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A perceptual study of the wh-island constraint in Seoul Korean

Weonhee Yun*

Department of English Language and Literature, Keimyung University, Daegu, Korea

Abstract

This study investigated the status of the wh-island constraint in Seoul Korean. The syntactic movement of a wh-phrase out of
an embedded sentence so as to have wide scope at LF is known to be invalid as it violates the wh-island constraint, but there
have been studies in which such a movement was possible when the sentence is read with a wh-intonation. We conducted
perceptual tests in which subjects were asked to select an answer after listening to each of the four types of interrogative
sentences. Three of them were with Nugu-leul', which is an accusative form of the wh-phrase 'who' as well as an indefinite
form. The fourth sentence contained the name of a person. 'Nugu-leul' and the noun were positioned in the same embedded
sentence to see whether the subjects accepted a matrix scope interpretation of the wh-phrases. Response time was transformed
to normalized log response time and checked to find any differences in the time taken to select the answers depending on
different types of interrogative sentences. The results showed the subjects had a definite preference for the matrix scope
interpretation for the sentences with a wh-intonation. The response time required to select the matrix scope interpretation was
longer than for any other type of interrogative sentence. We concluded that the wh-island constraint in Seoul Korean is weak.

Keywords: syntax-phonology interface, wh-intonation, wh-scope, response time, wh-island constraint, perception test
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o Z deiA = wh-A Al 9K(wh-island constraint)©] A1-& 2]l UEE2] At 7 BE 289 (matrix scope). L E 3|4 E] 7]
A oF3}E] =] =2] 3] KA} s $3 Ft(matrix sentence) O.F ©]-F 3k 2> A Aok ¢Jdlo]
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2. K8 A+t

Ross(1967):= 578 AF 72 Aok T-2)0ll A S2Al 7-9]
ojFol =7He TSIl ey Al A olE Kol k=
o] &0l:z, 052 T ek wAIgle] AL o] o] EIFEE Ao
2 4Rl oA ool whet A Alefo] oFshi = A9t B
1% tH(Chung, 1996; Miyagawa, 2004). Ishihara(2002, 2004) 2}
Deguchi & Kitagawa(2002)3= AEojol|A] 54 & JelS A&
sto] 912 A5 L 290w dA Arka T,

gatol, 53] B elelA] Ve oAF 771 9
T oAl O A EFORE BEORE AT
Q1. o= F-9] o Foful k(@Y o T, i
w o))2) ol 2 vhehy] wlel 2goje] o] 153t
v, oe{ gk o= A A of ofshe] of = ARE-E] I Th(Sub, 1987).
= o o7t bR e A9 B ol nE X
8 A T WER A0S e 1, B0 F4 of 1
7hew R B A9 AW o BE 2T AL =
& 2§ o7 aiA gt o] 3 PEj A Aol= shA| I%U
3] 2] 24 (pitch contour) oA & &g of] whe} A9 <& EA} ¢
H(wh-intonation)’ 2= 54 & FFZ YEPITHHwang,
2006, 2007, 2011, 2015; Jung, 2010; Kubo, 2005; Lee, 2001; Yun
et al., 2020).

% 4 o

Hwang(2015)°14 & W) B 2895 Hehdl=
7 9 A =1 FEE Al ATkl 2H2te] Fejel A4Sk &
& 5 DA Ak FEskleh 2ev s g B 48]
Aol= 9] =34 9] sl whet M 2 ohE 53 BAE AR
U= 21 adolgta 8 = gitk o]l Yun et al.(2020)°14]
T EYT E EAE it RS RS T ASS W
At & HFAx(complementizer) S E S U3 FAF LEL
U= Fo ¥l o] it 2hg-old wf 2ha 25 282 u)
an, o FHou|E EFe BE FAM FO HE FE 2R
ZHg- ol A Y 289 A--rut A YElstth . 74
e

ol2§t A ¥= Yun(2019)9] 83 FAMd S HolFaL Q=

1950l AHG-8 A3 BA-L o] ofoll 717k ol b $] s o] m H i 2 Aol 121 5hed A Al oks} Fphshrha ¥ L g

o, s ooz s F3 AdeA T A7 8l
OJFEAE T F ol A & A2 X (post-wh dephrasing) = LHE}
y, oAb 7F FElA 0w Fdsh Y i AKwh-
indefinite) = A2 73 171°] =59 (prominence or pitch
raising)©] ©] wh-7d thEALE B 2 0 7 3|4 E 7 A
& 57T Aotk H]F o] Am9] A3 o] AFS-H
wh-Al AokS P o71A] o= 2 dox 9] AL FH(EE 5
A e wh-4 8 AhE o= shgl ot ol 7 714
Holl A Fe B whad Aok o] o EAF A8 el
T yeh s s A2dolet 3 ¢ gl

259 Type
— embedded
~ matrix

Normalized FO difference

‘.‘XH-D‘NESE VE[DYEM‘CQNEE' ‘-’Er:”‘ﬂﬂ(flxl
Adapted from Yun et al. (2020: 49) with permission of author.
I3 1. ALl i S ZAL o] 7, WEE $AL B2 A FO
AT 2 A Foo] tE3HE WF Fol Ui Hob a1 FF WA
Figure 1. Means and +1 standard deviation of normalized F0 difference

between FO at the end of the three words and the peak FO of the word in the
embedded and matrix wh-scope sentences.

A, 28 A1) A= SEAL - 0] $-2] ZHAlTH(accentual
phrase)el]l A sh AT~ #-&o] UERHA] = A& 9|5k
Ol HolFE= 5 WA= AEAF 7 o] F-9] o AelA 3l #]
i FO W% Zo] A7t st ZellA T8l Fo HE
ZH T4 0 & Ath= Zlo)th Yun(2019)L- =& 7 A 314
©] W 9]7} Richards(2010)| 4] F4sl=0] e o] &AL 9} A
s HaE A7 R Boto v g nhof OJFAL 77 B 21§

=
& Zhethd 8 A9 A B AL SE FE 0y
S AR ) vhA o o) Fo W FI2 A T(] A
= 9%+ (intonational phrase))°] UEI}= W5 X} 2tk
= ol

A, Bt A89d A 5 @2 240] wh-H4 U

% FAeHA vERR=], B
S EA} :H FO %1%

gote) E L WEE 459 oA}
FO W ) o) 20 vhehbs Slo] b7 v /) nh

1TH(Yun, 2019:634).
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ot}. o]l F 74| FEA W 28
FE FoleHEA T g B A
7t FTE FolsleA TEEterE 55
5 Fsto] vebd 1§ 18 B8l F 2T gk S 9
Tl A 8] FO ¥l F2 Bt 28-S el A of 2] YR
UEE AL B8 5A) Qs Zh2te] o deflA] -3l %]+ Fo
W F & A AT e B A &
Al YeRgS ghelst 4= 9l th(Yun et al., 2020: 49).
FAM Ol e Btalar ZEA Q) 2ol
AR Yun(2019)2 A2 2S5 Yun et

)& PO Y= ol s
=l o] TAdol B ML sAES] &
G Y EA ol tl-gshis A& B wsl AEolA
A A v vl okstA] vebdthE Zlo|tHYun et al., 2020:
50). A0l T Wdvhs 2] Aol o F40]
w7} Ay o TR I oA 9 #AIGle] BF TY
S E JehER 5
o] Ao R Byl
ot 4o vlEHA S
Hong, 2004).

e s Aol A 9f o] A&l A8 5 Qe
T TEE ASE o] FFH AL AT Sk 2R
of djajo] 7hed o= 5T 4 9laL, o]
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o] A¥o|3 o, Yoon(2010)> 4175 2]
o FH@AEo] FFH e FAl 2+
55 3h= tha ol3)lahy] ofee A
AAZE FH A7 AR elx e A
T F o] wAR T HollA Ay
A7E e Aoz pan) 53] Y
WA o T4 ofu] 9] H]X] e ozl 3|4
AL A8 Ay} SHA S Yoon(2010)0] }
g o® olsfd = Ql= A=l ko] WA 33.8%
AR BE AgS o2 ols Flrkar Harskal gt o]
o] 8] wh-Ad A|eko] vl A B AFE-EolA141(66.2%) o
Aeko® A-gsh= AR5 Yelle Aoz, A5 7ol
W8 R AEE B Ao siNE ¢ Qe
T35 M EA dist 748 EA4 st

olfl WA o] A= sk 7R HYPAE AA, A
AE g AT E NS Fg-8l1 338 WHEshs kA U
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25.14A4], EFHA= 3.250|0k P 5 80 d ] FAY(84, 85,
86, 89) 4™ 18] 31 7H ol 7k i 932 7994 178 0] 2
ok F@F A= B A A Oig = gigke] o
Ao 7}, el 7k Barg v glok

1 AA 4P AZ 233t B4 T 54 Je)
Table 1. Sentences for stimuli and interpretations of wh-phrases

T
g eIk EEE FotettA g et?

EE 489 | U Gt FPE EobsteA g e at?
24 A9 | e 9u e FotekeA s ast?
R} g vk MEE ForekA g ek?

A& A3 OpenSesame(Mathot et al., 2012)5 AFE-3F31 .S
w, 3 137 2ol v] 78] 23S SHOE FIHAORE FAF A
Feleb =2 o] ol Al 79 24, = F-4 tigAkRE 183 &

9] A8 o 2 AR U Gu7t FhE Eolsitia A
Fety? o, WAHE 238 ‘U dr7E RIS E Folsitta
AP & A= T O0® A8ttt < AZteith = i F
Al(bridge verb)o] B2 W E7 289 o] Erlsle] F 77
e B A= T Al o (filler sentence) 3271 7%,
AA| 3971 £330l FH A 135 o] F 2 glom ozst AF
< 33 WHEEGIt) Ale w3 de W v T o,
ofu], o, 8 9] S|RAPE Sojth U1y R0 o] o]

A 0.

NN

12

i_‘

S
o

~
b

2 =& ol Ado] FAMA Afe] AL Tt e 5 9lom A Al of ot thik FAMA A3 42 Yun et al.(2020)2] T3t 23S FA
o

2} © 2 3448 Um & Kim(2020)3} Kim & Um(2020)°1 4] 2H-& 4= 91t}
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3.2. A= 230 ma v A 54

A= B2 A8 E419) sou) W o] skl A8kt
A, AL 28 S A 9lslal B B e B ks
A& 7 aL 9o om| o] e 9 A wX| 2] W3 5 24l
A vebd = ole S84 Wkt glojof hssith vl &
93 B AHg-olo] B Thsd cgwstth & o] &8k Al
2] J] %] H3E 28K Boersma & Weenink, 2021) 2.2 LERY
W 17 29} 2k

= 200{ A,

LI W N, NP (e

! [Er. = ale e FOBHR STt
;\ 200 B‘J
I o N Nt S “/
[ =opt e Zopi=x| =zor
5 20 C.
e g e YAl S AN
o L= 0Pt FTE FORBE=RI el

Time (s)
THL TR AT B Rl 1A AN, A2
X}_Q_Oﬂ oE ;5]-%_0:!)

Figure 2. Pitch contours of sentences w1th the verb "5 & 5} th(wonder)'(A:
indefinite, B: embedded wh-scope, C: matrix wh-scope)
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AL Y-S 2EIAZFF FA]9 Richards(2010)014] F43150]
ZHg-ojo] Ro] Hud BF FAF gt e 9% AT
(B FoleleA Y L85 AAIL siAHo] 5802 F
e AT ZAAZE A ek & 7 QU o] 9} |, B &
|9 FFE ol YR Fo= 7Y tigAke xR 28-S
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HHE-Z 7 - AkA (two-way repeated measures ANOVA)S- 57|

X 2 7391 RE& AFE-Sle] #4131 THR Core Team, 2020).

Aol SE FR Mg ds
of Zltleks gt QA & R FHE HEE 9 184

2. &8 TR WE 7|v iEd e @
Table 2. The expected answers and the correct number of answers
depending on the sentence types

i i Zlo i A5 Az A
DR gl | M o5 | 127(86.3%) | 20 (13.6%) | 147
WAL | 3 g7 146 1 147
T4 dgAF | B4 7 E 144 3 147

YAk 7 o) 146 1 147
A 563(95.7%) | 25 (4.25%) | 588

wge] Fek BARlel 95.7%¢l o]tk
= ol A v

20“3(40.8%)01 oy

+ R
450 42 o]t A% FA5D Ak T 4 31
ol

3y
o ofo y

Mo J

TE28E BAIRLC] 40.8%°] AFEO]
AjRITkaL 2 2 9le glole o] eat
71go] Abalolek Agmel A tieeka & 4 gAu A7) ¢
1_ /] A]— oﬂ;ﬂ O%Zﬂ‘a] Wh_/K-] ;q]oko] xl—ES]_J—l O‘E]-i! &k
2 Ik o= el A wheAl Aleke] B ake S ok, B
e o] Al 29919} 287} ok 40 f 0] DI o}
& 2p3E17) ol sk 5 el Skl 1
59 Alofol ol 8 %, 5 s 184 g, ol
ypoz A Ve eha M2 B A BE
2 FH o] A (integrity) S A= 24
ool 207 9] e+ < ] WHs] wEe
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=4, A5 28 &
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39948 BE 489 07 U 4 339} 0 F B
Table 3. Errors in the matrix scope interpretation depending on
subjects and trials, and a total number of errors for each of the subjects

3] &) 2} 13] 23] 33 L2 F3H
Al v 1
A2 v 1
A3 v 1
A4 v 1
A5 v 1
A6 v 1
A7 v/ 1
A8 v v/ 2
A9 v v 2
Al10 v v 2
All v v 2
Al2 v v 2
Al3 v v/ v/ 3
L 5F5A 9 7 4 20

A= e
AE %‘ﬂx} 49 9] 26.5%011
3)zto] @B} Y= W EAE TR R WA A 3] 2joA] @

5

T wAR 7Y 3 59). dyHow 207114 s d 9y
A= % 13%, 11 133k Shato] 13] @2 i 58S Al

& g ol A4 wh-AJo] o #3] AJeko 7 xL%o}oq wh-Al 7ok
A3} v]&o] 16.3%°] o]ty & 4= Qit) o]y 3t X+
Yoon(2010)°141 €] 2191 A 3|9} H] H ,l— SRy

Yoon(2010: 633) F 719 &

A
o= 26.5".3(33.8%)01]741*1 AJeko] ‘%}EP* S wh-*é, 1oF &
A8 B]EE 66.2%00 o] 2T} o] flelA 20702 L E= BT
Z}7] g @A AAs ARuE 953 o 2 A
& Qltt ofn] AF H ], T W] A FY Al
ofo] AAZA AAE KAtk AL oldst7] o1, vt
/\1 3] oﬂ n;]_g]. wh-"J A ;(-ﬂok %A—] §}.7} H 5:7_]L1r T okg}ﬂ_ 13 =
A vehbs 257 492 Blvks WellA Yoon(2010)2] A
Y Ag O Holsol7] o Hut Wt <SEAL oo o
wh-d A kS oFSIAI = QI 712 o8] AT-s} v F]
= éjq_ﬂ_ B 2= ohq_

oo u]3le] o] Ao A= A 20702) o] 2078 0] obd
1B3EAAA, =3t A 3212 @G-S A|Q)shd g AN U
i @07, 71E A9 G AF kS T8 whql Aok
oF5}7} 83.7%EHE thr o] S| @Al A YERaL, Bl A A2
T A FA A wh-Al A oko] B shE o] L A 5
A A okef T gt HH-g-o] o] - 3 Weko 7 9457 LERel et

Weonhee Yun / Phonetics and Speech Sciences Vol.13 No.2 (2021) 27-35 31



2
X
>
to
il
N
L
)
.

= Zo] e} ofm] o] 3| @5l
59 FH)7} Hlof Q= izt @ 5 9lek

=

P
AA wh-A Aok &g 87} vrERLEa
A3} v A 2 AT 28 P2

= T

sl4l0] 7hs ¢ wh-A Ale} ok}

i
A=)
1o
Mo
Mo
filo
X,
)
_gg
rlr
fin)
it
e

Hh-g-
FAl AFSSFATE 11 304 ¢}
(box plot)yS AFH HH B

[F(2.39, 74.24)=41.778, p<0.001], 213 3150
3 Aoz el CUHR?, 62)=10.011, p<0.001], F
a9 FaE3HA FSHA6, 186)=0.977,

T 7HA FaRle] gt 2ol 7} YERG O P FHolo] AR
ZS(post-hoc test)S AAIEATE AFEAS WS ‘paired
Bonferroni #-test’ & AFESIG T A TE JERE 2893 B
7 AR Q3 Eogell A o) WS- AlZE 2ol YrEREA] ekgk
Al 71 99 BE oA AFE 427 0.01 ©]5ke] A4 2ol 7t

qlgro] WHi ATk, BASH P2 ALgEto] 4G A5 E thgo
3 ool i@ AL SALe o] ATe] WeIE oA 2o thk 99} 2
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2 AFRAZE AN, 2819 33 Ao]ol 4] Aol 1}
BRI g w1819} 28], 23 189} 38 Aol B

202 EstTh

scope
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[ 1 ]

Normalized Log Response Time
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Figure 3. Normalized log response time depending on sentence types and trials
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4. B A5 S 4ol 4] LRI BT 3P A 338wk
S5} WFHLF B 3o 1A FA)
Table 4. Normalized log response time for subjects having errors in the
interpretation of a matrix wh-scope sentence and the mean values of each
trial (Shades represent errors found)

3 {2} 13] 23] 33
Al 0.5266 1.0970 -1.2746
A2 1.6882 0.9015 0.9221
A3 2.2459 22567 0.2509
Ad 1.2638 1.5146 —-0.2108
A5 2.2298 1.4767 0.6587
A6 —0.4917 0.7315 —0.4242
A7 1.1437 1.6091 0.2897
A8 —0.9289 0.7326 0.6707
A9 0.3737 0.6252 1.1157
Al0 3.5484 2.5057 —0.9850
All 1.6940 2.6137 2.6905
Al2 1.3138 —0.4735 1.1549
Al3 1.0769 —0.0239 1.0709
W3 AIZ At 1.2064 1.1965 0.6815
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