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1. Introduction

Sentences in natural languages convey propositional meaning, a state of affairs in the 

world, but also have information structure such as topic (given) and focus (new) 

information. Depending on the status of information in the proposition delivered in the 

utterance context, speakers utilize phonological or morphosyntactic strategy or both for 

packaging the corresponding information (Lambrecht, 1994). For instance, sentences in (1) 

have the same propositional meaning accompanied with a similar state of affairs. In 

contrast to a simple declarative sentence (1a), pseudo-cleft and cleft sentences (1b-c) have 

distinct information structure where the nominal expression following the copular verb is 

construed as focus while the rest as topic/given information. This is an instance of 

syntactic realization of information packaging. Speakers may choose a phonological strategy 

for conveying a similar kind of information, employing an appropriate pitch accent in (1a) 

(Pierrehumbert & Hirschberg, 1990; Steedman, 1991; Lee, 2000, 2001 inter alia).

(1) a. John ate a sandwich.

b. What John ate is a sandwich.

c. It is a sandwich that John ate.

Interestingly Korean seems to have cleft-like constructions. Given a simple sentence in 

(2a), apparently we have two versions of topic and focus constructions (Kes-construction 

and Ki-construction hereafter).

(2) a. Yenghi-ka sakwa-lul mek-ess-e

Y-Nom   apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

‘Yenghi ate an apple.’

b. Yenghi-ka mek-un kes-un   sakwa-i-ess-e

Y-Nom   eat-Adn KES-Top apple-Cop-Past-Decl

c. Yenghi-ka mek-ki-nun sakwa-lul mek-ess-e

Y-Nom   eat-KI-Top  apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

Kes-construction is widely discussed in the literature and many researchers converge 

on the movement analysis to capture morphosyntactic and semantic properties of the 

construction (Jo, 2005; Kim & Lee, 2008; Park, 2014, inter alia). Park and Kim (2019) 
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further claims that Ki-construction is derived from the focus and topic movement similarly 

to Kes-construction while the difference between the two constructions arises due to the 

difference in the landing sites of the movement for each construction. This paper shows 

that the observation and analysis of the two constructions claimed in Park and Kim (2019) 

is empirically and theoretically flawed and claims that while the movement analysis for 

Kes-construction can be upheld, Ki-construction is not involved with movement at all, 

supporting the base-generation approach. Section 2.1 presents morphosyntactic and 

semantic properties of the two constructions, section 2.2 briefly presents the previous 

analyses of Kes-construction in the literature and provides a critical review on the analysis 

of Kes- and Ki-constructions claimed in Park and Kim (2019), and section 3 provides a 

variety of empirical evidence against movement but for base-generation approach to the 

analysis of Ki-construction. Section 4 concludes the paper.

2. Morphosyntactic and Semantic Properties of 

Kes-construction and Ki-construction

2.1. Constructions at Issue 

We first take a close examination of two constructions in their morphosyntax and 

semantics. Given a simple sentence in (3a), we have corresponding Kes-construction and 

Ki-construction in (3b-c), respectively. In both constructions, constituents realized after the 

topic-marked element are construed as focus information and the preceding constituents 

marked with the particle -nun are construed as topic information. With regard to the focus 

information realized in Kes-construction (Jo, 2005), it is taken as identification (or 

contrastive) focus in the sense of Kiss (1998). Noting further distinction in the kinds of 

topic and focus in the two constructions, Park and Kim (2019) claims that Kes-construction 

is involved with noncontrastive or unmarked topic and identification focus while 

Ki-construction with contrastive topic and information focus (Kiss, 1998, 1999).1) 

(3) a. Yenghi-ka sakwa-lul mek-ess-e

Y-Nom   apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

‘Yenghi ate an apple.’   

1) This point will be critically reviewed in section 2.2.
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b. Yenghi-ka mek-un kes-un   sakwa-i-ess-e

Y-Nom   eat-Adn KES-Top apple-Cop-Past-Decl

c. Yenghi-ka mek-ki-nun sakwa-lul mek-ess-e

Y-Nom   eat-KI-Top  apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

Morphosyntactically, two constructions are similar in that both seem to have a missing 

argument in the topic-marked expressions while they are different in that Kes-construction 

is accompanied with the copular verb and KES, which has often been analyzed as 

complementizer or bound noun in the literature (Jo, 2005 among others), and 

Ki-construction with the repetition of the main predicate and KI, which has been glossed 

as a nominalizer (bound affix) in the literature. As illustrated in (4), speakers have 

different ways of encoding information structure: simple declarative sentence with pitch 

accent on the object or Kes-construction and Ki-construction as morpho-syntactic 

mechanism.

 

(4) A: Yenghi-ka mwues-ul mek-ess-ni?

Y-Nom   what-Acc eat-Past-Q

‘What did Yenghi eat?’

B: a. Yenghi-ka sakwa-lul mek-ess-e

Y-Nom    apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

b. Yenghi-ka mek-un kes-un sakwa-i-ess-e

Y-Nom    eat-Adn KES-Top apple-Decl-Past-Decl

c. Yenghi-ka mek-ki-nun sakwa-lul mek-ess-e 

Y-Nom   eat-KI-Top  apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

Distinct from Ki-construction at issue here, which clearly has topic and focus 

information structure as in (4c), there are constructions that are only involved with 

contrastive topic information as illustrated in (5). Sentence (5a) is accompanied with the 

repetition of the main predicate, similarly to the Ki-construction (4c), while sentence (5b) 

with the dummy verb ha-. Despite the difference in their morphosyntactic behavior, both 

sentences (5a-b) have the same meaning intended to convey the concessive admission of 

the given proposition but crucially induce conventional scalar implicature, which is 

deduced from the context and is often in contrast to the admitted proposition (Lee, 1999, 

2000, 2003, 2006, 2007). 



Revisiting Cleft(-like) Constructions in Korean | 49

(5) A: Chelswu-ka Yenghi-lul manna-ss-ni?

C-Nom     Y-Acc     meet-Past-Q

‘Did Chelswu meet Yenghi?’

B: a. Chelswu-ka Yenghi-lul manna-ki-nun manna-ss-e

C-Nom    Y-Acc     meet-KI-Top   meet-Past-Decl

b. Chelswu-ka Yenghi-lul manna-ki-nun hay-ss-e 

C-Nom     Y-Acc     meet-KI-Top  do-Past-Decl

‘Chelswu met Yenghi (but ...)’

Predicate repetition construction (5a) which has contrastive topic interpretation only 

allows a word order similar to the Ki-construction with focus information as shown in (6), 

where topic-marked predicate has strong pitch accent with following elements 

deaccentuated.

(6) A: Chelswu-ka Yenghi-lul manna-ss-ni?

C-Nom      Y-Acc     meet-Past-Q

‘Did Chelswu meet Yenghi?‘

   B: Chelswu-ka manna-ki-nun Yenghi-lul manna-ss-ci

C-Nom     meet-KI-CT    Y-Acc     meet-Past-Decl

‘Chelswu met Yenghi (but...)’

Noting the existence of constructions of predicate repetition or dummy verb ha- which 

are associated with contrastive topic information only, remaining sections are confined to 

the Ki-construction with topic and focus information.2)

2.2. Critical Review of Park and Kim (2019)

With regard to Kes-construction, many researchers have proposed movement analysis 

due to the morpho-syntactic connectivity between the missing argument in the 

topic-marked Kes-clause and focus constituent as exemplified in (7) (Jo, 2005; Kim & Lee, 

2) For readers interested in the predicate contrastive topic constructions, see Choi (2000, 2001) for head 

movement approach, Cho & Kim (2002) for a construction-based HPSG approach, Jo (2013) for 

phrasal movement approach. Jo, in particular, provides a uniform analysis of two types of predicate 

contrastive topic constructions with variations resulting from selective PF-deletion process in the lower 

copy of the moved constituent.



50 | Jung-Min Jo

2008; Park, 2014) though they are different in the details of the analysis.3) Dative 

case-marked focus nominal in (7b) is directly related to the missing argument position in 

the Kes-clause by (focus) movement along with the topicalization of the remnant 

Kes-clause, roughly represented in (7c).

(7) a. Chelswu-ka Yenghi-eykey senmwul-ul cwu-ess-e

C-Nom      Y-Dat         gift-Acc    give-Past-Decl

‘Chelswu gave a gift to Yenghi.’

   b. Chelswu-ka senmwul-ul cwu-n    kes-un Yenghi-eykey-i-ess-e

C-Nom      gift-Acc    give-Adn KES-top Y-Dat-Cop-Past-Decl

   c. [[Chelswu-ka ti senmwul-ul cwu-n] kesj-un 

[Yenghi-eykeyi [tj-i-ess-e]]]

Interestingly, Park and Kim (2019) claims that not just Kes-construction but also 

Ki-construction is derived from similar movement processes while the two constructions 

differ in the sites the moved constituents are landed in. Given a simple sentence (8a), the 

object nominal is fronted to the Spec of FocP projected outside FinP and the remnant 

FinP to the Spec of TopP projected over FocP, so-called CP-periphery in the sense of Rizzi 

(1997), resulting in Kes-construction, schematically represented in (8b). On the other hand, 

Ki-construction is claimed to be derived from the movement to the TP-internal and 

vP-external topic and focus position, as represented in (8c), claiming the existence of 

clause-internal syntactic projections for topic and focus information, so-called vP-periphery, 

in Korean.4)

(8) a. Yenghi-ka sakwa-lul mek-ess-e

      Y-Nom    apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

   b. [TopP [Yenghi-ka mek-un kes-unj [FocP sakwai [FinP [TP ti tj –i-ess-e]]]]]

           Y-Nom   eat-Adn KES-Top    apple          Cop-Past-Decl

   c. [TP Yenghi-ka [TopP mek-ki-nunj [FocP sakwa-luli [vP ti tj mek-ess-e]]]]

         T-Nom        eat-KI-Top      apple-Acc        eat-Past-Decl  

3) For base-generation approaches to Kes-construction, see Yoon (2001, 2005), Kang (2006), Choi (2011), 

Kim & Sells (2013), and Hong (2015).

4) This is based on Belletti (2001, 2004), who argued for the existence of vP periphery parallel to CP 

periphery of Rizzi (1997) by examining Romance languages like French and Italian.
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The analysis of Kes-construction is similar to the movement analyses mentioned above. 

What is peculiar about Park and Kim’s is the postulation of the clause-internal topic and 

focus-related syntactic projections for deriving the Ki-construction, independently of 

clause-external topic and focus projections. In so doing, additional stipulations are in order 

with regard to the status of kes and -ki and the appearance of the copular verb and the 

repetition of the main predicate in the process of deriving (8b-c) from (8a), respectively. 

They treated both kes and -ki as last resort affixes for the topic marker -un to be attached, 

assuming late lexical insertion in Distributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz 1993). 

Similarly, the copular verb in the Kes-construction is treated as a rescue affix for verbal 

affixes to be attached. In a similar vein, the repetition of the predicate in the 

Ki-construction should be treated as a rescue affix for stranded verbal affixes. However, 

this stipulative nature of analyzing morphosyntatic formatives raises more questions rather 

than revealing the morphosyntactic properties of the two constructions. As pointed out in 

Jo (2005), the morpheme kes carries grammatical functions of the noun or the 

complementizer, heading the relative clause in (9a), the object complement clause in (9b), 

even occurring at the precopluar position as in (9c). Hence the treatment of kes in the 

Kes-construction as a rescue strategy for the topic marker -nun to be attached does not 

seem to be on the right track since it clearly performs grammatical functions required by 

some other syntactic formatives.

(9) a. Yenghi-nun [Chelswu-ka phathi-ey ti kacyeo-n]  kesi-ul

      Y-Top       C-Nom     party-Loc   bring-Adn KES-Acc

      Tongswu-eykey cwu-ess-ta

      T-Dat           give-Past-Decl

      ‘Yenghi gave to Tongswu what Chelswu brought to the party.’

   b. Yenghi-nun [Chelswu-ka phathi-ey photocwu-lul kacyeo-n

      Y-Top       C-Nom    party-Loc wine-Acc     bring-Adn 

      kes]-ul  molla-ss-ta

      KES-Acc not.know-Past-Decl

      ‘Yenghi didn’t know that Chelswu brought wine to the party.‘

   c. [Yengi-ka Tongswu-eykey senmwul-ul cwu-n    kes]-i-ta

      Y-Nom   T-Dat          gift-Acc     give-Adn KES-Cop-Decl

      ‘It is that Yenghi gave a gift to Tongswu.’
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In addition, the treatment of both kes and -ki as a last resort rescue strategy for the 

topic marker -nun to be attached makes the selection of one form over the other totally 

arbitrary, deriving sentences like (10). In the putative Kes-construction in (10a), -ki instead 

of kes is inserted, resulting in the ungrammaticality, while in the putative Ki-construction 

in (10b), kes instead of -ki is inserted with the resulting sentence sounding better in 

contrast to (10a). This contrast is totally mysterious in Park and Kim’s analysis.

(10) a. *Yenghi-ka mek-ki-nun sakwa-i-ess-e

        Y-Nom   eat-KI-Top  apple-Cop-Past-Decl

    b. (??)Yenghi-ka mek-un kes-un   sakwa-lul  mek-ess-e

          Y-Nom   eat-Adn KES-Top apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

They also claim there is a distinction in the kinds of topic and focus information 

manifested in each construction: noncontrastive or unmarked topic and identification focus 

with exhaustive interpretation in Kes-construction, and contrastive topic and information 

focus with non-exhaustive interpretation in Ki-construction (a la Kiss, 1998, 1999), 

providing the following contrast.

(11) a. Chelswu-ka manna-n kes-un Yenghi-i-ta #Swunhi-to yeksi manna-ss-ciman

       C-Nom  meet-Adn KES-Top Y-Cop-Decl S-also  too  meet-Past-though

    b. Chelswu-ka manna-ki-nun Yenghi-lul manna-ss-ta  Swunhi-to yeksi

       C-Nom  meet-KI-Top    Y-Acc   meet-Past-Decl S-aslo     too

       mann-ss-ciman

       meet-Decl-though

Very subtle, and even if there is such a distinction, it does not validate the argument 

for separate syntactic projections for topic and focus information. Furthermore, as shown 

in the interaction (12) where identification (contrastive) focus information is manifested in 

the answer, Ki-construction as well as Kes-construction seems fine.

(12) A: Yengh-ka sakwa-lul cohahay-ss-ni?

        Y-Nom   apple-Acc like-Past-Q

        ‘Did Yenghi like an apple?’

    B: a. ani, Yenghi-ka cohaha-n kes-un   ttalki-i-ess-e
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          no  Y-Nom   like-Adn KES-Top strawberry-Cop-Past-Decl

       b. ani, Yenghi-ka cohaha-ki-nun ttalki-lul       cohahay-ss-e

          no  Y-Nom   like-KI-Top    strawberry-Acc like-Past-Decl

          ‘No, it was strawberry that Yenghi liked.’

Even the Kes-construction, claimed to have noncontrastive topic interpretation, can be 

involved with contrastive topic information as shown in (13), where two Kes-clauses are 

in contrast and should be interpreted as contrastive topic.

(13) A: Yenghi, Swunhi-ka nwukwu-lul manna-ss-ni?

        Y      S-Nom    who-Acc    meet-Past-Q

        ‘Who did Yenghi and Swunhi meet?’

     B: Yenghi-ka manna-n kes-un   Tongswu-i-ko

        Y-Nom   meet-Adn KES-Top T-Cop-Conj 

        Swunhi-ka manna-n kes-un    Chelswu-i-ss-e

        S-Nom     meet-Adn KES-Top C-Cop-Past-Decl

        ‘It was Tongswu that Yenghi met and it was Chelswu that

        Swunhi met.’

This seems to suggest that the distinction in the kinds of topic and focus information 

cannot be attributed to each construction but rather to the utterance context. Even if there 

is difference in the types of topic and focus information between the two constructions, it 

does not justify the separate clause-internal topic and focus projections, independently of 

clause-external topic and focus projections often postulated for the analysis of the 

Kes-construction in the literature.

Park and Kim claim that the focus information in the two constructions has specificity 

effect. Hence an indefinite nominal expression in a simple declarative sentence (14a) may 

have nonspecific or specific interpretation. In contrast, the one in the corresponding Kes- 

and Ki-constructions in (14b-c) is claimed to have specific interpretation only so that 

speakers uttering the given sentences have a specific individual in mind.

(14) a. Chelswu-ka etten yeca-lul manna-ss-ta    <specific, nonspecific>

       C-Nom     some woman-Acc meet-Past

       ‘Chelswu met some woman.’
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    b. Chelswu-ka manna-n kes-un etten yeca-i-ta           <specific>

       C-Nom    meet-Adn KES-Top some woman-Cop-Decl

    c. Chelswu-ka manna-ki-nun etten yeca-lul manna-ss-ta  <specific>

      C-Nom     meet-KI-Top   some woman-Acc meet-Past-Decl

However, as shown in the following examples, nonspecific interpretation seems to be 

available, suggesting that the matter of specificity cannot be attributed to the given 

constructions but rather to the utterance context.

(15) a. Chelswu-ka manna-n  ke-n     etten yeca-la-nuntey

       C-Nom     meet-Adn KES-Top some woman-Cop-hearsay

       hwaksilhi nwukwunci-nun      molla

       surely    who-Cop-Comp-Top  not.know         

      ‘Chelswu met some woman but I don’t know for sure who.‘ 

     b. Chelswu-ka manna-ki-nun etten yeca-lul     manna-ss-ta-nuntey

        C-Nom    meet-KI-Top   some woman-Acc meet-Past-hearsay

        nwukwunci-nun    molla

        who-Cop-Comp-Top not.know

The evidence that they claim strongly supports clause-internal and external separate 

topic and focus projections comes from the contrast shown in (16) with regard to the 

availability of tense inflections which are indicators of TP projections. That is, past tense 

inflection can be included as part of topic information in the Kes-construction while it 

cannot in the Ki-construction as shown in (16d).

(16) a. Chelswu-ka manna-n  kes-un   Yenghi-i-ta

       C-Nom     meet-Adn KES-Top Y-Cop-Decl

    b. Chelswu-ka manna-ss-ten  kes-un    Yenghi-i-ta

       C-Nom     meet-Past-Adn KES-Top Y-Cop-Decl

    c. Chelswu-ka manna-ki-nun Yenghi-lul manna-ss-ta

       C-Nom     meet-KI-Top  Y-Acc     meet-Past-Decl

    d. *Chelswu-ka manna-ss-ki-nun  Yenghi-lul manna-ss-ta

       C-Nom     meet-Past-KI-Top Y-Acc     meet-Past-Decl
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However, it is not clear how strong their judgement is concerning (16d) since it is not 

bad enough to be judged ungrammatical and it is totally acceptable as a scrambled 

version of predicate contrastive topic constructions which have contrastive topic 

interpretation only with the sequences after the topic-marked constituent deaccentuated. 

Not just tense but also mood affixes may be included as part of Ki-clause in predicate 

contrastive topic constructions as shown below.5)

(17) a. Yenghi-ka swul-ul    masi-ess-ki-nun   masi-ess-e

       Y-Nom   liquor-Acc drink-Past-KI-Top drink-Past-Decl

    b. Yenghi-ka swul-ul    masi-ess-ki-nun hay

       Y-Nom   liquor-Acc drink-Past       do-Decl

       ‘Yenghi drank liquor (but...)’

    c. Yenghi-ka swul-ul masi-ess-ta-ki-nun    masi-ess-ta-tela

       Y-No liquor-Acc drink-Past-Decl-KI-Top drink-Past-Decl-hearsay

    d. Yenghi-ka swul-lul   masi-ess-ta-ki-nun      ha-tela

       Y-Nom   liquor-Acc drink-Past-Decl-KI-Top do-hearsay

       ‘(I heard) Yenghi drank liquor (but...)’

Hence the claim cannot be substantiated or is very weak at best for the existence of 

clause-internal separate topic and focus projections on the basis of the availability of tense 

inflections in the Kes- and Ki-constructions.

According to Park and Kim, Kes-construction is derived from the application of 

movement to focus and topic projections above FinP while Ki-construction from the 

application of movement to TP-internal focus and topic projections, which gives rise to the 

syntactic structure as represented in (18). Postulation of dual syntactic projections for topic 

and focus information predicts that focus information can be followed by contrastive topic 

information which is supposed to occupy TP-internal TopP, as marked in boldface in (18). 

However, this prediction is not borne out. Irrespective of grammatical functions of focus 

and (contrastive) topic information, topic-marked expressions should precede focus 

information and otherwise sentences are severely degraded as shown in (19) and (20), 

confirming the unmarked oder of topic and focus information observed cross-linguistically.

5) See Jo (2013) for the account of systematic distribution of verbal affixes in predicate contrastive topic 

constructions.
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(18) [TopP [FocP [FinP [TP [TopP [FocP [vP .......]]]]]]]

(19) A: nwuka sakwa-lul mek-ess-ni?

       who   apple-Acc eat-Past-Q

       ‘Who ate an apple?’

    B: a. ?*Yenghi-ka sakwa-nun mek-ess-e

           Y-Nom    apple-Top  eat-Past-Decl

      b. Yenghi-ka sakwa-lul mek-ess-e

        Y-Nom    apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

      c. sakwa-nun Yenghi-ka  mek-ess-e

        apple-Top  Y-Nom     eat-Past-Decl

(20) A: Yengi-ka mwues-ul mek-ess-ni?

        Y-Nom  what-Acc eat-Past-Q

        ‘What did Yenghi eat?’

    B: a. Yenghi-nun sakwa-lul mek-ess-e

         Y-Top      apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

      b. *sakwa-lul Yenghi-nun mek-ess-e

          apple-Acc Y-Top      eat-Past-Decl

It can be concluded that Park and Kim’s claim for the clause-internal topic and focus 

projections has little empirical basis and the movement approach to the Ki-construction 

itself is in serious doubt, which is addressed in the next section.

3. Base-generated Topic in the Ki-construction

Independently of topic and focus projections for the movement analysis of 

Kes-construction, clause-internal syntactic projections for topic and focus cannot be 

supported. Instead, apparent cleft-like Ki-construction is none other than a simple 

base-generated topic and focus construction with no movement involved whatsoever.

Without the well-known pause effect which improves otherwise awkward sentences in 

Korean, subtle difference in the intervention of sentence adverbials in (21) implies that 

-ki-nun constituent occupies high in the clause level along with sentence adverbials.
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(21) a. Solcikhi Cheswu-ka masi-ki-nun  soju-lul masi-ess-e

       frankly  C-Nom    drink-KI-Top soju-Acc drink-Past-Decl

       ‘Frankly, what Chelswu drank was soju.’

    b. ??Chelswu-ka solcikhi masi-ki-nun  soju-lul  masi-ess-e

        C-Nom      frankly drink-KI-Top soju-Acc drink-Past-Decl

    c. Chelswu-ka masi-ki-nun solcikhi soju-lul  masi-ess-e

       C-Nom    drink-KI-Top frankly soju-Acc drink-Past-Decl

Another piece of evidence for the separate clausal boundary between the topic-marked 

expression and the following sequences comes from availability of resumptive pronouns. 

As shown in (22), subject resumptive pronouns make sentences degraded.6) In contrast, 

resumptive pronouns may occur after the topic-marked expression in the Ki-construction, 

suggesting the separate clausal boundary between the topic-marked expression and the 

following sequences.7)

(22) a. Yenghi-nun sakwa-lul cohahay-ss-e

       Y-Top      apple-Acc like-Past-Decl

    b. ?*Yenghi-nun key-ka/key-nun/kunye-ka  sakwa-lul cohahay-ss-e

         Y-Top     pro-Nom/pro-Top/she-Nom apple-Acc like-Past-Decl

    c. Yenghi-ka cohaha-ki-nun

       Y-Nom   like-KI-Top 

       key-ka/key-nun/kunye-ka   sakwa-lul cohahay-ss-e

       pro-Nom/pro-Top/she-Nom apple-Acc like-Past-Decl

6) Sentences should be uttered with no pause. Pause after the topic-marked expression make sentences 

better (i.e., pause effect) and the initial element can function as a base-generated ‘scene-setting’ topic, 

independent of the following main clause.

7) In contrast to the Ki-construction here, involved with topic and focus information structure, predicate 

contrastive topic constructions do not allow resumptive pronouns, suggesting that the former 

construction is fundamentally different from the latter:

   (i) Yenghi-ka sakwa-lul mek-ki-nun (*key-ka) mek-ess-e

      Y-Nom   apple-Acc eat-KI-Top   pro-Nom eat-Past-Decl 

   (ii) Yenghi-ka sakwa-lul mek-ki-nun (key-ka) kacang cal mek-ess-e

      Y-Nom    apple-Acc eat-KI-Top  pro-Nom most well eat-Past-Decl
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Constructions involved with contrastive topic interpretation only, which are involved 

with phrasal movement to the functional projection above TP in Jo (2013), have two 

variations, repetition of main predicate or dummy verb ha-, both of which are the last 

resort operation to rescue stranded verbal affixes as shown in (23a-b). Since the 

Ki-construction is analyzed as remnant VP movement preceded by focus movement in 

Park and Kim (2019), repetition of verbal predicate is similarly claimed to be the 

operation to rescue stranded verbal affixes, which predicts another pattern of sentence 

accompanied with the dummy verb ha-. This prediction is not borne out, as the 

ungrammaticality in (23d) suggests.

(23) a. Yengi-ka sakwa-lul mek-ki-nun mek-ess-e

       Y-Nom   apple-Acc eat-KI-Top  eat-Past-Decl

    b. Yenghi-ka sakwa-lul mek-ki-nun hay-ss-e

      Y-Nom    apple-Acc eat-KI-Top  do-Past-Decl

    c. Yenghi-ka mek-ki-nun sakwa-lul mek-ess-e

      Y-Nom    eat-KI-Top  apple-Acc eat-Past-Decl

    d. *Yenghi-ka mek-ki-nun sakwa-lul hay-ss-e

       Y-Nom    eat-KI-Top   apple-Acc do-Past-Decl

Jo (2013) provides a few pieces of evidence for base-generation of the topic-marked 

expression in the Ki-construction involved with focus information, which in turn should be 

fundamentally different from the predicate contrastive topic constructions exemplified in 

(23a-b), which have contrastive topic interpretation only and are claimed to be involved with 

phrasal movement in Jo (2013). First, the movement analysis of the Ki-construction cannot 

account for why the Ki-construction behaves differently from the predicate contrastive topic 

construction with regard to long distance scrambling as shown in (24). The predicate 

contrastive topic construction with contrastive topic interpretation and the Ki-construction 

accompanied with focus information are realized as embedded clauses in (24a) and (24c), 

respectively. Long distance scrambling of the topic-marked expression in the former 

construction renders the sentence degraded as shown in (24b). In contrast, long distance 

scrambling of the topic-marked expression in the latter construction makes no difference in 

the grammatical status as shown in (24d). This contrast suggests that the Ki-construction 

with topic and focus information is syntactically different from the predicate contrastive 

topic construction which is involved with strictly local movement process in Jo (2013).  
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(24) a. Yenghi-nun [Swunhi-ka maykcwu-lul masi-ki-nun]

       Y-Top       S-Nom    beer-Acc     drink-KI-Top 

      ha/masi-ess-ta-ko        sayngkakha-n-ta

      do/drink-Past-Decl-Comp think-Pres-Decl

       ‘Yenghi thinks that Swunhi DID drink beer (but...)’

    b. *[Swunhi-ka maykcwu-lul masi-ki-nun]i Yenghi-nun

        S-Nom    beer-Acc     drink-KI-Top  Y-Top

        ti ha/masi-ess-ta-ko        sayngkakha-n-ta

          do/drink-Past-Decl-Comp think-Pres-Decl

    c. Yenghi-nun [Swunhi-ka masi-ki-nun] maykcwu-lul

       Y-Top      S-Nom     drink-KI-Top beer-Acc

       masi-ess-ta-ko        sayngkakha-n-ta

       drink-Past-Decl-Comp think-Pres-Decl

       ‘Yenghi thinks that as for Swunhi’s drinking, she drank beer.‘

    d. [Swunhi-ka  masi-ki-nun]i Yenghi-ka ti maykcwu-lul

       S-Nom     drink-KI-Top  Y-Nom     beer-Acc

       masi-ess-ta-ko        sayngkakha-n-ta

       drink-Past-Decl-Comp think-Pres-Decl

Second, final predicates in the Ki-construction do not have to be the same as the 

initial topic-marked predicate as shown in (25). Obviously, topic-marked expressions in 

(25) are not associated with the following sequences in any form of movement process 

and must be base-generated as independent initial clauses.

(25) a. [maum-i    coh-ki-nun]  Yenghi-ka choyko-ya

        heart-Nom good-KI-Top Y-Nom     best-Cop-Decl

       ‘As for a person with a good heart, Yenghi is the best.’

    b. [hongswu-ka na-ki-nun]     chilwel-i  kacang simha-ta

       flood-Nom  happen-KI-Top July-Nom most   heavy-Decl

       ‘As for the flood happening, it most heavily occurs in July.’

    c. [maykcwu-lul masi-ki-nun] wuntong cikhwu-ka kacang coh-ta

       beer-Acc drink-KI-Top workout right.after-Nom most   good-Decl

       ‘As for drinking beer, it is the best right after working out.’
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These sentences look just like ordinary simple declarative sentences of topic-comment 

information structure as shown in (26). Given initial topic information, the rest of the 

sentence (comment) is about the topic, which encodes focus information, simply reflecting 

the unmarked order of information packaging.

(26) a. maum-nun Yenghi-ka choyko-ya

       heart-Top  Y-Nom     best-Cop-Decl

       ‘As for heart, Yenghi is the best.’

    b. hongswu-nun  chilwel-i  kacang simha-ta

       flood-Top     July-Nom most   heavy-Decl

      ‘As for the flood, it is most heavy in July.’

    c. maykcwu-nun wuntong cikhwu-ka      kacang coh-ta

       beer-Top      workout right.after-Nom most   good-Decl

      ‘As for beer, it is the best right after working out.’

Lastly, since topic-marked expressions in the Ki-construction are taken as 

base-generated clauses independent of expressions encoding focus information, they are 

expected to behave more like adjuncts as base-generated ‘scene-setting’ topics, which is 

precisely the case as shown in (27a-a’). The topic marker -nun in the Ki-construction in 

(27a) can be replaced by a typical adjunct-introducing marker -lon-nun as shown in (27a’). 

In contrast to the Ki-construction with focus information, the topic marker in predicate 

contrastive topic constructions cannot be replaced by the adjunct marker as shown in 

(27b-c’), again confirming that the initial topic-marked expression in the Ki-construction is 

base-generated.

(27) a. nolay-lul cal  pwulu-ki-nun Swunhi-ka cal pwulu-n-ta

       song-Acc well sing-KI-Top   S-Nom    well sing-Pres-Decl

    a’. nolay-lul  cal  pwulu-ki-lo-nun Swunhi-ka cal  pwulu-n-ta

       song-Acc well  sing-KI-Inst-Top S-Nom    well sing-Pres-Decl

       ‘Speaking of singing well, Swunhi sings well.’

    b. Swunhi-ka nolay-lul  cal  pwulu-ki-nun cal  pwulu-n-ta

       S-Nom    song-Acc well sing-KI-Top   well sing-Pres-Decl

    b’. *Swunhi-ka nolay-lul  cal  pwulu-ki-lo-nun cal  pwulu-n-ta

        S-Nom     song-Acc well sing-KI-Inst-Top well sing-Pres-Decl
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    c. Swunhi-ka nolay-lul cal  pwulu-ki-nun  hay

      S-Nom    song-Acc well sing-KI-Top   do-Decl

    c’. *Swunhi-ka nolay-lul cal  pwulu-ki-lo-nun hay

       S-Nom    song-Acc well sing-KI-Inst-Top do-Decl

As pointed out in Jo (2013), the predicate phrase may undergo phrasal nominalization 

(cf. Yoon 1996) and this independently generated nominalized phrase may function as the 

topic of the sentence with the topic marker attached. If this nominalized phrase is uttered 

as a ‘scene-setting’ topic of the sentence, the remaining material is construed as 

comment/focus information about the given topic which is in turn realized by pitch 

accent. Hence there is no syntactic movement involved to generate the Ki-construction 

with topic and focus information. Given this base-generated topic in the Ki-construction, 

syntactic properties discussed in this section are all as expected: intervention of sentential 

adverbials, permission of resumptive pronouns, long-distance scrambling expected to occur 

as base-generated clausal topics, and adjunct-like patterns. To the extent that the meaning 

denoted by the topic-marked expression is compatible with the meaning denoted by the 

comment/focus expression, the predicates in the Ki-construction may be permitted to 

differ.

4. Conclusion

Due to the apparent similarity of Ki-construction to the topic and focus information 

structure of Kes-construction, it would be ideal for both constructions to be derived by 

morphosyntactically similar processes and indeed, Park and Kim (2019) came up with this 

idea. They claimed that the two constructions are derived by similar syntactic movement 

processes while the difference between the two arises from the difference in the landing 

sites corresponding topic and focus constituents move to, claiming the existence of 

clause-internal topic and focus projections, independently of clause external topic and 

focus projections often postulated in the movement analysis of Kes-construction. However, 

the critical review of their analysis has shown their claim cannot be empirically 

substantiated with little or no morphosyntactic or semantic evidence for the existence of 

clause-internal topic and focus projections. Instead, a series of morphosyntactic evidence 

presented here concerning Ki-construction point to the base-generation of Ki-clause, which 
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is independently generated as a separate clause and functions as topic information with 

the topic marker attached, and resulting topic and focus information structure turns out to 

be just an unmarked order of topic and focus information observed cross-linguistically.
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