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Thie paper lw part of our on-going work on case marking of
adverblal NPa in Korean; we will focus here mainly on the case
marking of frequency advarbial NPe and some of the implications
for the analywie of lexical pamaives In Korean. As noted by
Haling (1989, in prees), the came marking of certain adverbial NPs
dencting duration, frequency, and location in Korean and Finnish
exhibzits an interesting alternaticn between nominative {HNOM} and
accusative (ACC). Thie suggests the morphological case-marking on
adverhlal NPa in both Korean and Finnish might best be viewed as
syntactic case rather than semantic or lexical case of the sort
that adverbial WPe in other better-studied languages are known to
bear.

The standard view in current Cape theory is that argument
NPe fall under the domain of syntactic case, but adjuncts,
including adverbial NPa, do not. This stems from the view that
case licensing correlates with thematic atructure (or argument
structure) in a one-~to-one fashion. Hence adjunct NPs do not bear
abstract case, although they may bear lexical or semantic case in
a language with a rich system of morphologlcal case-marking.
Howaver, once cape spreading is taken to be a parameter, as argued
by Yip, Maling & Jackendoff {1987), there is no reason to believe
that adverbial MPe necessarily lie outside the domain of
atructural case. This ls because case spreading can merve as a
Bource for structural case aesignment and hence, the biuniqueneess
condition for case licensing may be overrlden. With its multiple
case constructions, Korean provides compelling evidence that case
spreading within VP can bring arguments and adjuncts together
under the domaln of structural case, yielding meltiple accusative
case constructions.! If adverbial NPa receive structural case, it
ies then expected that they will exhibit case alternation in the
game environments where argument NPs do. This expectation appears
to be borne cut. Of particular relevance here are the case

patternsa %hat frequency adverbiale in Korean exhibit, to which we
now turn.

1. Frequency Adverbials and Syntactic Case

Adverbial NPa expreseing freguency or duration are typical
instances of adjuncte, and as such, they are always an aoptional
element of a pentence. 1In Korean, puch adverbials cccur most
naturally without any case markers, as illustrated in (1}.

(1) a. Chelsoo-ka sacangnim-eykey senmul-ul sey pen tuli-ess-ta,
Cheleoo-NOM baosa-DAT gift-pCC 3 times give-Pat—Ind
‘Chelsco gave the boss a present three times.'

b. Chelsoo-ka sacangnim-ul cip-ey sey pen chotayha-yesg-ta.
Chelpoo-HOM bosa-ACC house-DAT 3 times invite-Pat-Ind
‘Chelsoo Invited the boams to him house three times.®

However, when adverbials are forced to take case markers, the case

they bear is either ACC or NOM rather than an oblique or lexical
case, Of strong interest is the fact that freguency adverbials
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take ACC in active pentences but take NOM ln passlve mentences:
that le, the cane marker that frsquancy adverbials can bear
appeara to alternate depending on voice, Some representative
examples that 1lluatrate this point are given in (2) and (3):

{2) a. Chelsoo-ka L chayk-ul gmey pen-ulj/w%i ilk-ess-ta. ACTIVE

Chalsoo-NOM this book-ACC 3 timea-ACC/*NOM read~Pat-Ind
'Chelscoc read this book three times.’

b. Chelsco-ka ku pokomse-lul twu pen-ul/+{ kemthoha-yess-ta.
Chelaoo-HOM the report-ACC 2 timae-ACC/*HOM review-Pat-Ind
‘Chelsoo reviewed the report two times.'®

{3) a. I chayk-4 say pen~i/f*ul ilk-hi-ecl-ese-ta. ©i-PASSIVE

this book-NOM 3 times-NOM/*ACC read-Pase-Pape-Pat-Ind
‘This book was read three times.®

k. Ku pokose-ka twu pen-i/f+ul
the report—-NOM 2 timesn-NOM/*ACC be.reviewed-Pst-Ind
‘The report was reviewed two times.®

{2a,b) mhow that in active sentences, frequency adverblals may not
take NOM. In the corresponding paseive sentences in (3), however,
the frequency adverbials may not occur in the accusative, and NOM
ie the only pomsaible case for them. HNotice that in passive
examples of the sort illustrated in {3), BCC ie not available for
argument NPm either, am can be seen from ditransitives and part
NPa illuptrated in (4}:

{4) a. Chelsoo-ka/eykey chayk-i/f*ul cwu-eci-ens~ta. DITRANSITIVE
Chelaoo-NOM/DAT book-NOH/*ACC glve-Pape-Pet-Ind
‘Chelsoc waa glven a book.'

b. Chelsoo-ka pacl-kaf*lul cele-ecl-ess-ta. PART-WHOLE

Cheleoo~NOM pants-NOM/*ACC tear-Pasg-Pst-Ind

‘Chelesoo's pants were torn off.*

This NOM-ACC case alternation indicatea that freguency adverbiale
indeed bear structural case just like argument NPB.

In lexical pasmiven, unlike ci-paseives and toy-passives,
frequency adverbiales show an intereating range of case
alternations, and in certaln casea, they must bear ACC rather than
NOM. The following generalization meemse to emerge: when the
subject im an inanimate NP, fregquency adverbjiale may not bear ACC;
but when the subject is an animate NP, especially human, frequency
adverbiale must occur in the accupative. Relevant contrasets are
provided in (5) and {6}):

{%) a. Mun-i cecello twu pen-if?*ul yeal-li-eaBs-ta.
door-NOM alone 2 times-NOM/?*ACC cpen-Papss-Pat-Ind
'The door cpened two times by ltself.*

b. Tolo-ka pelsse sey pen-if*ul mak-hi-ess-ta,
road-NOM already 3 timea~NOM/*ACC block-Pass-Pst-Ind
'The road was blocked three times already.®

{6} a. Suni-ka sacang-eykey twu pen-ul/2+%i cha-i-eas-ta.
Suni-NOM boes-DAT 2 timen-ACC/2*NOM kick-Pame~Pet-ind
'*Suni was kicked by the bops two times.’

kemthotoy-ess-ta, toy-PASSIVE
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- -li-ese-ta.
. Sunj-ka kay-eykey sey pen-ul/i?i mul
b s::l-NOH dog—DKT 3 times-ACC/??ROM b%te—?ass—?st-Ind
'Suni wan bitten by a dog three times.

imacy conatraint of
amplee In (5} and (6) suggent that an an
:2: ::rtpdlscunsed in Young-joo K%mf(lQQO} anddH:itgglz T;mlgizzii
apt to the case marking o requency adv
;:;:ii::.y As we will show in what followe, however, the caaei L
patterns shown above reveal more significant propertias of lexica
in Eorean.
passlvg:r :ccgunt for the contrasts ia compatible with the .
Auggestion made by Maling (1989) and Young-joo Kim (1990{, namely,
that lexical passlves do not optlonally absorb structural cane,
but rather the lexjcal pasaive morphology ls hest viewedt:n e
marking two different but homophonous aynt;ctigic?nsiigcorgzzéry
b} with NOM adverbials
argue that examples like (5a, Al e oLy
those like (6a,b) wit a
passive sentences, whereas ; ; meaning e e
ntactically active sentences with papssive .
;::tginn reflectythiu difference.* 1t has already been observed
{e.g., Young-joo Kim 1990, Maling & Kim 1992) that the . of
availgbillty of ACC in lexlcal pasaives correlates with n? m:gy
the subject NP: Lf the subject is Lnanimate, the part-WP In tie
part-whole conatructions (or inallenable poasession ccna;ruc bonu}
capnot be marked ACC, except under personification, as ahown by
the contraste in (7).

=-ki- ~ta.
7 . Chayk-i phyoci-ka/*lul ccic-ki-esn
7 = boo{—NOH covar-NOM/*ACC tear—Pasﬂ-PaE-Ind
*The cover of the book was torn off.

~ki-ess-ta.
b. Chelsoo-ka pacl-ka/lul cele
Chelaco-NOM pants-NOM/ACC tear-Pass—-Pat-1Ind
'Cheleoo got his pants torn off.’

The ungrammaticallty of ACC on the part-NP in (7a) indicate?v;hat
what is referred to in the literature as the adveralty pase e
requires that the subject NP be animate, pr?ferably [+hurnan].l
aspume that the adversity pasaive construction haa an externa
argument, ap sketched in (8a). The Lexigal pgasivzrggzgatmihiCh

s an added experiencer or affected patien :
i;czzzesurface aubjegt; the conatruction s syntactically ac;ive,
and the verb aspigns accupative case to étslcomplemﬁtﬁé;lilc e

ont
ayntactlic passive, on the other han , has a n )

zzg§ec: poattiog at D-ptructure, and im no: an a:c:g:ti:iuzizztEd

r, Thus, the case alternati?n on the part-
;:s%ggi reflects the structural ambiguity of the congtrugtign aia
hand The case in which part-NPa bear NHOM, am 8een x; { ?, Y,
depiéted in {8b) {where the asterisk indicates recurs onj:

{8) a. adversity pass: [yp EXP] {yp [(NP-eykey) NP—ACC‘ V—iex.p:::}
b. eyntactlc pass: [yp @ ] [vp (NP-eykey) NE-NOM V-lex.p

from details of case
Further support for this view comes

marklngu:f frequgﬁcy adverbiale in the part-whole construction.
Conmlider the cape patterns lllustrated in (9):

- l1-li-ese-ta.
- kay-eyke al-ul sey pen-ul mu :
9 e :z:i-:;u d:g—D{T Y goot-ncc 3 times-ACC bite-P?Bu—Pst Ind
*Suni got her foot bitten by a dog three times.
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b. *Suni-ka kay-aykay pal-ul
Suni-NOM dog-DAT
'Suni got her foot

Bey pen-i mul-li-ess-ta,
foot-ACC 1 timee-NoM bite-Pase=-Pet-Ind
bitten by a dog threa timas.'

€. Sunl-ka kay-eykey pal-i Bey pen=-i mul-li-ess-ta,
Suni-NOM dog~DAT foot-NOM 3 times-NOM bita-Pass-Pat-Ind
'‘Suni’e foot was bitten by a dog three times,’

d.2*Suni-ka kay-eykey pal-i Bey pen-ul mul-li-esa-ta.
Suni-NOM dog-DAT foot=-HOM 3 timem-AcC bite-Pasa-Pat-Ind
"Sunl's foot was bitten by a dog three times,'®

The case marking on the part-NP can be alther AcCC or NOH, hence
the sentences become grammatical when the frequency adverbial isg
removed. Cruclally, however, the casea marking on the fraquency
adverbial must correlate with the cane marking on the part-NP.
When the part-NP occurs Iin the accusative, the frequency adverbial
must almo be accusative, an lllustrated in {7a,b); when the part-
HP occure in the nominative, the frequency adverbial must also be

nominative, as illustrated in {9c,d). Further examples are
provided in {10}:

(10) a. Kay-ka koyangi-eykey elkwul-ul fwu pen-ul/*1 halki-wu-esg-ta,
I-NOM cat-DAT face-ACC 2 times-ACC/*NOM scratch-Pags.
'I wal ecratched on the face by a cat two times,*

b. Nay-ka koyangi-eykey elkwul-l twu pen-i/?7ul halki-wu-esg-ta,

I-NOM cat=-DAT face-NOM 2 timee-NOM/??ACC ncratch-Pase.
‘My face was scratched by a cat two times.

¢. Chelsco-ka wson-lul twu pan-ulse] pey-i-ess-ta.
Cheleoo-NOM hand-pace 2 timea-ACC/*NOM cut-Pamp-Pat=Ind
'Chelsoo got his hand cut two times,®

d. Chelsoo-ka son-i Ewu pen~if2*yl pey-i-eas-ta,
Chelpoo~NOM hand-NoOM 2 times-NOM/2*ACC cut-Pass—Pet-Ind
‘Chelsco’s hand was cut two times, *

Once the structural ambiguity of lexical passives as sketched in
{8) above la recognized, the solution to the observed cage
alternations presenta iteelf. Adversity paseive sentences are
ayntactically active, hence ACC La the only possible atructural
rame for frequency adverbials. Howevar, as can be seen in ({9¢,d)
and (10b,d}, in eyntactic passives the part-NP must bear NOM, and
80 must the frequency adverbial. This is simply because
accusative case is not available in syntactic passives in Korean.
Note in pasming that the observed case patterns cannot be

accounted for by case agreement of the sort that may be licensed
under predication relationships.

2. Frequency ARdverbials and Case Alternations

There are however sentences in which frequency adverbials
can be marked elther NOM ar ACC, resulting in casea alternations.
Coneider the examples {llustrated in {11) and (12):

{1i) Tol-{ entek alay-lo twu pen-ijful kwul-lesa-ta.
stone-NOM hill bottom-LOC 2 times-NOM/ACC rcll-Pat-Ind
a. ACC adverbial: the (same} stone rolled down the hill twice.

b. NOM adverbial: it happened twice that a stone rolled down the
hill.
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{12} Totwuk-L twu pen-iful cap-hi-ess-ta.
thief-NoM 2 times-NOM/ACC arrest-Fase-Pat-Ind
8. ACC advarbial: the (same) thief was arrested twice.
b. NOM adverbial: two (different) thisves were arrested.

The sentences (11) (sdapted from Young-joo Kim 1990:29%) and (12}
have two different interpretations. When the fregquency adverbial
is marked AcCC, it is quantified over the predicate. So {1lla) can
mean that the same stone rolled down the hill twice, and (12Za}) can
mean that tha sama thief was arrested twice. On the other hand,
when the frequency adverbial ie NOM, 1t im quantified over the
entire event. This ylelde an interpretation simllar to a floating
quantifier one in which the frequency adverblal ie associated with
the subject NP, since it ie highly likely that different events
may involve different objecte. On thia interpretation, {11b} can
mean two different stones rolled down the hill (perhaps each at a
different time}, and (12b} can mean that two {(different) thieves
were arrested.

Thie property of quantification may find a natural
axplanation if the sentences at hand are structurally ambiguous,
as we argue here. A frequency adverbial NP actually quantifies
over VP since it occurs within VP, However, when there ia no
external argument at D-structure, VP quantification yields the
effect of event quantification (i.e., guantification over the
entire sentence}, mince in that case, the VP can be construed as
the sentence.

Given that intransitives or even unaccusatives are also
accusative aseigners in Korean, ams recently arqued by Hak-Sung Han
{1991} and Ki~Sun Hong (1991), it is not aurpriesing ta see that
the fregquency adverbial in {11} bears accusative, when it
quantifiee over the predicate. This is so because in that case,
the frequency adverblal acts as a VP modifier, and occure within
vP, which ie the came domain of the verb. On the other hand, when
the frequency adverbial guantifies over the event and is
subsequently assoclated with the NP, a Q-float interpretation is
obtalned slnce it would act as an NP medifier. In many languages,
including Korean, floated gquantifiers are only case-marked via
case agreement. From this, it then follows that the frequency
adverbials in (11) and (12} can aleo bear nominative. Hence the
cbheserved case alternation.

Further evidence can be provided in support of thie
analysis., Firet, the ambiguity of quantification can be removed
by replacing the subject NP in {11} and (12) with a proper name or
a definite mingular NP, as illustrated in (13):

{13) a. Chelsco-ka wuli cip-ey twy pen-ul/f*i o-ase-ta.
Cheleco-NOM my house-DAT 2 timeg-ACC/*NOM come-Pet-Ind
‘Chelpos came to my house two timea.’

b. I tol-i entek altay-lo twu pen-ul/vsi kwul-esa-ta.
this ptone-NOM hill bottom-LOC 2 times-ACC/*NOM roll-Pet-Ind
'This ptone rolled down the hill two times.’

As expected, NOM 1ls not pogsible for the frequency adverbial.® 1In
{13a,b}, the frequency adverbial cannot be associated with the
definite NP for an cbvious semantic reason, hence a Q-float
interpretatlon is inherently blocked. Aa a result, the frequency
adverbial must bear ACC, as it only quantifies ever the predicate.
secondly, when the frequency adverbial undergoes movement
{or scrambling} to sentence-initial position preceding the aubject
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NP, then the frequency adverbial must be ACC, and NOM t
be imposaible. This ile illuestrated in {14) ;nd {15): urne out to

{14} Twu pen-ul/*i tol-i entek ala
y-lo kwul-aaa-ta.
2 times-ACC/*NOM atona~NOM hill bottom~LOC roll-Pet—Ind
8. ACC adverblal: tha {eame} stone rolled down the hill twice
b. *NOM adverbial: it happened twice that a stone rolled down

{15) Twu pen-ul/+*i totwuk-1 cap-hi~-ams-ta.
2 timan-ACC/*NOM thief-NOM arreat-Fass-Pat-Ind
a. ACC adverbial: the (same) thlef wam arrested twice.
b. *NOM sdverblial: two different thieves were arrested.

The Q-float lnterpretation is blocked when the fre i
is moved to mentence-initial position over the sub?szgch?dvgiglal
ré#apon may be that a etructural condition is imposed on gquantifier
floating such that the floated quantifier must be c-commanded by
the NP with which it is associate. This condition le violated in
{14) and (15} when the adverbial gets moved to a position that ie
not c-commanded by the subject NP.® This means that the mource
for the nominative caee ism now removed, and ACC le the only
poselble case for the frequency adverbial in (14) and {15), as
expected. Examplea such as {13a) can be further contrasted with
those like (16), in which ACC becomes unavailable.

{16) Phyenci-ka cip-ey twy pen-i/*7ul o-ase-ta.
letter-NOM house-DAT 2 timea-NOM/?*ACC come-Pst-Ind
'Letters arrived at my house two times.’

(16) 18 odd with ACC on the adverbial for pragmatic reapons: the
Bame letter cannot arrive more than once. Hence, the reading in
which the predicate is guantified ie naturally out, and this ie
why ACC im not pessibile in {1§).

Simitar facte aleo obtain in English, a&s illustrated below:

{17) a. I saw a movie twice last month,
b. I called a student twice.
<. I bought a book twice.

{ambiguocus}
{preferred: the aame etudent}
{preferred: not the same book)

(%?a} is ambiguous as the frequency adverbial gquantifies over
either the event or the object NP, {17b,¢) are however not
ambiguous in the same way as {17a), and each has a (different)
preferred reading as indicated above. Thim state of affaira
Burely requires a more scphisticated semantic analysis, but the
intuitions seem clear enough,

Regarding the overtness of case-markers mentioned in fn 6,
it ie worth noting a recent proposal made by Maling (1992}. 1In an
attempt to explain some important typological differences in case-
marking between Icelandlc and Korean, Maling suggestms that all
kinds of case amsignment take place at S-structure in Korean,
including the assignment of lexically-governed dative case. Thins
propoeal has several interesting consequences and will explain,
among other things, the following facte. Flrst, it explalns why
dative came is not preserved under NP-Movement in Korean, unlike
Icelandic, It will also explain certain word order restrictions

i?athe constructions with no external argument, as aketched in
{18}:
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(18) a. [p e [vp NP\-DAT NP, -NOM V ])

b. [p NP-NOK [yvp ¢ NPy-HOM V¥ )

C. {Ip NP:-NOH [W Npr'DhT t1 v ]l

d. *[;p NP,-NOM [|p NP-NOM [yp t| &3 V ]I
pative is asalgned to a goal or experiencer argument (NP;) that
atays in VP {see (1Ba and c}}. When it moves to Spec/IP, it
receives nominative from Infl there (see {1Bb})., The other VP-
internal argument (NP;) can receive nominative from Infl in two
different ways. When it stays in VP {wee {(18a and b)}, I;il
assigne nominatjva directly to it, given that the VP in this b
configuration le not a barrier to assignment of nominative case by
Infl (eee Sigurdason 1989 for Icelandic; Hak-Sung Han 1991,
Whitman 1991, Jeong-Shik Lee 1992 for Korean); when this NP moves
to Spec/IP, it recelves nominative from Infl there (see (18c}}). .
When the NPy moves elther to an 1P-adjoined position or to a topic
posltion, as in (1Bd}, it fails to receive nominative, and an L
ungrammatical sentence therefore resulte. The following paradigm
illustratea the emplrical facta:

{19} a. Chelsoo-eykey chayk-i cwu-ecl-ese-ta. {=1Ba}
Chelsoo-DAT book-NOK give-Pass-Pst-Ind
‘Chelscvo was given a book.'

b. Chelaoo—ka chayk-i cwu-eci-epp-ta. {=18b})
Chelsoo-NOM book-NOM give-Pase~Pet-Ind

[+ Chayk-i Chelsoo-eykey cwu-eci-ess-ta. {=18c)
book-NOM Chelsoo-DAT give-Pass-Pat-Ind

d. *Chayk-i Chelsoovka cwu-eci-ens-ta. {=18Bd)

book-NOM Chelsoo-NOM give-Pase-Pat-1Ind

gal has two kinde of theoretical implicationa. First,
:2;2n5€f€: cage in Korean is structural Cape and im no? aldefault
case of the Bort often proposed in the literature. This sdab
welcome result, being consistent with the conclusion reache fy
Whitman {1991, 1993). Secondly, it suggests that the tr;ceto a
yP-internal argument may not transmit Case to it? anteceden -that
Turning back to case-marking of frequency adverbials, we 32?
this proposal can cffer an interesting solution to the preoblem
raleed. Consider the following configurations:

(20} a. [ NP, ~NOM [yp t NP4, ~NOM V )]
b, *[4p NP4,~NOM [yp NP, ~NOM t v 1]
€. *yp NP4\ ~NOM [1p NP ~NOM [yp t t V )]}

fguration (20a), the VP-internal frequency adverbial NP can
igczicz zominativé Case directly from Infl in the same way n;osn
argument NP does (see {1Bh) above}. But in configurntlons { 0
and c}, the adverbial NP falla to receive nominative Case, :? L np
this wlll explain why the nominative-marked frequency advgg da‘
may not be moved over the subject NP in the examples provxbg an
the text. Glven that nonargument MPs like frequency adverbiala
pccur in A'-positions, and Lf the Spec position of 1? ise < /10
({exclusively) an p-positicon, no adjunct NP can move into Spec t.
Mavement from A'-positlon to A-position (l.e., lmproper :oveg:n )
is prohlibited creoss-lingulstically, which can be subsumed under
Principle C of Binding Theery (see Rizzi 1992 for regentb ve. and
discussion). ({20c} is the same configurat?on_aa (18d) abos ,11
{g ruled out due to failure of case transmissicon, as e:p;r:;:reyig
attested by sentence (14) in the text. Note‘furthant a .
atill a distinction between arguments and adjuncte if cas
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tranemisesion faflas, as can be mhown by the ungrammaticality of
;21;} (cf. {19d) above) and the grammaticality of (21b) {={vLi) in
n

{21) a. *Chayk-f Cheleco-ka cwu-aci-eap~ta,
book-$  Chalsoo-NOMH glive-Paws-Pst—Ind
‘Chelsoo wae given a book.'
b. Twu pen-p tol-i untek alay-lo kwul-less-ta.
2 times-§ stone-NOM hlill bottom-LOC roll-Pet-Ind
'A stone rolled down the hill twicae.*

Thie distinction meeme to indicate that thae Case Filter {(Chomeky

1981:175) applies only to argument NPe, an important implication
that merits further inveatigation.

3. Further evidence for the ambiguity of lexjcal paesives

We have argued that the lexical paesive morpheme is
atructurally ambiguous between a true passive and a syntactically
active construction, as sketched In {8a,b). It is worth noting in
thie regard that actives and pagsives show a cruclal difference in
terms of control properties. In active volce sentencen, the agent
can control participial adjuncts, but in the pasBive volce, the
{understood} agent cannot. Thie contrast ig illustrated in [22).

{22) a. Umak-ul tulu-mye chayk-ul flk-ess-ta.
muaic=ACC listen-ASP book~ACC read-Pet-Ind
*They read books llatenlng to the music. '
b. *Umak-ul tulu-mye chayk-l ilk-eci-ese-ta. ci-PASSIVE
mualc-ACC liesten-ASP book-HOM read-Pago-Pet~-Ind
‘*Books were read listening to the music.’

ACTIVE

Of particular interest here is the fact that a similar contraet
aleo shows up in lexical paesives. An advereity passive exhlbita
the vame sort of control property ae an active sentence, when the
part-NP occurs in the accusative. This is illustrated in (23a).
But when the part-NP occurm in the nominative, as in (23b}, an
agent may not control particlpial adjuncka.

{23) a. Myentoha-ta kho-lul pey-i-esa-ta.
ehave-ASP hose-ACC cut-Pass-Pat-Iind
‘He got his nose cut shaving himeelf.'
b. ?*Hyentoha-ta kho-ka pey-~i-ess-ta.
shave-ASP nose-NOM cut-Pape-Pet-Ind
**Hie nose was cut shaving himeelf.'

ADVERSITY PASSIVE

SYRTACTIC PASSIVE

The contraet between (23a and b} is precipely what is expected if
the adversity passive haep an external arqument. If correct, then
the control property appears to lend further support to the
prevent analyesls that lexical paesives are indeed structurally
ambiguous, as sketched in {8a,b) above.

4, Conclueion

In this paper, we have shown that the case marker that
frequency adverbial NPes in Korean bear ls syntactic case, and as
expected under thie analysis, they show case alternations
depending on voice., We have further shown Lhat case altarnatiocns
in lexical paesives reault from a etructuratl ambigulty of lexical
papsives either as active sentences with an adverpity passive
reading, or as ordinary eyntactic passives.
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Notes

- tendes to an

. It is interesting to note that case-spreading ex

iven larger clasas of NPs in child language. Gyecnghee Chung tal
{p,¢.} reports a stage at which Korean children mark inetrumenta
NPe with accusative case:

-ese-e~yo. (Adult}
wungl-ka mangchli-l¢ wuyca-lul mantul-ess-e~yo {

) :g::oy—gcm hamﬁer—INST chair-ACC maka-Fst-SE-Hon hild
(14} Wonswungi-ka mangchi-lul vyca-lul mantul-epe-e-yo. {C )

1 adverbe for further
2., We leave the case-marking on duratjona
research. Kang (1991) claims that "[+ACC] is licann:d :zr
duration adverbial nominals in VP,"” l.e. accuantiv?l athla
unmarked case for duration adverbial nominale. While Bh full
generalization le largely true (at least atatistically}, the fu
plcture is certainly more complicated. Although juggz:ntgamzzﬂe
£ speaker to mpeaker, there are sentences whe
;::iingogn gurational adverbiale alternates bhetween HNOM and RACC
{Hong 1991), and even examples whe:a agcu::ti;;slae:im?igii oo
Hall 1989:301, ex.{14); Bra . . .
iTﬂO:;;gfecé. S.:? Hong 199i, Ch. 6.5; and Bratt 1993 for relevant
discussion.

dverbiale in certain
. Some speakers allow ACC on fregquency a .
iexical pagaive sentences even when the subject NP la inanimate:

i AChayk-i sey pen-ul {ilk-hi-ess-ta.
) booi—NOH 3 timea-ACC read—:nnn-?nt—lnd
'The book waa read three times.' _
It uppear: that such speakers aleo allow ACC on part-HPs Ln part
whole pentences of the sort illustrated in {ii):

i -1i- -ta.
1i) wNamu-ka kaci-lul cal-li-ess
G tree-NOM branch-ACC cut-Pass-Pat-Ind
'Branches of the tree were cut,’ )

We put apside such (individual} varlaticns here, notxng.th:tN;h:nd
breaking of the correlation between animacy of the EUb]:CL N

case marking on part-NPa or frequency adverbials is certainly
limited to some individual sentencesn.

- 6a,b} above, the frequency adverbial peems tc resist NOM,
gespi:e{the ;xpectation that when the pubject is andanLE?;TBNEL
poth MOM and ACC should be posatbie ioi :;:qiﬁzzy :evzzggest I

ggives., As a relevan acto ) . .
;::;i:;sp:ené to construe lexlcal passlves as adversity p:ﬁiiv:?s]
{i.e., active sentences with a paseive rea?xng under :Er aubjzct
rather than truee pyntactic paaalveaf espeCLal}y when nerIIEd s
NP ie human. But when the context is approprLately Cgorne cut'
in the sentences Iin (9) and {l10), the expectation is .

5. Thinm fact ie also observed by Young-joo Kim (1990:293-295).

6 Susumy Kuno {p.c.} polnts cut that when a numera} qga?tlfi:r
r;celves a focus {by taking a delimit:r auch azdzgnbyo:hi éﬁ "
ved to a position that is not c-comma :
:;Tczelzoin associgted, and provides the following contrast as
evidence: _ esota.
eng-man na-nun photocwu-lul masei
e gan ggttge—only I-TOP wine-ACC drink-Pst—Ind
‘I drank only one bettle of wine.'
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(Li) *Han pyeng-ul na-nun photocwa-lu
1 bottle-pcC I-Top wine-aACc
'I drank one bottle of wine."*

1 masi-ess-ta,
drink-Pet-Ind

While thie cbeervation is correct

widely-held view that ¢-command ie & relevant eyntactlic condition
on quantifier floating {both in Japanesa and Korsan), tha whole
Plcture is certainly more complicated than this. We find that
overt morphological case-marking plays a more important role in
licensing quantifier floating. cConsider (Lii) and {iv):

and {t considerably weakena the

till) Twue myeng~-@ na-pun chinkwa-lul chotayha-yess—ta.
a few CL-¢ I-TOP friende-ACC invita-Pat-Ing
'I invited a few friends of mine,’

{iv} *Twue myeng-ul na-nun chinkwu=-lu} chotayha-yens-ta.
a few CL-ACC I-TOP friends-ACC invite-Pat-Ind
'l invited a few friende of mine, "’

Notice that the {numeral) quantifier twye myeng 'a few' in (ii{)
and {iv) occurs outside of the NP headed by chinkwu ‘friande', am
can be seen from the fact that the subject NP intervenes the two.
Hence, (iil) cannot be ap inetance of genitive case-marker drop
(in which the genitive case-marker uy may drop inside NP). It is
the overtnems of the accusative case-marker on the preposed
numeral quantifier that makes the difference in acceptability

between (1ii} and (iv). Why should overt case~m.

arking play such a
crucisl role here? Note also that when the c-command condition on
quantifier floating ie satiefied, overtness of case-marking has no

effect, as can be aeen from the grammaticality of (v):

{v) Na~nun chinkwu-lul twye myeng-ul/g chotayha-yess-ta.
I-TOP frienda-ACC a few CL-ACC/p invite-Pat-Ind
‘I invited a few friends of mine. '

It seems that the contrast between (i} and (i1) provided by Kuno
can be reduced egeentially to the poeaibility of case-markar drop.
This can be shown by the unacceptability of (vi} in which the
preposed numeral quantifier bears the accusative case-marker in
addition to the delimiter man. Compare (i) and {vi):

{vi} ?*Han pyeng-man-ul na-nun photocwu-iul masi~ema-ta,
1 bottle-only-ACC I-ToP wine-AcCc drink-Pet-Ind
'I drank only one bottle of wine.,’

HWe leave thie matter for future researcch.

Related to thie is the fact {pointed out to us by Young-suk
Lee {(p.c.)) that when the nominative case-marker on the frequency
adverbial NP in {14} drope, the sentence becomes grammatical, ag
Lllustrated in {vii), and furthermore, {vil) allows the same smort
af ambiguity as sentence {11) above. The pame is true for {15}.

{vii) Twu pen-g tol-i untek alay-lo kwul-lese-ta.
2 times-¢ atone-NOM hill bottom-LOC roll-Pst-Ind
‘A stone rolled down the hill twice,"®

The ambiguity of {vii) follows directly from the ambiguity of

sentence (11). Here, too, morphological case-marking turna out to
pPlay an important role.
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