1.875 3.725 1.65 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 4.45 1.775 3.85 1.325 

                                                 
47 The number in red color represents the highest mean value, while the number in blue color 

represents the next one in the dissertation. 
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Figure 5.14 Summary of Section C for English and Korean 

 

As seen in Table 5.18 and Figure 5.14, in Section C (discourse anaphoric patterns by 

paragraph), for the first paragraph, both English and Korean survey show that the mean 

values of the full names are the highest other than naming forms in terms of degree of 

acceptability. For the second paragraph, the English survey shows that surnames are the 

most preferred form and surnames are also acceptable, while the Korean survey shows 

that full names are the most preferred form and pronouns are also acceptable. For the 

third paragraph, the English survey shows that surnames are the most preferred form and 

surnames are also acceptable, while the Korean survey shows that full names are the most 

preferred form and pronouns are also acceptable, like the second paragraph.  
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5.3 Section D: Sentential Anaphors 

5.3.1 New vs. Old Information 

Next, the findings on the mean values of participant acceptability for all sentential 

anaphors in Section D are shown in terms of the givenness of information (i.e., new vs. 

old information) in English and Korean. 

5.3.1.1 In English 

First, the man values of participant acceptability for English sentential anaphor 

that and it are shown in Table 5.19 and Figure 5.15 in terms of the givenness of 

information; i.e., new vs. old information.  

 

Table 5.19 The mean values of participant acceptability for sentential anaphors 

(givenness) in English 
                                    Mean by sentential anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language 

(Section) 

a_that b_it 

Givenness Q1_NI English (D1) 4.85 2.45 

Q2_OI               (D2) 2.75 4.95 
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Figure 5.15 The mean values of participant acceptability for sentential anaphors 

(givenness) in English 

 

As seen in Table 5.19 and Figure 5.15, for the new information, the mean values of the 

acceptability for the sentential anaphor that (M=4.85) are predominantly higher than 

those for the sentential anaphor it (M=2.45); for the old information, the mean values of 

the acceptability for the sentential anaphor it (M=4.95) are predominantly higher than 

those for the sentential anaphor that (M=2.45). 

5.3.1.2 In Korean 

Second, the man values of participant acceptability for Korean sentential anaphor 

ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ are shown in Table 5.20 and Figure 5.16 in terms of the 

givenness of information; i.e., new vs. old information.  
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Table 5.20 The mean values of participant acceptability for sentential anaphors 

(givenness) in Korean 
                                    Mean by sentential anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language 

(Section) 

a_ku-ken ‘that’ b_ku-len ‘it’ 

Givenness Q1_NI Korean (D1) 5 2.25 

Q2_OI              (D2) 2.65 4.95 

 

 
Figure 5.16 The mean values of participant acceptability for sentential anaphors 

(givenness) in Korean 
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As seen in Table 5.20 and Figure 5.16, like in English, for the new information, the mean 

values of the acceptability for the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ (M=5) are 

predominantly higher than those for the sentential anaphor ku-len ‘it’ (M=2.25); for the 

old information, the mean values of the acceptability for the sentential anaphor ku-len ‘it’ 

(M=4.95) are predominantly higher than those for the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ 

(M=2.65).  

5.3.1.3 Section Summary 

The mean values of participant acceptability for all sentential anaphors in Section 

D for English and Korean are summarized in terms of the givenness of information (new 

vs. old information) in Table 5.21. 

 

Table 5.21 Summary of the mean values in Section D (givenness) for English and Korean 
                                    Mean by sentential anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language 

(Section) 

a_that b_it 

a_ku-ken ‘that’ b_ku-len ‘it’ 

Givenness Q1_NI English (D1) 4.85 2.45 

Q2_OI               (D2) 2.75 4.95 

Q1_NI Korean (D1) 5 2.25 

Q2_OI              (D2) 2.65 4.95 
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As seen in Table 5.21, for Corpus III (the givenness of information), that in English and 

ku-ken ‘that’ in Korean are preferred for new information, whereas it in English and ku-

len ‘it’ in Korean are preferred for old information. 

5.3.2 Narrow vs. Wide Reference  

The findings on the mean values of participant acceptability for all sentential 

anaphors in Section D are shown in terms of the width of reference (i.e., narrow vs. wide 

reference) in English and Korean. 

5.3.2.1 In English 

First, the man values of participant acceptability for English sentential anaphor 

that and it are shown in Table 5.22 and Figure 5.17 in terms of the width of reference; 

i.e., narrow vs. wide reference.  

 

Table 5.22 The mean values of participant acceptability for sentential anaphors (width) in 

English 
                                    Mean by sentential anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language 

(Section) 

a_that b_it 

Width Q3_NR English (D3) 4.85 2.05 

Q4_WR               (D4) 3.2 4.35 
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Figure 5.17 The mean values of participant acceptability for sentential anaphors (width) 

in English 

 

As seen in Table 5.22 and Figure 5.17, for the narrow reference, the mean values of the 

acceptability for the sentential anaphor that (M=4.85) are predominantly higher than 

those for the sentential anaphor it (M=2.05); for the wide reference, the mean values of 

the acceptability for the sentential anaphor it (M=4.35) are relatively higher than those for 

the sentential anaphor that (M=3.2). 

5.3.2.2 In Korean 

Second, the man values of participant acceptability for Korean sentential anaphor 

ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ are shown in Table 5.23 and Figure 5.18 in terms of the 

width of reference; i.e., narrow vs. wide reference.  
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Table 5.23 The mean values of participant acceptability for sentential anaphors (width) in 

Korean 
                                    Mean by sentential anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language 

(Section) 

a_ku-ken ‘that’ b_ku-len ‘it’ 

Width Q3_NR Korean (D3) 4.9 2.25 

Q4_WR              (D4) 1.5 4.9 

 

 
Figure 5.18 The mean values of participant acceptability for sentential anaphors (width) 

in Korean 

 

As seen in Table 5.23 and Figure 5.18, like in English, for the narrow reference, the mean 

values of the acceptability for the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ (M=4.9) are 

predominantly higher than those for the sentential anaphor ku-len ‘it’ (M=2.25); for the 

wide reference, the mean values of the acceptability for the sentential anaphor ku-len ‘it’ 

(M=4.9) are predominantly higher than those for the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ 
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(M=1.5), in which the gap between two sentential anaphors is relatively wider than that in 

English in the previous section in terms of wide reference. 

5.3.2.3 Section Summary 

The mean values of participant acceptability for all sentential anaphors in Section 

D for English and Korean are summarized in terms of the width of reference (narrow vs. 

wide reference) in Table 5.24. 

 

Table 5.24 Summary of the mean values in Section D (width) for English and Korean 
                                    Mean by sentential anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language 

(Section) 

a_that b_it 

a_ku-ken ‘that’ b_ku-len ‘it’ 

Width Q3_NR English (D3) 4.85 2.05 

Q4_WR               (D4) 3.2 4.35 

Q3_NR Korean (D3) 4.9 2.25 

Q4_WR              (D4) 1.5 4.9 
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As seen in Table 5.24, for Corpus III (the width of reference), that in English and ku-ken 

‘that’ in Korean are preferred for narrow reference, whereas it in English and ku-len ‘it’ 

in Korean are preferred for wide reference. 

5.3.3 Interactions between Variables 

5.3.3.1 The Givenness of Information 

Now let us consider the interactions between the independent variables (IVs) and 

the dependent variable (DV) in the first part of Section D. The result of ANOVA test is 

shown in Table 5.25. 

 

Table 5.25 The result of ANOVA test for Section D1 

Response: rating ~ Sum Sq Df F value Pr(>F) 

condition 
     Q1_New Information (NI) 

     Q2_Old Information (OI) 

1.406 1 2.8330 0.0944 .48 

language 
     English 

     Korean 

0.056 1 0.1133 0.7369 

pronoun form 
     a_that (ku-ken) 

     b_it (ku-len) 

1.056 1 2.1279 0.1467 

condition:language 0.006 1 0.0126 0.9108 

condition:pronoun form 232.806 1 469.0066 <.2e-16*** 

language:pronoun form 0.156 1 0.3148 0.5756 

condition:language:pronoun form 0.506 1 1.0199 0.3142 

Residuals 75.450 152   

 

As seen in Table 5.25, concerning each single-factor repeated-measure ANOVA in 

Section D1, no significant main effects for rating (i.e., degree of acceptability) was found. 

On the other hand, concerning more than two-factor repeated measure ANOVA in 

                                                 
48 Significance codes: 0;‘***’ 0.001; ‘**’ 0.01; ‘*’0.05; ‘.’0.1’; ‘ ’ 1 
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Section D1, condition and pronoun form as IVs show a statistically significant main 

effect on rating as the DV, and significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(1, 

152) = 469.01, p<.001***, which indicates there is a marked difference between English 

and Korean in terms of the givenness of information, i.e., new information and old 

information.  

5.3.3.2 The Width of Reference 

Now let us consider the interactions between the independent variables (IVs) and 

the dependent variable (DV) in the second part of Section D. The result of ANOVA test 

is shown in Table 5.26. 

 

Table 5.26 The result of ANOVA test for Section D2 

Response: rating ~ Sum Sq Df F value Pr(>F) 

condition 
     Q3_Narrow Reference (NR) 

     Q4_Wide Reference (WR) 

0.025 1 0.0276 0.868235049 

language 
     English 

     Korean 

2.025 1 2.2369 0.1368226 

pronoun form 
     a_that (ku-ken) 

     b_it (ku-len) 

2.025 1 2.2369 0.1368226 

condition:language 4.900 1 5.4128 0.0213104* 

condition:pronoun form 250.000 1 276.1628 <2.2e-16*** 

language:pronoun form 14.400 1 15.9070 0.0001031*** 

condition:language:pronoun form 11.025 1 12.1788 0.0006327*** 

Residuals 75.450 152   

 

As seen in Table 5.26, concerning each single-factor repeated-measure ANOVA in 

Section D2, no significant main effects for rating (i.e., degree of acceptability) was also 

                                                 
49 Significance codes: 0;‘***’ 0.001; ‘**’ 0.01; ‘*’0.05; ‘.’0.1’; ‘ ’ 1 
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found. On the other hand, concerning more than two-factor repeated measure ANOVA in 

Section D2, condition and pronoun form as IVs show a statistically significant main 

effect on rating as the DV, and significant interaction between two IVs for rating, F(1, 

152) = 276.16, p<.001***, which indicates there is a marked difference between English 

and Korean in terms of the width of reference, i.e., narrow reference and wide reference. 

In addition, there are also statistically significant interactions of condition and language: 

F(1, 152) = 5.41, p<.05*; language and pronoun form: F(1, 152) = 15.91, p<.001***; 

condition, language, and pronoun form: F(1, 152) = 12.18, p<.001***. 

5.4 Chapter Summary 

5.4.1 Section B and C: Discourse Anaphoric Patterns in English and Korean 

The results of Section B (by order of mention) and Section D (by paragraph) for 

discourse anaphoric patterns in English and Korean analyzed in Section 5.1 and Section 

5.2 are summarized by mention types, languages, anaphoric forms, the mean values in 

Table 5.27 and Table 5.28. 
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Table 5.27 Summary of the mean values in Section B for English and Korean 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q1_1st M English  high (B1 & B4) 5.00 2.9 1.675 2.125 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.95 2.725 1.675 2.05 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 5.00 2.475 1.45 1.85 

Korean  high (B1 & B4) 4.95 1.55 1.8 1.475 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.95 1.4 1.65 1.575 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 4.95 1.45 1.45 1.525 

Q2_2nd M English  high (B1 & B4) 2.775 4.6 4.475 3.7 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 2.925 4.275 4.35 3.725 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 2.9 4.525 4.225 2.925 

Korean  high (B1 & B4) 4.325 2.025 4.425 1.525 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.575 1.875 3.875 1.775 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 4.3 1.8 3.775 1.45 

Q3_3rd M English  high (B1 & B4) 2.85 4.35 4.25 3.75 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 3.075 4.475 4.35 3.75 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 2.65 4.3 4.3 3.35 

Korean  high (B1 & B4) 4.375 1.975 4.325 1.575 

mid-high (B2 & B5) 4.475 1.650 3.95 1.75 

mid-low (B3 & B6) 4.4 1.675 3.825 1.4 
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Table 5.28 Summary of the mean values in Section C for English and Korean 
                          Mean by discourse anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language Famousness (Section) a_FN b_SN c_Pro d_GN 

Q1_1st P English  high (C1 & C4) 5.00 2.875 1.5 1.95 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.95 2.45 1.525 1.9 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 5.00 2.35 1.425 1.725 

Korean  high (C1 & C4) 4.975 1.4 1.475 1.35 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.975 1.375 1.35 1.375 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 5 1.425 1.3 1.45 

Q2_2nd P English  high (C1 & C4) 3.225 4.75 3.625 3.425 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 3.225 4.35 3.9 3.05 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 3.175 4.45 3.7 2.875 

Korean  high (C1 & C4) 4.575 1.9 4.25 1.325 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.55 1.825 3.9 1.6 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 4.35 1.85 3.875 1.325 

Q3_3rd P English  high (C1 & C4) 3.2 4.6 4.1 3.4 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 3.5 4.3 3.95 3.425 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 3.125 4.6 3.6 3.025 

Korean  high (C1 & C4) 4.5 1.85 4.175 1.45 

mid-high (C2 & C5) 4.5 1.875 3.725 1.65 

mid-low (C3 & C6) 4.45 1.775 3.85 1.325 
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As seen in Table 5.27 for Section B (discourse anaphoric patterns by order of mention), 

for the first mention, both English and Korean survey show that the mean values of the 

full names are the highest other than naming forms in terms of degree of acceptability. 

For the second and the third mention, the English survey shows that surnames are the 

most preferred form and surnames are also acceptable, while the Korean survey shows 

that full names are the most preferred form and pronouns are also acceptable.  

In Table 5.28 for Section C (discourse anaphoric patterns by paragraph), for the 

first paragraph, both English and Korean survey show that the mean values of the full 

names are the highest other than naming forms in terms of degree of acceptability. For 

the second and the third paragraph, the English survey shows that surnames are the most 

preferred form and surnames are also acceptable, while the Korean survey shows that full 

names are the most preferred form and pronouns are also acceptable.  

To sum up, in Section B and Section C, the English survey shows the same 

selection in terms of the degree of acceptability for the preferred anaphoric forms: full 

names for the first mention/paragraph; surnames and pronouns for the second 

mention/paragraph; surnames and pronouns for the third mention/paragraph. The Korean 

survey also shows the same selection in terms of the degree of the acceptability for the 

preferred anaphoric forms: full names for all mentions/paragraphs; pronouns for the 

second mention/paragraph and for the third mention/paragraph.  
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5.4.2 Section D: Sentential Anaphors in English and Korean 

The results of Section D for sentential anaphors in English and Korean analyzed 

in Section 5.3 are summarized by referential conditions, languages, anaphoric forms, the 

mean values in Table 5.29. 

 

Table 5.29 Summary of the mean values in Section D for English and Korean 
                                    Mean by sentential anaphoric form 

Factors 

Mean 

Form  

Condition Language 

(Section) 

a_that b_it 

a_ku-ken ‘that’ b_ku-len ‘it’ 

Givenness Q1_NI English (D1) 4.85 2.45 

Q2_OI              (D2) 2.75 4.95 

Q1_NI Korean (D1) 5 2.25 

Q2_OI              (D2) 2.65 4.95 

Width Q3_NR English (D3) 4.85 2.05 

Q4_WR              (D4) 3.2 4.35 

Q3_NR Korean (D3) 4.9 2.25 

Q4_WR              (D4) 1.5 4.9 

 

As seen in Table 5.29, for Corpus III, that in English and ku-ken ‘that’ in Korean are 

preferred for new information/narrow reference, whereas it in English and ku-len ‘it’ in 

Korean are preferred for old information/wide reference. 
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In the following chapter, I give a fuller discussion of the findings of the corpus 

patterns and the survey results, concerning the distribution and the selection of two 

discourse anaphoric features: discourse anaphoric patterns and sentential anaphors. 
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Chapter 6  

Discussion and Conclusions 

Based on the results and analyses in Chapter 4 (corpus) and Chapter 5 (survey), 

this chapter discusses the theoretical implication of discourse anaphoric patterns and 

referential properties of sentential anaphors in English and Korean in terms of the 

distribution and the selection. Section 6.1 addresses two discourse anaphoric patterns in 

terms of the summary of mention types (6.1.1), the distance between discourse anaphors 

(6.1.2), and relevant theoretical arguments such as socio-cultural, linguistic, pragmatic, 

and cognitive points (6.1.3). Section 6.2 discusses the sentential anaphors in terms of 

referential properties (6.2.1) and different properties in both languages (6.2.2). Section 

6.3 generalizes those linguistic features within the purview of pragmatic heuristics, put 

forward by the neo-Gricean theory (6.3.1 for discourse anaphoric patterns; 6.3.2 for 

sentential anaphors). Section 6.4 addresses some implicational benefits of this research, 

based on the findings in the corpus and the survey results. Section 6.5 addresses future 

avenues of research that need to be explored in order to overcome some limitations. 

6.1 Two Discourse Anaphoric Patterns: GAP and SAP 

Discourse anaphors used in the corpus data and answers in the survey 

questionnaire have been examined. Let us now compare and contrast the English and 

Korean data in the corpus and the survey in terms of the distribution and the selection by 

the order of mention and those by the paragraph. 
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6.1.1 Mention Type and Distance between Discourse Anaphors 

6.1.1.1 By Order of Mention 

For the first mentions in the corpus, English corpus employs five different types 

of structural constructions, while Korean corpus employs eight types. In particular, 

English corpus contains four types of full names and pronouns, while Korean corpus all 

involves full names. Pronouns (only 2 occurrences) are used for the first mentions only in 

English corpus. Nevertheless, for the first mentions, the vast majority of English corpus 

deploys full name constructions with (pseudo-) titles, appositions, and nickname, while 

Korean corpus all deploys full name constructions with plus (pseudo-) titles, affiliations, 

nicknames as well. In fact, it was found that full names only in English and (pseudo-) 

titles plus full name constructions in Korean are preferred for the first mentions in each 

language. In addition, no full name plus affiliation construction was found in English, 

while no full name plus apposition construction was found in Korean for the first 

mentions. The majority of full names in Korean were also referred to with the nominative 

case markers.  

For the first mentions in the survey, English survey shows almost the same 

selection. The mean values of full names were the highest among other naming forms in 

terms of the degree of acceptability in the first mentions. Likewise, Korean survey shows 

the same selection, in which full names were also the most preferred naming forms in 

terms of the participant acceptability. 

Concerning the distribution and the selection, the predominant uses of full name 

constructions for the first mentions are attributed to the fact that in news articles, famous 
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public figures as topical referents should be identified by their full names at the beginning 

of a given discourse, in which they are not less accessible and less attentive at there in 

terms of memory and attention (Givón 1983; Ariel 1988, 1991, 1994, 2008, 2010; Gundel 

et al. 1988, 1989, 1990, 1993, 2001; Mulkern 1996). 

For the second mentions in the corpus, English corpus employs three different 

types of structural constructions such as pronouns, surnames (plus titles), and lexical 

noun phrases, while Korean corpus employs five different types such as full names, 

surnames plus titles, pronouns, zero anaphors, and lexical noun phrases. No full name 

and zero anaphor were found in English, while no surname only use was found in 

Korean. The use of surname plus title in Korean is attributive to a social convention that 

news actors, particularly famous public figures, considered publicly honorific reference 

in terms of politeness, for which Lee (2010:3517) names “the semi-compulsory use of 

title for public figures.” The majority of full names in Korean were retrieved with topical 

markers. 

Above all, it is noteworthy that although there were uses of surname 

constructions, the predominant form in English is pronouns, while the predominant form 

in Korean is the full name constructions. The majority uses of pronouns in English and a 

few uses of zero anaphors in Korean can be accounted for in terms of the high 

accessibility of the topical referents since they are mostly referred to in the same 

sentences and in the next sentences by pronouns (Section 4.3.1), which conforms to 

Givón, Fox, Ariel, and Gundel et al.’s viewpoints. On the contrary, although there were 

some uses of other anaphoric forms, the vast majority uses in the Korean corpus deployed 
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full name constructions even with the high accessibility of the referents in the same 

sentences and in the previous sentences for the second mentions (Section 4.3.2), which is 

against the topic continuity theory, the hierarchy theory, the accessibility hierarchy, and 

the givenness hierarchy, put forward by Givón, Fox, Ariel, and Gundel, respectively.  

For the second mentions in the survey, the English survey results showed almost 

the same selection, with a relatively high degree of acceptability of pronouns. However, 

the highest mean values indicate that the degree of acceptability for surnames was highly 

acceptable as well for the second mentions. On the other hand, uses in the Korean survey, 

like the second mentions in the corpus, show that full names were the most preferred 

forms. In addition, it is noteworthy that the mean values of pronouns were also higher 

than other forms such as surnames and given names in terms of the participant selection. 

In English, the most preferred anaphoric forms were surnames and the next ones were 

pronouns, while in Korean the most preferred forms were full names and the next ones 

were pronouns.  

For the third mentions in the corpus, English corpus employs four different types 

of structural constructions such as pronouns, surnames (plus titles), and lexical noun 

phrases, and full names (only 2 occurrence after previous pronouns), while Korean 

corpus employs five different types such as full names, surnames plus titles, pronouns, 

zero anaphors, and lexical noun phrases. No zero anaphors were found in English, while 

no surname only uses were found in Korean. The majority of full names in the Korean 

corpus were retrieved with the topical case markers.  
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However, it is also noteworthy that the predominant form in English is pronouns, 

while the predominant form in Korean is the full name constructions. Again, the majority 

uses of pronouns in English and a few uses of zero anaphors in Korean can be accounted 

for in terms of the high accessibility of the topical referents since they are mostly referred 

to in the same sentences and in the next sentences by pronouns (Section 4.3.1), which 

conforms to Givón, Fox, Ariel, and Gundel et al.’s viewpoints. On the contrary, although 

there were some uses of other forms, the vast majority of uses in the Korean corpus 

deployed the full name constructions even with the high accessibility of the referents in 

the same sentences and in the next sentences for the second mentions (Section 4.3.2), 

which is counter to the relevant theories such as the topic continuity theory, the hierarchy 

theory, the accessibility hierarchy, and the givenness hierarchy.  

For the third mentions in the survey, both English survey results and Korean 

survey results represent the same selection of discourse anaphors like the second 

mentions in each language. That is, in English, the degree of acceptability for surnames 

and pronouns was higher in order, while in Korean the acceptance rate for full names and 

pronouns was higher in order.  

6.1.1.2 By Paragraph 

The first paragraphs in the corpus basically show the same distribution since 

Corpus I and II were analyzed from the same corpus. 

For the first paragraphs in the survey, both English and Korean survey show that 

full names were the most preferred forms in terms of degree of acceptability, like the first 

mentions/paragraphs in the corpus. 
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For the second paragraphs in the corpus, English corpus employs three different 

types of structural constructions such as surnames (plus titles), pronouns, and lexical 

noun phrases, while Korean corpus employs four different types such as full names, 

surnames plus titles, pronouns, and lexical noun phrases. No full name was found in 

English, while no surname only use was found in Korean. The majority of full names in 

Korean were retrieved with the topical case markers. It is noteworthy that the 

predominant form in English is the surname construction, while the predominant form in 

Korean is the full name constructions. The majority uses of surnames in English and a 

few uses of surnames in Korean can be accounted for in terms of the accessibility of the 

referents since they are mostly referred to in more than one sentence away by surnames 

(Section 4.3.1), which conforms to Givón, Fox, Ariel, and Gundel et al’s standpoints. On 

the contrary, although there were some uses of other anaphoric forms, the vast majority 

of Korean corpus deploys the full name constructions even with the high accessibility of 

the referents in the same sentences and in the next sentences for the second paragraphs 

(Section 4.3.2), which is against the topic continuity model, the hierarchy model, the 

accessibility model, and the givenness model, put forward by Givón, Fox, Ariel, and 

Gundel, respectively. 

For the second paragraphs in the survey, English survey shows the same selection 

of discourse anaphors, like the second/third mentions in the survey, in which the most 

preferred forms were the surnames and the next was pronouns. On the other hand, Korean 

survey also shows the same selection of discourse anaphors, like the second/third 
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mentions in the survey, in which the most preferred forms were full names and the next 

was pronouns.  

For the third paragraphs in the corpus, English corpus employs four different 

types of structural constructions such as surnames (plus titles), pronouns, full names, and 

lexical noun phrases, while Korean corpus also employs four different types such as full 

names, surnames plus titles, pronouns, and lexical noun phrases. The predominant form 

in English is the surname constructions, while the predominant form in Korean is also the 

full name constructions. The majority of full names in Korean were retrieved with the 

topical markers. The majority uses of surnames in English and a few uses of surnames in 

Korean can be also accounted for in terms of the accessibility of the referents since they 

are mostly referred to in more than one sentence away by surnames (Section 4.3.1), 

which conforms to Givón, Fox, Ariel, and Gundel et al’s standpoints. On the contrary, 

although there were some uses of other anaphoric forms, the vast majority of Korean 

corpus deploys the full name constructions even with the high accessibility of the 

referents in the same sentences and in the next sentences for the third paragraphs (Section 

4.3.2), which is against the relevant four theories mentioned above. 

For the third paragraphs in the survey, English survey shows the same selection of 

discourse anaphors, like the second/third mentions and the second paragraphs in the 

survey, in which the most preferred forms were the surnames and the next was pronouns. 

On the other hand, Korean survey also shows the same selection of discourse anaphors, 

like the second/third mentions and the second paragraphs in the survey, in which the most 

preferred forms were full names and the next was pronouns.  
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Thus far, we have discussed the distribution and the selection of discourse 

anaphors in English and Korean by the order of mention and by the paragraph both in the 

corpus and in the survey. The most predominant/preferred discourse anaphoric form (in 

red) and the next frequent/preferred form (in blue) in the corpus and in the survey are 

summarized in Table 6.1. 

 

Table 6.1 The most preferred and the next form in Corpus and Survey in both languages 

 
   Lang. & Method 

 

 

Mention type 

English Korean 

Corpus (I & II) Survey (B & C) Corpus (I & II) Survey (B & C) 

Order of  

Mention 

1stM 

   ↓ 

FN 

 

>>>  FN >>>  FN >>>  FN >>>  

2ndM 

   ↓ 

Pro >> SN SN > Pro FN >>> SN FN > Pro 

3rdM 

   ↓ 

Pro >> SN SN > Pro FN >>> SN FN > Pro 

Paragraph 1stP 

   ↓ 

FN >>>  FN >>>  FN >>>  FN >>>  

2ndP 

   ↓ 

SN >>> Pro SN > Pro FN >>> SN FN > Pro 

3rdP 

   ↓ 

SN >>> Pro SN > Pro FN >>> SN FN > Pro 

 

As seen in Table 6.1, in Corpus (I & II) and Survey (B & C), the English corpus/survey 

shows almost the same distribution and the selection in terms of the degree of 

acceptability for the preferred anaphoric forms: full names for the first 
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mention/paragraph; surnames and pronouns for the second mention/paragraph; surnames 

and pronouns for the third mention/paragraph. On the other hand, the Korean 

corpus/survey also shows almost the same distribution and the selection in terms of the 

degree of the acceptability for the preferred anaphoric forms: full names for all 

mentions/paragraphs; surnames and pronouns for the second mention/paragraph and for 

the third mention/paragraph.  

6.1.1.3 Distance between Discourse Anaphors 

Concerning the distance between discourse anaphors, the English corpus shows 

that surnames were deployed with the widest distribution and as the most independent 

construction in terms of frequency, implying that they are retrieved in order to refer to the 

topical referents in separate sentences. Next, pronouns are the most accessible anaphoric 

forms, mostly retrieved in the same sentences.  

On the other hand, the Korean corpus shows that full names showed the widest 

distribution and were the most independent construction in terms of frequency, implying 

that they are repeatedly retrieved throughout a discourse to refer to the topical referents in 

the separate sentences, in lieu of being retrieved by other discourse anaphoric forms such 

as surnames and pronouns. Next, surnames also showed the widest distribution; however, 

the retrievals were not more frequent than full names, and they are mostly retrieved in the 

next sentences; pronouns were retrieved in the next sentences. In this respect, surnames 

and pronouns show similar distribution. In addition, zero anaphors were frequently 

retrieved only in the next sentences.  
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6.1.2 Two Discourse Anaphoric Patterns: GAP and SAP 

6.1.2.1 Socio-cultural Point  

As seen in Section 5.1.3 and Section 5.2.3 about the interactions between 

variables, we need to reconsider (the degree of) famousness and the famous public 

figures mentioned in Korean corpus (Section 3.2.1) and Korean survey (Section 3.3.2). 

For example, according to Wikipedia
50

, Chan Ho Park was the first Korean-born baseball 

player in Major League Baseball (MLB) from 1994 to 2010 in the United States. He 

recoded the winningest Asian-born pitcher with his 124
th

 career victory in MLB history. 

He played in Nippon Professional Baseball in 2011 and in Korean Professional Baseball 

in 2012 before he retired in December 2012. He is considered a leading exponent in 

Korean baseball history and a famous public figure in Korean society, so he is very well 

known and easily recognized and his names is already identifiable and familiar with 

Koreans before being a topical referent in news articles; i.e., discourse.  

Likewise, Jae-Seok Yoo is publicly considered the most successful entertainer 

both as a comedian and as a television comedy show host in Korea. According to 

Wikipedia
51

, in fact, he has been awarded the grand prize every year in (three major) 

Korean broadcasting stations since 2005. He has hosted several television variety shows 

in three major broadcasting stations since 1991. He has been well known with a variety of 

nicknames such as “Nation’s Master of Ceremony (the MC of the Nation)”, 

                                                 
50 For Chan Ho Park, refer to “http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chan_Ho_Park” in English;  

“http://ko.wikipedia.org/wiki/%EB%B0%95%EC%B0%AC%ED%98%B8” in Korean. 
51 For Jae-Seok Yoo, refer to “http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yoo_Jae-Seok” in English; 

“http://ko.wikipedia.org/wiki/%EC%9C%A0%EC%9E%AC%EC%84%9D” in Korean. 
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“grasshopper”, “class-president Yoo”, “Yooruce Willis (spoof for Bruce Willis)”, 

“Yoomes Bond (spoof for James Bond)”, “Yoonunim (spoof for God in Korean), and so 

on because of his quick wit and modest attitude.  

In other words, Chan Ho Park and Jae-Seok Yoo are very famous or socially well-

known public figures in Korea because they are considered one of the best successful 

persons in his own area. Chan Ho Park is considered a representative in the baseball field 

and Jae-Seok Yoo is considered the No. 1 show host in show business. There would be a 

tendency that for Koreans to call them by their full names Chan Ho Park and Jae-Seok 

Yoo rather than surnames Park and Yoo or given names Chan Ho and Jae-Seok both in 

spoken discourse and in written discourse. The use of full names referring to these public 

figures is more preferred and tolerated than that of single names (i.e., surnames and given 

names) in real society.  

Moreover, I argue that the use of full names for those public figures is actually 

reference to title as a single unit, not a reference to just a combination of “surname + 

given name” in written/spoken discourse as well as in everyday life. Since their 

achievements are already publicly acknowledged in Korean society and they are 

considered prototypes of success, their names are no longer personal names; instead, their 

names have become synonymous with their success. In this respect, I would consider this 

kind of use as a single unit title in Korean when we sequentially use full names 

throughout a discourse for referring to a particular public figure in terms of socio-cultural 

constraint, in lieu of being replaced by discourse anaphoric forms, such as surnames plus 

titles and pronouns. 
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Likewise, this use of full names as a single unit title can be applied to other 

representatively famous public figures such as Chel-Soo Ahn, a successful entrepreneur, 

professor, programmer, physician, programmer, and politician, considered a Korean 

Steve Jobs; Ji-Sung Park, the first Korean football player performing in the English 

Premier League in the United Kingdom; Seung-Yeop Lee, the Asian record-holder of the 

largest number of homeruns performing in Nippon Professional Baseball from 2004-

2012, and in Korean Professional Baseball; Tae-Whan Park, the first Korean gold 

medalist in the Olympic swimming; Yu-Na Kim, the 2009 World champion of Women’s 

World Figure Skating.  

It is very preferred and tolerated that referring to those public figures be carried 

out by using the sequential pattern of full names in Korean discourse. At this point, it is 

worth remembering that this kind of use is a contrary to Ariel’s Accessibility Hierarchy 

(Section 2.4.1) in that full names are not lower than any other types of proper names in 

terms of accessibility as least in Korean discourse because the full names for referring to 

those famous public figures are already familiar and identifiable between interlocutors 

before being introduced at beginning of a discourse.  

Consequently, it is likely that the use of full names for those public figures is 

incorporated with a socio-cultural constraint in terms of the linguistic selection. This 

selection of full names from a socio-cultural constraint can affect the distribution of full 

names in spoken and written discourse.  
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6.1.2.2 Ariel’s AH and Lee’s Weakness 

Ariel (1990:11-30) proposes that the primary function of the various referring 

expressions enables the addressee to mark different degrees of accessibility in memory 

and to find out the intended referent. In other words, Ariel claimed that the addressee is to 

find out among her/his mental representations an entity whose accessibility to her/him is 

indicated by the specific expression. Interlocutors choose their referring expressions by 

taking into consideration the degree of accessibility of the mental entity for the addressee.  

Thus, Ariel (1990, 1994) represents the accessibility marking scale (Section 

2.4.1), in which referring expressions are arranged on a scale of accessibility marking, so 

that each expression marks a relatively lower degree of accessibility than the member to 

its left, predicted by the interactions among three coding principles: informativity, 

rigidity and attenuation.  

Concerning proper names, Ariel (1990:40-46) argues that full names are highly 

informative and rigid; however, they are the lowest on the accessibility hierarchy (AH). 

Surnames and given names follow in order, signaling relatively higher accessibility than 

full names. In addition, Ariel (1990, 1994) argues that in English, given names are more 

restricted than surnames in terms of memory and attention state they signal since given 

names tend to be shorter and less unique than surnames.  

However, Mulkern (1996:247) argues that the opposite explanation applies to 

Korean (and Chinese) naming forms, in which surnames are more restricted and less 

unique than given names in terms of memory and attention state they signal; surnames 

are occasionally the same length or shorter than given names. In this respect, I argue that 
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Ariel’s proposal should take into account cross-linguistic viewpoints including a variety 

of contexts in discourse and the naming convention in a particular society with a 

pragmatic account.  

In other words, Ariel’s argues that given names are more accessible than 

surnames in English, while Mulkern argues that surnames are more accessible than given 

names in Korean in terms of Ariel’s AH. Consequently, this naming convention in 

Korean requires some change between given names and surnames in the reverse direction 

in Ariel’s AH. In fact, the corpus results (Chapter 4) and the survey results (Chapter 5) 

represent that at least in English, given names, (i.e., the higher accessible marker between 

two) are not referred to or retrieved more frequently than surnames (i.e., the lower 

accessible marker). Instead, surnames were mostly retrieved in terms of frequency in the 

corpus and much more preferred in terms of degree of acceptability in the survey.  

In addition, Lee (2010) suggests that in Korean political news, full names are all 

used for the first mentions; the surname and a(n) (abbreviated) title constructions are used  

more than 90% for the second mentions; pronouns are predominantly used for the third 

mentions (56%), compared with the second mentions (4%); the surname and a title 

construction shows the widest distribution in terms of the distance between discourse 

anaphors. Moreover, Lee (2010) argues that these findings are on a par with Ariel’s AH 

in that the full name construction (i.e., the lowest accessible marker among three referring 

expressions) would be appropriate for the first mentions; the surname and a title 

construction (i.e., a relatively higher accessible marker than a full name) would be 
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appropriate for the second mentions; pronouns (i.e., the highest accessible marker among 

three) would be appropriate for the third mentions.  

However, Lee’s (2010) findings on English/Korean political news articles and 

generalization based on Ariel’s AH also show a weakness in that they do not explain the 

distribution and the selection of discourse anaphoric patterns in Korean corpus and 

survey, discussed in Chapter 4, Chapter 5, and Section 6.1.1, due to the fact that famous 

public figures are predominantly and extensively referred to by their full names 

throughout a discourse, regardless of the order of mentions (i.e., the first-, the second-, 

and the third mentions) and the paragraph (i.e., the first-, the second-, and the third 

paragraphs), and the higher or lower degree of acceptability of referring expressions, 

encoded in that discourse anaphoric terms. Also, full names show the widest distribution 

in terms of the distance between discourse anaphors, which is counter to Ariel and Lee’s 

claims.  

Moreover, it was surprisingly observed that a full name is referred to and 

retrieved by the same full name form even within one sentence in the Korean corpus, as 

shown in (46). 

 

(46) yengkwuk enlontul-i  Park Ji-Sung-uy  iceklwume-lul  potohamyense  

        England    media-Acc Park J-S-Gen  transfer.rumor-Acc report.doing 

        huntul-ess-ul-ttay  Park Ji-Sung-un kyengkilyek-ulo mattayunghay-ss-ta. 

        shake-Past-Acc-when Park J-S-Top      performance-by  respond-Past-Decl 

        ‘When British media reported a rumor of Ji-Sung Park’s transfer with surprise,  

         Ji-Sung Park responded by his performance.’ 

(Sports Chosun, March 29, 2011) 
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As seen in (46), a referent is referred by a full name, Ji-Sung Park, in the subordinate 

clause, and this referent is also retrieved by the same full name, Ji-Sung Park, in the 

matrix clause. That is, the referent is referred to and retrieved by the full name, i.e., one 

of the lowest accessibility markers in Ariel’s AH, in which it should be referred to or 

retrieved by its pronoun, i.e., one of the highest accessibility markers in AH or by the 

surname at least in the subordinate clause or in the matrix clause. Thus, in Korean, a 

topical referent is repeatedly referred to or retrieved by the same full name form even 

within one sentence, where a higher accessibility marker should be retrieved, which is 

counter Givón, Ariel, and Lee (2010)’s argument.  

Concerning the semi-compulsory use of titles for public figures in Korean media, 

Lee (2010) argues that more than 90% of the second mentions and 40% of the third 

mentions are referred to by the surname plus title construction, which is due to a socio-

cultural constraint in Korean political news as well as in Korean society. Concerning this 

issue, however, I point out that the use of the surname and a(n) (abbreviated) title 

construction is not described and ranked in Ariel’s AH. Thus, it should be added into the 

accessibility scale. As seen in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, and discussed in Section 6.1.1, 

where we saw that the surname and a tile construction such as Ahn wencang ‘Dean (Dr.) 

Ahn’ (안 원장) is mostly referred to or retrieved instead of surname only, Ahn (안) in 

Korean discourse. In a strict sense, they are different types of referring expressions from 

each other. In fact, it is not common for Koreans to use full names when addressing 
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elders such as father, professor, and doctor in particular social settings. Thus, this aspect 

should also be reconsidered in Ariel’s AH.  

Finally, it is worth recalling that Ariel’s AH shows the individual expressions 

without implicational relations. That is, each expression type in the hierarchy is 

separately and individually marked for the level of accessibility the referent codes 

(Cornish 1999:8); therefore, each referring expression type in that scale is mutually 

exclusive, not inferable one from another. This fact guides us to look for an appropriate 

explanation to explain their distinctive properties and to indicate inferable characteristics 

among them. Accordingly, Ariel’s AH has some limitation in that it could not explain the 

implicational relationship between full names and surnames within a dynamically 

developing discourse in terms of the distribution and the selection by interlocutors. In 

particular, Ariel’s scale explains a full name Chan Ho Park, the surname Park, and its 

pronoun he in a distinctive way; however, it could not implicate the implicational and 

topical connections from one another in a given discourse. Therefore, we need to have 

some more relevant and plausible explanation with a comprehensive perspective.  

6.1.2.3 GAP and SAP 

Full names, one type of proper name, have a reference. They are not used to 

describe or specify characteristics of objects; however, they are logically connected to 

characteristics of objects to which they refer (Searle 1958:173). Full names also function 

as one type of referring expressions to refer to an actual entity and play a key role for 

linking a topical referent in a given discourse.  
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As discussed in Section 6.1.1, I argue that, particularly in Korean news articles, 

full names function as one type of discourse anaphors, being predominantly used 

throughout a discourse for referring to topical or attentive public figures. In addition, as 

discussed in Section 6.1.2.1, full names referring to particularly famous public figures in 

Korean news articles are not a combination of a surname and a given name, but a single 

unit functioning as a title.  

Therefore, I proposed that according to how we refer to a particularly (famous) 

public figure in a given discourse, there are two main anaphoric patterns in Korean 

discourse: General Anaphoric Pattern (GAP) of <full name, surname/pronoun, 

surname/pronoun> and Sequential Anaphoric Pattern (SAP) of <full name, full name, full 

name> in terms of a cohesive chain or a coreferential chain (Kim 2010a, 2012). Thus, I 

argue that the first type of full name pattern, GAP, can explain all types of discourse 

anaphors in the English corpus and surveys, Ariel’s AH, and Lee’s (2010) findings on 

Korean news articles about (general) news actors, while the second type of full name 

pattern, SAP, can explain those in Korean news about famous public figures. 

That is, in the GAP, like Lee’s (2010) analysis of referring expressions in Korean 

news articles about news actors, after being introduced at the beginning in a given 

discourse for evoking an actual topical referent, a full name is followed by the surname 

and a title construction or pronoun, which is also followed by the surname or pronoun in 

the following sentences. In the SAP, like the referring expressions in Korean news 

articles about famous public figures, after being introduced at the beginning of a given 

discourse, a full name is predominantly referred to or repeatedly retrieved in the 
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following sentences or throughout a discourse in lieu of being replaced by surname (plus 

title) constructions and pronouns (or zero anaphors), functioning as a discourse anaphor.  

Let us now consider the following example of the GAP in English and that of the 

SAP in Korean in order. 

 

(47) a. Bill Gates reiterated Wednesday that Microsoft Corp. made "a very fair offer" 

            to purchase Yahoo and gave no indication that his software company would  

                increase its bid. 

 b. During an interview after Gates spoke to students at the University of Chicago  

               on Wednesday evening, he called the offer of $31 a share for Yahoo "generous." 

 c. "They've had [the offer] for a few weeks now and I'm sure they'll continue to  

                 think about it over the next few weeks," said Gates, co-founder and chairman  

                 of Microsoft. "If they embrace it in a positive way, we think that will be a good  

                 thing for both of us." 

(Chicago Tribune, February 21, 2008) 

 

In (47), a full name, Bill Gates, is referred to as a topical referent at the beginning of this 

given discourse. This full name is retrieved by its pronoun his (i.e., a highly accessible 

marker) in the same sentence. This attentive referent is retrieved by its surname Gates in 

the next sentence/paragraph. Concerning cohesion in this discourse, the referent forms a 

cohesive coreferential chain such as <Bill Gates, he(/Gates), Gates(/he)>, which is 

considered the GAP in English.  

Next, let us consider the following example of the SAP in Korean. 

http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2008-02-21/business/0802200797_1_bill-gates-melinda-gates-foundation-yahoo
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(48) a. 2012 MBC pangsong  yenyey  taysang-ul   swusang-han  

                                   broadcasting  entertainment the grand prize-Acc awarded-Rel 

      kaykumayn Yoo Jae-Seok-i uymisimcanghan swusangsokam-ul  

      comedian Yoo J-S-Nom   very meaningful  acceptance speech-Acc  

      palhi-ess-ta. 

      say-Past-Decl. 

      ‘Jae-Seok Yoo, who is awarded the grand prize at MBC TV Entertainment  

       Awards in 2012, said in his meaningful acceptance speech.’ 

  b. Yoo Jae-Seok-un 29il  ohwu          kyengki-do    koyang-si  ilsan  

      Yoo J-S-Top 29
th

 afternoon    Kyungki-province Koyang-city Ilsan 

      MBC Dream Center-eyse yellin  sisangsik-eyse  yengyey-uy  

      MBC Dream Center-at      held award ceremony-at honor-Gen    

      taysang  cwuinkong-i tway-ss-ta. 

      the grand prize winner-Nom become-Past-Decl 

      ‘Jae-Seok Yoo won the honorable grand prize at the award ceremony that was  

        held at MBC Dream Center in Ilsan, Koyang, Kyungki.’ 

  c. Yoo Jae-Seok-un  swusangca-ro homyeng  twayca kippum-ul  

      Yoo J-S-Top winner-as call  to.be joy-Acc 

          kamchwuci moshamyenseto “ku enu ttaypota  coysong  hatanun  

      not.contain not.do.     “than ever before     sorry  do 

      sayngkak-i  tunta”-ko  malmwun-ul  yel-ess-ta. 

      thought-Nom seem”Rel saying-Acc open-Past-Decl 

      ‘Jae-Seok Yoo said without containing his joy, “I am very sorry for winning the  

      grand prize again than ever before,” when he was called his name as a winner  

      of the grand prize.’ 

(The Kyunghyang Shinmun, December 30, 2010) 
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In (48), a full name, Jae-Seok Yoo, is referred to as a topical referent at the beginning of 

this given discourse. This full name is retrieved by the same full name in the second 

mention/paragraph, in lieu of being retrieved by the surname and its pronoun. This 

attentive referent is also retrieved by the same full name in the third mention/paragraph, 

in lieu of being retrieved by the surname and its pronoun. Concerning cohesion in this 

discourse, the referent forms a cohesive coreferential chain such as <Jae-Seok Yoo, Jae-

Seok Yoo, Jae-Seok Yoo>, which is considered the SAP in Korean. 

6.1.2.4 Cognitive Status: GHZ’s GH 

As represented in Section 2.4.2 and Section 2.6, with respect to cognitive status, 

Mulkern (1996) applies the use of naming forms to Gundel, Hedberg, Zacharski (GHZ)’s 

(1993) Givenness Hierarchy (GH), which represents six different cognitive statuses of 

referring expressions in terms of different memory and attention state that are coded in 

the lexical forms.  

Mulkern (1996:238-240) argues that when a full name refers to an entity, it is not 

expected by the addressee that s/he has a representation at the beginning of discourse. 

Thus, it seems sufficient that the status related with a proper name be no higher than 

Uniquely Identifiable, similar to definite descriptions. However, it also seems necessary 

that the status related with a proper name be no lower than that. Single names are more 

ambiguous expressions than full names because they have a broader range of possible 

referents, so they lead the addressee to have a more restrictive cognitive status: Familiar. 

That is, a full name only indicates that the referent is Uniquely Identifiable, whereas a 

single name indicates that the writer/speaker expects the addressee to have a 
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representation of an individual who is already familiar to both speaker and addressee in 

his/her memory; therefore, a single name requires that the referent is at least Familiar, 

similar to demonstrative determiners that in discourse.  

In addition, concerning the starting cognitive status and the possible landing 

status, Mulkern (1996:245) argues that there is an interaction between GHZ’s GH with 

Grice’s (1975) conversational maxims of quantity, from which there are implicational 

characteristics from the restrictive status In Focus to the least one Type Identifiable. This 

interaction indicates that the most appropriate expressions are the ones that exactly mark 

the same status a referent has (or the next restrictive status). Then Mulkern concluded 

that full names are generally used for referents which are Uniquely Identifiable and 

Familiar, whereas single names are mostly used for referents which are Familiar and 

Activated at an appropriate context. At this point, it is noteworthy that Mulkern (1996) 

argues that there are no usages of full names as In Focus, as I show Figure 6.1 (Figure 

2.1).  

 

In focus > Activated > Familiar > Uniquely > … 

      Identifiable    

X   possible   ←    Full Names   

X   ←   Single Names         

Figure 6.1 The cognitive statuses of full name and single name in English 

 

Based on this analysis, therefore, a full name refers to an entity that should be no 

higher than Uniquely Identifiable and can be extended to Familiar, like the definite 

description the N in GHZ’s GH, while a single name refers to an entity that should 



 

213 

 

require at least Familiar and can be extended to Activated, like the demonstrative 

determiner that N in GHZ’s GH, as presented in Section 2.6. However, that is not what 

was found at least in my corpus analysis and survey results of Korean, as discussed in 

Section 6.1.1.1 (by order of mention) and Section 6.1.1.2 (by paragraph). 

Based on the results of the corpus and the survey, I proposed that there are two 

types of full names: i.e., the GAP (in English and in Korean) and the SAP (in Korean), 

functioning as discourse anaphors.  

Concerning cognitive status in Korean discourse, I also propose an extension of 

previous theories: full names in each pattern are different from each other in terms of the 

starting state and the possible landing state. In particular, a full name in the GAP starts 

from Uniquely Identifiable and lands at Familiar, following Mulkern (1996), as shown in 

Figure 6.2. On the other hand, a full name in the SAP starts from Familiar and lands at In 

Focus, being used in lieu of the surname and its pronouns, as illustrated in Figure 6.3. 

First, the cognitive status of the GAP is shown in Figure 6.2. 

 

In focus  > Activated  > Familiar  > Uniquely  > Referential  > Type  

         Identifiable       Identifiable 

X   possible   ←   Full 

Name 

      

Ø or 

Pronoun  

 ←   Surname 

(+ Title) 

            

Figure 6.2 The cognitive status of the GAP 

 

Figure 6.2 shows that in the GAP, a full name is referred to for the first mentions, being 

in Uniquely Identifiable; the surname + a title construction is referred to for the second 
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retrievals, being in Familiar; a pronoun is referred to for the third retrievals, being in In 

Focus.  

Second, the cognitive status of the SAP is shown in Figure 6.3. 

 

In 

focus  
> Activated  > Familiar  > Uniquely  > Referential  > Type  

         Identifiable       Identifiable 

←    ←    
Full 

Name 
         

Figure 6.3 The cognitive status of the SAP 

 

Figure 6.3 shows that in the SAP, a full name is referred to for the first mentions, being in 

Familiar; the same full name is referred to for the second retrievals, being in Activated 

and being used in lieu of the surname + a title; the same full name is referred to for the 

third retrievals, being in In Focus and being used in lieu of the pronouns.  

In fact, in the results of the Korean survey, we have seen that the mean values of 

the participants’ acceptability for full names (the most preferred) and pronouns (the next) 

in the second mentions/paragraphs and in the third mentions/paragraphs were all higher 

than other discourse anaphoric forms (Section 5.1.2 and Section 5.2.2). 

Therefore, the cognitive states of full names in the GAP and the SAP are 

summarized in terms of the starting state and the (possible) landing state, as shown in 

Table 6.2. 
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Table 6.2 The starting state vs. possible landing state of full names 

 

 GAP SAP 

1. Starting state Uniquely Identifiable Familiar 

2. (Possible) Landing state Familiar (Activated) In Focus 

 

6.2 Sentential Anaphors 

6.2.1 Referential Properties 

I turn now to conclusions about sentential anaphors. According to Kamio and 

Thomas (1999), sentential anaphors are differentiated by two referential properties: the 

givenness of information (i.e., new vs. old information) and the width of reference (i.e., 

narrow vs. wide reference). For instance, English sentential anaphors that and it are 

differentiated by how interlocutors understand the context surrounding utterance in a 

given discourse in terms of their selection and distribution. Kamio and Thomas (1999) 

notes that there are distinctive referential properties between the sentential anaphor that 

and it in two respects: 1) whether a speaker knows information that a sentential anaphor 

refers to (i.e., new vs. old information); 2) whether a sentential anaphor points to the 

utterance itself or refers to the relevant context including the utterance (i.e., narrow vs. 

wide reference). 

6.2.1.1 New vs. Old Information 

First, let us consider the examples in English with respect to new vs. old 

information in order.  
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(49) New Information that 

        Pam: I was in the meeting with Jan, and,  

                 she did say that it could be this branch that gets the axe.  

       Worker: Are you sure about that?                           

                                                                                        (The Office, Season 1, Episode #1) 

 

In (49), the sentential anaphor that in the worker’s utterance refers to Pam’s (italicized) 

utterance, indicating that Pam’s utterance is new information to the worker her/himself. 

Also, that points narrowly to Pam’s utterance itself.  

In addition, let us consider the example of old information, as shown in (50). 

 

(50) Old Information it 

        Jim: Solitaire?  

        Pam: Yeah, FreeCell.  

        Jim: (points at the monitor) Six on the seven.  

        Pam: I know, I saw that.  

        Jim: So then, why didn't you do it?  

        Pam: I'm saving that, 'cause I like it when the cards go T-ts-ts-tch-tch-tch.  

        Jim: Who doesn't love that?         

                                                                                        (The Office, Season 1, Episode #2) 
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In (50), when Pam is playing FreeCell, Jim walks up to her to take a jellybean. The 

sentential anaphor it in Jim’s third utterance represents his utterance (Play or Put) Six on 

the seven in his previous utterance, indicating his and Pam’s already-known information.  

Second, let us consider the examples in Korean with respect to new vs. old 

information in order.  

 

(51) New Information ku(-ke(n)) ‘that’ 

        Miran: Tayphwung-i-lang Swucin-i-lang             sakwin-tan-ta 

                    Tayphwung.nom.with Swucin.nom.with date.pres.evi.decl 

                   ‘Tayphwung and Swucin are dating together.’ 

        Poksil: ku-ken         ceto molla-sse-yo 

                     that.thing       me.too not.know.past.decl 

                    ‘I didn’t even know that.’                       

                                                                    (My Too Perfect Sons 43
th

, September 5, 2009) 

 

In (51), the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ points to Miran’s (italicized) utterance, which 

is Poksil’s new information about the utterance in that speech event. It also points 

narrowly to Miran’s utterance itself at the same time.  

In addition, let us consider the example of old information, as shown in (52). 

 

(52) Old Information ku-len ‘it’ 

        Okhuy: ne       mayil      chwulkunkiley       oppaney    kase  

                     you     everyday         going to work       brother’s house    go.and 

                     cokhatul   chayngkiko       kanunke       anunte           way  malul  

                     nephews   take care of       go.pres        know.and       why words.acc 
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                     mos-ha-ni? 

                     not.do.Q 

                    ‘I knew that you go to your brother’s home and take care of your nephews 

                     everyday. Why don’t you tell me?’ 

        Swucin: coysonghapnita, emenim 

                      sorry.pres.decl   mother.in.law 

                     ‘I am sorry, mother.’ 

        Okhuy: nayka     ku-len-ke   moluko                kyelhon   helakhay-ss-ni? 

                     I.nom     it.thing       not.know.and       marriage  allow.past.Q 

                    ‘Did I allow your marriage without knowing it?’         

                                                                      (My Too Perfect Sons 53
th

, October 10, 2009) 

 

In (52), the sentential anaphor ku-len(-ke) ‘it’ in Okhuy’s (mother-in-law) second 

utterance refers to her advanced recognition and old information about that Swucin, a 

daughter-in-law, has gone to her brother’s home to take care of nephews because her 

brother’s wife had already passed away. It also implicates Swucin’s difficult situation in 

that context. The use of ku-len(-ke) ‘it’ as an old information goes with the semantic 

meaning of the verb alta ‘know’ (moluta ‘not.know’) in Okhuy’s second utterance, at 

which it is noteworthy that if we use ku-ken ‘that’ instead of ku-len(-ke) ‘it’, ku-ken 

points narrowly to the fact itself without evoking any relevant context and implicates 

Okhuy’s new information about Swucin’s situation. 

6.2.1.2 Narrow vs. Wide Reference 

First, let us consider the examples in English with respect to narrow vs. wide 

reference in order.  
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(53) Narrow Reference that 

        Oscar: And, uh, they moved to the United States a year before I was born.  

        Michael: Yeah...  

        Oscar: So I grew up in the United States.  

        Michael: Wow.  

        Oscar: And, my parents were Mexican.  

        Michael: Wow. That is...that is a great story.  

                        That's the American dream right there, right?  

                                                                                        (The Office, Season 1, Episode #1) 

 

In (53), the sentential anaphor that in Michael’s last utterance points narrowly to Oscar’s 

(italicized) utterances themselves without his having any prior knowledge about Oscar. 

Also, it indicates that this sentential anaphor that represents Michael’s new information 

about Oscar’s personal information in that speech event. 

In addition, let us consider the example of wide reference, as shown in (54). 

 

(54) Wide Reference it 

        Michael: People I respect, heroes would be, Bob Hope, um, Abraham Lincoln,  

                      definitely. Bono, and probably God, would be the fourth one. And I just  

                      think those people really, uh, helped, the world, in so many ways.   

                      That it's, um, it's really beyond words. It's really incalculcable.    

                                                                                        (The Office, Season 1, Episode #1) 

 

In (54), Michael uses the sentential anaphor it two times. The sentential anaphor it in 

Michael’s monologue refers widely to four admired people’s ways of lives in addition to 
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their admirable accomplishments and behaviors. We can infer this fact from the phrase so 

many ways in Michael’s previous utterance, for which he did not enumerate particular 

details, but instead he evoked some relevant contexts by using the sentential anaphor it. 

Second, let us consider the examples in Korean with respect to narrow vs. wide 

reference in order.  

 

(55) Narrow Reference ku(-ken) ‘that’ 

        Poksil: ceka              insayngese    himtulessul-ttay           sensayngnim-ttaymwuney 

                    I.hon.nom     life.loc   in need.past.acc.time    doctor.because of 

                    kyentilswu issesse.yo 

                    endure.be.past.decl 

                   ‘When I was in trouble in my life, I can put up with it because of you.’ 

        Tayphwung: ku-ken  cepeney-to malhay-ss-cana 

                              that.thing   last time.too say.past.decl 

                             ‘You said that (to me) last time.’                 

                                                                        (My Too Perfect Sons 52
th

, October 4, 2009) 

 

In (55), the sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ in Tayphwung’s utterance points back to 

Poksil’s (italicized) utterance itself at that time, although this information about the 

utterance is Tayphwung’s old information. In fact, Tayphwung and Poksil are in love 

with each other, so Tayphwung has heard Poksil’s utterance several times before this 

speech event. 

In addition, let us consider the example of wide reference, as shown in (56). 
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(56) Wide Reference ku-len ‘it’ 

        Senphwung: ceto                   kulim         coahap-ni-ta 

                             I.hon.too          painting     like.pres.decl 

                            ‘I like paining, too.’ 

        Mwunswuk: eccem,   wuli    sawinun              mwunhak,   si,         kulim  

                             Int          our     son-in-law.top     literature    poetry   painting   

                             molununke           ep-sse.              ku   salamun   cengmal        

                             not.know.thing     not.be.decl       the  man          really 

                             ilpakke                     molunun     ku-len   salam-i-ya. 

                             work.nothing but     not.know     it          man.be.decl  

                            ‘Wow, our son-in-law knows everything, such as literature, poetry, and  

                              painting. He (my husband) is the (it) man who cares about nothing but  

                              his work.’ 

                                                                  (My Too Perfect Sons 50
th

, September 27, 2009) 

 

In (56), the sentential anaphor ku-len ‘it’ in Mwunswuk’s (mother-in-law) utterance 

refers widely to Senphwung’s (son-in-law) (italicized) utterance as well as her own 

(italicized) previous mention in that speech event. It evokes relevant contexts that 

Senphwung knows other than kulim ‘painting’; that is, he knows other artistic tastes such 

as mwunhak ‘literature’, si ‘peotry’, and so on, but her husband cares about nothing but 

his work. Thus, ku-len ‘it’ for a wide reference is useful to compare son-in-law’s artistic 

taste with husband’s one. Also, the sentential anaphor ku-len ‘it’ in Mwunswuk’s 

utterance indicates old-to-her information rather than new-to-her information in that 
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speech event. It is noteworthy that the use of ku-ken ‘that’ points to the Senphwung’s 

utterance itself, just indicating that “Senphwung likes painting, too.”  

6.2.2 Different Properties of Sentential Anaphors 

We have seen that referential properties of sentential anaphors are pragmatically 

the same in both languages. However, there appear to be innately different properties of 

sentential anaphors in two languages with respect to degree of deictic and anaphora in the 

linguistic forms. 

In fact, we need to take notice that a deictic that in English can interchangeably be 

used as a sentential/nominal anaphor as well as a deictic expression, whereas not all 

deictic expressions function as sentential anaphors in Korean. In other words, in English 

a relatively more deictic item that is interchangeably used both deictically and 

anaphorically (for a nominal and a sentential referent), while a relatively more anaphoric 

item it is preferably used anaphorically (for a nominal and a sentential referent). On the 

other hand, in Korean a relatively more deictic ce, correspondent with that in English, is 

used both deictically and anaphorically (only for a nominal referent), while a relatively 

more anaphoric ku, correspondent with it in English, is preferably used only 

anaphorically (for a nominal and a sentential referent). In other words, sentential 

anaphors in Korean basically have the same line of reasoning as those in English in terms 

of pragmatic aspects and cognitive status, but only ku ‘it’, a relatively more anaphoric 

(i.e., less deictic) item, has a dual function as a sentential anaphor with two variants: ku(-

ke(s/n)) ‘that’ and ku-len(-ke(s/n)) ‘it’. Thus, in Korean, only ku ‘it’, a relatively more 
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anaphoric (i.e., a relatively less deictic) item, functions as a sentential anaphor with two 

variants: ku(-ke(s/n)) ‘that’ and ku-len(-ke(s/n)) ‘it, rather than ce ‘that’ and ku ‘it’.  

In this respect, Lee (2005:65-79) notes that a sentential anaphor ku-ke(s/n) in 

Korean corresponds to that in English, while a sentential anaphor ku-len(s/n) in Korean 

corresponds to it in English in terms of referential properties. Let us consider the 

following example, as shown in (57). 

 

(57) Father: ce     saram   com     bwala.     namca-ka   kwikeli-lul     hay-ss-ta. 

                    that  man      please  see.imp.  man.nom   earrings.acc    wear.past.dec 

                    ‘Look at that man! A man wears earrings!’ 

       Daughter1: appa-nun…ku-ken       yocum         huhan       il-iyey-yo 

                          father.top    that-thing       these days   common   thing.decl.hon 

                         ‘Father, that’s fairly common (thing) these days’ 

       Daughter2: appa-nun…ku-len-ken  yocum         huhan        il-iyey-yo 

                          father.top    it-thing        these days   common    thing.decl.hon 

                         ‘Father, it’s fairly common (thing) these days’ 

                                                                                                     (Lee 2005:78-79; adapted) 

 

 

 

In (57), ku-ken in Daughter1’s utterance points narrowly to the utterance itself “A man 

wears earrings!”, while ku-len-ken in Daughter2’s utterance refers widely to the utterance, 

evoking the relevant contexts, such as “men wear some fashionable accessories, make up 

one’s faces, put on their clothes like women, and so on, which are traditionally 
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considered women’s ways of wearing earrings, making up faces, wearing colorful 

clothes, and wearing jewelry.” 

Moreover, Lee (2005:69) notes that all deictic items such as ce(-ke) ‘that’ and i(-

ke) ‘this’ are not used as sentential anaphors in Korean. Let us now consider the relevant 

example in (58). 

 

(58) A:     ☞   hongkhongsalamtulun        kankwukuy     hanlywu     suthatulul  

                        Hong Kong.people.pl.top   Korea.gen       Hallyu        star.pl.acc  

                 ☞   nemwuna    coahantay. 

                        so much      like.pres.decl 

                       ‘Hong Kong people like Korean Hallyu stars so much.’ 

        B: ce-ke(s)/i-ke(s)             ta      kecismaliya. 

            that.thing/this.thing       all     lie.pres.decl 

           ‘That’s/This’s all a lie.’ 

                                                                                                          (Lee 2005:69: adapted) 

 

In (58), it is not likely that ce-ke(s) and i-ke(s) refer anaphorically to the previous 

sentence in speaker A’s utterance. Rather they just point deictically to the physical or 

substantial material in which the sentence itself is written; that is, “Hong Kong people 

like Korean Hallyu stars so much.” 

In short, regarding anaphoric usage in Korean, a relatively more deictic item ce 

‘that’ is only used as a nominal anaphor, whereas a relatively less deictic (i.e., a relatively 
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more anaphoric) item ku ‘it’ with two variants (i.e., ku(-ke(s/n)) and lu-len(-ke(s/n))) is 

used as a sentential anaphor as well as a nominal anaphor.  

So far, we have seen the referential properties of sentential anaphors in pragmatic 

and cognitive terms, in particular that and it in English, in which a sentential anaphor that 

does not need to represent speaker’s prior knowledge (i.e., new information) and points 

narrowly to the utterance itself, whereas a sentential anaphor it implies speaker’s prior 

knowledge (i.e., old information) and refers widely to the utterance with its set of 

relevant contexts.  

In addition, concerning cognitive status, in English, a sentential anaphor that 

points to information out of focus with Gundel’s Activated state, while a sentential 

anaphor it refers to information in focus with Gundel’s In Focus state in a given 

discourse, as shown Figure 6.4. On the other hand, in Korean, a sentential anaphor ku-ken 

‘that’ points to information out of focus with Gundel’s Activated state, while a sentential 

anaphor ku-len ‘it’ refers to information in focus with Gundel’s In Focus state in a given 

discourse, as shown Figure 6.5. 

 

In focus > Activated > Familiar > Uniquely > Referential > Type 

      Identifiable    Identifiable 

{it}  {that}         

 

Figure 6.4 The cognitive statuses of English sentential anaphor that and it 
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In focus > Activated > Familiar > Uniquely > Referential > Type 

      Identifiable    Identifiable 

{ku-len 

‘it’} 
 

{ku-ken 

‘that’} 
        

 

Figure 6.5 The cognitive statuses of Korean sentential anaphor ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len 

‘it’ 

 

Those referential properties were verified with the English corpus in the same 

vein. On the other hand, in Korean corpus, I found out that only ku ‘it’ functions as a 

sentential anaphor with two variants: ku(-ke(s/n)), functioning as that, and ku-len(-

ke(s/n)), functioning as it, in terms of pragmatic and cognitive properties. In fact, I was 

not able to find any corresponding example of a sentential anaphor ce ‘that’, a 

presumably correspondent with that in English.  

The comparative study on nominal vs. sentential anaphors in English and Korean 

corpus can be summarized, as shown in Figure 6.6.  

 

Discourse Anaphor 

 

Nominal                                      Sentential 

 

         [Deictic]                                                                                            [Anaphoric] 

 

         English that                                                                                          English it 

 

         Korean ce‘that’                                                             Korean ku(-ke(s/n))‘that’ 

 

                                                                                             Korean ku-len(-ke(s/n))‘it’ 

 

Figure 6.6 Nominal vs. sentential anaphors in English and Korean 
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As seen in Figure 6.6, ce ‘that’ does not function as a sentential anaphor in Korean; 

however, only ku ‘it’ takes its place with two variants like ku(-ke(s/n)) ‘that’ and ku-len(-

ke(s/n)) ‘it’. In English, there is a tendency for English that to be interchangeably used as 

a deictic, a nominal, and a sentential anaphor, while English it is preferred as a nominal 

and a sentential anaphor. However, in Korean, there is a tendency for a relatively more 

deictic expression ce ‘that’ to be used as a deictic and a nominal anaphor, whereas a 

relatively more anaphoric (i.e., a relatively less deictic) expression ku ‘it’ is used as a 

nominal and a sentential anaphor. That is, not every deictic expression can be used as a 

sentential anaphor in Korean discourse (Lee 2005:69). Then an anaphoric item ku ‘it’ can 

be used as a sentential anaphor with two variants: ku(-ke(s/n)) ‘that’ and ku-len(-ke(s/n)) 

‘it’, which are considered English that and it, respectively, with the same line of 

pragmatic reasoning.  

6.3 Pragmatic Heuristics: The Neo-Gricean Theoretical Analysis 

6.3.1 GAP and SAP 

Thus far, the explanation of two discourse anaphoric patterns, i.e., the GAP in 

English and Korean; the SAP in Korean, seems problematic in the relevant linguistic and 

cognitive models such as Givón’s topic continuity model, Ariel’s accessibility hierarchy 

model, and Gundel’s givenness hierarchy since those models need to design another 

hierarchy. Accordingly, in order to explain those linguistic phenomena much more 

comprehensively, I applied this concept of two discourse anaphoric patterns into the neo-

Gricean’s pragmatic heuristics of conversational implicature.  
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Concerning discourse anaphora with conversational implicature, Huang (2000b: 

318) notes that “the central idea of this pragmatic model is that anaphoric distribution in a 

discourse can largely be predicted in terms of the systematic interaction of some general 

pragmatic strategies such as Q-, I-, and M-principles” (e.g., Grice 1975; Horn 1984; 

Levinson 1995, 2000), as represented in Section 2.5.3 and summarized in Table 6.3. 

In particular, Huang (2000a, 2000b, 2007) introduces the basic distributional 

pattern of anaphora, saying that “(i) establishment and (ii) shift of reference tends to be 

achieved through the use of an elaborated form, notably, lexical NP; (iii) maintenance of 

reference through the use of an attenuated form, notably, a pronoun or a zero anaphor”. 

 

Table 6.3 Levinson’s tripartite Q-, I-, & M-principle (heuristics) 

 
The Q-principle  

(≈ Horn’s Q) 
Speaker’s 

maxim 

Do not provide a statement that is informationally weaker than 

your knowledge of the world allows. 

 Recipient’s 

corollary 
Take it that the speaker made the strongest statement consistent 

with what he knows. 

The I-principle  

(≈ Horn’s R) 
Speaker’s 

maxim 

The maxim of Minimization:  

Say as little as necessary, produce the minimal linguistic 

information. 

 Recipient’s 

corollary 
The Enrichment Rule: Amplify the informational content of the 

speaker’s utterance. 

The M-principle Speaker’s 

maxim 

Indicate an abnormal, non-stereotypical situation by using 

marked expressions. 

 Recipient’s 

corollary 
What is said in a marked message indicates a marked situation. 
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In Table 6.3, given the hearer-oriented Q-principle, a speaker should choose an 

informationally richer and morphologically more elaborated referring expression such as 

a proper name (with a description), while given the speaker-oriented I-principle, a 

speaker should choose an informationally poorer and morphologically minimal referring 

expression such as a pronoun or a zero anaphor.  Note that the Q-principle would go 

against minimization in terms of meaning and expression, while the I-principle would go 

against recognition and identification. Thus there should be a compromise between these 

potentially conflicting principles, concurrently satisfying both principles in that a 

referring expression satisfies both recognition/identification and minimization (Huang 

2000b:318-320).  

In this respect, I argue that the GAP can be explained by the I-based preference 

for minimization, whereas the SAP in Korean can be explained by a compromise between 

the Q-based preference for recognition/identification and the I-based preference for 

minimization.  

That is, on the one hand, given the speaker-oriented I-principle for the GAP in 

political news, a full name for the first mention should be minimized with the surname 

(plus a title) for the second retrieval and then this surname construction should be 

minimized with a pronoun for the third retrieval.  

On the other hand, given the compromise between the Q- and I-principle for the 

SAP, a full name for all retrievals should be referred to by concurrently satisfying both 
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recognition/identification and minimization since a full name is being used throughout a 

discourse in lieu of surnames (plus titles), pronouns, and zero anaphors. 

Therefore, the pragmatic heuristics explaining the GAP and the SAP are 

summarized in terms of the minimization and the recognition, as shown in Table 6.4. 

 

Table 6.4 The Pragmatic heuristics for the GAP and the SAP 

 

1. The GAP The I-Principle  

(for minimal referential form, Levinson’s general anaphora pattern) 

2. The SAP The compromise between the Q- and I-principle 

(for recognitional/identifiable referential form)  

 

6.3.2 Referential Properties of Sentential Anaphors 

As seen Section 4.4 and Section 5.3, concerning sentential anaphors in English 

and Korean, I analyzed the corpus data and the survey data in terms of two referential 

properties, i.e., the givenness of information (new vs. old information) and the width of 

reference (narrow vs. wide reference), put forward by Kamio and Thomas (1999).  

However, it seems that in Kamio and Thomas (1999), those two different 

properties of (nominal and) sentential anaphors are firmly encoded in the linguistic items 

such as that and it in English and ku-kun ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean. In other words, 

it looks likely that there are distinctive relationships between sentential anaphoric forms 

in terms of two referential properties, without any implicational relationship between 

them. In particular, if a speaker represents some new information or points narrowly to a 
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referent, s/he should use the sentential anaphor that in English and ku-ken ‘that’ in 

Korean, while if s/he represents some old information or refers widely to a referent, s/he 

should use the sentential anaphor it in English and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean.  

In order to solve this problem, I applied those properties into GHZ’s GH, in which 

particular linguistic items with corresponding cognitive statuses have the implicational 

relationship between them based on (neo-)Gricean conversational maxims of quantity, as 

illustrated in Section 6.2.2. Furthermore, I applied those notions into neo-Gricean’s 

heuristics of conversational implicature, particularly (Horn’s and Levinson’s) Q-scalar 

implicature, in order to specifically combine those linguistic items in one scale according 

to the referential property, as schematized in (59). 

 

(59) Q-scalar implicature 

 a. The givenness of information 

     <old, new> (i.e., <it, that>; <ku-len ‘it’, ku-ken ‘that’>) 

     (i) S(old) ├ S(new) 

     (ii) S(new) +> Q-scalar ~S(old) 

 b. The width of reference 

     <wide, narrow> (i.e., <it, that>; <ku-len ‘it’, ku-ken ‘that’>) 

     (i) S(wide) ├ S(narrow) 

     (ii) S(narrow) +> Q-scalar ~S(wide) 
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As seen in (59), in the scale of the givenness of information, it and ku-len for old 

information is strong expressions, while that and ku-ken for new information is weak 

expressions. Likewise, in the scale of the width of reference, it and ku-len for wide 

reference is strong expressions, while that and ku-ken for narrow reference is weak 

expressions. Concerning the Q-implicature, the utterance with the sentential anaphor for 

old information entails the one for new information, while the utterance with the 

sentential anaphor for wide reference entails the one for narrow reference. On the other 

hand, the utterance with the sentential anaphor for new information Q-scalar implicates the 

negation of the one for old information, while the utterance with the sentential anaphor 

for narrow reference Q-scalar implicates the negation of the one for wide reference. Thus, 

we can infer utterances with particular sentential anaphors in terms of the implicational 

relationship within conversational implicature.  

6.4 Benefits of Research 

Keeping these conclusions in mind, I now turn to the potential benefits of the 

findings. First of all, this combined theoretical and empirical study of discourse anaphora 

is expected to contribute to the comprehensive research on referring expressions in 

pragmatics from a cross-linguistic perspective. In fact, referring expressions have been a 

theoretically arguable issue in pragmatics regarding how a discourse anaphor is 

referentially linked to the antecedent in a given discourse such as constructed texts and 

naturally occurring discourses within grammatical, linguistic, cognitive, and pragmatic 

framework. However, as Lee (2010) notes, little attention has been paid to exploring how 

discourse anaphors are deployed in written discourse such as news articles and TV drama 
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scripts from a contrastive and cross-linguistic perspective. In particular, discourse 

anaphoric patterns and sentential anaphors in written discourse have been empirically 

unexplored fields of studies in pragmatics. In fact, I have noticed that there have been 

remarkably frequent uses of full names as discourse anaphors instead of using other 

discourse anaphoric forms in newspaper articles, particularly in Korean. On the other 

hand, I have noticed that little attention has been given to comparative and contrastive 

research on sentential anaphors, while particular anaphoric forms as nominal anaphors 

have been more frequently studied at the intra-sentential level and the inter-sentential 

level in terms of grammatical, linguistic, cognitive, and pragmatics points. In this respect, 

the research on these two types of discourse anaphora studied in this dissertation, viz., 

discourse anaphoric patterns and sentential anaphors, fills a needed research gap.  

In addition, as a quantitative approach, the empirical research conducted in this 

dissertation on discourse anaphora plays a significant role in synchronically and cross-

linguistically understanding different types of discourse anaphoric patterns and different 

properties of sentential anaphors in terms of the anaphoric distribution in authentic 

discourse and the selection by actual language users. The combination of the data 

collection and the survey complementarily serves as a verifiable factor to validly explain 

the distribution and the selection of discourse anaphora in English and Korean. By this 

combination of research methods, the shared features and the different properties of 

discourse anaphora in two languages are empirically demonstrated and verified in terms 

of bringing pragmatic factors into the theoretical study of discourse anaphora. 
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Finally, as a qualitative approach, the relevant theoretical models discussed so far 

in pragmatics play a key role in explaining and understanding discourse anaphora by 

means of grammatical, linguistic, cognitive and pragmatic perspective. Meanwhile, those 

theoretical models have prescriptively focused on economy or accessibility of linguistic 

form in the process of unfolding those discourses anaphoric forms in a given discourse. 

However, if we face prescriptively inappropriate uses of discourse anaphors such as the 

SAP in Korean, we find that we need to reverse the scale suggested in each theoretical 

model or to make another scale to explain that linguistic phenomenon. If so, we can 

increase a level of descriptive adequacy to explain different types of discourse anaphora 

from a cross-linguistic perspective; but we can decrease a degree of explanatory 

adequacy in terms of Occam’s razor. In this respect, neo-Gricean pragmatic heuristics of 

conversational implicature serves as a complementary window to comprehensively 

explaining comparative and contrastive research on discourse anaphora in terms of the 

distribution and the selection without modifying or changing that framework.  

6.5 Future Avenues of Research 

This dissertation has focused on a synchronic comparative and contrastive study 

of discourse anaphoric patterns and different properties of sentential anaphors in 

authentic discourse in English and Korean. It also has indicated that theoretical 

frameworks should be verified by empirical research such as the data collection form 

naturally occurring texts and the use of a survey, and vice versa; that is, newly observed 

linguistic phenomena used by language users should be explained within the relevant 

theoretical models.  
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Nevertheless, there might be critical suggestions for the future avenues of this 

research in some respects as follows: 

1. For discourse anaphoric patterns; 

a. How will those discourse anaphoric patterns be distributed and selected in a 

variety of genres of discourse in English and Korean? 

b. How will those discourse anaphoric patterns differently be distributed and 

selected in terms of diachronic research, i.e., historic change, in addition to this 

synchronic research? 

c. How will actual cognitive status on different anaphoric forms differ by the 

mention type in a given discourse? In particular, how will the degree of 

acceptability of full names and pronouns in the SA in Korean differ in more 

experimental and psychological research? For example, an experimental 

analysis on the eye movement for those anaphoric forms in certain mention 

types by using the eye tracker or on the response time for them by using 

DMDX. 

2. For sentential anaphors; 

a. What will be comparative referential properties of other sentential anaphors and 

the categorical relation between those expressions such as this in English and 

other variants of ku-ken ‘that’ and ku-len ‘it’ in Korean, in addition to those 

discussed in this dissertation? 
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b. How will actual cognitive status of different sentential anaphors differ by the 

referential properties in a given discourse in English and Korean by means of 

more psychological and experimental research? 

Without any doubt, further research on these discourse anaphoric features 

suggested above needs to be conducted in terms of pragmatics in cooperation with other 

subfields of linguistics. Hopefully, this limited, but focused research conducted in this 

dissertation could be another stepping stone for those future avenues of research in 

comparative study of pragmatics.  

 

 



 

237 

Appendix A 

The Survey Questionnaire in English 
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Appendix B 

The Survey Questionnaire in Korean 
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Appendix C 

UT Arlington IRB Documentation 
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