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Introduction

Goal: to develop a semantic analysis of (one
major function of) the particle wa, which
Integrates and reconciles existing analyses.



The major assumption:
“Wa is NOT a subject marker”

Evidence:

Q

Q

Q

I ZE L, FOARZIEEEFIZEL, (subject)
IRVVARIE, ILBEMEBEZE(ZELT-, (dir. object)
EEEICIE, WBAENFVOKREZELT-, (indir. object)

N TIEFHE-B A A TLVS, (locative modifier)
FEE IETRRA LM o=, (temporal modifier)

ZRIL[[_ &] AELY]. (nominal modifier)
ZORIE, [UBEEA [ _ EF&F] 2ZE L =], (nominal modifier)



Then, what does wa indicate?
(the contrastive use of wa is put aside for now.)

The two major hypotheses:

o Wa indicates the topic of the sentence.
(Kuno 1973, Noda 1996, Portner and Yabushita 1998, i.a.)

o Wa indicates old (given) information.
(Hinds and Hinds 1979; Maynard 1982; Makino 1982, i.a.)

My proposal: Neither line of analysis is sufficient, and they
should be adequately combined to account for facts about wa-
marking.

What is “topic”? What is “given/old™?



Terminological Clarifications

Studies of Information Structure has been called a
“terminolgical minefield”.

o theme, rheme, topic, ground, focus, given, old, new, ...

In recent years, however, certain consensuses are
emerging. Most notably,

(i) a 2-way division of a sentence (e.g. theme vs. rheme, focus
vs. ground) is not fine-grained enough; and

(i) pragmatic functions (e.g. topic, focus) and information
statuses (e.g. dicourse-old, discourse-new) should not be
confounded.

(Lambrecht 1994; Vallduvi and Engdahl 1996).



The Tripartite Division

(Lambrecht 1994; Vallduvi and Engdahl 1996)
topic (link) - tail - focus

[+op This book], I found [, interesting].

ground = topic + tall
comment = tail + focus

An utterance must contain focus, but may lack
ground elements.

An item cannot be both a topic and a focus. (cf. DIk
1997)



working definitions

focus: informative and newsy material, material that
completes an open proposition provided by ground
and/or context.

ground: noninformative and expected material;
material that provides an open proposition to be
completed by focus

topic: an entity presented as something the
message is “about”; an entity that the hearer is
expected or directed to give attention to as the
location of information update




Information Statuses

Information statuses are properties of worldly
objects (potential denotata) at a given point of
discourse.

Two axes of informations statuses:

o identifiability (Prince’s 1992 hearer-status)
identifiable > inferrable > brand-new

o activeness (Prince’s 1992 discourse-status)
active > semi-active > inactive

o It is a matter of debate whether the two scales can be
conflated into one (see Birner 2006).



Information statuses are reflected in the

choice of referring expressions:
Indefinites vs. definites
full NPs vs. pronouns vs. zero forms

as well as as well as of syntactic constructions
active vs. passive
preposing vs. canonical word order



Common Terminological Confusions

new
o focus (pragmatic function)
o brand-new, inactive (information statuses)

“old/given”
o ground (topic + tail) (pragmatic functions)
o Identifiable, active (information statuses)



So, what is “topic”? What is “given/old”?

“topic™:
an entity that the hearer is expected or directed to

give attention to as the location of information
update

“given/old”:
() pragmatic function-wise old (= ground)
(i) Iinformation status-wise old (= identifiable/active)



Three hypotheses:
(1) wa indicates the topic
(i) wa indicates (part or the whole of) the ground

(i) wa indicates activeness and/or identifiability of the
denotatum.

Hypothesis (iii) can be easily refuted.
Q: e &L VdMHT, HEN—FBENFLYV?
Ao, —BEFENELY,
(“Ken” is clearly active and identifiable.)
(cf. Vermeulen 2007)



The Asymmetry Hypothesis

Situation: Brown, Davis, and Smith are invited speakers, and
Ken, Hiroshi, and Shingo are staff members. Each staff member
went to the airport to pick up one of the speakers.

[coc WhHO] [, went pick up Dr. Brown]?

0 HEMNTTIVUEATDZITTERLEZA?

0 IIVVREL, ENBMAITITERLZN?
0 ISV REFMRICT oD, HTTH?
[coc WhO] [, did Ken go pick up].

0 P UNMEUAICITEELEN?

o UK BEEDZITITERLEA?

a0 TUNBZIZITo =D&, ETI M?



Hypothesis (ii): “wa is a ground-mareker”
(ver. 1) Wa marks the whole of the ground.
(ver. 2) Wa marks nominals that are parts of the ground.

[coc WhO] [, went pick up Dr. Brown]?

0 ENTSUVEEZTMRITITERL-A?

0 IIVUEEIE ENDAITITERLEA?

0 IIVVEATDZIZITo-DIE, FETI H?

[coc Ken] [, went pick up Dr. Brown].

0 TN T IOV REFDNZIZITEE L,

0 TIVUEAEIR FUNBZIZITEER L,

0 IOV REEDRIZIT2E=DIE. VT,



Hypothesis (i): Wa marks a topic.

[coc WhO] [, did Ken go pick up]?

a0 2?7 UNHEARITITEELM?

o TUIREEAZITITERLEZA?

a0 TUMAZIZITo=DIE, T H?

[ Ken went pick up] [g,. Dr. Brown].

0 TN ITIVOUEETDZICITERL,
0 TURTIVOUEEEMZITITERL,

a0 TUNAZRIZIT =D, TIIUHRETT,

The subject must be a topic unless it is part of the
focus (in Japanese)?



“The subject must be a topic unless it Is part
of the focus (in Japanese).” --

this idea may not be totally crazy, given the
strong association between topic-hood and
subject-hood.

“A topic tends to match the subject.”
“A subject tends to be a topic.”



Alternative hypothesis (the asymmetry
hypothesis):
o Wa-marking on a subject indicates that the
subject is part of the ground.
EADET SV REZDZIZIToT -,
(“Hiroshi” may or may not be a topic.)

2 Wa-making on an object indicates that the object
IS a topic.
JoV5AElE, ERVAI R 21T oT=,
(“Dr. Brown” is a topic.)



How can we choose between ... ?

“The subject must be a topic unless it is not part of
the focus”

“A wa-marked subject is not necessarily a topic.”

We need an independent criterion for topic-hood.

[REBIET SOV FEZDMZIZ T o7 =]



Less Grammaticalized Topic-Markers

Less Grammaticalized Topic-Markers (LGTMs)
a0 ~I[Z2WTIE, ~IZDOWTEAE., ~ICEALTIEK, ~ICEALTEAIRX
[SEICOVWTIK. FEBYITLET Y
a0 ~IEnlE, ~fEotb,
[ZDXRGSE ILHENF->TET &
a0 ~EOEMN, ~BAEEITE,
[RBDE—T4V T DIEBATTITE . BT S EHTTEFET
Nl
o ~27TC.
[>T, IWASAENEN-ATIHN?]

Not all topics are suitably marked by all of these LGTMs. (LGTMs are
not interchangeable.)

It may be the case that some topics cannot be marked by any of these
LGTMs.

Phrases that can be suitably marked by one or more of these LGTMs
can be considered topics.



Diagnosis of the Topic-hood:
The “As For” Test

Diagnoses by paraphrasing (the “as for’-test)

EO K, T EEEDZIZIToT=,

— EAVIZEALTIX. 750 & F DA I121T7o1-
Jo59 &k e MZIZfToT=,

— IS5 & IZBLTIE. AU AN ZI2To1 =,

Surrounding contexts need to be considered.



Corpus-based surveys

Find occurrences of wa that mark a subject and
ones that mark an object.

Try to replace wa with an LGTM, without affecting
the felicity of the relevant discourse stretch.

Predictions:

o Many occurrences of wa that are marking a subject cannot
be replaced by an LGTM.

o All or most occurrences of wa that are marking an object
can be replaced by an LGTM.




(null hypothesis)

Replacement with

Replacement with

an LGTM an LGTM
Possible Impossible
Subj-wa 30% 70%
300 tokens 700 tokens
Obj-wa 30% 710%
15 tokens 35 tokens




(alternative hypothesis)

Replacement with

Replacement with

an LGTM an LGTM
Possible Impossible
Subj-wa 30% 70%
300 tokens 700 tokens
Obj-wa 95% 5%
47 tokens 3 tokens




[—&TIX. VY —rDEEMN I TITIRFE->TLY
HELVIDIC. BRBAFDEEREDFELH LI,
NhLEUNMNAIELDINITTI H

(indir. object, paraphrasable)




=LA GEREEDIFZIIZIE. HI-LOE
ZHELTEBYFT Mo, TDEKREWNSBLHY
ICRZEFOLT, AIDREBESNDIIGIMEEL
F=OMELNGEL, Zo=ELT=6. h-LOFE
DWN=FEZATT, HolzOT,. TDEREN
SBIZIE. RETGEZEIFLGEWRSITERKSED
Z&IZLELELS,

(indir. object, paraphrasable)




[ESTI M, VY —FERREWLSTE EALLAL

MNEVNATZD BAFIEZDOFEMENASHNTINE
bR, CCETIFEANDFELR KIEGOALE
AV AV

(subject, paraphrasable)

BEHE (ADCLATD) [FF/N\Z<LLEMNG, [FA
PYEENZTR TS, FEIFRL TS —rR—ILIZL
HLLDITTIEGNA, ENNR—ILET —FIEBAS
HADZFHEIT —LIZELDTECHLNEEN>TLNVS,
(subject, not paraphrasable)




[OICHLTIE-EYEEESL\WERHAITE R, EFFYEBIEYIY
VRBIGANROTIELLGEWVWEER>TWVAATYT &, CAGIEZL
T. J%%%b“jcé(f:b\%;) LTHICHLNMTTADZERLLES
TWhd, |

(subject, not paraphrasable)

(DRSO —ER., E—ILATVOOE[ZEEON T, SRITHDH
FEEBYT.FHTEBALELDHARELK, ESAMN, CABEWLLDA
W=, HABRKENSOA—HANMEVLELH AR KR, H

HLTHYSXELIZLTHLLI W, FIFfEEZEfazT. FITFT
B2z, |

(subject, not paraphrasable)



a more conceptual criterion

An entity can be a topic only when it belongs
to a relatively small and homogeneous set
of entities under discussions in the context.

(cf. the “file card metaphor” discussed In
Portner and Yabushita 1998)




I

MEH. RETHERZYGHIE/NRZR DI,
?ZTDRIE,. SHZLE-T. YBEDERFTAT-

There Is no closed (non-singleton) set of
“potential topics” established in the discourse



FEH . L E&L\OLJ:!:EZIKE&')CU’ELT:O
=9 . RMBEIEICIT o=, €T RREK
FH 1D ¥RZERDF1=HY, =L\O)’Cﬁ>%b&57‘:o

RIZNMXEET. [ HEWRMRAZHIOFRY
AVREHDIT = Chid ILAENE o1,

{book A, book B, ... }



[—ETIX. VY —FDEEMNT TIZIRE-TLY
HELVODIZ,. EBAFDEREDEELHLNE., =
nNHnEYMNMNALLLVHO0ITTT AV

building a mega-resort =
{negotiation with the villagers, construction,

2



[E5TI M, )Y —FEREVSTEH, EHY
WAT=DNEVWAED RBRFIEIZT0F E S
oSN TWhWEI Mok, CCETIIERDE
FHEKIXGEWOA L0V

{village of Kurinani, another village A,
another village B, ... }



[$H51=T, ZDEAREVNSBIZIE, R EFLE
NEDITERIE S EIZLELLD, I (topic)

??{the issue of Saki, another issue A, ...}
[FHYVELIEIIV U REGANPOTIELLGNE
BOTWLWHATI K. 1 (not topic)

??{elderly, middle-aged, ...}

The presence of “an immediately obvious,
contextually provided set of entities” is not a
sufficient condition for the topic-hood.



Replacement with

Replacement with

an LGTM an LGTM

Possible Impossible
Subj-wa 7?% 7?%
Obj-wa 27% 27%




More details on the “as for”’-test

Wa Is known to have multiple uses
(functions), and we need to put aside

Irrelevant ones (e.g., the so-called contrastive
use) when taking counts.



The traditional distinction

0 thematic wa vs. contrastive wa

We have been discussing the division within
(so-called) thematic wa.

o topic-marking, ground-marking, and contrastive

The distinction between the contrastive and
non-contrastive uses may not be immediately
clear.



thematic or contrastive?
[ENDIEBEROINABIEERLGL] £D

O EHELI? - (DKL) IWBBIZBHLL.
EDLBVNRATE? - DS, SHRIZERAT
.



FUIEEFE  ERVIEEREETUAEL,
FUML. BAFIS, BLLSAEBEHSAN

FATUWEL=, BLLISA

TAZXYIZ, &

[XHSAITINNITHEEIZITES

=L7=,



a common assumption

“A thematic wa-phrase can never be
phonologically prominent. A contrastive wa-
phrase can be prominent.”

a stronger claim

“A contrastive wa-phrase Is always a focus (and
the only focus In the sentence). ”




Phonological focus-marking strategies In
Japanese (Kori 1997, Oshima 2007)

o expanded pitch movements (optional)

o prominence-lending rise (optional)

o deaccenting of the following phrases (obligatory)

Q: EOVIZECTHEAZERELI=M?
A EAVIEFRIRTCOEAZERFELT -,



olEE=ITE ., EQAVIEEZFETLVELY,
(contrastive)

BOUMNL. HAFRIZ. BLLWSALEBIEHTAN
FATWELZ, SLLWSAIXLUAZNYIZ. &
[(XHSAIFINNIZEZEIZITEEREL=,

(non-contrastive)




Hypothesis: Contrastive wa is a paradigmatic operator (aka focus-
sensitive operator), on a par with mo, sae, etc.

(Oshima forthcoming).

As a rule, an item associated with a paradigmatic operator matches
the focus.

IWAESZHRITT=,
IHEEEHHRITT =,
I FE T2 (F7=, (contrastive wa)

L E [L#IF7=, (thematic wa)



HD AL, ZAAETHESH. BIXERELLLY,
(= Z/NAZRNIT 2D, BEERAILLIELY)

DRI TZSAEE (SFA) SNBEBRIFAE
Hi=o71=H (= BRI R TIETHoT=HY). E
DIZIFZDAEREI2I=EHELHT-,




the negative use of wa
EEEN\T>FBENERE A,

HEEXA/N\ZTRVER A, (requires a special
context; McGloin 1986)

Negative use of wa:

0 IS associated with negation (in some sense.)
0 Indicates the scope of negation?

0 IS a sub-variety of the contrastive use??



What counts as “negative”? What licenses negative
wa?

’Sl;i‘:l(j:'b&)ibfzo (# Z/N3ICEALTE AL, LHFE
L72)

cf. ()Z/\AZPHFELT=,

BEZIIENTEFELE, CBEEZAICALTEAL,
lb\hf%ibf'o)

cf. #%ZE lb\hf%i L/T:o



A tentative summary
topic-marking
ground-marking
contrastive
negative



Apparent Counter-Examples

When an object is marked by wa, it must be
either topic-marking, contrastive, or negative.



Type 1: wrong scope

(At the registration desk of the “village marathon”, a staff
member asks a participant)

rmﬁw MEIBARZFELED
t *Th\nﬂb\—cg—f:o
(NS, DNVNEHEEIEINYLGATT L

?2ILUEYNIZEL T, BRFELZM?
LIZRYNFZFBRAZEIZEALTIE. £5LFELEZA?

activities at the village marathon =
{eat sansai-soba, run the marathon, ...}



Type 2: Ni-object of emotive constructions
[ESH XEBIEHYMNEITSTVELS B (H
) SAICIE. ESLTE—E . BrLxRLHIT
f=h>-AT9]

P?EIAVICEALTIE. ESLTE—EHB4LZHL
LIF=-ho1-A T,



IWAZAICIET WWSABTHEEIZEST=,
# IHAIAICBBLTE AR, (DO AIZIX) TLSABHEEIC
AN fa
IHHASAICIEETHERHLTLVS,
# WHASAICELTEZIX. (D AIZIX) ETHREBIL TS,
IHHIANRESHZOHB ENHDZ 2 —X([ZIF., Bl V=,
ZILHAIANEH]ZFPHEENSZ1—XIZTEALTWAIL., (£
NnIZIE) BV =,
IHBAZSADITEIAICIEK, LW DEBIDSELNS,
# IHHAIADTEAIZEALTOAIX., (FRIZIX) LDBEID
aRca =Y (RS




In combination with certain predicates, wa has the
function of emphasizing the intensity of the
speaker’s feeling of gratitude, surprise, etc.

L
t

HSANEHEOHZHENSIZ1—RIIE. FESA
EZL\TLVA,

Z IWHASANERHZOHDHENIZ1—X([CEHLTLRE, (Fh

L
2

[Z1X) FEIALELTLS,

SABDHEOHDENIZ1—RIZIE. 7
THAELVTLVS,

FS A

= IUASANLHAEPHBENS—21—RIZELTLWZ L. (Fh

[ZIX) FESALZITHAENTLS,



IHHAZAIZIE. AAGEIRBHEEIZHEST=,
# WHAIAIZELTWAIX., AALELRBHEEIZHEST-,

ST REESADNBHERIZG o =,
SAIZBELTORIE, BOAICIE) FESAL
HER(ZLoT=,

[
of E




Further Issues

So far we have considered ga-marked subjects, o-
marked objects, and ni-marked objects.

Ni-subjects patterns the same as ga-objects

B—ICIXZFAGEZANELDENDIZRIZH M ST,
+ gi;t:;aﬁ LTEA. RITIEZFABRZEA-LDENWIZRIC
vivoT,

@#E—IZIXEARICHIYELF=HM?
?BE— (A ARICHMAYEL=H?

@BE—(IaERIizLELE=A"?
?E—HMEERICLELI=H?



How about locative and temporal modifiers?
0 STl FIEELDELESITEATLNS,
0 BEIE. REFAT—ZADMERLT =

Fry (2004) points out that it is very common for a

locative or temporal modifier to be marked by wa,

and suggests that wa marking a Iocatlve/temporal
modifier does not indicate topic.

Do Modifiers pattern the same as subjects, or as
objects?



Ni-locatives

ZODEAFIZIZBELAVLWMEZ N HEFEHSTLVA,

PCDNEAFICELTE AL, ZZIZEBELAL
ELMEZANEDEE-STLVA,

EBMICIE, EAGEMEANZELOTNETH?
(DBAMIZ. EAGEMBRANES>TLNET H?

(patterns almost the same as ga-subjects/ni-subjects)



De-locatives

HECHLNFERET, BN TIRHENBEA T oL
Do

PEAMICEALTEZIEL. CCTIIMENERA TSI
VD,

EA/MNTIE, FIAEATLI=M?
(EBH T, AHNBEATLIN?

(ground-marker, rather than topic-marker?)



De-locatives (cont.)
KERIEFHETIISDEAZEBAFLE,
#1E TlE. KEBIFESEAZTEBARZFELT -,
=HBICEALTE AL, KERIZZCCTIESEAZTBEBRZELZ?

{Shinjyuku, Shibuya, ...}

ABBIEFETRIZBANFELI=H?
ABRIEFHBETIXEAZRANEZLI=M?

non-stative: -de-wa indicates topichood.
stative/habitual: -de-wa indicates groundhood.



SHvs. &

[N

0 8. KEBMNE, /*SH. XKML,

a0 S H

A

, AiE

12, A&

1%, Al

T REBDVET=. /| FHIEX, RN,

(213

~EE, ~ETIT, ~ETIE, ~EETI2IE



Conclusion

To do:
systematic corpus surveys
Investigations on diachronic processes
compositional formulations
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