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Kang, Namkil. “A Plea for Null Arguments.” Studies in English Language & Literature 45.2 (2019): 

187-207. The ultimate goal of this article is to demonstrate that null pronouns in Korean are not pro but 

null arguments different from overt pronouns. There are six tenable reasons to argue for our claim. First, 

when overt pronouns and null pronouns appear within opaque contexts, the former induces a de dicto 

interpretation, whereas the latter yields a de re interpretation. Second, overt pronouns have less functional 

load than null pronouns in that the former is sensitive to number and gender features, but the latter is not 

sensitive to these features. Third, the reason why null pronouns cannot be analyzed on a par with overt 

pronouns is that null pronouns induce a strict/sloppy ambiguity, whereas overt pronouns yield only a strict 

reading. Fourth, another reason is that null arguments admit indefinite and definite readings, whereas overt 

pronouns yield only a definite reading. Fifth, null pronouns are interpreted as bound variables, whereas 

the overt pronoun ku 'he' is not. Finally, ambiguous sentences also lend their support to the assumption 

that null pronouns in Korean are not the equivalent of overt pronouns. (Far East University)
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I. Introduction 

  

  The property Korean, Chinese, and Japanese have in common is that arguments of 

a predicate can be freely dropped. If empty categories are an essential component of 

the grammar of these languages, the language learners of these languages must posit 

such empty categories. If so, what theory requires the existence of empty categories? 
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According to Chomsky's (1982: 78) Binding Theory, NPs can be classified into four 

categories, as alluded to in (1): 

(1) Classification of NPs

     Type                    Overt Non-overt

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

   b. [-anaphor, +pronominal]    pronouns pro

   c. [-anaphor, -pronominal]   R-expressions Wh-trace

   d. [+anaphor, +pronominal] PRO

           (Chomsky 1982: 78)

  

As plausibly argued by Chomsky (1982: 78), the so-called pro is the null 

counterpart of an overt pronoun and the existence of pro is amply justified by the 

requirement of Chomsky's Binding Theory:

(2) a. An anaphor is bound in its governing category.

  b. A pronominal is free in its governing category. 

In Spanish and Italian (Rizzi 1982, 1986) null pronouns can occur due to rich 

agreement. However, null pronouns also occur in Korean which has no agreement 

whatever. In this article, we demonstrate that null pronouns in Korean are not the 

equivalent of overt pronouns and that null pronouns in Korean are not pro but null 

arguments completely different from overt pronouns. Hence, to assume that the 

so-called null pronoun in Korean is the equivalent of an overt pronoun may be 

misleading. This article is organized as follows. In section 2.1, we argue that when 

overt pronouns and null pronouns appear within opaque contexts, the former induces 

a de dicto interpretation, whereas the latter yields a de re interpretation. In section 

2.2, we further argue that overt pronouns have less functional load than null 

pronouns in that the former is sensitive to number and gender features, but the latter 
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is not sensitive to these features. Also, we show that unlike overt pronouns, null 

arguments can be interpreted as free variables depending on the speaker's intention. 

In section 2.3, we contend that null pronouns induce a strict/sloppy ambiguity, 

whereas overt pronouns yield only a strict reading. In section 2.4, we maintain that 

null arguments admit indefinite and definite readings, whereas overt pronouns yield 

only a definite reading. In section 2.5, we contend that null pronouns are interpreted 

as bound variables, whereas the overt pronoun ku 'he' is not. We further contend 

that the plural pronoun ku-tul 'they' admits a coreferential reading and a bound 

variable reading, whereas null pronouns yield only a bound variable reading. Finally, 

we show that ambiguous sentences also lend their support to the assumption that 

null pronouns in Korean are not the equivalent of overt pronouns. 

II. Null Arguments

2.1. Referential Opacity

  A major point to note is that when overt pronouns and null pronouns appear 

within opaque contexts, the former induces a de dicto interpretation, whereas the 

latter yields a de re interpretation, which clearly indicates that null pronouns cannot 

be analyzed on a par with overt pronouns. Note that the following sentence can 

have two distinct interpretations:

(3) The Captain suspects that a detective in the squad is stealing cars.

As pointed out by Saeed (2009: 381), if (3) is interpreted to mean that the Captain 

suspects a particular detective, this is called the specific or transparent reading. If on 

the other hand (3) is interpreted to mean that "the Captain suspects that one of the 

detectives is involved but doesn't know which one" (Saeed 2009: 381), this is called 
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the non-specific or opaque reading. In another terminology in logic, the transparent 

reading (the Captain knows which individual) is dubbed as a de re interpretation, 

whereas the opaque reading (the Captain doesn't know which one) is dubbed as a de 

dicto interpretation. Suppose that a certain idol suffers from amnesia and remembers 

nothing of his past experience. Suppose furthermore that this person reads a 

magazine about his outstanding achievements in the entertainment world. Now 

evaluate the following state of affairs:

(4) a. Ku pwulhaynghan namca-nun [ku-ka   idol-ila]-ko 

     the unfortunate   man-TOP   he-NOM idol-be COMP 

     mitnunta.

     believe

     (The unfortunate man believes that he is an idol.)  

   b. *Ku pwulhaynghan namca-nun [e idol-ila]-ko    mitnunta.

      the unfortunate   man-TOP     idol-be COMP believe

      (The unfortunate man believes himself to be an idol.) 

   c. *Ku pwulhaynghan namca-nun [ku-casin-i   idol-ila]

      the unfortunate   man-TOP   he-self-NOM idol-be 

      -ko    mitnunta.

      COMP believe

      (The unfortunate man believes himself to be an idol.)  

While our scenario renders (4a) true, it renders (4b) and (4c) false. More 

specifically, (4a) is true since it can be interpreted as the de dicto, whereas (4b) and 

(4c) are false since they are interpreted as the de re, a thought that the unfortunate 

man has about himself. Exactly the same can be said about English sentences even 

though English does not allow null arguments in the subject position:   

(5) a. The unfortunate man believes that he is an idol.
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   b. *The unfortunate man believes that he himself is an idol

   c. *The unfortunate man believes himself to be an idol.    

Again, our scenario renders (5a) true, whereas it renders (5b) and (5c) false. That is 

to say, (5a) makes sense since it is construed as the de dicto, whereas (5b) and (5c) 

do not make sense since they are construed as the de re, a thought that the 

unfortunate man has about himself. As illustrated in (4) and (5), null pronouns are 

predicted to pattern together with reflexives within opaque contexts, not with overt 

pronouns. It is thus reasonable to assume that null pronouns in Korean are not the 

semantic equivalent of overt pronouns. 

2.2. The Discriminating Use

  As pointed out by Higginbotham (1985, 1989, 1992), the so-called discriminating 

use is signalled by ostension. That is, it is accomplished by any gesture or act of 

ostension. To illustrate this point, let us observe the following sentence:

(6) He [points to John] reads Chinese (Higginbotham 1992: 45)   

Higginbotham (1992) provides the following scenario in order to show the ostension 

effect of a demonstrative: "Suppose that Mary, a college student, has received a 

letter in Chinese, which she cannot read. Mary enters the lounge where several of us 

are chatting, and inquires, "Who reads Chinese?" I point to John, and say (8). The 

gesture is essential to calling Mary's attention to the right person" (Higginbotham 

1992: 45). 

  Now we try to verify the fact that the function of null pronouns is much broader 

than that of overt pronouns:   

(7) Who do you think will believe you?
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(8) a. Ku-ka [points to John] ne-uy    mal-ul       

     he-NOM             you-GEN word-ACC         

     mitulgeya. 

     believe  

     (John will believe you.)             

    b. e [points to John] ne-uy   mal-ul 

                     you-GEN word-ACC         

      mitulgeya. 

      believe

      (John will believe you.)

Overt pronouns and null pronouns seemingly have something in common in that as 

alluded to in (8a) and (8b), the discriminating use can be employed by the speaker. 

However, the following sentences clearly indicates that the function of null pronouns 

in the sentence is broader than that of overt pronouns: 

(9) a. *Ku-ka [points to John and Tom] ne-uy          

      he-NOM                     you-GEN           

      mal-ul    mitulgeya.

      word-ACC believe

      (John and Tom will believe you.)             

    b. e [points to John and Tom] ne-uy   mal-ul 

                              you-GEN word           

       mitulgeya.

       believe  

       (John and Tom will believe you.)   

In (9a), the singular overt pronoun ku 'he' cannot refer to both John and Tom and 

the plural pronoun ku-tul 'them' must replace ku 'he' in order to denote John and 
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Tom. On the other hand, null arguments can denote both singular terms and plural 

terms depending on the speaker's intention, which in turn suggests that the function 

of null pronouns is different from that of overt pronouns. Clearly, the following 

sentences lend further support to the thesis that null pronouns in Korean are not the 

equivalent of overt pronouns:

(10) a. *Ku-ka [points to John and Mary] ne-uy     

       he-NOM                       you-GEN           

       mal-ul mitulgeya.   

       word  believe

       (John and Mary will believe you.)             

    b. e [points to John and Mary] ne-uy 

                                you-GEN      

       mal-ul    mitulgeya.

       word-ACC believe    

       (John and Mary will believe you.) 

As alluded to in (8b), (9b), and (10b), there is no restriction on null pronouns with 

respect to number and gender features. On the other hand, overt pronouns are 

sensitive to such features, which in turn suggests that null pronouns have more 

functional load than overt pronouns. "The term functional load is customarily used 

in linguistics to describe the extent and degree of the contrast between linguistic 

units, usually phonemes" (King 1967: 831). King states that "functional load is a 

measure of the number of minimal pairs which can be found for a given opposition" 

(King 1967: 831). To sum up, overt pronouns have less functional load than null 

pronouns in that the former is sensitive to number and gender features, but the latter 

is not sensitive to these features, which implies that the so-called null pronoun in 

Korean is not the null counterpart of an overt pronoun.

  A further point to note is that as pointed out by Kang (2011: 14), null arguments 
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can function as free variables since their referents are always influenced by the 

speaker's intention:

(11) a. John-un  ku-tul-ul   cohahay.

         TOP  them-ACC like

      (John likes them.)

     b. Tom-un e (points to us) cohahay.

            TOP             like

        (Tom likes us.)

     c. Tom-un e (points to Bill) cohahay.

            TOP              like

        (Tom likes Bill.)

     d. Tom-un e (points to Mary) cohahay.

            TOP                like

        (Tom likes Mary.) 

If the ostension effect is not employed by the speaker, the null argument in (11b) 

can be construed as the definite plural pronoun ku-tul (them). However, the null 

argument in (11b) can be construed as the definite plural pronoun us and the null 

arguments in (11c) and (11d) can be construed as Bill and Mary, respectively, 

apparently due to the ostension effect. More importantly, the null arguments in 

(11b), (11c), and (11d) can be interpreted as free variables depending on the 

speaker's intention since the ostension effect can be employed by the speaker in 

order to denote a particular object or particular objects. Again, as illustrated in 

(11b), (11c), and (11d), there is no restriction on null arguments with respect to 

number and gender features. Overt pronouns, however, are sensitive to these features 

and they cannot function as free variables, unlike null arguments:  
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(12) a. *John-un  ku-tul-ul (points to John) cohahay.

           TOP them-ACC              like

       (John likes John.)

     b. *Tom to  ku-lul (points to John and Bill) cohahay.

             too he-ACC                    like

         (Tom likes John and Bill, too.) 

     c. *Tom to  ku-lul (points to Mary) cohahay.

             too he-ACC              like

        (Tom likes Mary, too.)

Thus, our observations lead us to hypothesize that null pronouns in Korean are not 

pro but null arguments different from overt pronouns. 

2.3. Sloppy Identity

  Sloppy identity, as noted in Ross (1967), Keenan (1971), Sag (1976), Williams 

(1977), Partee (1978), Reinhart (1983), Safir (2004), and Büring (2005), is most 

typically observed in VP-deletion constructions and it can refer to a bound variable 

interpretation. (13) and (14) can induce the (a) and (b) readings, as indicated 

schematically:

(13) Tom likes his friend and so does Bill.

     (a) on the sloppy reading

        Tom likes Tom's friend, and Bill likes Bill's friend.

        Tom (λx (x likes x's friend)) &

        Bill (λx (x likes x's friend))

     (b) on the strict reading

        Tom likes Tom's friend, and Bill likes Tom's friend.

        Tom (λx (x likes his (=Tom's) friend)) &
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        Bill (λx (x likes his (=Tom's) friend))

(14) Tom thought that Mary liked him and so did Bill.

     (a) on the sloppy reading

        Tom thought that Mary liked Tom, and Bill thought 

        that Mary liked Bill.

        Tom (λx (x thought that Mary liked x) &

        Bill (λx (x thought that Mary liked x) 

     (b) on the strict reading

        Tom thought that Mary liked Tom, and Bill thought

        that Mary liked Tom.

        Tom (λx (x thought that Mary like him (=Tom)))

        & Bill (λx (x thought that Mary liked him (=Tom)))

As alluded to in (13) and (14), a strict/sloppy ambiguity is possible and the 

so-called strict/sloppy ambiguity is understood as a hallmark of surface anaphora 

such as (13) and (14). Now we verify the thesis that null pronouns in Korean cannot 

be treated in the same way as overt pronouns. Let us observe the following 

sentences:

(15) a. John-un  twupun-uy sensayngnim-ul mannassta.

          TOP two-GEN teachers-ACC   met

      (John met two teachers.) 

    b. Tom-to  ku-tul-ul  mannassta.

           too them-ACC met

      (Tom met them, too.)

(16) a. John-un  twupun-uy sensayngnim-ul mannassta.

         TOP two-GEN teachers-ACC   met
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      (John met two teachers.) 

    b. Tom-to e mannassta.

         too  met

      (Tom met them, too.)

(15b) can be interpreted to mean that Tom met the same teachers John met (strict 

reading). On the other hand, (16b) induces a strict/sloppy ambiguity. More 

specifically, (16b) is interpreted to mean that Tom met two different teachers John 

did not meet (sloppy reading) or Tom met the same teachers John met (strict 

reading). The semantic difference between overt pronouns and null pronouns shows 

up in the following sentences as well. The following sentences provide further 

confirmation that null pronouns in Korean are not the null counterpart of overt 

pronouns:

(17) a. John-un  caki-uy   haksayng-ul  mannassta.

           TOP self-GEN student-ACC met

       (John met his student.)

      b. Bill-to  ku-lul   mannassta.

            too he-ACC met

        (Bill met him, too.)

(18) a. John-un  caki-uy   haksayng-ul  mannassta.

           TOP self-GEN student-ACC met

       (John met his student.)

      b. Bill-to e mannassta.

            too  met

        (Bill met him, too.)

     

It is clear that (17b) does not induce a strict/sloppy ambiguity and that it can only 
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be construed to mean that Bill met the same student John met (strict reading). On 

the other hand, (18b) induces a strict/sloppy ambiguity. More specifically, (18b) is 

interpreted to mean that Bill met Bill's student (sloppy reading) or Bill met the same 

student John met (strict reading). As observed above, null pronouns are distinguished 

from overt pronouns in that they yield interpretations that are somewhat looser than 

overt pronouns. 

2.4. Definite and Indefinite  

  The assumption that null pronouns are not the equivalent of overt pronouns is 

further supported by the fact that null pronouns induce an indefinite reading 

corresponding to the English indefinite pronoun one, whereas overt pronouns admit 

a definite reading corresponding to the English definite it:

(19) a. Tom-un  caymiissnun chayk-ul  hankwen  ilkessta.

          TOP interesting  book-ACC one copy read

      (Tom read an interesting book.)

     b. Mary-to  kukes-ul ilkessta.

            too it-ACC  read

       (Mary read it, too.)

(20) a. Tom-un  caymiissnun chayk-ul  hankwen  ilkessta.

          TOP interesting  book-ACC one copy read

      (Tom read an interesting book.)

     b. Mary-to e  ilkessta.

              too read

       (Mary read an interesting one, too.)

In (19), the overt pronoun ku-kess (it) can refer to the same book that Tom read. In 
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(20), on the other hand, the null argument e can be construed as  'Mary read an 

interesting book which Tom did not read.' Thus, null arguments induce an indefinite 

reading, whereas overt pronouns admit a definite reading. As pointed out in Kim 

(1994), the semantic difference between null pronouns and overt pronouns in Korean 

exactly corresponds to that between the indefinite pronoun one and the definite 

pronoun it. It must be noted, however, that null pronouns can bear definite as well 

as indefinite readings. As pointed out by Kang (2011), the null pronoun e in (21b) 

can also yield a definite interpretation:

(21) a. etten  salam-i     misocisskoissta.

      certain person-NOM smiling 

      (A man is smiling.)

    b. amato e hayngpokhan moyangita.

      perhaps  happy      seems

      (Perhaps, he seems happy.) 

  

As the status of (21b) suggests, it is impossible to interpret the null argument e

indefinitely, which leads to the assumption that null pronouns have more functional 

load than overt pronouns. The present analysis is further supported by Ahn & Cho's 

(2011) observation that null pronouns induce a definite plural nominal, as alluded to 

in (22):

(22) a: Nwukwuna Cheli-lul  cohahay.

       everyone      ACC like

       (Everyone likes Cheli.)

    b: e Tongswu-to  cohahay.

                too like

      (They like Tongswu, too.)
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Ahn and Cho (2011) maintains that the interpretation of (22b) is rather similar to 

(23):

(23) Ku-tul-i   Tongswu-to  cohahay.

    they-NOM       too like

    (They like Tongswu, too.)

Thus, these observations provide further confirmation that null arguments admit 

indefinite and definite readings, whereas overt pronouns yield only a definite 

reading, which leads to the thesis that null pronouns in Korean cannot be treated in 

the same way as overt pronouns.

2.5. Quantifiers and Bound Variable Anaphora 

  Bound variable anaphora has attracted considerable interest since Higginbotham 

(1980) and Reinhart (1983) called attention to the phenomenon. Let us observe the 

following sentences which are bound to quantifiers in the local context:

(24) a. Everyonei is proud of himselfi.

    b. No onei blamed himselfi. 

Note that in (24), himself is interpreted as a bound variable in the local context, 

whereas in (25), him is not construed as a bound variable in the local context:

(25) a. *Everyonei blamed himi.

   b. *Someonei likes himi. 

(25a) and (25b) are ungrammatical since they violate Binding Condition B. An 

important property of QPs is that they cannot denote any particular individuals. If a 
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QP-word appears as the antecedent of an anaphoric expression and if the sentence is 

grammatical, the way the anaphoric expression can be associated with the QP 

antecedent is through a bound variable reading.

  Now let us turn to our thesis that null pronouns in Korean are not the equivalent 

of overt pronouns:

(26) a. *Nwukwunai kui-ka   ttokttokhata-ko   sayngkakhanta.

       everyone   he-NOM intelligent-COMP think

       (Everyone thinks that he is intelligent.)

    b. Nwukwunai ei ttokttokhata-ko  sayngkakhanta.

      everyone     intelligent-COMP think

      (Everyone thinks that he is intelligent.)

It is worth pointing out that the null pronoun e in (26b) can function as a bound 

variable, whereas the overt pronoun ku 'he' in (26a) cannot. This implies that there 

is a semantic difference in interpretive behavior between overt and null pronouns. 

Simply put, in Korean, overt and null pronouns are in contrastive distribution as in 

(26). It must be noted, however, that unlike overt pronouns, the Korean reflexives 

caki-casin 'self-self', caki 'self', and ku-casin 'he-self' can be construed as bound 

variables, which indicates that null pronouns pattern not with overt pronouns but 

with reflexives:  

(27) a. Nwukwunai caki-casini-i  ttokttokhata-ko  

      everyone   self-self-NOM intelligent-COMP 

      sayngkakhanta.

      think

      (Everyone thinks that he is intelligent.)

    b. Nwukwunai cakii-ka  ttokttokhata-ko   sayngkakhanta.

     everyone   self-NOM intelligent-COMP think
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      (Everyone thinks that he is intelligent.)

    c. Nwukwunai ku-casini-i ttokttokhata-ko   sayngkakhanta.

     everyone   he-self    intelligent-COMP think

      (Everyone thinks that he is intelligent.)

  It is interesting to note that when plural pronouns are associated with the QP 

antecedent, they can induce a coreferential reading and a bound variable reading, 

whereas null pronouns are linked to the QP antecedent, they can yield only a bound 

variable reading: 

(28) a. Manhun haksayng-tuli-i  ku-tuli-i   ttokttokhata-ko  

       many   student-pl-NOM they-NOM intelligent-COMP 

       sayngkakhanta.

       think

       (Many students think that they is intelligent.)

    b. Manhun haksayng-tuli-i  ei ttokttokhata-ko  

       many  student-pl-NOM   intelligent-COMP 

       sayngkakhanta.

       think

       (Many students think that they is intelligent.)   

As indicated in (28a), the plural pronoun ku-tul 'they' admits a coreferential reading 

and a bound variable reading. Also, ku-tul 'they' admits a deictic interpretation in 

which the overt pronoun ku-tul 'they' could be some other people. On the other 

hand, the null pronoun e yields only a bound variable reading. We express the 

difference between a coreferential reading (29a) and a bound variable reading (29b) 

in the following way:

(29) a. There is a group G of many students, each of whom is an x    
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       such that x believes G are (all) intelligent.

    b. (Many x: x a student) x believes that x is intelligent. 

From all of this, it is clear that null pronouns in Korean are not the null counterpart 

of overt pronouns and that they are not pro but null arguments different from overt 

pronouns.

2.6. Ambiguous Sentences

  Further empirical support for our claim that null pronouns in Korean are not the 

equivalent of overt pronouns also comes from examples like (30):

(30) a. John-i Mary-eykey ku-tul-i    kayahanta-ko malhayssta.

          NOM   DAT  they-NOM go-COMP   told

      (John told Mary that they should go.)

     b. John-i Mary-eykey e kayahanta-ko malhayssta.

          NOM  DAT    go-COMP   told

       (John told Mary that they should go.)

Clearly, (30a) is two ways ambiguous, depending on the interpretation of ku-tul

'they'. The overt pronoun ku-tul 'they' can be interpreted as John and Mary. Also, 

ku-tul 'they' induces a deictic interpretation in which the overt pronoun ku-tul 'they' 

could be some other people (free reading). On the other hand, (30b) is four ways 

ambiguous, depending on the interpretation of the null pronoun e. More specifically, 

the null pronoun e can denote John, Mary, John and Mary, or some other 

individual(s). Thus, it is reasonable to assume that null pronouns in Korean are not 

the equivalent of overt pronouns. 

  The following sentences lend further support to the thesis that null pronouns in 

Korean are not the null counterpart of overt pronouns:
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(31) a. John kwa Mary-nun selo-eykey     

           and     TOP each other-DAT 

       chinkwu-ka  ku-tul-ul  cohhahanta-ko malhayssta.

       friend-NOM them-ACC like-COMP   said

       (John and Mary told each other that his/her friend likes them.)

     b. John kwa Mary-nun selo-eykey       

            and     TOP each other-DAT 

        chinkwu-ka e cohhahanta-ko malhayssta.

        friend-NOM   like-COMP    said

        (John and Mary told each other that his/her friend likes him/her.) 

(31a) is ambiguous in four ways in that (31a) is interpreted to mean that John and 

Mary told each other that his/her friend likes them or John and Mary told each 

other that his/her friend likes some other people (free reading). On the other hand, 

(31b) is ambiguous in three ways in that the null pronoun e can refer to Mary, 

John, or some other individual(s) (free reading). 

  The third argument in favor of our claim that null pronouns in Korean are not the 

null counterpart of overt pronouns concerns the following contrast:

(32) a. John-mani ku-ka    ikilkess-ul kitayhanta.

           only  he-NOM win-ACC  expect

       (Only John expects that he will win.)

     b. John-mani e ikilkess-ul kitayhanta.

            only   win-ACC expect

       (Only John expects that he will win.)

(32a) is three ways ambiguous, depending on the interpretation of he. He can be 

interpreted as some other person. The other two can be brought out by the 

paraphrases (34a) and (34b):
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(33) a. Only John is an x such that x expects he, John, will win.

    b. Only John is an x such that x expects x will win.

On the other hand, (32b) is two ways ambiguous. First, the null pronoun e can be 

interpreted as some other individual(s). Second, the paraphrase (33b) is the only one 

suitable for (32b). According to Higginbotham (1992, 1999), (33a) is dubbed as the 

indirect thought, whereas (33b) is dubbed as the direct thought. Thus, our 

observations lead us to hypothesize that null pronouns in Korean are not the 

equivalent of overt pronouns and that they are not pro but null arguments different 

from overt pronouns.

III. Conclusion 

  In this article, we have demonstrated that null pronouns in Korean are not the 

equivalent of overt pronouns and that null pronouns in Korean are not pro but null 

arguments different from overt pronouns. In section 2.1, we have contended that 

when overt pronouns and null pronouns appear within opaque contexts, the former 

induces a de dicto interpretation, whereas the latter yields a de re interpretation. In 

section 2.2, we have maintained that overt pronouns have less functional load than 

null pronouns in that the former is sensitive to number and gender features, but the 

latter is not sensitive to these features. Additionally, we have shown that unlike 

overt pronouns, null arguments can function as free variables depending on the 

speaker's intention since the ostension effect can be employed by the speaker in 

order to denote a particular object or particular objects. In section 2.3, we have 

argued that null pronouns are distinguished from overt pronouns in that they yield 

interpretations that are somewhat looser than overt pronouns. That is, null pronouns 

induce a strict/sloppy ambiguity, whereas overt pronouns yield only a strict reading. 

In section 2.4, we have further argued that null arguments admit indefinite and 
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definite readings, whereas overt pronouns yield only a definite reading. In section 

2.5, we have contended that the null pronoun e is interpreted as a bound variable, 

whereas the singular pronoun ku 'he' is not. We have further contended that the 

plural pronoun ku-tul 'they' admits a coreferential reading and a bound variable 

reading, whereas the null pronoun e yields only a bound variable reading. Finally, 

we have shown that the assumption that null pronouns in Korean are not the null 

counterpart of overt pronouns is further supported by ambiguous sentences. 
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