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Karean is famous for its multiple aominative and multiple accusative
constructions.  Various multiple accusative constructions have been discussed in
the literature: Possessor Ascension, adversity passives, causatives, light verb
constructions and ditransitive verbs, In this paper I will facus an the alternation
hetween MOM and ACC, comparing the behavior of argument NPs with adver-
bials. What [ will show here is (i) that adverbial phrases of various types can also
bear ACC quite generally in Korean, and (ii} even more striking, they exhibit the
same alternation between ACC and NOM characteristic of so-called "Structural”
Case. These Case alternations lend support 10 the suggestion of Audrey Li (1985)
that the domain of the Case Filter includes so-called adverbial NPs as well as
argument NPs. Following Young-Se Kang (1986), I assume that NOM is not
assigaed by any functional or lexical head in Korean, but is a default Case not
restricted to any configurational position such as SPEC, IP.  Before torning (o
1he Korean evidence, T will present Li's argument from Mandarin Chinese that
certain adverbial NPs receive Structural Case.

1.0 Abstract Accusative Case in Chinese

Audrey [i (1985, in press) hypotliesizes that all NPs are subject to the Case
Filter, not just argument NPs.  This hypoihesis is based on the fact that in
Chinese, verbal abjects compete with certain adverbial NPs for a single Structural
Case. Thus, a verb like nian 'read’ can be followed by either an object NT or by
an adverbial NP, bu¢ not bath, as illusteated in (la-c):

(1) a. Taniang le shu.

he read ASP book
’he read a bLook’

L. Tanian le sange  xiaoshi
he read ASP three  hours
*he read for  threg  houry’

c. *Fa nian {1} shu sange xiaashi. {Li 1985:57 (36a))
he read ASP book  three hours

I.i suggests that there is no appropriate preposition in Chinese to serve as a
Case assigner for certain adverbial phrases, e.g. those expressing Duration or
Frequency (/1P phreases). She (arther argues that D/F phrases are categorially NPs
in Chinese, amd theretore must get Case in order to avoid a Case-Filter violation.
The wagrammaticality of (I} indicates chat the D/F adversbial can get Structural
Case ouly o there is no object NP also cequiring Structura) {Accusative) Case.
Chinese resolves the competition for a single Strucrtural Accusative by providing at
feast two alternative aieans for verbal objects o get Case: the bg-construction and
verb reduplication,  These are illustrated in (2) and (1) respectively.

{2y Taba shu nian le sange xiaoshi. BaA-construction
he BA  book read ASP three huours

N T nian shu  nian le sange xinoshi. verb reduplication
he reml bouk read ASP three haours

These constenciions bave been extensively disgussed in the literature on
Clanese syniax, amd 1 will assunte with i and others that their function is (in
part) o provide Suucourad Case for the verbal objecr (see alsa Huang 1982, ch.
1y What s celevant here is rather the observation that adverbial NPs can bear
{Abstact) snuctaral <use,  Tn the preceding discussion, it was facifly assumed that
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the Stiuctural Case thal D/F phrases receive in Chinese is Accusative; since
Chunese s wislly devoid of morphological Case marking, this assumption cannot
Le Lested.

26 Swructuzal Case in Korean
Fortunately Case-marking is morphologically overt in Kaorean, and it is
cealy ACC which surfaces on such adverbials. This is illustrated in (4}

{4y a Chebswu-ka twu pen-ul/*i ilk-ess-ta,
Chulsco- MOM two times-ACC/*NOM read-Psi-Ind
b. Chelswu-ka sey sikan-tongan-ul/*i ilk-ess-ta,

Chulsoo-NOM 3 hours-for-ACC/*NOM read-Pst-Ind
‘Chulsuo read for three hours’

‘Ihe accusative case-marking is optional; ACC is generally optional in Korean
for arguraents as weil as adverbials, and this optionality will not be indicated with
patcntheses in the examples. Note that the categorial status of the adverbial as
cither NP or PP does not matter; in either case, it can bear the accusative marker
-{llu}. This is nct surprising given that Korean morphology quite generally allows
siacking of Inherent and Structural Case, as shown by Gerdts & Youn (1988).

Karean differs from Chinese in that the adverbial does not compete with the
verhal abject(s) for Structural Accusative; it is possible 0 have two or maore
a-ousalive MPs in a single clause. This phenomenon of multiple accusatives is
Hlustrated in {5);

(33 a  Chelswu-ka  chayk-ul sey sikan-tongan-ul ilk -ess-ta.

Chubsoo-HOM book-ACC 3 hours-for-ACC  read-pst-ind
'Clulsot read books for three hours’

I, Cheli-ka ku  munce-lul sey pen-ul sayngkak-ul het-ciman,...

SHOM the problem-ACC ) times-ACC thought-ACCdid-though

*atthough Cheli gave the problem a thought three times,..’

«  vheli-ka Mary-lud panci-lul twiu pen-ul senmul-ul ha-ess-ta
Cheli-HOM Maiy-ACC ring-ACC  2times-ACC gift-ACC do-Pst-Ind
heli presented Mary with a ring twice’

Suuh Jdata provide a serious challenge to the usual hypothesis that Case-
wodgiicis wan unlversally assign only one Case, but lend support to the suggestion
o Yip er wl (1987) it some languages allow the so-called “structural® Cases 1o
soicad o oany aod all MPs lacking Case. Yip et al. hypothesize that surface case
Foiiis ali awionomous Case Tier which is associaled with the NPs of the phrase
shucture her by general principles analogous to those of autosegmental phonology.
The conliast between Korean and Chinese can be characterized very simply in the
Cave Tier framework: Korean and Chinese differ minimally in that only Korean
alluws "Case-spreading.”

Various accuunis of multiple accusative {and multiple nominative) construc-
vons in Jdifferent theoretical frameworks have been proposed in the literature
(Choe 1985, Yiam L985; Kang 1986; O'Grady 1987, Kuroda 1988, inter alia).
biuweser, these accounts do not discuss the fact that adverbials quite generally
bear ACC in Korean, The obvious guestion is what the source of the accusative
wave oi the adverbial MNP is. In Germanic languages such as Icelandic or German
ahire adverbisls are often morphologically accusative, it is usually assumed that
there 15 un independent source of case marking, often called "Semantic Case,”
assuctated wilh these adverbials. For Korean, however, since the ACC alternates
with TIOM, the cbvious hypolhesis is that it is Strucrural Case. This is illustrated
Ly othe caaimples i (6), the passive counterparis of the examples in (5)
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(6) a Ku chayk-i twu pen-i itk-hi-ess-1a,

the book-NOM two times-NOM read-pass-pst-ind
*the book was read twice’

b, Ku munce-ka sey pen-i sayngkak-{i) toy-ess-ta.
the problem-NOM 3 times-NOM thought-NOM get-Pst-1nd

1 *the problem was given a thought three times’

¢ Mary-ka panci-ka twu pen-i senmud-{i) toy-£s5-13.
Mary-NOM  ring-NOM 2 times-NOM gift-NOM  get-Pst-Ind
"Mary was presented a ring twice'

{(Since (6a) contains a lexical passive, the adverbial can also bear ACC; see the
discussion of example (16} below.) This looks strikingly fike the Case alterna-
tions characteristic of Structural Case; it cannot be accidental coincidence that the
markers surfacing on the adverbial phrases are morphologically identical to NOM
and ACC. Structural Case alternations are unusually pervasive in kKorean, where
active Ss with multiple ACCs become multiple NMOMs in the passive, as seen by
the contrasts between {5) and (6).

Korean thus contrasts with languages like English, where the retained object
in the passive of a ditransitive verb clearly bears Accusative rather than Nomina-

tive Case; Compare (7) with {6b,c).
(N Mary was given the rings/them/*they.

This difference can be accounted for by hypothesizing that passive verbs are
(potential} Case-assigners in English but not Korean. In the "Case in Tiers"
framework of Yip et al. {1987), then, ACC will be avaible for the retained second
object of ditransitive verbs in English (and Swedish) but not in Korean; as a
consequence, it will be (default) NOM which spreads in Korean passives. In
other words, 1 suggest that ACC is removed from the Syntactic Case Tier as 2
lexical property of passive and other non-Case-assigning verbs. This suggestion is
consistent with (a parameterized version of) Burzio's Generalization.

How, then, is Structural Case, that is, standard NOM and ACC, assigned in
Korean? As a first hypothesis, let’s assume the Generalized Case-marking analysis
of Young-Se Kang (1986), given in {8)

{8} Generalized Case Marking in Korean
a. ACC Case is assigned to NPs which are sisters of [-stative] V°
b. NOM Case is assigned to all non-Case-marked NPs (default}

Kang claims that alf Case-marking in Korean is structural, not “inherent.” In
particlar, he argues that NOM is not assigned by AGR or INFL, but is & default
Case. Thus NOM can be assigned in any position to NPs without Case, “irrespec-
tive of whether those NPs are inside V' or outside ¥ (p. 122).

3.0 Case-marking on Adverbial NPs in Korean

If descriptively adequate, the simplicity of the Generalized Case-Marking
Rules given in (B} makes them highly desirable. Let us now look more closely at
the Case altermations on various adverbial NPs in the language. [ will show thar
the correlation between ACC Case and [-stative] applies to adverbial NPs. This
would at first seem to provide further support for Kang's Generalized Case-
Marking Hypothesis, but as we shall see, the correlation vanfortunately does not
holid perfectly for the Case-marking of verbal argumenis.

1.1 Corrclation between [-stative] and [+ACC]
It is standardly assumed within GB that active verbs are Accusative Case-
assigners, while their passive counferparts are not. Following Kuno (£973), Kang
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suggests that *what is really relevant 1o absprption of the Accusative Case-assign-
ing feature of a verb is the property [+stative]" (1986, p. 1‘16). Unfortunately,
Loweves, his arguments are circular, since he provides no independent evidence
fur sialivity cther than inability to assign ACC Case to a complement, While it is
clear that being a Case-assigner i3 very strongly correlated with being non-stative
in Kosean (as in Japanese), the correlation is not absolute, at least on any usual
interpretation of sialivity (see e.g. Dowty 1979, Ch. 2).

‘Ihe most serious problem for Kang's analysis is the fact that certain non-
Case-assigning predicates can ocour with the progressive morpheme and/or an
adverbial which implies an activity in the sense of Dowty/Yendler, and thus are
presumabiy [-stative]. These are typically passive predicates, but can also be
undeslying DAT NOM predicates, as in (5), For example, the verb pa ‘to break
cul’ is [-slalive], as suggested by the fact that it can take the Progressive mor-
pheme  Thas is illustrated in (9b);

[ETEE L kongcang-ey pul-i na-ess-1a.
this factory-DaT fire~-NOM break-out-pst-ind
*Fire broke cut in this factory’
[P kungcang-ey pul-i na-ko iss-ess-ta.
this Tactory-DAT fire-NOM breakout-PROG be-pst-ind
'Fire was beeaking out in this factory’

Twe hinds of passives are distinguished in Korean: a productive syntactic
pasatve Furmed with either ¢i or {0¥ as auxiliary, and a lexical passive formed
with the murpheme hi/li/i/kl. Only a limited set of verbs form lexical passives;
yoiné (Lut not all) of these can take either ACC or MOM complements (p. (34,
6175, & fact which Kang attributes to semantic ambiguity: i.e., they are either
[sstutive] of [-stative]. By way of contrast, neither gi- ar toy- passives can assign
A ccu.sine Cuse o their complements, a fact which Kang attributes to their being
wnahbigicusly [+stative] (p.113). Bup this seems implausible. Note that many such
predilates can ¢u-wecur with the PROG morpheme and/or an adverbial which
taplica an ectivity in the sense of Dowty/Vendler. This is illustrated in (10}.

(1)« PFyenei-ka SEU-i eci-ko iss-es55-a., {ci-passive)
lutter [a030d write-Pasy Pass-PROG be-Pst-Ind
a letter was being written'
t ULa Ea twu sikan-longan  swuli-ka/*lu} toy-ess-ta.
cat-HOM  two hours-for fixing-NOM/*ACC get-Pst-Ind

“the vas got fized for two hours'

1 conclude that there exist some [-stative] predicates which do not assign
ACC 1o their cumplements, contrary to the generalization stated in (8a). This
indicales that being an Accusative Case-assigner is a lexical property of predi-
cates, perhaps governed by Burzio's Generalization, but not perfectly predictable
on the basis of the semantic feature of stativity,

32 Stativity and Case on Adverbial NPs

There dues, however, seem to be a correlation between stativity and the
appearance of MNOM versus ACC Case on certain adverbials. Thus if an adverbial
is added to the ngnsiative examples in (10), it will bear ACC rather than NOM,
as sheewn i (1)

{tl} @ Pyenci-ka han sikan-tongan-ul/*i  ssu-i eci-ko i55-e55-1a.
lelles - HIOM one hour for-aCC/*NOMwrite-Pass Pass-PROG be-Pst-Ind
'a Jetier was being written for an hour'
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b. Cha-ka twu sikan-tongan-ul/* swuli-ka toy-ess-ta.
car-NOM  two hours-for-ACC/*NOM fixing-NO®  get-Pst-1nd
‘the car got fixed for two hours’

The case on the adverbial seems to depend on the stativity of the predicate,

FHete is no difference between the ¢i-passive and the lexical passive, as we would
expect if gci-passives are always [+stative] whereas the lexical passive is ambiguous.
Thus for the lexical passive in (12), only ACC is possible since the meaning of
the predicate is clearly nonstative.

{12} Pyenci-ka han sikan-tongan-ul/*i ssu-i-ess-(a.
letter- NONM one hour for -ACC/*NOM write-Pass-Pst-Ind
'a letter was written for an hour’

The same is true of the examples in (13): only ACC is possible, whether the
passive is lexicat as in (13a) or a gi-passive as in {13b)

{13) a. Mun-i han sikan tongan-ul/*i yel-i-ko tat-hi-ess-ta.
door-NOM one hour for-ACC/*NOM  open-PASS-and close-Pass-PstIND
'the door was opened and c¢losed for an hour'
b. Mun-i han sikan tongan-ul/*i yel-i-ko tat-hi-eci-ess-ta.

In contrast, although the predicate in (14) is morphelogically passive (there is no
adjective "open’ distinct from the morphological passive of yel to open’), the
meaning is clearly stative, and thus the adverbial occurs only in nominative:

{14) Mun-i han sikan tongan-i/*ul yel-ie-iss-ta
door-NOM one hour for-NOM/*ACC open-PASS be-IND
'the door remained open for an hour

Now note that there are cases where either NOM or ACC is possible on the
adverbial, This is true of example (6a) above, another example is given in (15):

{15) Pyenci-ka twu pen-ul/i SSU-i-2§5-1ta,
letter-NOM two  times-ACC/NOM write-Pass- Pst-Ind
‘letters were writlen two fimes’

This might be attributed to an ambiguity in the interpretation of the
predicate as either stative or nonslative. An alternative suggested by Soo-Won
Kim (personzl communication) is that the naminative marking on twu peq “two
times’ involves quantifier floating {QF) from pyenc) "tetters.’ If so, the contrast
between (12) where only ACC is possible, and (15) where either NOM or ACC is
possible, is accounted for by the fact that duration adverbs (unlike Frequency
adverbs) can not be part of the subject NP. The contrast between (15a,b)
confirms this suggestion:

{16) a. Cheli-ka twu pen-uy pyenci-lul ponay-ess-ta.
Cheli-NOM two times-GEN letter-ACC  send-Pst-Tnd
'Cheli sent (me) a letter two times’
b. *twu sikan-towgan-uy  pyenci
two hours-for-GEN letter

Furlh_er notice the contrast between (37) and (18) in this respect. Example (17)
contains both a floated quantifier and a true duration adverbial;
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{175 Cheli-ka yenghwa-lul han sikan-ccali-lul  twu sikan-tongan-ul mantul-ess-ta.
Cheli-NOM movie-ACC one hour-length-ACC two hours-for-ACC make-Pst-Ind
"C'heli made an hour-long movie for two hours’

baample (18} is the passive of (17) note that in the passive, the underlying object
of manlyl "make' (and hence the floated QP} can occur on_ly in the Nominative,
whereas the adverb of duration still occurs in the Accusative. .

twu sikan-tongan-ul/*i mantul-gci-ess-ta. ;

{14) Yenghwa-kahan sikan-ccali-ka
movie-NOMone hour-length-NOM two hours-For-ACC/*NOM make- Pass-Pst-Ind

‘An huur-long movie was made for two hours’
|

we arrive at the generalizations about Korean Case-marking

1 this 15 Carrect, : ral ) :
predicates are divided into two classes: Case-assigners and i

stated in {19} Korean
Ran-Case-assIgners,

Case-assigning Predicates can only be NOM

{19} a. arguments of non- ) |
CC if nonsiative {and NOM if [+stative])

b. adverbials can be A

We have seen that the Case marking on Adverbial phrases in Korean is not a
function of the Case-assigning properties of the predicate they modify. Nonethe- .
less, it cannot be mere coincidence that the Case-markers are marphologically :
identical to the standard NOM/ACC Case-markers. Not only is the determining
Faclur --sialivity -- sa nearly correlated with the Case-assigning properties of .
predicates, but they exhibit idenrical sequence and co-occurrence c_onstr?ims. It 1s
tasy lo imagine various technical ways of capturing the gemeralizations in {19}, bur
for the moment | see no way to avoid the reduadancy in the correlation between

being stative and being a non-Case-assigner.

Frewuus discussions of ACC on Adverbials

in the remainder of this paper, [ discuss briefly two instances of locative
adeeibLials bearing ACC which have been mentioned in the literature. First,
consider \he intersting examples of locatives with ACC case cited by Kang

(1286, 1346, fu.18) and given in (20X
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#1 s-uuk-ul  catongcha-ka  kosok -ulo mol-a-ci-ess-a.

cain ACC  car -NOM  high speed-by drive-PASS-Dec

‘“the cas was driven at high speed in the rain’

Lo Pies kil-ul catongcha-ka kosok -ule mol-a-ci-ess-ia.
rainy soad-ACC  car-NOM highspeed-by drive-PASS-Dec
he car was driven at high speed on the rainy road’

iZity a

Kang scoounts for the Accusative Case-marking by adding the Proviso 'wi[h the

8-tule [vPutient] to the rule governing assignment of Accusative: ”Q-passwe

verbs aud (oy-passive verbs cannot assign Accusative Case to their sister NPs with

e B iule [»Patient], since they are [+stative]” This allows locative phrases (but |
nut Palient: Themes) 1o be assigned Accusative by a default rule which Kang does
not formulate.  Bur this cannot be the correct analysis for two reasons: [irst, as
v haive seun, ol passives are not necessarily [+stative], as suggested by 21),
where the piogic.sve murpheme has been added to {20a)

Lol P b oul o watungehu-ka kusok-ulo mql-aci-ko 1S5-855-1a,
rabt dn AT car-NOM highspeed-by drive-Pass-PROG be-Pst-Ind
ibe car was being driven at high speed in the rain’

il o predicatss which clearly are [+stative], we find that such locative

L

30:
phrases can bear NOM rather than ACC, as illustrated in (22)

{22) a. Kkoch-i pom-i/*lul yeppu-ta.
flowers-NOM  spring-NOM/*ACC pretty-Ind
‘Flowers are pretty in the spring’

b. Canti-ka pi-s-sok-eyse-ka/*lul
! grass-NOM  rain-inside-at-NOM/*ACC
"The grass was slippery in the rain'

mikkulep-ta.
slippery-Ind

The contrast in Case-marking is clear; ACC is simply impossible in the examples
;:}10(1312). dﬂ;eé‘(!:e“mg!es t:ht:s provide further evidence for the general use of
an on adverbials in Korean, where the choice of i iti
the stativity of the predicate. I case 1s sensitive 1o
A second case of adverbials bearing ACC discussed in the literature is the

so-called Possessor Ascension_Consfryction, illustrated in (23).
{21y a. John-i Mary-lul son-~uvl puthcap-ass-ta.

John  Mary-ACC hand-ACC catch-Pst-Ind
*John caught Mary by the hand’

b, Cengwensa-ka namu-lul  kaci-lul ccall-ass-ta.
gardener~-NOM tree~ACC  branch-ACC  cut-Pst-Ind
'the gardener cut the tree its branches'

The re!mionship between the two accusative NPs must be one inali

possession (Chun 1986); the second accusative NP is rherefgre :)yrpilgnallll;naatggdy-
part. This canstruction has received considerable attention in the literature on
Korean Case-marking. At issue is the source of the accusative case and the status
of lhe_ second accusative NP as argument or adverbial. In the Possessor Ascension
anallysls n_f Relational Grammar {cf, various studies by Donna Gerdts), the *body-
pz:n NP is a verbal argument: an “initial 2* which gets put en chnma'ge Kang
(I)Bq) and O _Grady (193_?} on the other hand analyze it as an adverbial‘NP with
tocative meaning, following an observation originally dve to Susumo Kuno. 1 will
refer I:]o thlshsecohnd accusative as the “Locative NP.* .

) ote what happens in the passive. First, consider the ci- i i

in (24). We see that the locative NP can only be NOM: this isp:::zi:eévélrl‘us“r&n;;d
an adverb of duration bears ACC, as in (24b); )

{24} a. Mary-ka son-i/*ul raul-li aci
aul- Ci-gss-(a.
‘Mary-NOM hand-MOM/*ACC  bite-Pass Pass-Pst-Ind
b Mary was bitten on the hand’
. Namu-ka  kaci-ka/*lul  han sikan ton * i i
gan-ul/*i ccall-eci-ko iss-ess
‘tree—NOM branch-NOM  one hour for-ACC/*NOM cut-Pass-Prog be-P
the tree branches were heing cut for an hour

We 'see_that thq "locative” in_this construction is unlike the adverbials discussed
earlier in that its Case-marking does NOT reflect stativity; rather its case is
dletermlned by the Case-assigning properties of the predicate. The Case-marking
i\]sl::S ssn_ppo(r;s Ynung_-Se_Kang's suggestion that the locative NP in the Possessor
Ascension Construction is actually an argument whi i b
theta-role from the verb. s hich gets both s Case and i
e finN;“; ((J’l:][l:lt?l.del' the lexical passive of this construction, illustrated in {25). Here
\ i Itterent case pattern: th i i 1 (
Miustrated in (3ey & e {ocative can receive either NOM or ACC as
(25) a. Mary-ka sop-i/ul mul-li-ess-ra.
!\lary—NOM hand-NOM/ACC bite-PPASS-Pst-Ind
Miry was Ditten on the hand'

-

"lexical passive



{3 b Ku pamu-ka cengwensa-ey-uyhayse kaci~ka/lut
thai tree~NOM gardener-by branch-NOM/ACC
coal-li-ess-1a.
cut Pass - pst-IND
*lhat tree was branches-cul by the gardener’

Why is this s0? ('Grady attributes the Case-alternation o a difference in
\he order in which Ihe adverbial combines with the passive, and by "[a]ssuming,
with Bach (1980), that Passivization can apply to phrasal TVs as well as word-
fevel TVs" {p. 618). 1 will return to this analysis later; for the moment, suffice
il o note that O'Grady's analysis does not explain why the Case-alternation is not
found will ci-passive as well as Jexical passives. Young-Se Kang (1986, p. 1081 )
atiributes the Case-aliernation to a difference in stativity: “lexical passive verbs
ure in genecal ambiguous as either [-stative} or [+stative]* (p.109). As noted
aarher, 1his correlation does not hold,

| would like to suggest here that the lexical passive is indeed ambiguous,
but in a different way. | hypothesize that when the locative NP bears ACC, the
“lemizal passive” is simply an ordinary Case-assigning predicate.  Although passive
in iGeaniig, it is not a syntactic passive resulting in Case-absorption. My claim is
then 1hat his construction has the same syntactic and case-assigning properties of
certain Lihei predicates in the language, e.8. the Adversity Passive and the {ang-
ha pasaire (Yang 1972, p. 121), at least some of which are clearly basic, not
derived loxical vtems. This is ilustrated in (26).

126) a blary-ga lohn-eykeymeli-lul mac-ast-ta. "adversity passive”
hary-MOM John-DAT head-ACC beat-Pst-Ind
*hfary got beat on the head by John'
L. hlary ga en-ul sey pen-ul totwuk -l magc-ass-1a.
Mary-NOM maoney-ACC 3 times-ACC theft-ACC beat-Pst-1nd
"Wary had the money stolen 3 rimes’

Mote [urther 1hat same lexical passives of this type do not have active sources, as
indizaled by the ungrammaticality of (27b).

27w KMary-ka Cheli-eykey kwaca-lul ttamek-hi-e53-ta.
Mary- MM Cheli-DAT cookies- ACC eat-PASS-Pst-Ind
"Mary had her cookies eaten by Cheli
t. *Cheh-ka  Mary-lul kwaca-1nol ttamek-ess-ta.
Cheli-NOM Mary-ACC  cookies-ACC ate-Pst-Ind
‘Cheli wok and aiv Mary the cookies'

i conclude with a comment on the combinatorial anatysis proposed by
CrGrady 1987 (FGrady observes {correctly} that the "Case in Tiers" analysis of
Vip et al (1987} Jues not account for the multiple Nominatives found in Korean
passives, [ bave suggested one possible modification of the Case in Tiers analysis
S bizh allows bor Structural Nominative to spread, But any such modification will,
I think, share with O'Grady's combinaterial analysis the following prediction: all
HltaiEs ol stiuclural NOM will precede any instance af structural ACC.

Ahbough s s By and large true (ignoring the effects of scrambling), it is nof
aloilule 4 shown by the examples in {11b) above and (28):

Vil Culepoungo s haksayng-tul-eykey rwu sikan tomgan-ul/*i
diplomas- MO students-pl-DAT 2 hours for-ACC/*NOM
soenyes ba/*lal toy-ko i5s-ess-1a.
awand MG AL get-Prog be-Pst-lnd
Unplimas weee being awarded o studemts for two hours’
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The word order here can not be attributed to scrambling; the theta-acun in the
light-verb construction must be adjacent to the verb. Thus Case-marking does
not always "consistently record(...] the combinatorial relations into which NPs enter
in surface structure,” as O'Grady claims (1987,p.6E8).

4.0 CONCLUSION
We have seen thar the Case marking on Adverbial phrases in Korean it not a

function of the Case-assigning properties of the predicate they madify. Nonethe-
less, the morphological identity with the standard NOM/ACC Case-markers ¢annot
be the result of accidental homophony. While it is not yer clear to me how best
to formally express the generalizations, the parallelism suggests that Case Theory
does not draw a distinction between arguments and nonarguments - both kinds of
NPs are in principle subject to the Case Filter. In the familiar European lan-
guages, the effect of this assumption is not usually apparent for a very simple
reason: like lexically case-marked arguments, such NPs receive Case from an
independent source, thus bleeding the Case-marking rules assigning structural Case.
However, Korean has the prerequisites to make this hypothesis visible: default
Nominative and a morphology that tolerates Case-stacking.

Foornotes

*I am gratefu] to Professors Susuma Kuno and Ik-Hwan Lee flor allowing this
paper to be presented at the workshop at the last moment. The grammaticality
judgments reported here are those of Sco-Won Kim, who was born and raised in
Taegu in southern Korea. 1 am indebted 1o Spa-Won nat only for native speaker
judgments, but also For fruitful discussicns and insightful grammatical abservations
of the sort that enly a 'linguist-native speaker can provide. 1 am aware that there
is considerable ideolectal variastion with respect to Case marking. If you happen
not to share Soo-Won's judgments, blame the data on him and the analysis on me.

l. Note that this interpretation of the Domain of the Case Filter casts doubt on
the Case-theoretic account of NP-movement, which is of course restricted to
arguments. See also M.-Y. Kang (1988:35, fa. 5). Thus the Korean evidence can
be taken as strong support for the other empirical challenges to the standard
account. For example, in fcelandic, lexically case-marked NPs are forced to move
under exactly the same conditions as structurally case-marked arguments (see &.3.
Sigurdsson 1989 far discussion).

2. Other adverbials, e.g. locative phrases, do have appropriate Case assigners,
typically zai, presumably a P. Locatives can occur without zai in Case positions,
e.g. subject and abject position; however, zai is obligatory in non-Case positions.
See Li (1985, in press) for discussion.

3. The (b, ¢) examples contain the so-called "light Verb" construction (see Grim-

shaw & Mester 1988 for discussion of the Japanese counterpart). Thus a (dijtran-
sitive verb alternates with a theta-marking Noun plus dummy verb ha, crealing a
clause with one additional NP to bear Case {atthough some speakers prefer not to
realize Case overtly on the theta-noua):

iy Cheli-ka ku yeca-lui chayk-ul cwi-gss-ta
Cheli-NOM the girl-ACC book-ACC gave-Pst-Ind
'Cheli gave the girl a book’

(i) (?hcli—ka Mary-lul panci-lul seamul-{ul)ha-ess-ta
Cheli-NOM Mary-ACC ring-ACC gift -ACC do-Pst-Ind

Cheli presented Mary with a ring’
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% Iieater argue that the Japanese light Verb suru is not a theta-role
Lut Jdoes assign Accusative Case.

the excellent description of [n-Seok Yang {1972), who observes
that Sittuaun ol ACC on adverbials of duration (his Time({2}) as well as on
Cerion ulher thela-rules 1S very general, Yang does not discuss the fact that this
Ar ¢ slcrnates with NOM on adverbials. 1 am grateful to Donna Gerdts for
Jdigaihg wy allentivn 1o Yang's disseriation.

Uachuahias
FATHUIN

1 AR caceplinh ib

5 0 s whien claimed in the Biterature {hat the indirect object/recipient of a
ditransnive verb cannut undergo passive in Korean (¢.g. Chun 1985; 35} on the
Lasls ul ungrammalical examples like the foliowing: .

iy “"suni-ka chayk-ul cwu-a-Ci-esa-ta.
S.uni-MOM  book-ACC givc-Pass-Pst-lnd

Within KG. the ungrammaticality of such sentences has been used lo argue that
wuly inuial {and not derived) objects can passivize, Gerdts (1986:176, n. 15)
notes that such sentences are grammatical with the lexical passive; for the gi-
passive as in (i), however, they are totally unacceptable for all speakers with ACC
on the retained object.  As noted by Kang (1986 £8-91), there is idiolectal
warislion as o whether these gi-passives are grammatical with NOM on the
relained object. My informant finds them pecfectly grammatical, and thus belangs
1 Kang's "Group A" Kang (1986: 90) observes that for all Korean speakers, if
the heme argument is passivized, then the only acceptable Case-marking is NOM
AT and act HOM NOM. 1 assumé that the expianation for this lies outside of

Case-thewry.

b Arvaswly (1U87) nuted independently that the spreading of NOM in Koerean is a
prothui for the Case-in-Tiers framework.

Y Warmous 1esearchers have suggested that Naminative Case 15 “inherent” in
Japehess (Saite 1983, Whitman 1986}, It is clear, however, that their use of the
benn iehercil” feans sumething more like “default” than fexically-governed and
aust, dated with a particular theta-role or verbal argument. Thus, Saito says ihat
*Loreihalit e Case is inkerent in that it is not assigned by any element, e.g. INFL"
(1983 247) Whitmar cluims that *Case in Japanese is in general inherent™ {1988:
304, ibing as evidence the facts that Case assignment is not restricted by
adjiieucy and aul direstly linked to fixed structural positions, e.g. NOM is not
lisited to SPEC, 1P Saito (1983) further suggests that there are two types of
WOM watrkess: one structural, assigned by INFL, the other inherent (*default’);
blyung-Yoon Kang (1988) makes the same assumption for Korean. While it is a
privii simpler to have only a single type of NOM assignment, there is evidence
for having both types based on the fact that every clause contains a NOM NP.
This facl could te made to follow from the assumption that INFL must assign its
FOIM Case. {Nute that Korean and Japanese differ from Icelandic in this respect,
since Icelandic has many monadic oredicates, both active and passive, containing
an ubhigue subject bul no nominative NP.)

Kang (1986} claims that all Case-assignment in Korean is Structurat. He does
ot discuss the assignment of DAT to the arguments of certain predicates, as
ilusirated in the fullowing examples adapted from Young-joo Kim (1989} and

Crerdts & Woun (1989)

U1y dday ba Tunn eykey kLissubay-ess-la.
I tieart ramm DAl kiss Pst-Ind
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(i) tlaksayng-tul-eykey ton-i philycha-ta.
student-pl-DAT money-NOM  aeed-Ind
*Students need money'

1 will assume that this lexically-governed use of morphological DAT is aa instance
9!" "!pherem" rather than Structural Case assigned by the postposition). The DAT
in (i) is optional, alternating with NOM. As Gerdis & Youn discuss at length
many speakers of Korean also allow the option of Case-stacking: realizing both
lexical and structural Case on a single NP,

8. Another potentia! problem which | wifl nat explore here is the class of verbal
counterparts to transitive adjectives. These are (morphalogically?) derived by the
addition of a dummy verb ha (see Kang 1986: 71, fn. 17); as a result, they
become Case-assigners, taking ACC complements, whereas transitive Adjectives
take Mominative complements. Kang analyzes so-called transitive adjectives as
stative verl_)s (p. 435); the nominative assigned to complements of fransitive
adjec_:uves in Kore_an is thus a default Case, a consequence of the fact that such
predicates are stative, and stative predicates by hypothesis do not assign ACC
Case_:“ Kang accounts for the Case-assigning properties by suggesting that the
addirion of ha makes the predicate nonstative. Adj+ha acquire some but not all
properties of nonstative predicates; in particular, they fail to passivize.

9. Kwang-Sup Kim informs me that for him, the adverbial in (lia) can be NOM.

10. Accusati_ve i_s also possible for some speakers. Young-joo Kim (p.c.} reporis
that accusative is actvally preferable for her.  This is totally unexpected given
the generalizations stated ia {19).

11. I{_ang gives _these examples a question mark, reflecting his own judgments
He dismisses this as a very marked phenomenon in Korean, asserting that mo:u
§.pcakc_rs reject these examples as ungrammatical. However, other speakers
including my informant, accept these sentences as perfect. '

12, 1 am grme_ful to Soo-Won Kim for this observation. See Rosen (1989, Ch. 5)
for relevant discussion of the Japanese counterpart. This was suggested i:.'ldcpen-
dentty by Young-joo Kim in response to a question after the presentation of her
paper "On Multiple Accusative Constructions” at this Workshop.

13. There is evidence from other languages to suport the claim that it is standard
{*structural™) Case_which is appearing on Adverbial phrases. Paul Kiparsky
(persnna_l communication) informs me that in Finnish, Adverbial NPs which bear
Accusative Ca§e alternate with the Partitive Case under negation, just as do
Accusative objects; NPs bearing inherent cases do not participate in this alterna-
tion, be they verbal arguments or adverbial adjuncts. In the Australian languages
Warlpm and Warumungu, Casa-suffixes may appear on nominals indicating place
time or mananer of an action, and more striking, the Case-marker used depends o'n
the transitivity of the verb (Simpson 1989, Ch. 4.3). This surprising alternation is
exactly as expected if the Case suffix appearing on adverbials is not just homo-
phonous with but identical to the structural Ergative Case. Warlpiri and Waru-
mungu are like Korean in allowing structural Case-markers to attach to semantic
Case-markers, but unlike Korean in that there seems to be no evidence for
spreading of Structural Case,
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