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Stalking the Elusive Argument:
the Case of the Part-NP

Joan Maling, Brandeis University

The Inalienable Possession construction has received consider-
able attention in the literature on Korean syntax. This construction
poses a number of well-known problems, especially for theta-theory
and GB case-theory. I will discuss here only two of the many theor-
etical issues: the source of the Multiple Case marking and the status
of the part-NP as verbal argument or (adverbial) adjunct. My goal
here is a very limited one: (i) to show that the part-NP does NOT
necessarily agree with the whole-NP, either in Korean or cross-
linguistically, and (ii) to argue that the part-NP must be a verbal
argument rather than an adjunct.

Consider first the Korean examples of the Inalienable Possession
Construction given in (1) and (2). Note in particular that passive
converts the miltiple accusative sentences in (1) into the multiple
nominative sentences in (2).

(1) a. Chelsoo~ka Suni-lul meli-ul piskiko-iss-ta.
Chelsoco~Nom Suni-Acc hair-Acc combing-be-Ind
'Chelsoo is combing Suni's hair.'

b. Kangto-ka Yumi-lul phal-ul pulettuli-ess-ta.
burglar-Nom Yumi-Acc arm-Acc break-Pst-Ind
'The burglar broke Yumi's arm.'

c. Nay-ka panana-lul kkepcil-ul kka-ass-ta.

I-Nom banana-Acc skin-Acc  peel-Pst-Ind
'T peeled the banana.'

(2) a. Suni-ka meli-ka/*lul piski-eci-ko-iss-ta.
Suni-Nom hair-Nom/*Acc comb-Pass-ing-be-Ind
'Suni's hair is being combed. !
b. Yumi-ka phal-i/*ul pulettuli-eci-ess-ta.
Yumi~Nom arm-Nom/*Acc break-Pass-Pst-Ind
'Yumi's arm was broken. '
c. Panana-ka kkepcil-i/*ul kka-ci-ess-ta.
banana-Nom skin-Nom/*Acc peel-Pass-Pst-Ind
'The banana was peeled.'

Moreover, there exist multiple dative e-.xam;::le.'s,1 as first noted by
Young-joo Kim (1989:462):

(3) Nay-ka Yumi-eykey ima-ey kissuha-yess-ta.
I-NOM Yumi-DAT forehead-DAT Kiss-Pst-Ind
'T kissed Yumi on the forehead'



Based on such examples, it appears that t_:.he whole (possessomeair) tlaxl;d
part (possessed) NPs must agree 1n case in Koreac?\;racte.rizec'i e
lienable Possession construction 18 usua‘lly Darac L2 o ross-
Init%lple Identical Case construction, not just in Ko lés ot
1~imj_nt;;uist:ically. For example, Se'}ler (1983)t?$:sinmclassical creck,
miltiple datives as well as mualtiple accusa i I s e on
suggp +s that this construction 1s marked by i gt
ey wholzsand part NPs. I want to focus on the simple deszrumer_
:hrs theoretical question: is there a x?ule_of cz':se-;gr;eue:nu‘ecréion? My
1ying the apparently shared case-marking m‘thls' o ront case-
answyugr to this deceptively simple question is NO: Pparen. e
eement in this construction is actually epiphenamena lon  argue
angaling & Kim (1992). They show tha.lt the case-—mark:.ng. ] e
gyrd e 1 e mtpﬁlshw}s S\gg be atl:tributed to
case-marking IS shared, 1t canno
- t. ' )
ase ?Zf:?zmﬁgok more closely at'thewrllﬁlaenabe pﬁn Eﬁﬁs;gr; B
i in order to determine . caseor the
“cggimc;;g?l;n are. There are three possible sources of case £

part-NP as outlined in (4):

(4) a. case via agreenent with the whol:-‘-NP) case
b. semantically-assigned (e.g. locative c Not or ACS) or
' igned by V, either nstructural" case ( .
o o= asl’ZJl(?ncally gO\r/erned winherent" case (for Korean: DAT)

There are any number of analyses in the literature hﬂéludqm ?;stm\e the
e)L?:tence of a rule of Case-agreement, e.g. ams U ature
redication or appesition, or a small clausbgir 2 )S,C S e ing
5 colation of the case assigned to the N—Ch oas T O RTEMENT
pﬁé&m‘“‘* mignt refer to Ay of e Fhe most explicit of such
i11 discuss here X
1 sesIst.'hatl: & Young-joo Kim (1989/1990:261) , beca:ze ltthns.

;izchi,se énough to allow us to examine the underlying assunp

AGREEMENT -3 im 1990:261)
HYPOTHESIS (Young-joo Kim
) (cig)\sgossessor and IP NPs are pased-generated as separate

nstituents . s
(ii) xe IP NPs are adjuncts rather than subcategorized argumen

f Vv _
1i]) zhe Ip NP is not assigned Case from the‘verk‘at,_sbut gzzzor .
“ morphological case via Case-aqrepment.wmh its poss s
i Case agreement is pased on the semantlc relatlonshlszs of
) inalienable poésession which holds between the Pos
(v) ttiz ﬁaﬁ'enable—possession relationsd1}11p may c:ggsstitute a form
icati which is a -
inor/secondary predication, h .
ifingumlst/ically xnown licensing condition for Case agreemen

-400 Kim's approach can be seen as an attenpt to'nakitﬂgi gztax
Youngl%i le case constructions less nexotic" ‘by reducing 2 e
o Sliar hencmenon of case agreement found in languages out o
famll;;riap Like many other recent analyses, her analysis acaterrptsses s
f:ii:;in thc.e notion that a predicate may asslgn only as many

the number of arguments it subcategorizes for (Biuniqueness).
Moreover, since case-agreement under predication and apposition is
independently motivated for many languages, the Case-agreement
Analysis is at first glance an attractive account for the shared
case-marking in this construction. It is worth noting, however, that
when copular constructions are used to express the semantic
relationship of possession (e.g. in Arabic, Finnish, Russian), this
relationship is not marked by case-agreement. Rather, what we find
cross-linguistically is that the whole-NP is marked with same oblique
case, typically dative, whereas the part-NP gets the appropriate
syntactic case, typically nominative. This can be seen even in the
French examples Kim cites. Note the following contrast:

(6) a. Je lui croyais une maitresse dans chaque port. (Kim 1989:450)
I him-DAT thought a mistress in each port.
'I thought he had a mistress in every port’
b. on le considére le fils spirituel de Valery.
one him-ACC considers the son spiritual of Valery.
'he is considered the spiritual son of Valery'

The clitic is overtly dative when the semantic relation is one of
possession, as in (6a), but accusative when the relation is the more
usual type of copular predication as in (6b). The fact that
possession is not marked by agreement cross-linguistically suggests,
I think, that it would be surprising if the semantic relationship
expressed in the Part-Whole Construction were marked by case~
agreement in Korean.

‘S0 if it's not Case-agreement, what is it? In a number of
recent papers on case-marking, Maling & Kim lock at a wider range of
data than previously considered in the literature in an attempt to
answer the following questions: (i) what is the source of Case on the
part NP? (ii) what does that tell us about the argument status of
the part NP? Based on our observation that the part-NP bears ALL AND

ONLY the cases assigned by V to the relevant argument, we were led to
what we called the DIRECT CASE HYPOTHESIS stated in (7):

(7) DIRECT CASE HYPOTHESIS (Maling & Kim 1990; 1992)
a. the part NP is assigned case by V;

b. the whole NP is assigned case either by V or by INFL
depending on its surface position

Under our analysis, the case-agreement observed in the Inalienable
Possession Construction must be considered epiphencmenal, due not to
a rule of Case-agreement between whole and part-NP but rather to
other independently motivated case assignment properties of the
language. In particular, we attribute the fact that the part-NPs in

the passive sentences in (2) is marked NOM not to case-agreement with
the whole-NP but rather to the fact that passive verbs in Korean are
non-Case-assigners,? as illustrated in (8).
accusatives in the active turn into multiple nominatives:

Here, too, the multiple

(8) a. Cheli-ka Mary-lul panci-lul senmul-ul ha-yess-ta ACTIVE

Cheli-Nom Mary-Acc ring-Acc gift-Acc do-Pst-Ind
'Cheli presented Mary with a ring.'



: - PASSIVE
b. Mary-ka panci-ka senmul-i toy-ess-ta

Mary-Nam ring-Nom gift-Nam become-Pst-Ind

'Mary was presented with a ring.'

Note that this parallelism is entirely expected if part-NPs get case
directly from V as under the Direct Case Hypothesis, but goes
unexplained under the Case-Agreement Hypothesis. The Direct Case
Hypothesis is consistent with the common observation that the ‘th the
Inalienable Possession construction exists only in languages wl ;
case-theoretic resources to supply m-case to both NPs (M‘?ssam 1985;
Yoon 1990), i.e. only in 1anguages'wh1d1.h§ve other multiple
accusative constructions such as dltrangltlve verbs. Furthermore,

we predict that in languages where passive verbs ARE accusative case-
assigners, there will be no cage—agreamnt between whole and part-NPs
in the passive: as surface subject, the possessor NP w1llibe
naminative, but the body-part NP will be assigned accusative case b{
the (passive) verb. The following data from classical Greek sugges
that this prediction is correct:

. hotnek' 4ra s ofms  Mods'  edidakse
@) 2 since indeed %%%A-OC poems-ACC Muse-NOM Yatx;ht
; i t them
'since indeed the Muse has taugh poems . od. 8.480
b. didskscmai 1égous Buripides, Andramache 733
teach-Isg.pass.fut. speeches-ACC
'T shall be taught speeches'

(10) a. Idomenels a* é&ra Qinémaon bale gastéra mésse:n

. blé:to gar S:mon dourl ...
P struck.3sg.pass for shoulder-ACC spear-DAT. ..

with a '
'for he was struck on the shoulder spear . T1. 17.598

-] ily agree with the
lude that the part-NP does NOT necessarl
gzsgggcsor-NP. On the contrary, we predlct_: mx.magreeing case patﬂin:lerns
to be found wherever case alternations exist independently of the
Part-wWhole Construction.

ONS IN KOREAN )

* CATiEtgsLEEEkNungrediction, we need to lock for case alternatiors.
Passive is a primary source of case gltematlons in malgy languages.
Koreanhappenstobeunusuallyrichmoﬂmersotmceso g?siheD
altermations, uhich provide Turther evtdence 1 SBE o ations on a
Case Hypothesis. Consl ver] ter on

i thematic argumen There two primary classes such
particular tic t. are cla :
verbs: locative existential verbs and certain ditransitive verbs

i i ial Verbs: )
21 'Ihetg;te argmnenls t of a locative existent}al verb is always
nominative, but the locative axgxm\ent can be eltl}er ﬁt}ve or
nominative (Gerdts & Youn 1989), as illustrated in (11):

(11) Kongcarg-ey/i pul-i na—-(a)ss-ta. DAT NoM
factory-Dat/Nom fire-Nom break.out-Pst-Ind NOM NOM
'A fire broke out in the factory.!'

The case alternation on the locative allows us to test the source of
the case marking on the part NP. If case agreement is responsible
for the shared case marking, then when such verbs are used in the
Part-whole Construction, we expect to find two possible case
patterns: the part- and whole-NPs should either be both dative or
both nominative. On the other hand, if these verbs can assign either
dative or nominative to their locative subject argument, and case is
assigned indeperdently to both whole and part-NPs, then there are in
principle four possible combinations of dative and naminative.

It turns out that for some speakers, all four possible
cambinations of dative and nominative are acceptable. This surprising
fact is illustrated in (12):

(12) a. Kongcang-ey changko-ey pul-i na-(a)ss-ta. DAT DAT
b.  Kongcang-i changko-ey pul-i na-(a)ss-ta. NOM DAT
C. Kongcang-i changko-ka pul-i na-(a)ss-ta. NOM NOM
d. (?)Kongcang-ey changko-ka pul~i na-(a)ss-ta. DAT NOM

factory storeroom fire-NOM break.out-Past-Ind

For such speakers, when such verbs are used in the Part-Whole
Construction, the case-marking on both whole and part-NPs varies
independently.? For other speakers, only the (a,b) patterns are
acceptable. For ALL speakers, there is at least one case pattern,
namely the one in (12b) where the case marking on whole and part-NP
differs. This is unexpected under the Case-agreement Hypothesis, but
is consistent with the Direct Case Hypothesis, according to which
whole and part-NPs receive case independently, either from V or fram
Infl, depending on surface position. I assume that dative is an
inherent, theta-related case, and that both whole- and part-NPs are
linked to a single argument position which is associated with dative.

2.2 Ditransitive Verbs

I have suggested that the Case on the part-NP is a function of
the Case-assigning properties of the matrix verb. Further support
for the Direct Case hypothesis comes from another type of multiple
accusative construction in Korean, namely, ditransitive verbs. Many
ditransitive verbs (especially those formed with —cwu 'give'¥) occur
with two case patterns on their camplements (with no change in word
order) : either DAT ACC or ACC ACC. These case altermations are
illustrated below:

(13) a. Nay-ka Yumi-eykey cwusa-lul noh-ass-ta.
I-Nom Yumi-Dat shot-Acc give-Pst-Ind DAT ACC
- b. Nay-ka Yumi-lul cwusa-lul noh-ass-ta. ACC ACC
I-Nom Yumi-Acc shot-Acc give-Pst-Ind
'I gave Yumi a shot.'

Suppose we combine the Part-Whole Construction with a ditransitive

verb whose goal argument can be either dative or accusative. This
combination is illustrated in (14):



- -ass-ta.
(14) a. Nay-ka yuni-eykey phal-ey cwusa lul noh-ass

I-Nom Yumi-Dat arm-Dat shot-Acc qlve—PsE;i_rd ﬂ gA:[‘T
b. Nay-ka Yumi-lul phal-ey cwusa—-lul noh:asz-ta. ppotvel
c. Nay-ka Yumi-lul phal-ul wusa—}ul noh_ass_ta. Aoc S
d.?Nay-ka Yumi-eykey phal-ul cwusa-lul nch-as .

case king part-NP is often called }ocat_:ive.'
g —n?f\ce _g—zgy_ argn-g;;ey are in complementary dlStI]hltl;)_l;hs of
prexﬂlrx;eve;’ ° the animacy of the NP, we assume they are allamo ps
e o?-phene which we gloss here as dative (Song'198q/}98 {:he’
. SI-IQKE I;‘390-167 fn.22; p. 272). This assumption smp}éges_e 2
rs‘{:alxtemen’ t of iexic’:al requirements, and k;llo;g trui;o 1?1:111— o ;/lslis

wkey i same case marker.
t—s.n};:s érr:S wtaflzctleuserof:h?;edative particle is actually a case-marker
i r a sition. '

(1ike I;‘?g/}s\g\?a :peakzzt,:pgll four case patterms in (al::t):eartzble.

table; for others, only the (a,p) patterns are ENP 12 147
;ﬁcaip the.n, is the source of the dative case on_the gartiocative
1f tllle part, -NP does not get a semant}cally predthcbabdate;ive ey iase
in Korean (see Section 3 for discussion), then the T
P;nnl in (14) must have some other source, relattlejd velib no})'( imject! .
indirectly to the case—assigni.ng prc?pertles of 5 ef" b Dol b
As before, there are two possibilities to consi eté e ia
assigns dative to the whole-NP and the part-lj}?;lo?e— = ey
agreement, or the verb assigns case to both part
consistent with the Direct Case Hypothesis. fird that the on the

As with locative existential verbs, we hat % rIhlca.ses

Je- and part-NPs can be either dative or accusa . s signe
opeisi fact is consistent with our claim that.matrlx
Scaseurpr?n:;tl to both part- and whole-NPs. ’Ihc—; plrect Case b as

theliis p);edicts correctly that for ditx"ans1t1ve verbi su N
}él{z:;e which allow either dative c.)r'accusatlve on tt'_:l_\e ncgoa rmaJ:'g\.m\enese Cas,e
both part- and whole-NP will exhibit case-atl:hterna CasclagAgJ.:eement
alternations are entirely unexpected urxiir e se-hgresne »
Analysis, which predicts the same cases toO ocercc the AOCJmeXDAT e
NPs, eitrller DAT DAT or ACC ACC, hut neither DAT

expected to occur.

5
10CATIVE CASE ON PARI_‘—NPS. . .
> DI;IEIngrﬁNPs do not get case via agreement, what 1s source of th

i i ?
dative marker -gy on the part-NP in the following examples

i y ima- kissuha-yess-ta.
-ka Yumi-eykey lma-€y i
(5) 2 I;ja-{lOM yuni-DAT  forehead-DAT kisi—Psﬁ—Ind s
o) sa- -ass—-ta.
-ka Yumi-eykey phal-ev cwusa-lul non-a G
e I;iglo}bfla Ymni—DXT arm-DAT shct-ACC give-Pst Ind

-] an
young-Se Kang (1986) and O'Grady (1987) anz'ilyze tl;e parttlin;nas
adverbial NP with locative meaning, following an _bservaone ot

‘qinally due to Susumu Kuno. Under this analysils, L sa,b)
Bvpothe 'ye that the use of the dative -ey on the part-NP 1n { tllxe
1Fillépcajltl‘s:f,t\;Iz1tically predictable use of jocative case, parallel to
use of instrumental case in (16):

(16) a. Inho-ka kay-lul kkoli-lo/lul cap-ass-ta.
Inho~-NOM dog-ACC tail~INST/ACC hold-Pst-Dec
'Inho held the dog by the tail' (Y.=J.Kim 1990:275, 24b)
b. Inho-ka kay-lul eti-lul cap-ass-ni?
Inho~NOM dog-ACC where-ACC hold-Pst—Q
'Where did Inho hold the dog?!

This suggestion seems initially plausible since the corresponding
question word is eti 'where' rather than mues 'what', as shown in
(b). But on closer inspection, this suggestion proves untenable,
since the use of -gy turns out to be lexically governed. Observe
that dative -ey is impossible with normal ACC-assigning verbs, e.g.
ccaly 'cut', cha ‘'kick':

(17) a. Nay-ka Yumi-lul/*eykey cha-ass-ta.
I-NOM Yumi-ACC/*DAT  kick-Pst-Dec
'T kicked Yumi'
b. Nay-ka Yumi~lul tali-lul/*ey cha-ass-ta.
I-NOM Yumi-ACC leg-ACC/*I0C kick-Pst-Dec
'T kicked Yumi in the leg!

For such verbs neither the whole-NP nor the part-NP can be dative. A
locative marker on the part-NP in (17b) is ungrammatical even though
the meaning of the sentence is clear; therefore, the ungrammaticality
must be accounted for on syntactic rather than semantic grounds. We
conclude that the dative in the examples in (15a,b) reflects the fact
that the matrix verbs assign dative to their (goal) objects; in other
words, this use of dative is lexically-qoverned. Adjuncts typically
bear some semantically appropriate Case-marker/postposition which is
constant across verbs types, voice, aspect, etc. This clearly
contrasts with the dative that appears on part-NPs, which is licensed
only for verbs that can assign DAT to the relevant argument. We
conclude that the Part-NP does not get a semantically predictable
"locative" Case in Korean. Having excluded Case agreement and
locative case as possible sources, the only remaining source for case
on the part-NP is the V: the part-NP gets case-marked in the same
manner as any verbal argument. DAT is possible on the part-NP if and
only if the verb assigns DAT case to the relevant argument.’ This

is exactly as expected under the Direct Case Hypothesis.

4. THE ARGUMENT STATUS OF THE PART-NP
A basic distinction in the current literature is that of verbal

argument vs. adjunct. What, if anything, does the case-marking tell
us about the argument status of the part-NP? The criteria for

determining whether something is an argument or an adjunct are
notoriously fuzzy, see e.g. the controversy concerning the status of
the by-phrase in passives: is it an argument? an adjunct? or
stmething in between (what Grimshaw (1990) calls an a-adjunct)? All
logical possibilities have been taken in the literature:

(18) a. the part-NP is an adjunct:
1. part-NP is an adverbial NP with locative meaning
(Young~Se Kang 1986; O'Grady 1987)

2. part-NP is a secondary predicate (Young-joo Kim 1989/1990)



part i east underlyingly):
NP is a verbal argument (at 1 .
b.1theall Possessor Ascension analys?s (in RG terminology,
) -NP is an urderlying 2 _
2 vtvlilethinparéB, James Yoon 1990; Choe 1987: possessee 18 the
' "logical subject or cbject' (p. 101)

Posses Ascensi is of Relational Grammar, the part-
" theoonsdexs'zz a ve.rb;clmag?n%g:ts an "initial 2" which gets put en
Npclﬁnals e Sllourigése Kang (1986) and O'Grady (1987) on ?\ilg”therim hamian
analyge.it as an adverbial NP with locative mn}(un;gl( 1929. A
cbservation originally due to Kuno. Young-Joo ) ; 2 '
6) argues that that the part-whole relation 1s an w:.;mlsotancel noe o he
nsecondary" predication, and assumes that the mﬂlee -gp i
subcategorized argument of the verb, whereas part S 2 e
secordary predicate, i.e., a type of gn;elected adjuncttl.le Hale o
(1981) also assumes that in the Warlpirl countt.arpax{t, ibpartle
redicated of the whole-NP. In short, all logically pois ® 4 in
gositions on the argument status of the part-NP are represen

i e.
the lif:eli-gtﬁterestirg, therefore, to campare and contrast the

Once a tsm I will take the analysis of Young-joo K:Lm (1990)tasinn¥h .
tart'ga Iint because it is by far the most precise acc?millows-
iiter;{:grgoto éate The structure of her argument is as fo :

oung-J im's (1990) argument _ )
(19) ‘:i th(jaogarxgnNP is opi:ional/nonreferentlal, hence it must be an
adjunct ) arked v
if it i j t be theta-mar! by
. if it is an adjunct, it cannot be
§. if it is not theta-marked by V, 1t cannot be Case-marked by

‘ilf it is not Case-marked by V, the overt Case-marking must

have same other source, namely, Case-agreement with the
Possessor NP, which IS an argument of V

4.

Following Kang (1986), Young-joo Kim (1990:269£f) takes optionality

as the primary diagnostic, pased on the fact that adjuncts are always

ili i inent property of
i : "free deletability is the most prominen .
:g;\lzro\?:i as £ontrasted with arguments" (p.270). Absolutely true

: . o
The problem, however, is that arguments can also be optional: pseud

transitives 'John ate'; even subjects are optional in same sense 1n
Korean and other radically pro-drop languagicsi .
are no morphological markers for argwnent':h :
determines the possible analyses. So, I'm going

the data under-

1 !
markers for case in Korear\,B and let the data _do tlgle tal]u:z;NP
Recall the basic descriptive generalization: n part P bears:m
ALI, AND ONLY the cases assignedbyvtott'lert'alevan arg:m:nhat o
Maling & Kim (1992), we used this generalization to argu

i f V rather than an
part NP must be a subcategorized arqument o ey Pelow:

unselected adjunct. The structure of our argument

that have been used in support of these various hypotheses.

Moreover, since there

to take the metg
tack, taking advantage of the fact that there ARE overt morphological
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(20) Maling & Kim (1990; 1992)

a. the part NP does NOT necessarily agree with its Possessor NP

b. since it does not get case via agreement, it must be
assigned Case fram some other source

c. since it does not get a semantically predictable (e.q.
locative) case, it must get case from V

d. shwethepartNPmaybeassigmdjmg;thCasebyV,
it must be theta-marked by V

e. since the part-NP is theta-marked by V, it (and not the
Possessor NP) is the subcategorized argument

The basic premise is that verbs can select for the farm of their
arguments, but not for the form of adjuncts (see e.g. Grimshaw 1990:
108); a subcase is the standard assumption that lexical or inherent
Case is theta-related (Zaenen et al.1985; Chamsky 1986:196) .

I have argued here that the part-NP gets its case directly from
V, like any verbal complement. Since in Korean, it appears that
structural case can be assigned to adverbial adjuncts of various
kinds (see e.g. Maling 1989), the argument that the part-NP is an
argument is in fact a bit subtler than this. So let me take the time
now to emphasize the point about case-marking and arqumenthood. Our
claim is that the case assigned to part-NPs may be lexically
governed; hence the part-NP must be an arqument, not an adjunct. As
Grimshaw(1990:108) discusses, arguments can be selected and
subcategorized: arguments must be licensed, i.e. they must be theta-
marked by a predicate as a function of the predicate's argument
structure. By way of contrast, adjuncts are not selected or
subcategorized, hence their form is free, and they are never required
by the argument structure of any predicate.

Consider same concrete examples. A verb may impose requirements
on the form of its camplements, more precisely, on the form of any
carplement that it theta-marks. These requirements may be on either
the syntactic category of the complement or the lexical case-marking.

(21) a. category: NP vs PP reach NP 'reach the station'
arrive [at NP] 'arrive at/*to the station'
come [to NP} 'come to/*at the station!

b. case: DAT, GEN, INST

It is well-known that in many Furopean languages (e.g. German, Ice-
landic, Russian), certain verbs require their camplements to bear a
certain lexical (or inherent) case. Such lexical case-marking is
associated with particular thematic arguments of a predicate; hence
it is possible ONLY on arguments which are theta-marked. It follows
that only structural case can be assigned "exceptionally" (EM): no
BCM verb assigns oblique case to the embedded subject even when it is
other- wise an assigner of inherent case. The key property is
laxically-governed.

Thus, before we can conclude that the part-NP is actually a
verbal argument, it remains to show that the case it bears may be
lexically governed. I now summarize the evidence that the case-
marking on part-NP in Korean may be lexically governed. As far as I
am aware, the dative that occurs with locative existential predicates
is fully productive, and thus does not bear on the issue at hard.
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With ordinary transitive verbs, however, tltﬁzre are uthszi :.\fxi gat;;‘;ﬁr ]
to be lexically-governed, in sense . 5
nt\ra]?:ti:o?xpprm?; pe part of the lexical entry of particular predicates.

i i in Korean
ive as lexically-governed :mherent case 1n
(22) l;atwrninotransitives: DAT on object is lexically g?\.rerned e
. e.g. object of kissu-ha 'kiss'; malha :talk to j k_axgg___DAT
‘thank'; takao 'approach’; wiphyep-ha 'threaten either
or (preferably)
ACC (cf. hyeppak-ha ‘threaten')

b g;;'rixao.%no:rl\\l’;sp_o_rxay 1send’; scksaki 'whisper'; ;ﬂ 'stick';
tenci 'throw'; ssu 'write'; M&, kKha 'prapl?;a,lg;c'::
DAT ACC/ACC ACC: cwu 'give'; noh ‘glve‘; )_(gllu i : ob:-
seltukha 'persuade'; sit 'load'; ppavat 'rob’;
nakkachay ‘'snatch', etc.

. ocamplex verbs consisting of Vg -2 .
¢ sa-cwu ‘'buy’'; chaca—-cwu 'find'; poye-cwu 'show'; kaceka—cwu
] tol
kwtau}vjz—wu tbake' cf. kwup DAT ACC only
pulle-cwu 'sing’ cf. pulu DAT ACC only
sckayhay-cwu tintroduce' cf. sckay-ha DAT ACC only

i i ly all
verbal arguments which take dative are'arguab . .
glogigu?;rthnzre rarely, sources Or benefactives) éa:::l}ls co;xo'iiat;;on is
ne-wa arguments cannot bear ive.
opanrtly Y Tome 1to meet' can take either
icular that the Korean verb mamna "tO mee : )
accu;ative or comitative on its ccnple.\pent:_, but never datl;z Lu;%\ll]‘;gd
Japanese) . 1 assume therefore that this mfomtlon mu D e
in the lexical entries of individual predicates. Fir di ﬁnmo ’
ACC on the (animate) goa_l arqument appealzbset:o be i'eti{ilz o%t%ovmnal
option,10 (this alternation mi?ht bet;cer li‘extemverbs o ot
ignment of DAT to the goa source) . Carmpl 3 ©
3551(,“1— inherit the case-assigning properties gf the heacli cwu- in
aﬁan_r;g the case altenxation.“‘ Althotl:lgh thergs 1:1m1: ch Ace
' diolectal variation in which ditransitive ver. .
lcadlsec’lframe, the point is that for all speakth ?tin?aﬁinw%}ﬂ besmemmm
ditransitive verbs which do not allow the a ' d e
istincti i t predictable on the basis o _
do, and the dist ion is no A oD will be Raispiier
role. This means that for such_verbs, e gned
theta-marked by V. Giv
i t Case Vv, and hence 1tmust.be . n
ﬁe;\egic prem?ie that inherent Case 1S gsmgned only \.u'\ch:_rttht:rt;‘::.x1 ot
assigrment, it follows that the part-NP is a verbal argument,
an unselected adjunct.

. SELECTIONAL RESTRICTIONS )
! At this point the reader may well };e;ﬂwox;ciesxc;m(gi o‘:;shﬁ 'f:heitsgrlﬁo
ts don't apply to the whole-NP, i ' i
follow that the whole-NP is an arg\ment?. In a sense, the b?,nst:lez
yes, due to the well-known theta-theoretic pro}?lexn posed n
conétruction that two (or more) NPs together fill one argumen

position in the verb's theta—-grid. We assume following Yoon (1989)
inter alia that the part-NP is an unsaturated naminal which licenses
a possessor. Fortunately, there is additional evidence that points
to the conclusion that it is the part-NP rather than the whole-NP
which is subcategorized for.

First, there exist cases where the whole-NP gets soame
case. Same (but not all) speakers accept examples like (23a) below:

(23) a. kuman hwaskim—ey ku ssangnyen-eykey ppaym-ul ttayli-ess-ta.
just anger-DAT the bitch-DAT cheek~ACC hit-Pst-Ind
‘and then, out of anger, I hit the bitch on the cheek!
b. *....ku ssangnyen-eykey cha-lul ttayli-ess-ta.
the bitch-DAT car-ACC hit-Pst-Ind
‘and then, out of anger, I hit the bitch on the/her car'

The verbs which allow this include ttayli 'hit', cha 'kick' and chi
'slap’ .2 whatever the source and meaning of the DAT on the whole-
NP, it is the part-NP which bears the case assigned by V. The
ungrammaticality of (23b) indicates that this is an instance of the
Part-whole construction.

Secondly, and more importantly, there is clear evidence based on
selectional restrictions that the part-NP is the subcategorized
argument. Recall that Young-joo Kim (1990:269ff) following Young-se
Kang (1986) observes that part-NPs are optional, and uses this
optionality as evidence in support for the claim that they are
unselected adjuncts, whereas the (obligatory) possessor NP is the
subcategorized argument of the verb. However, the validity of this
generalization is open to doubt. Consider verbs such as ppop 'to
pluck', cal(u) 'to cut', and kkakk 'to clip!'. Unlike examples with
verbs such as ttayli 'to hit' and cha 'to kick', the part NP is not
optional for these verbs. This is because these verbs i

selectional restrictions on their objects, as shown by the contrast
between (24) and (25):

(24) a. *Chelsoo~ka talk-ul ppop-ass—-ta.
Chelsoo~-NOM hen -ACC pluck-Pst-Ind
'Chelsoo plucked the hen'

b. *Chelsoo-ka (meli-ka kin) haksayng-tul-ul cal-lass-ta.
Chelsoo-NOM (hair-NOoM long) student-pl-ACC cut-Pst-Ind
'Chelsoo cut the (lorng-haired) students!

C. *Chelsoo-ka emeni-lul kkakka-tuli-ess-ta.

Chelsoo-NOM mother-ACC clip-HON-Pst-Ind
'Chelsoo clipped his mother!

(25) a. Chelsoo—ka thel-ul ppop-ass-ta.
Chelsoo-NOM feather-ACC pluck-Pst-Ind
'Chelsoo plucked the feather(s)'!

" b. Chelsoo-ka meli-lul cal-l-ass-ta.
Chelsoo-NOM hair-ACC cut-Pst-~Ind
'Chelsoo cut the hair'

C. Chelsoo-ka sonthop-ul kkakka-tuli-ess-ta.
Chelsoo-NOM nail-ACC  clip-HON-Pst-Ind
!Chelsoo clipped the fingernail(s)'



ﬂmeKoreanverbsdomttakeanimategbjegtsegceptinﬂxeirrel—
evant (rather metaphorical) interpretation in which ppop and cal(u)
mean 'to choose' and 'to fire', respectively. When such verbs are
used in the whole-part construction, we get idiolectal variation on
the grammaticality judgments, as indicated by the percent sign:

(26) a. %Chelsoo-ka talk-ul thel-ul ppop-ass-ta.
Chelsoo-NOM hen-ACcC  feather-ACC pluck-Pst-Ind
1Chelsoo plucked the hen.'

b. %Chelsoo-klaa meli-ka ki-n haksayng-tul-ul meli-lul cal-lassta.
Chelsoo-NOM hair-NOM long-REL student-pl-ACC hair-ACC cut
tChelsoo cut the hair of the long-haired stur:lents'

c. %Chelswu-ka emeni-lul sonthop-ul kkakka-tuli-ess-ta.
chelsoo-NOM mother-ACC nail-ACC  clip-HON-Pst-Ind
'chelsoo clipped his mother's nails.'

Young-se Kang (1986:95-96) reports that the whole—part_: construction
is not possible with these verbs, and apparently.consr:lers these
examples ungrammatical himself. But we polled six native speaker
linguists regarding the judgments of these examples, and all of them
found these and similar examples either perfectly grammatical or
"quite acceptable." Young-joo Kim (1989:458££/1990:269, fn.6)
independently noted that some speakers accept such .sentences. ;t ]
isn't clear how best to account for the apparent 1d101egtal variation
regarding these exarples. It may be that some speakers impose a
stricter “"entailment" relation such that the whole NP must also
satisfy the selectional restrictions imposed by the verb on its

t, the NP. .
amintérestigﬁ, Kang (1986:109, ex.63b) presents the following
passive sentence as grammatical:

(27) [meli-ka ki -n] ku haksayng-i sensayng-nim-eykey mgli—ka
hair-NOM long-REL that student-NOM teacher-HON-by hair-NOM
cal-li-ess-ta.
cut-Pass-Pst _ ) :
'"That long-haired student got his hair cut by the teacher.

But this implies that even according to his own judgments, there
exists a grammatical passive which would have to be derived fram the
(for him) ungrammatical active counterpart in (26b). o

Because of the animacy restriction, for these verbs, it is the
part-NP which is obligatory and the whole NP which appears to be
optional. These verbs clearly select for the semantic properties
(i.e. inanimacy) of the part-NP but not that of the whole-NP. This
fact is consistent with the conclusion based on case-marking: the
part-NPs are subcategorized for and hence must be s-selected. (Given
that Korean is also a pro-drop language, the wl}ole-'-NP.can also, of
course, occur as a prenominal (genitive) modifier inside the NP
headed by the part NP). ) )

Young-joo Kim (1990:270, ex. (16)) cites the following exa_unples
which illustrate the same point (although she cites them as evidence
in support of the opposite claim that the part NP is unselected
adjunct rather than subcategorized argument). What such examples
actually show is that for her BOTH whole and part NPs must satisfy
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the selectional restrictions)

(28) a. *Congsoli-ka Yumi-lul kwy-lul ttayli-ess-ta.
bell.sound-NOM Yumi-ACC ear-ACC hit-Pst-Ind
b. *Congsoli-ka Yumi-lul ttayli-ess-ta.
C. Congsoli-ka ([Yumi-uy kwy)-lul ttayli-ess-ta.
GEN ear

Note that even speakers who accept the examples in (26) reject (28a).
The contrasts illustrated in these examples shows that these verbs
select for the semantic property of the part NPs (viz., [-animate})
but not that of the whole NPs. This fact is thus consistent with the
evidence from case-marking: the part-NPs are subcategorized for and
therefore must be able to be s-selected. -

Overall, we conclude that it is the part-NP which for ALL
speakers must satisfy the lexical restrictions of the verb. As noted
by James Yoon (1990), these selectional restrictions point to the
conclusion that it is the part-NP rather than the possessor-NP which
is the argument of the verb; treating the part-NP as an unselected
adjunct does not capture this fact. Independent evidence for this
conclusion comes from the case-marking patterns discussed in this
paper. As we have shown here, the case marking on the Part-NP is a
function of the Case-assigning properties of the matrix verb, even
when this is lexically-governed. Since verbs can impose restrictions
only on the form of their arguments, and not on the form of
(unselected) adjuncts, we therefore conclude that part-NPs are
arguments, It is expected, then, that part-NPs can also be s-
selected since verbs can impose selectional restrictions only on the
NPs they subcategorize.

FOOTNOTES

* I am indebted as always to Soowon Kim for both native speaker
judgments and fruitful discussion of the theoretical implications of
the data. Much of this material is presented in our joint papers on
Korean case-marking, in particular, Maling & Kim (1990; in press). I
also benefitted from presenting this material to my graduate seminar
in Korean syntax at Harvard University in the spring of 1991, and to
the 4th Harvard Workshop on Korean Linguistics. Thanks to Mark Hale
for providing the examples fram Classical Greek. This research was
inspired by the striking observation of Young-joo Kim (1989) that the
possibility of multiple.case constructions extends to verbs which
assign dative case to their complements.

1. Such examples show that the claim that Possessor Ascension is
limited to hosts heading a 2-Arc (Youn 1989:68; Gerdts 1991b) cannot
be maintained. They also argue against the suggestion that Q-float
Wis a subcase of Ascension (Choi 1986), since for most speakers, Q-
float from dative antecedents is prohibited.

2. There are several different passives in Korean. The ci- and toy-
passives never assign ACC case to their complements. As discussed in
Maling & Kim (1990; 1992), the lexical passive is ambiguous between a



syntactic passive and a Case-assigning "“adversity" passive.

3. A number of speakers have suggested to me that the acceptability
of the DAT DAT pattern in (a) is due to the tendency of younger
speakers to pronounce -uy as -ey. However, phonetic confusion
cannot be the correct account of the multiple datives, since
sentential adverbs can be inserted between the two NPs:

(i) Kongcang-ey kapcaksulepkey changko—ey pul-i na-(a)ss-ta.
factory-DAT all.of.a.sudden storeroom fire break.out-Pst-Ind

Such adverbs cannot be inserted between a prenominal GEN modifier and
the head N (except of course in gerundial constructions).

4. This is independently noted by Choe (1987:106), who cbserved that
all (ditransitive) verbs with the 'benefactive' marker (i.e. cwu)
allow the ACC ACC case pattern, and by Hong (1991).

5. Example (c) is a little awkward, perhaps because of the three
accusatives; it becomes perfect if the accusative on cwusa is
dropped: (i) Nay-ka Yumi-lul phal-ul cwusa noh-ass~ta. Unexplained
is the marginal status of the fourth possible combination in (d).

6. Passivizing the examples in (14) produces the following patterns:
(i) a. Yumi-eykey phal-ey payksin-cwusa-ka noh-aci-ess-ta. DAT DAT
Yumi-Dat arm~Dat vaccine-shot-Nom give-Pass-Pst-Ird
b. Yumi-ka phal-ey payksin-cwusa-ka noh-aci-ess-ta. NOM DAT
c. *Yumi-eykey phal-i payksin-cwusa-ka noh-aci-ess-ta. *DAT NOM
d. *Yumi-ka phal-i payksin-cwusa-ka noh-aci-ess-ta. *NOM NOM
'Yumi was given a vaccine shot in the arm.!
Given the grammaticality of accusative on the part-NP in the active,
it is unclear why nominative is not possible in the passive, that is,
why there is no passive corresponding to (14c). Gerdts (1991b)
accounts for this by hypothesizing that the part-NP is actually a
locative, but this suggestion fails to account for the larger array
of data discussed here and in Maling & Kim (in press), nor does it
explain why dative on the part-NP is possible only for verbs which
govern dative on the relevant argument.
Note that while the verb noh in the sense of 'give' allows
either dative or accusative on the goal, in the sense of 'put', it
allows only dative on the locative.

7. For arguments that accusative on the part-NP reflects the case-~
assigning properties of the predicate rather than whatever governs
the assignment of accusative to various adverbials in Korean, see
Maling (1989:303).

8. The overtness of NOM/ACC markers unfortunately does not eliminate
debate as to what they mark: case (NOM/ACC); GFs (Subj vs OBJ); Focus
markers (Jong-Yurl Yoon 1990); or some cambination of the above.

9. Thus we believe that some (but not all) uses of dative in Korean
have been lexicalized, contra Gerdts (199l1a:8, fn.6) who claims that
non-standard Case in Korean is "a regular and not ideosyncratic

feature in Korean" and never lexicalized.

10. See Ki-Sun Hong (1991) for a list of other verbs which do or do
not allow the altermation. Hong proposes to account for the case
alternation in terms of Affectedness. If this suggestion proves
tenable, then the evidence for lexically-governed case on the part-NpP
1s reduced to the monotransitive verbs in (a).

11. Taegoo Chung (1991) discusses a type of campound verb which he
argues is doubly—l_xeaded. If this suggestion is correct, the case-
assigning properties of each head should percolate to the campound V.

12. As John Whitman (p.c.) notes, these are all verbs whose objects
are thematically goals rather than themes. ’
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1 Introduction

Recently, a number of interesting studies have been done on scrambling ([Webelhuth 1989], [Ma-
hajan 1990], (Saito 1990], [Frey 1990], [Miyagawa 1990], etc.).! Despite the difference in the kind
of languages they deal with, all these studies take it for granted that scrambling is a movement
phenomenon (cf. [Saito 1985], [Webelhuth 1984]), and focus on the issue of its status as A or A-bar
movement.? Even though we know a lot about scrambling in terms of its A/A-bar properties by now,
it is still not clear what the nature of scrambling is. In particular, the issue of whether scrambling
is better analyzed as movement, as opposed to base-generation (cf. [Farmer 1980], [Hale 1982]), has
not been completely resolved. Even if we accept the standard view that scrambling is movement, it
doesn’t seem to fit any of tlie existing types of movement: it doesn’t seem to be induced by the re-
quirement of case realization (A-movement), since not only an NP but also a PP can be scrambled,?
nor by the requirement of crealing an operator-variable structure (A-bar movement), since in many
scrambling languages such as Japanese and korean, scrambling of wh-elements is not obligatory.

Given this unclear situation concerning the nature of scrambling, event/process nominal clauses
in Japanese and Korean constitute a useful testbed for these conflicting theories. As we will dis-
cuss at length in section 2, an event nominal clause, where the head noun is followed by an aspect
morpheme, exhibits diflerent case arrays for the same argument structure, and different word or-
der possibilities which are sensitive to the kind of case which the arguments bear (cf. [lida 1987],
(Shibatani and Kageyama 1988], [Sells 1990], [Miyagawa 1990] for Japanese, and [Cho and Sells 1991)
for Korean). The intricacy of the data serves to constrain certain details in the theory of grammar
which have, until now, been left underdetermined.

In this paper, we focus on the data concering case array and word order variation in event/process
nominal clauses, propose an analysis of it, and discuss its consequences concerning case licensing
and phrase structure, which are the main issues revolving scrambling phenomena. I present the data
in section 2. I review [Miyagawa 1990]’s analysis, and discuss its problems in section 3. I propose
my own analysis in section 4, which maintains the main ideas in [Miyagawa 1990], but improves on
his analysis. In section 5, I discuss some of the consequences of the analysis. Finally, I conclude this
paper in section 6. Most of the examples are given in Korean, but the arguments hold for Japanese
as well, unless otherwise spccified.

2 Data Description

As discussed by {lida 1987], [Shibatani and Kageyama 1988], [Sells 1990], [Miyagawa 1990] for Japanese,
and [Cho and Sells 1991] for Korean, a process/event noun (process noun hereafter), as opposed to

VThis research has been partially funded by DARPA N00014-90-J-1863. I have greatly benefited from presenting
this work at the LSA Summer Institute Workshop on Korean Syntax/Semantics, Santa Cruz. It is a pleasure to
thank Richard Campbell, Dong-In Cho, Stanley Dubinsky, Robert Frank, Jeong-Ryeol Kim, Micliael Niv, Beatrice
Santorini, James Yoon, Raflaella Zanuttini for helpful discussions on the issue, and Young-Mee Cho, Eunjoo Han,
Ki-Sun Hong, Sun-Hyun Hong, Chang-Bong Lee, Kenziro Matsuda, Hiroaki Tada, Saeko Urushibara for their native
speakér’s judgments. My special thanks go to my advisor Anthony Kroch for pointing out to me the importance of
the data discussed here, Aravind Joshi for supporting this research financially, and Shigeru Miyagawa for encouraging
me to pursue this issue by providing relevant material at various occasions. Without his help, this paper wouldn't
have existed at all. All errors and shortcomings are, of course, my own.

?Some typical diagnostics used to resolve this issue are anaphor/pronoun binding, reconstruction eflects, and
parasitic gap licensing.

3As for a claim that scrambling is induced by the requirement of case realization, see [Miyagawa 1990] and
[Mahajan 1990).



