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1. Introduction

The observation that ACC case-marking can be used on various kinds of
adverbials in Korean dates back to at least H-P Choi’s (1937) pioneering work,
Wulimalpon ‘Korean Grammar’. In the last decade, the case-marking of duration
and frequency adverbials (henceforth, D/F adverbials) in Korcan has been the
focus of a number of studies. Maling (1989) observed that these two classes of
adverbials could be case-marked with either nominative or accusative case, and
moreover, that they exhibited the same case alternations as verbal objects. Based
on these facts, she suggested that these adverbials were assigned structural
nominative and accusative case by the same case-assigning mechanisms as verbal
arguments. This conclusion is, at first glance, somewhat surprising given the
importance of the argument/adjunct dichotomy in syntactic theory. Since then, a
number of researchers have attempted to incorporate the case marking on
adverbials into a general account of case marking for Korean. In this paper we
investigate the descriptive generalizations to be accounted for, and propose an
analysis based on the hierarchical Case Tier (Yip et al. 1987), modified to refer
both to the distinction between internal and external arguments, and to the
semantic distinction between states and events. Case alternations on the
arguments of unaccusative verbs and passives are attributed to the fact that for
many speakers of Korean, externalization is optional.

Overt case-marking on D/F adverbials in Korean is optional.
According to Y-J Kim (1990), the norm for D/F adverbials is to have a zero
case marker in formal speech, whereas in colloquial speech, however, overt
case markers are allowed.'

(1) a. Inho-ka  TV-lul sey sikan po-ass-ta
Inho-NOM TV-ACC 3 hours watch-Pst-Dec
‘Inho watched TV for three hours’

*  We are grateful to the organizers of the 12™ Meeting of ICKL, and especially to

Hee-Don Ahn for useful comments on the earlier draft.

1. For some speakers, it is sentence (1b) with an overt ACC marker on the
durative which sounds ‘formal’, and sentence (1a), with a zero case marker, which
sounds far more ‘colloguial.’
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2. Descriptive Generalizations
b. Inho-ka TV-lul sey sikan-ul po-ass-ta

) We argue here that the following descriptive generalizations hold:2
We assume that discourse factors determine the choice between no case on a
D/F adjunct vs. an overt case marker. (4) a. Accusative case is the only possible case on a D/F adverbial if the
verb has an external argument. This includes
* agentive, nonstative verbs with volitional subjects;
* the large class of morphologically complex ha-verbs;
* verbs like parta, macta and tanghata ‘get/receive’ which are
semantically passive but morphologically and syntactically active:
* verbs with inanimate subjects which are CAUSES;
As we will see, it also includes
* verbs like phita ‘bloom’, which denote natural phenomena. Note
that although these verbs are not agentive or volitional in the usual
understanding of these terms, they are eventive rather than stative.
b. Accusative and nominative cases are equally possible if the verb has
no external argument underlyingly. This includes
*» Unaccusative verbs, including verbs of motion;
* Passive verbs in -i/hi/li/ki, -ci, and toy.
The base verbs may be either stative or nonstative,
¢. Nominative is the only possible case for simplex psychological predicates
(e.g. silhta “dislike’ but not silhe-hata) and adjectival predicates (e.g. kwiyepta
‘cute.be’ but not kwiyewe-hata, etwupta ‘dark.be’) without -Aa.

- i -lul  po-ass-ta
2) a. Inho-ka sey sikan tongan-@/ul/*i TV
@ Inho-NOM 3 hours for-@/ACC/*NOM TV-ACC watch-Pst-Dec
‘Inho watched TV for three hours’
b. ?Inho-ka TV-lul palo sey sikan tongan-© Po-ass-ta
c. Inho-ka TV-lul palo sey sikan tongan-ul/*l’po-ass-ta
‘It was for three hours that Inho watched TV (. S. Jun 2000)

J. S. Jun (2000) argues that the use of an overt case markef provides an
adverbial phrase with a kind of focus reading. The cgn@asts in (2) sgppo:ft
this intuition. The use of palo has an effect §1nnlar jo thg zt-c-le.t
construction in English, namely, it provides a kind of me.talmgm.stlc
focusing” which identifies the focused elemex.lt frpm a set gf posmble. tOPl(lJS.

In this paper, we are concerned only wx.th mvest1gatmg the prmcq;1 es
which govern the choice between nominative vs. accusative case when
discourse factors allow an overt case marker and speakers are forcefi to
choose. Descriptively, we can distinguish three subtypes of examp}es.' (a)‘
accusative case on the D/F adverbial is more acceptable than nor.nm:.itlvta,
(b) accusative and nominative are equally acceptable; and (c? nqnnngtwt; is
more acceptable than accusative. An example of each type is given in (3a-

c):

- - ikan tongan-ul/*i
3) a. Inho-nun ku maykcwu-lul nayngcangko-ey sey si
() Inho-TOP the beer-ACC  fridge-LOC 3 hours for-ACC/*NOM
twu-ess-ta . ’
put/store-Pst-Dec ‘Inho put the beer into the fridge for lt/hn.ee hour:
- ikan tongan-ul/i iss-ess-ta.
b. ku maykcwu-nun nayngcangko-ey sey si
the beer-TOP  fridge-LOC 3 hours for-rACC/NOM be-Pst-Dec
“The beer was in the fridge for three hours’ .
c. ipang-un namhyang-ilase nac tongan-i/*ul pa]%(ta
this room-TOP southward-due.to day for-N QM/*ACC bl:lght.be
“This room is bright during the day because it faces south

namely that it takes ACC even when other duration adverbials take NOM.

(i) a. Swuni-nun ku hwu phyengsayng-ul/*i Tom-i coh-ass-ta,
‘Swuni liked Tom for her entire life’ (Wechsler & Lee 1996:636)
b. Swuni-nun ku hwu yele hay tongan-i/??ul Tom-i coh-ass-ta
‘Swuni liked Tom for many years afterwards’
(i) a. Swuni-nun phyengsayng-ul emeni-ka/*Iul kuliw-ess-ta
*Swuni missed her mother for life’ (Kim & Maling 1998:135)
b. Swuni-nun cheum il-ewuil-tongan-man-i/*ul emeni-ka kuliw-ess-ta
‘Swuni missed her mother only for the first week’
. These contrasts suggest that phyengsayng-ul is a fixed form which does not follow
the general case-marking principles. Unfortunately, some of the crucial examples in
the literature on this topic have contained this adverbial, the authors having failed to
recognize its exceptional behavior. If we want to discover the principles that underly

the choice between nominative and accusative, we need to carefully avoid using this
particular duration adverbial.

A caveat is in order. We observed a strange fact about phyengsang ‘entire life’:
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We suggest that the difference between stateTs gnd actions/events is wha;
matters. We hypothesize that accusative case 1s licensed by the presence o

an Action Tier in the sense of Jackendoff (1990). We propose to explain the
observed case alternation with the verbs in (4b).by assuming that case
difference reflects different syntactic structures: if all 'verbal arguments
remain internal at S-structure, then NOM will'be assigned to the D/F
adverbial, whereas ACC will be assigned if there is an external argument at
S-structure.’ We will now discuss each of these three subtypes in tum,
starting with the surprising nominative.

2. 1. NOM is only possible case

Most research on the case-marking of adverbials has focused on the use
of accusative, which is widely considered to be the default case on adverb;al
adjuncts in Korean (Y-J Kim 1990; K-S Hong 1991; Y-S Kang 1991, 1.99 ).
Some studies mention only the possibility of ACC (C-S Sl}h 1?96, H-R
Chae 1999). It has sometimes been claimed tha.t accusative is always
possible on duration adverbials: “duration adverbial no'm'mals in VP are
always Accusative-Case-licensed, irrespective .of‘the stativity of a relev.ant
predicate (Y-S Kang 1993: 346).” However tl.ns is not z.iccurate. Ther;a is a
large class of systematic exceptions to this claim. Consider the examples in

(5).

(5) a. aki-nun cec mek-nun tongan-i/*ul  kwiyepta/yeypputa
baby-TOP milk eat-REL for-NOM/*ACC cute.be/pretty.be
‘Babies are cute while breastfeeding’ pral ppalasets
on senswu-nun chopan tongan-i/*uw -ass-
> ﬁerrl:lai:ghoner-TOP first half for-NOM/*ACC fast.be-Pst-Dec
“The marathoner was fast in the first half’ .
c. i pang-un pukhyang-ilase  nac fongan-ll"'ul etwupta
this room-TOP northward-due.to day time for-NOM/*ACC dark.be
“This room is dark during the day because it faces north’

i -i/*ul silh-ess-ta
d. na-nun khephi-ka yele hay tongan-i/*u h-¢
I-TOP coffee-NOM many years for-NOM/*ACC dislike-Pst-Dec
‘For many years, I disliked coffee’

3. There is ideolectal/dialectal variation in judgments,-especialiy with respec.td:;
passives. An analysis based on the externalization of an internal argument provi

a simple means of parameterization.
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The adjectival and simplex psychological predicates which allow only
nominative are usually considered to be stative predicates. Why s
accusative not allowed for these predicates? We suggest that accusative
case in Korean is licensed by the Action Tier in the sense of Jackendoff
(1990). Given that the Action Tier is the semantic representation of Actors
and Patients, stative predicates lack the Action Tier which licenses
accusative case on duration adverbials.

~ 2.2. ACC is the only possible case

As noted earlier, accusative is widely assumed to be the default case on
' adverbial adjuncts in Korean. Indeed, if the verb is agentive, then
accusative is the only possible case marker. As K-S Hong (1991: 265)
observes, “Descriptively, if the subject is an agent, only ACC marking is
* allowed on the duration adverbials.”

(6) Swuni-ka  han sikan tongan-ul/*i talli-ess-ta
Swuni-NOM 1 hour for-ACC/*NOM run-Pst-Dec
‘Swuni ran for one hour’

(K. S. Hong 1991)

'Y-J Kim (1990) proposes that agentivity is relevant for the case-marking of
I'verbal arguments. She argues that unaccusativity in Korean is based on the
’f[-agentive] feature of verbs (Y-J Kim 1990: 98), thus making the case-
'marking fall under Burzio’s Generalization. It goes without saying that an
IAction Tier is associated with any verb whose subject is an agent. We
ipropose to extend her idea to all VP-internal nominals, both adjuncts and
iarguments, hypothesizing that ACC is assigned to duration adverbials if and
only if there is an external argument.

K-S Hong’s descriptive generalization is an automatic consequence of
lbur hypothesis that ACC is assigned iff there exists an external argument at
i8-structure, since agents are always external arguments. Many linguists have
Suggested that ACC case has a delimiting effect (K-S Hong 1991; O’Grady
‘%991: 227. H-R Chae 1999, inter alia). Hong (1991: 226)attributes the use of
ACC to the fact that “duration adverbs function to delimit an event.” We
igree that durational adverbs have this delimiting function (see Wechsler &
‘»e 1996, and for a similar claim for Slavic, Fowler & Yadroff 1993). Note,
Mowever, that the delimiting function exists independently of the case-
Miarking. A duration adverbial delimits the event whether it bears NOM,
ACC or no overt case marker. Thus it is not necessary to assume that this is a
fifferent, special use of ACC, as H-R Chae (1999) assumes. The suggestion

lii
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ials is a special delimiter rather than a case

ion adverb !
ot o e hy accusative case 1s 50 frequently used on

marker begs the question of wh
duration adverbials cross-linguistically.

2.3. Case Alternations: either NOM or ACC

that with some verbs, either n01.nin‘ative’ or

cusative is possible on D/F adverbials. Accounting f((){gtgh;; Otz;;:etr:nthz
ac ‘

i -hallenge. K-S Hong

incipled way has proved to be a ¢ ‘ ng (1 -
l<)1l:?ccrli};)tive generalization that if the grammanc.al subjec:) .151 nc::danr ggides
th‘n either NOM or ACC is possible on a duration adverbial, and p

e

the following illustrative examples:

Maling (1989) noted

1 i -ul/i o-ass-ta.
7) a. pi-ka han sikan-tongan-u
0 Ir)ain—NOM 1 hour-for-ACC/NOM come-Pst-Dec
‘1t rained for one hour’ . .
b. chayk-i han sikan-tongan-uV/i ilk-hi-ess-ta 5
' book-NOM 1 hour-for-rACC/NOM read-Pass-Pst-Dec
“The book was read for one ho.u.r’ .
¢. chayk-i han sikan-tongan-uV/i ilke-ci-ess-ta.
“The book was read for one hour

As noted above, K-S Hong. attribute
function of duration adverblals; S
possibility of NOM marking. Ina o

“Gtates and duration do not seem i
:1;1?; cax?not be right; duration adverbials can. freely co o;cusr
predicates and NOM is possible in examplesslllfcfe (3bt,c) aSr:: Ir(l a)r

’ the hypothesis that the different case-

e e We have already hypothesized th:

. . i
assigned to VP-internal nominals, both adjuncts and arguments

an external argument.

 Working Hypothesis: Accus
® 21ause has fn external argument at s-structure.
b. Corollaries:
(i) Since agents are always externa
possible if subject is an agent.
(ii) If the argument of an gnaccu
position, NOM will be assigned.

s the ACC marking to the delimiting |
he admits that she has no account for the ,;
footnote (Hong 1991: 266), she suggests -

be semantically compatible.” Butzg
with statuve ;

i

king reflects:;
at ACC i}
different syntactic structures. i

ative case is assigned if and only if thei

1 arguments, only ACC will |

sative verb remains in VP-Intero:

i
I]
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(iii) If the argument of an unaccusative verb is externalized, then
ACC will be assigned.

We propose to explain the appearance of case alternations in terms of
unaccusativity. The argument of an unaccusative verb is necessarily
nonagentive, and is standardly assumed to originate as a sister to V. If it
remains in VP-internal position, there will be no external argument for
NOM case to be assigned to. Under the Case-Tier approach of Yip et al.
(1987), as modified for Finnish (Maling 1993), NOM will then be assigned
to the internal argument(s). Maling (1993: 67 and fn 17) proposes the
following generalization: “All internal arguments of a predicate must get
the same syntactic case.” For a typical two-place predicate, NOM will be
assigned to the external argument, which is the grammatical subject, and
ACC will be assigned to the remaining argument which is VP-internal. This
results in a clause with a Nominative subject and an Accusative object,

which is schematically summarized in (9).

" (9) Summary of the Case-Tier (adapted from Maling 1993)

a. NOM is assigned before ACC.

b. Only one XP can get assigned NOM, any remaining NPs get ACC

¢. Which XP gets NOM reflects the hierarchy of GFs, where EXT >
INTERNAL > ADV

We now ask whether this analysis, which has been tested for languages
like Icelandic and Finnish, can be extended naturally to account for the case
" alternations on duration adverbials in Korean. Unlike Finnish and Icelandic,
‘Korean allows more than one nominative NP in a single clause. This
applies not just to verbal arguments, but includes D/F adverbials. The fact
'that the D/F adverbial bears the same case as any VP-internal argument
?gsuggests that the Case Tier hierarchy does not distinguish between adjuncts
l'and internal arguments in Korean. Suppose further that externalization of
‘an internal argument is optional in Korean. Then a sentence containing an
‘fwaccusative verb like (3b) or (7a), which is repeated here as (10) and (11)
fﬁ'espectively, will have two different syntactic representations. one in which
hll nominals are VP-internal, and one in which an argument has been
kxternalized:

it

le) a. [vp ku maykcwu-nun nayngcangko-ey sey sikan tongan-i iss-ess-ta]
‘The beer was in the fridge for three hours’

{

1
H
i
i
i
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b. ku maykcwu-nun [vp nayngcangko-ey sey sikan tongan-ul iss-ess-

ta) '
(11)a. [ve pi-ka han sikan-tongan-i 0-ass-ta)
‘It rained for one hour’ :
i - -ul 0-ass-ta
b. pi-ka [vp han sikan-tongan . al
i -i samsip nyen tongan-i kyowsuy-¢e
(1De b I»Kilrml(sfrrlliggid 30 years for-NOM professor.be-Pst-Dec
‘Mr. Kim has been a professor for 30 years’
b. Kim sensayng-i [vp samsip nyen tongan-ul kyowsuy-ess-ta]

The same will be true of syntactic passives like those in (7b,c).

(13)a. [vp chayk-i han sikan-tongan-i ,ilk-hi-css-ta] (=7Tb)
“The book was read for one ho.ur " al
. chayk-i [yp han sikan-tongan-ul ilk-hi-ess-ta} ]
gu;p;?’t for th'P;is analysis comes from an observguon made by H (]j) (;Mtl)n
(1991: 52ff) namely, that VP-fronting is not possible for VPs headed by
unaccusative verbs. Note the contrasts below.
| i elumcokak-i han sikan-i/ul nok-ass-ta
} s this ice piece-NOM 1 hour-NOM/ACC melt-Pst-Dec
| “This piece of ice melted for one hour . .
| b. *[ve hrs’m sikan-i nokki}-nun i elum cokak-1 pay-ss—cu.nan
} c‘ [ye han sikan-ul nokki}-nun i elum cokak-i hay-ss-ciman ...

Given our analysis, (14b) is
l nominative case on the adverb
the VP. So VP-fronting will only be

I i i t that
k externalized as in (14c). The fact ) is 1 : e
attribute to a discourse conflict in what is being focused, since both

fronting and overt case marking on the adverbial are focus constructions.

ial indicates that the subject NP is internal to

3, Further Consequences

3.1. Volitionality

Our hypothesis automatically accounts for the fact that ACC

possible case if the subject is

ents are always externa ' : ' cL
?J% ACC on the duration adverbial results in the interpretation of volition

predicted to be ungrammatical because the A

possible if that argument has been ||
(14c) is less than fully acceptable we

an agent, given the standard assumption that
| arguments. It also explains why the occurren(i;\
i
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or intentionality. The quintessential unaccusative verb is the copula.
Consider the contrasts in (15).

(15)a. noyetul-i  ku sem-ey ipayk-nyen-kan-ul/i iss-ess-ta
slaves-NOM the island-LOC 200 years-period-ACC/NOM exist-
Pst-Dec ‘Slaves were on the island for 200 years’

b. noyetul-i ku sem-ey ipayk-nyen-kan-ul/*i swume iss-ess-ta
hide exist-Pst-Dec
“The slaves hid on the island for 200 years’

In (15a), either NOM or ACC case is possible on the duration adverbial, but
with a slight difference in meaning. With NOM, the interpretation is that of
a simple existential reading: ‘there were slaves on the island for 200 years’
or assertion of the existence of the institution of slavery, With ACC, the
interpretation is that the grammatical subject is in some sense a volitional or
intentional agent. This reading is brought out in (15b): if the slaves were
hiding, they were volitional agents. As such, this argument must be an
external argument, and thus only ACC is possible on the duration adverbial.
Likewise, the NOM marking on the duration adverbial in (16) is blocked
with an unaccusative predicate since there is a volitional subject in the
. sentence

(16)nakhasan-ul ~ tha-n  kwunintul-i sip pun tongan-ul/*i
parachute-ACC ride-REL soldiers-NOM 10 minutes for-ACC/*NOM
hanul-ese tteleci-ess-ta.
sky-from fell.down-Pst-Dec
‘The parachuting soldiers fell from the sky for ten minutes’

2. Other Kinds of Verbs with External Arguments

Our analysis makes crucial use of the Unaccusative Hypothesis. It is
essential, therefore, that we have reliable ways of determining which verbs
bl bare unaccusative, that is, which verbal arguments are mapped to VP-internal
positions, and which arguments are mapped to VP-external position. Our
sumption that agents are always external arguments is noncontroversial
lliltwith the usual proviso about the changes effected by passive morphology).
‘!t is important to note the existence of verbs which are semantically passive
Irfh the sense that the grammatical subject is a recipient, not an agent) but are
ﬁonetheless accusative case assigners: patfa, macta, and tanghata

li
it

ali“
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assive but accusative-assigning verbs: patia, macta, @0)a. chongali pyckal  tiwulh-cssta

bullet-NOM wall-ACC pierce-Pst-Dec
‘A bullet pierced the wall’

17 Semantically p
tanghata “gevreceive

a. ku hwangce-nun il cwuil tongan-ul/*i senmul-ul pat-ass-ta

the emperor-TOP 1 week for-ACC/*NOM gift-ACC receive b l‘;h?lngigitul-i p);‘l:]:gc f:)p pun tonfgal;‘gg/i*NOM n'wmh-;ss-g

. ived gifts for one week’ ullet- wall- minutes for- pierce-Pst-Dec

b ITEB l:11111‘1) Zr;;)ercrie:;;(ey t:vu sikan tongan-ul/*i yatan mac-ass-ta “Bullets pierecd the wal for ton minutes i Pa-Dec
. Inho- -

father-DAT 2 hours for-ACC/*NOM scolding get

for two hours’

‘Inho was scolded by the teacher " .

i - i tongan-ul/¥i  moyo
_ka Kim puchang-eykey sey sikan '
¢ dnhoka Kim r}:lanager—DAT 3 hours for-ACC/*NOM insult

tanghay-ss-ta

receive

3.3. Causatives

We have been assuming that duration adverbials are assigned the same
case as any VP-internal argument. We are just beginning to investigate
complex predicates, including lexical and periphrastic causatives. What
exactly does the duration adverbial modify?

‘Inho was insulted for three hours by manager Kim'’

. . e
Now consider the sentences in (18), which contain verbs with inanimat

. (21)a. Q: ku kwangtay-ka [aitul-ul elma tongan kippu-key] hay-ss-nunya?
subjects. the clown children how.long for happy-COMP make-Pst-Q
‘For how long did the clown make the children happy?’
b. A: ku-ka [aitul-i sey sikan tongan-ul/?*i kippukey] hay-ss-ta
he-NOM children-NOM 3 hours happy.be make-Pst-Dec
‘He made the children happy for three hours’
¢. A:ku-ka aitul-ul sey sikan tongan-ul/*i kippu-key hay-ss-ta
he  children-ACC 3 hours happy.be make-Pst-Dec

i *j sa-n-ta
_ halwusali-ka halwu tongan-ul/*i . ‘
e dz;t/'ly-NOM 1 day for-ACC/*NOM live-Pres-Dec
‘Dayflies live one day’ . '
i i -ul/?%i phi-n-ta
i ncang kkoch-i  halwu tongan-u ]
> ltiﬁ?cactu% flower-NOM 1.day for-ACC/?77NOM bloom-Pres Dec
ni day’
“This cactus flower blooms for one o _
¢. hay-ka i cali-lul yeltwu sikan tongan-ul/*i p?chwu-esls) ta
. sun this place-ACC 12 hours for-ACC/*NOM light-Pst-Dec

“The sun lit this place for 12 hours’

In (21b), it is difficult to tell whether the durational adverbial modifies the
causative matrix predicate or the stative embedded predicate, since the two
are co-extensive. The fact that accusative case is strongly preferred
suggests that despite the word order, it is interpreted as belong to the matrix
clause, which is associated with an Action Tier. Compare this to a sentence
like (22) from Bratt (1993: 246) where the two predicates have clearly
. different time frames. Here the durational adverb is not co-extensive with
ii matrix verb, and as a result, only the nominative case-marking associated
|| with the embedded predicate is possible.

(18¢) contrasts with unaccusative in (19), which allows NOM as well as

ACC on the durational adverbial.

i -i/ul pichna-n-ta
_ka halwu-ey yeltwu sikan tongan .
> 1;31)1 one day-LOC 12 hours for-NOM/ACC shine-Pres-Dec

“The sun shines for 12 hours a day’ |
hus we (22) [haksayngtul-i cwumal tongan-i/*ul kippu-tolok] sensayngnim-kkese
students-NOM weekend for  happy.be-in.order.to teacher-HNOM
kumyoil-ey swukcey-lul an nay-si-ess-ta

Friday-LOC homework-ACC not assign-Hon-Pst-Dec

‘In order for the students to be happy during the weekend, the teacher
did not assign homework on Friday’

i t
Nonetheless, the relevant arguments are certainly not themes, and

justi i ' al arguments.
d in supposing that they are external
fee J:Il?;lf;zjni (19%%) also assumes that inanimate CAUSES are external

i or
arguments. She defines [{+agentive] .verbg as those wh;{:ht:l:;irz I(i(é o
CAUSE as the highest clause in their 1ex1<?al-conceptu bs e
This includes Inanimate Causes, and caqsatlve Psych-verb co ‘
which the ACC marked NP are the experiencer arguments.
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On the other hand, (21c) contrasts with (21b) in that the embedded subject is
exceptionally case-marked as ACC by the matrix verb, which blocks the
NOM-marking on the duration adverbial.

4. Conclusion

In this paper, we have reviewed the environments in which D/F
adverbials can bear nominative and/or accusative case markers in Korean.
We have suggested that the complex array of data can be accounted for in a
simple way by using the Case Tier hypothesis, We have shown that it is
crucial to refer both to the distinction between internal and external
arguments, and to the semantic distinction between states and events.
Further research is needed to explore the full implications of this approach
particularly with respect to frequency adverbials which we ignored here due
to limitations of time and space.
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