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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Scope and purpose of this study. While there seems to be general
agreement that Korean ni-causatives are .ynchronically analyzable ('decom-
posable'), the nature of Korean I- causatives is still controversial. 3Some
authors propose that the I-causatives are analyzable, while others contend
that they are not. Both of these extreme positions, however, fail to explain
the systematic relationship that exists between the agentiveness of noun
phrases and the semantic interpretation of the I-causative construction.

In this thesis it is claimed that some but not all I-causatives are
analyzable. A variety of evidence, hoth syntactic and semantic, shows
clearly that it is not possible to der..e all I-causatives from the same source.
However, despite the fact that all ha-causatives and some I-causatives are
analyzable, there is also sufficient evidence to conclude that these two
types of causatives are everywhere distinct.

The current proposals concerning the case markers in Korean
causative constructions share the view that the appearance of various case
markers is purely a surface phenomenon. This view, however, fails to
capture the significant contribution the case markers make in causative
constructions,

The case markers are not only significant semantically, but they
play an important role in providing clues to the structure of causatives,
The frequently made claim accompanying the previous view that Subject
Raising underlies the phenomenon of surface case markers is also found
to be unjustified on both syntactic and semantic grounds.

Chapter I introduces different types of Korean causatives and pre-
_sents the major problems involving an analysis, and summarizes the
previous generative works., Chapter II investigates the relationship
between I and ha causatives; some syntactic and semantic properties of
the two causatives are compared and utilized as criteria for evaluating
the hypotheses considered. Decomposability of I causatives is demon-
strated. Chapter III investigates the phenomenon of surface case markers,
with particular attention given to ha causative censtructions, and deter-
mines the shapes of the underlying structures for the different types of
causati-es,

The validity of a transformational approach to language description
is assumed; however, no prior assumption is made as to the superiority
of one transformational approach over another., This study is semantically
oriented and the approach i1s informal--no 2ftempt is made to formalize rules.
The ability of nctive speakers of a language to interpret and to detect
semantic anomalies of sentences is assumed,

e
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1.2 Why is causative an issue? The term cause describes that °
which produces an effect, result, or consequence., The term causation
refers to the relation between a cause and an effect; logically, a cause
must exist in order Yor an effect to occur, In the description of a natural
language, causative normally designates a verb or verbal affix that
expresses causation,

The proposal made by Lakoff (1965) and McCawley (1968b) thata causa-
tive verb such as kill is derived from a complex semantic structure whaich
contains an abstract verb 'cause' has created much controversy. For exam-
ple, McCawley provided a structure such as (2) for deriving sentence (1).

(1) John killed Fred.

(2) S
v//l\:!l;\\NP

CAI'J'SE Jo'hn S

v NP
|
ALIVE Fred

The capitalized CAUSE, BECOME, NOT, and ALIVE represent abstract
semantic material underlying the lexical items such as cause, become,
not, and alive, In order to derive (1) from (2), two transformations are
needed: Predicate Raising, which raisesa lower predicate into the next
higher predicate (e.g. (NOT(ALIVE)) into NOT-ALIVE); and lexical
insertion or ‘'dictionary entry', which replaces a portion of a tree by
various lexical items (e.g., (NOT-ALIVE) by dead). These transforma-
tions are termed 'prelexical’ since they apply to trees that terminate in
semantic material rather than in lexical material, and a structure such
as (2) is a prelexical structure. The lexical item kill replaces CAUSE-
BECOME-NOT-ALIVE by the process of lexical insertion after successive
applications of Predicate Raising, McCawley stated that Predicate Raising
is optional (pp. 73-4), and sentences (3a-d) are also derivable from (2):

(3) a, John caused Fred to become not alive,
- b. John caused Fred to cease being alive,
c., John caused Fred to become dead.
d., John caused Fred to die.




The above proposal suggests two things: (a) single lexical items
are derived from underlying phrases (e.g. kill from cause to die), and (b)
sentence (1) is cognitively synonymous to or in paraphrase relation with
the sentences in (3). According to l.akoff and McCawley, positing one
prelexical structure such as (2) for the sentences in (1) and (3) is justi-
fied not only because it naturally expresses the semantic relation between
the above sentences, but it readily accounts for the apparent ambiguity in
(1) when an adverbial modifier such as almost is inserted:*

(4) John almost killed Fred.

The scope of almost can be captured by allowing for varying positions of
almost in structure (2); (5) illustrates the three-way ambiguity of (4):

(5) a. John almost caused Fred to become not alive,
b. John caused Fred to almost become not alive,
c. John caused F'red to become almost not glive.

Another line of analysis related to and supporting the proposed
derivation of kill from cause to die concerns the naturc of cause and effect
relations, Fillmore (1971) defined causation as a consequence relation
between two events; the occurrence of one event is a causing event if it
has the occurrence of another event as its consequence. Thus the sentence,
'T hit the ball over the fence', is analyzed as two events, my hitting the ball
(a causing event), and the ball going over the fence (a resulting event).

The events {clauses) are embedded in a higher predicate that has a '
meaning suggested by the word ‘cause', predicating the event-causation
relation between the two clauses (p. 46). A sentence such as 'John killed

the rat' is analyzed by Fillmore as 'John's action cdused the rat to die',

with John's doing somecthing as one event and the rat's dying as another (p.50).

This view is shared by McCawley who stated that a notion of causa-
tion 'is a relation between an action or event and event--not between a
person and an event...' (1972:140). His earlier version of the analysis
of kill (cf. 1968) was reinterpreted as DO CAUSE BECOME NOT ALIVE,
where the higher verb DO represents the relation between agent and action.

Kastovsky (1973) also supported Fillmore's view of the event-
causation relation in causative constructions. Referring to the field of
word-formation and studies done by Marchand, he supported MrCawley's
proposed analysis of lexical items and the hypothesis of lexical decompo-
sition. Kastovsky further developed Fillmore's conception of 'case', and
proposed that the causing and resulting events should be represented as
case functions of Instrument and Goal, respcccively, with '‘complex nodes
containing the function they [events] serve with regard to the predieate and
the category which expresses this function' (p. 280). (6) is a simplified
version of his proposed underlying structurc for causative constructions: |




(6) So

S, s,
GAUSEA///\\\ ///\\\

Notions such as prelexical structures and the derivation of kill
from cause to die have met with strong disagrecment from many 11ngu1sts
Kac (1972) stated that the ambiguity resulting from sentences such as (4)
is not that of a scope ambiguity, but rathér the ambiguity in the verb kill,
itself. Hec stated that a predicate can be construed ‘'as asscrting actions
or as asscrting the achicvement of result! (p. 120), and sentence (4) is
two-ways, not threec-ways ambiguous, with or without almost. As support-
ing evidence for this position he presented (7) which contains no element
whose scope can vary, such as almost,

(7) It surprised me that John killed Fred.

According to Kac, it in (7) could rcfer to either John's action or a result
of John's action. Since the basic ambiguity of (4) revolves around
whether or not it is understood that an act was committed, he concluded
that according to his action-result dichotomy there is no necessity for
having prelexical structure, for the whole reason for having such a struc-
ture is to be able to break lexical items into smaller units so that ele-
ments like almost can be interposed (see (5)) to account for ambiguities
(pp. 122-3).

The rotion of cvent in a cause-and-cffect situation is also important
because the causing-cvent and effect-event can be distinct in time.
Logicaily, a cause must precede an effect; it is hard to conceptualize a
cause and the effect occurring simultancously. One of the major arguments
against the Aerivation of (1) from complex underlying structure with an
abstract verv 'causc! is based on *his fact, Fodor (1970:434) demonstrated
the point with the following examples:

(8) Floyd caused the glass to melt on Sunday by heating it on Saturday.
(9)  #Floyd melted the glass on Sunday by heating it on Saturday,

(9) is unacceptable because, as he puts it (ibid. ), 'if you melt something,
then you melt it when it meclts?,




Shibatani (1972, 1973, MS) likewisc arguecd, with respect to Japa-
nese and Korean, that sentences such as (1) represent conceptualization
of a single cvent involving a simplex underlying structurc as opposcd to
sentences such as {8) which vepresent conceptualization of a scrics of
events involving an embedding structure. Shibatani's arguments arc
discussed in greater detail in Chuapter II.

The importance of the issue involving causatives is not just causatives
per se, but rather that causatives can be utilized to test or to illustrate the
hypothesis of lexical decomposition and paraphrasc relations betwecen items
and phrases.

1.3 Types of Korcan causative constructions. There are basically
thrce types of causative constructions in Korcan, differing from cach other
at least in their surface manifestations. The first type is an explicit
causative construction with the higher verb ha 'do, causec, make'; the
complement sentence is marked with the complementizer -key. The second
type is also an cxplicit construction. The causative verb is derived from
a non-causative predicate by means of the suffix -1, 2 The third type is
an implicit construction involving verbs only semantically analyzable as
causatives but not exhibiting any regular phonological relationship to non--
causative verbs .

The first type will be referred to as 'phrasal causatives!, the
sccond typec as 'suffixal causatives!, and the third as 'lexical causatives!, 3

1.3.1 Phrasal causative construction. This is a very productive
construction in that -kcy ha can be uscd with any scntence to form a
causative construction, g

-

(10) a. Yenghi-ka us-css-ta.
Yenghi-Sii laugh-Past-Dec .
'"Yenghi laughed., ! :

b. Chelsu-ka Yenghi-lul us-key ha-css-ta.
OM  CompCaus-Past-Dec
'Chelsu caused Yenghi to laugh.

(11)

»

Yenghi-ka say-o0s-lul ip-ess-ta.
new-clothes wear
'Yenghi wore the new clothes.

b. emcni-ka Yenghi-cykey say-os-lul ip-key ha-ess-ta,
mother IO -OM -Comp Caus-
'"Mother causcd Yenghi to wear the new clothes.,

One-place and two-place predicates (102 and 1la) become two-place and
three-place predicates, rcspectively, in causative constructions. A
threc-place predicate likewisc becomes afour-place predicate, as in (12).

D
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(12) a. na-ka Yenghi-eykey chayk-lul cu-css-ta,
I -SM Yenghi-IO book-OM give
'I' gave Yengbi a book, !

b. Chelsu-ka na-cykey Yenghi-cykey chayk-lul cu-key ha-css-ta.
Chelsu-ShM I-IO Yenghi-10 bock-OM give-Comp Caus
'Chelsu caused me to give a book to Yenghi, !

All phrasal causative constructions can also convey the meaning of
pcrmission in addition to causation. (12b), for cxample, could mean,
'Chelsu let me give a book to Yenghi®,

1. 3.2 Suffixal causative construction. A large number of causative
verbs are formed with the suffix -I, but this construction is not as produc-
tive as the phrasal causative construction. The suffixal causative con-
structions corresponding to the phrasal causative constructions of (10b)
and (11b) are given below in (13) and (14). cu-key ha in (12b) has no
corrcsponding suffixal form,

(13) Chelsu-ka Yenghi-lul us-I-css-ta,
gFio laugh-Caus-Past-Decc
'Chelsu causcd Yenghi to laugh. !

(14) cmeni-ka Yenghi-cykey say-os-lul ip-I-ess-ta,
mother-M ncw clothes wear-Caus-Past-Dec
"Mother causcd Yenghi to wear the new clothes, !

Some suffixal causatives have two meanings, For example, a scntence
such as (14) is ambiguous, having another recading of, '"Mother dresscd
Yenghi with the new clothes'. The phrasal causative ip-key ha in (1lb),
on the other hand, docs not have the meaning of 'to dress', Thus, Yecnghi
must be an agent® in (11b), but nced not be an agent in (14).

The Xorcan verbs r\ncaning kill and melt belong to the suifixal
causative group,

(15) a. kangto-ka cuk-css-ta,
robbe r-SM dic-Past-Dec
'The robber dicd.?

b. sunkyeng-ka kangto-lul cuk-I-css-ta,
police-SM dic-Caus
'The police killed the robber. '

. elum-ka nok-css-ta.
ice melt
'"The ice melted,!

(16)

)

10




~

sr—

wfo

b. Chelsu-ka clum-1ul nok-I-ess-ta.
melt-Caus
'Chelsu melted the ice.!

Therec arc some causative verbs in Korcan which can be vicwed
as havinzy a zero-suffix:©

(17) a. kikwansu-ka umciki-nun-ta, ]
conductor move-Pres-Dec i

'"The conductor nioves, ! 1

|

|

|

|

{

b. kikwansu-ka kicha-1lul umeciki-nun-ta,

train
i 'The conductor moves the train,'
. ii 'The conductor makes the train niwove,'!

In (17b), umciki 'move' in one interpretation is an 'inherently' transitive

verb, and in the other interpretation it is a causative verb, as the transla-

tions show. It is intercsting to note that umciki is also used in passive
constructions with no change in form as shown below, Q

(17) c. kicha-ka umciki-nun-ta,
move (Pass)
'The train is moved (by somconce).'

Qther verbs belonging to this type are: kka ‘gets thin, makes thin',
katonekeli 'kicks', kalochay 'gets scized, makes scized', kkapulkeli
'moves up and down', kasi 'gocs away, washes off', kkamccak 'keeps
winking', kuchi 'halts’, nayli '‘comecs down, takes down', etc.

1.3.3 Lexical causative construction, The Korean lexical causa-
tives arc verbs within which the mecaning 'causc' is implicitly contained.
This is equivalent to what Lyons (1968:352) rcfers to when he says, ‘the
rclationship of the transitive to intransitive is "lexicalized''. English
words such as fecll, show, convince, pecrsuade, give, kill, melt, and
_c_:_o_ol<_7 belong to this type. Most of these English lexical causatives are
only cxpressable in Korcan by cither phrasal or suffixal causative forms.
Roughly corrcsponding Korcan .orms are given below:

English Vint causative Korcan Vint causative

fall fell ssuleci _ ssuleci-key ha8
sce show po po-I

belicve ! {convince

understand chrsuadc J- naptuk-ha naptuk-ha-key ha9
dic kill cuk cuk-I

melt melt nok mok-I

cock cook yoli-ha yoli-ha-kecy ha9

1i




The English word give may have the meaning of cause to have (or get),
as in the context of (18) and (19): o

(18) a. John gave Mary a cold.
I, Jolin causcd Mary to have 2 cold,

(19) a. George gave Bill a bloody-nosc.
b. Gcecorge causcd Bill to get a bloody~-nose.

The cquivalent ilorean word cu 'give’, however, cannot be uscd in this
scnsc. It can only be used if the person whoe doces the giving actually
posscsscs what be is giving,

(20) a. Yenghi-ka kamki-tul-ess-~ta,
cold-have
"Yenghi has a cold. !

b. Chelsu-ka Yenghi-lul kamki-tul-key ha-css-ta,
'Chelsu caused Yenghi to have 2 cold. !

c.¥Chelsu-ka Ycnghi-cykey kamki-lul cu-css-ta.
cold give

(21) a. Yenghi-ka kophi-na-css-ta.
noscblced-blecd
'Yenghi has a noscbleed. !

b. Chelsu-ka Yenghi-lul kophi-na-key ha-ess-ta.
'Chelsu causcd Yenghi to have a noscbleed. '’

c.*Chelsu-ka Yenghi-cykey kophi-lul cu-css-ta.
noscblecd give

While the phrasal causatives arc fully predicatable and many verbs
alen take suffixal causatives, therc arc rclatively few lexical causatives
in Kcrean, Examples (22b) and (23Db) below arc further illustrations of
laxical causatives,

(22) a. Yenghi-ka ka-css-ta,
go
'Yenghi went, !
b. cmeni-ka Yenghi-lul ponay-ess-ta,
scnd
'Mother sent yenghi, !

(23) a. meli-ka cala-css-ta,
hair grow
'The hair grew.'

b. na-ka meli-lul kilu-ess-ta.
grow
'I grew (my) hair.'




1.4 Major problems, The following arc the major problems in the
analysis of Korcan causatives,

Problem 1. What is the relationship between the phrasal causative and the
corresponding suffixal causative? Arc they paraphrases of cach other?

Problem 2. How should the suffixal causative be arnalyzed? What is the
niturc of the cuffix -I? Should the suffixal causatives be deccomposed into
a higher verb with a 'causc' meaning plus onc or morc lower verbs?
Problem 3. As mentioned before, certain sentences with the suffixal
causative have two readings depending upon thec agent of the action (sec
(14) and the subsequent discuczsion). What rolc docs the notion of agent
play in the suffixal causative constru.-tions?

Problem 4. Should the lexical causative be decomposed? Can it be
dccomposed? For example, can ponay 'send’ be decomposed into ka-key ha
'cause to go' or some other cquivalent form?

Problem 5. In the phrasal causative construction, the expected surface
case markers for the object NP are lul (O\i) for two-place predicates and
eykey (10) for threce-place predicates. However, this is not quite the
case; all three surfacc case markers may occur,
ika )
(24) Chelsu-ka Yenghi-lul ‘ us-kcy ha-ess-ta.
Lcykey:
'Chelsu caused Yenghi to laugh,!

The above phcnomenon is true of all thrce- and four-place predicates as
well in phrasal causative constructions, What is the significance of thesc
markers? Do they convey semantic diffecrences?

Problem 6. Docs the complementizer -key, as in V-key ha, have a
semantic content of its own, and so descrve represcntation in the deep
structurc? Or is it mercly a predictable surface form which can be
introduced by transformation? .
Problem 7. What underlying structures should be posited for Koican
causatives? What are the criteria and what arc the justifications for
preferring one hypothesis over another?

The problems outlired above arc crucial to understanding Korcan
ca ..atives, The next section reviews the gencrative literature relevant
to these problems.
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1.5 Previous gencrative works on Korcan causatives. Song (1967:
187-208) and H. Lee (1970:197-208) analyzed suffixal causative constructions
in particular. Song considered the problem of two possible rcadings of
some suffixal causatives and stated that the causative suffix -1 has two
functions: a normal causative function in which the action of the verb is
dirccted toward the eykey-phrase, and an 'obviative' (Soug's term)
function in which the action of the verb is dirccted toward the subject NP
of the scntence., For cxample, scntence (25) has two readings (also
sec (14)):

(25) emeni-ka ai-cykey pap-lul mek-I-css-ta.
mother child rice cat-Caus
i 'Mother causcd the child to cat the rice.’
ii 'Mother fed the child, !

According to Song, the suffix -1 has a normal causative function if reading
(i) is obtained, with the action of mek-I 'cause to cat' directed toward
the noun ai 'child'; but -I has an obviative function in reading (ii), with
the action of mek-I 'feed' dirccted toward the noun emecni ‘mother'. He
trcated obviative causatives as a subsct of suffixal causatives and derived
all suffixal causatives by mcans of a gencralized transformation, i.e.,
the underlying structurcs involve embedded sentences,

H. Lce (ibid.) followed Lakoff's (1965) analysis of deriving kill
from causc to die and simply assumed an embedded structure for the
suffixal causative constructions, in particular, the object NP-complement
construction. His underlying structure for (26) is as follows (p. 199).

(26) emeni-ka ai-lul ca-I-css-ta,
5 child slcep
'Mother made the child sleep. !

S
/_—-/‘—\.\_‘w\
NP VP
—//'- .‘\\
cmeni NP N
'mother! é ‘I
NP/\\VP [+causc]
; i .
ai ca
'child! 'sleep!

The NP-raising rule raiscs the subjcct NP of the ecmbedded S, ai 'child’,
into thec object position of the matrix S and the VP of the embedded S is
raised to join the higher verb 1. For the three-place predicate construc-
tions (c.g. .NP-ka NP-cykcy NTP-lul V-I} an cxtra NP is present in the
matrix S under the VP nodc to denotc the cykey-phrasc. In this casc an

14
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equi-NP deletion rule applies to delete the embedded subject NP first,
then the NP-raising applics (object-to-object-raising) followed by the
extraposition. Everything works mechanically in this analysis, and the
problems presented in the previous section concerning the suffixal causa-~
tives apparently were not considered.

Cook (1968) trcated only phrasal causatives, In this analysis, the
higher verb ha carrics the meaning of ‘cause’ and the complementizer key
has no meaning of its own, being inserted by a postcyclic transi>rmation,
An embedded sentence is treated as a VP-complement, .\ simplified
version of his postuhted underlying structure of (27) is given below, 10

S
o
N.P VP
na MV AUX

" S //\v
//\\.. *

NP VP ha
| } 'lcause’
clum nok
Yice! 'melt’

(27) na-ka elum-lul nok-key ha-ess-ta,
'I caused the ice to meit,'

The issue of surface case markers (sce problem 5) is not mentioned.

Among thosc who have treated both phrasal and suffixal causatives,
therc exist two main hypotheses regarding the problems in section 4.0,
No one has treated all the problems, however,

The first hypothesis, supported by Yang (1972:202-4) and C. Lece
(1973b:129-47), is that 2 phrasal and the corresponding suffixal causative
are paraphrases in at least onc reading, and one underlying structure
can be assumed for both types. )

Yang claimed that the two causatives are complete paraphrases in
their causative (as upposed to perrmissive) rcadings; the suffixal causa-
tive has an underlying higher verb ha [+cause] plus a lower verb. The
complementizer key i's present in the underlying structure and is deleted
in the derivation of the suffixal causative. The subject NP of the embedded
S is an Agent (in Fillmore's sensc) which is raised to the matrix 5, thereby
taking the surface casc marker cykey. According to Yang, the variations
in the surfacc case markers have no significance; two optional rules operate
to replace eykey by cither lul or ka with no semantic change.



C. Leg in favoring the first hypothesis, proposcd to derive the
two causatives from an abstract HA 'CAUCSE', According to Lece, scntences
such as (28) and {29) both ‘appcar' to entail the resultant state represcnted
by (30), and ‘they appear to be cognitively synonymous ... Therefore,
we come to the idea of positing in the underlying structurc an ahstract
proverb HA ., . ' (p. 130).

(28) ai-ka nun-lul nok-I-ess-ta,
'"The child melted the snow., !

(29) ai-xa nun-lul nok-key ha-css-ta,
'The child caused the snow to meclt, '

(30) nun-ka nok-css-ta,
"The snow melted, !

The abstract IIA is simply replaced by either the causative morpheme I
or a lexical ha, In the case of I-replacement, a prelexical predicate
raising transformation and ccrtain (unspeccified) constraints on lexical
insertion are to be imposed. The complementizer is inscrted transfor-
mationally for the ha-construction; the case markers were not discusscd.

The second hynothesis is that the two causatives are not para-
phrases, and accordingly two different underlying structures must be
assumcd., Park (1972:29-45) and Shibatani (MS) took this position but
on different grounds.

Park bascd his position on the observation that in the phrasal causa-
tive construction the subject NP is always indirectly involved in the
'process-action' of the verb, whereas in the suffixal the subject NP is
always dircctly involved. The determining factor in differentiating the
two types of constructions lics in the lexical items ha and I; the underlying
structur=s are identical in shapc--both higher verbs ha and I take a VP
complen ent, The complementizer key is considered to have no meaning
of its own but is introduced in the ulﬁe—rlying structure because it is
lexically conditioned,

Shibatani (ibid.) supported the second hypothesis and criticized
Yang <1 the ground that the phrasal causative is a linguistic structure
exprcssing a conceptualization of 2 serics of complex causc-and-effect
events with an cmbedded type underlying structure, whercas the suffixal
and lexical causatives!! are a linguistic expression of a conceptualization
of a single 'cohesive' event, Thus for the latter cases a simplex type
underlying structurc must be posited to repres. it a single event,

The views prescntzd above are major positions taken in the analysis
of Korean causatives., Although much work has becn done, there are
many unresolved issues, Therc are well-cxplicated but opposing positions
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recgarding topics such as the paraphrase rclations between the two typcs of
causatives and the decomposition of the suffixal causatives, Other topics,
however, such as the phenomenon of the surface case markers in causative
sentences have been given rclatively little attention. The following chapters
explore thc controversial arcas and seek answers to unresolved problems,

Notcs to Chapter 1

1. The observation of the ambiguity in (4) is credited to J. L. Aiorgan
(1969). For a dctailed discussion, sec Kac (1972) and Shibatani (1972).
Scntence (5) is given in Kac (p. 112), and re-cited in McCawley (1972:140),

2. The shapc of the causative suffix varies; it can be i, hi, ki, li, u,
etc., depcnding on the predicate to which it is attached. Apparcntly its
shape is not conditionc«d morphologically or semantically, The capital
letter I is used to designate the suffix, for convenience,

3. Various terms are used in other works (see scctien 1. 5): 'peri-
phrastic causative' (Shibatani), 'long-form causative' (Yang), and ‘ha- |
causative' (others) for the first type; ‘lexical causative' (Shibatani),
'short-form causative' (Yang), and 'I-causative' (others) for the second
type; the third type is either explicitly stated or implied as belonging to
the sccond type.

4. Martin's Yale Romanization (1967) is used in transcribing all Korcan "
examplcs in this work., |

An approximatc English gloss accompanics each lexical item on its
first appearance. No English translation cited is considered an cxact
equivalent of the Korcan sentence; literzal translations are given when nccessary,

The following abbreviations and notations are used:

TM = topic marker NP = noun phrase
SM = subjcct marker VP = verb phrase
OM = object marker N = noun
I0 = indircct object marker V = verb
T Hon = honorific marker Vint = intransitive verb
) Dcc = declarative marker Vir = transitive verb

Caus = causative * = ungrammatical

‘Pres = prescent tense Pass = passive

Comp = complementizer Past = past tense

5. The term 'agent' is used in the scnsc defined by Fillmore (1968:77):

the instigator of an cvent,

6. The sentences in (16) are taken from S. Lee (1970:44),




7. No assumplion is made here as to the possibility or impossibility
of decomposing these English lexical items. The English words melt
and cook can be viewed as belonging to the zero-suffix type in English,

8. Instead of ssuleci-key ha, ssule-ttuli can be used. -ttuliis a bound
morpheme meaning ‘causc' but used only with verbs designating 'falling’,
'tripping’, or 'breaking':

John-lul neme-ttuli ‘to make John fall'

John-1lul cappa-ttuli 'to make John fall on his back!’

John-1ul cphe-ttuli 'to make John fall flat on his face’

yuli-lul kkay-ttuli 'to break the glass'

9. Certain nouns (usually Sino-Korean) plus ha 'do' regularly form

verbs, naptuk 'understanding, realizing' with the verb ha forms the verb
'to understand, rcalize'. For thesc Ntha verbs, sikhi 'to cause'! can be
used instcad of ha-key ha, but the meaning may not be the same.

naptuk-ha-key ha / naptuk-sikhi

kongpu-ha-key ha / kongpu-sikhi

'study!
For an analysis of sikhi and its rclation to ha-kecy ha, see Yang (1972:
211-14) and C. Lec (1973b:142-7). Both trcat sikhi as being synonymous

to ha-key ha. P

’

10. The trce diagram is an approximation made by following Cook's
SD of the complementation of 'causative ha' transformation (1968:181).

11. The two are collectively called ‘lexical' by Shibatani.
/
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CHAPTER II
AN ANALYSIS OF TWO TYPES OF KOREAN CAUSATIVES

The issue of paraphrasc relation betwecen corrcsponding phrasal
and suffixal causatives and the icsue involving the decomposition of suffixal
causatives arc considered in this chapter, Implicational and presupposi-
tional properties togcther with some other properties are compared, and
it is argued that the two causatives arc sulficiently different to warrant the
positing of two separate underlying sources. The group treatments given
to the suffixal causatives by other works are questioned, and the suffixal
causatives are subclassified with the notion of 'agent' as determining factor,
It is claimed that only a subclass of suffixal causatives are decomposable,
and evidence supporting this conclusion is provided.

2.1 Phrasal vs. Suffixal causatives. There are two ways to express
cause to laugh' in Korcan: by using the phrasal causative construction as
in (3la), or by using the suffixal causative construction as in (31b).

(31) a. Chelsu-ka Yenghi-lul us-key ha-ess-ta.
SM OM laugh-Cmp Caus-Past-Dec
'Chelsu caused Yenghi to laugh.!

b. Chelsu-ka Yenghi-lul us-I-ess-ta.
laugh-Caus-Past-Dec
'Chelsu caused Yenghi to laugh. '

Semantically the two sentences are very close, despite the overt sftruc-
{ural differcnce. The causative us-I with the causative suffix -I has no

corresponding form in English except a hypothetical word such as "Taughize!,

That both scntences appear to be cognitively synonymous seems to favor
the hypothesis of deriving the suffixal and phrasal causatives from the
underlying source, However, Park (1972:33-42) pointed out that there is
a subtle but clear differcnce between the two causatives: phrasal causative
constructions involve indirect participation of the subject NP whercas the
suffixal construction involves a direct commitment, He prescnted the
following examples to support his conclusion,

(32) a. ?*mikun-ka welnam salam-lul M-16-ulo cuk-key ha-ess-ta.
Amecrican Vietnam people M-16-by die-Comp Caus
G. L means-of
'American G.I.'s caused the Vietnamese people to die by
means of M-16's,!

b. mikun-ka welnam salam-lul M.-16-ulo cuk-I-ess-ta,
'American G.I.'s killed the Viectnamese pcople with M=16's.!
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Park obscrves that the killing instrument fits well in (32b) where the subject
is dircctly committed to theprocess-action in gquestion, but it does not fit

in (32‘4) which requires the subject's indirect commitment, which is why

the scentence is unacceptable. The two sentences, therefore, arc not
paraphrases,

Shibatani (M:5-6) made a similar observation with respect to
direct and indircct causation and stated that 'it is not appropriate for me
to use ip-hi-ta "to dress' [suffixal] in recporting a situation where I wrote
a letter to my nudist friend in Scoul to the cffect that he should be more
decent and wear clothes. However, it is perf{ectly appropriatc for me to
use ip-key ha-ta 'to cause to get dressed" in the same situation, 11

In addition to the diffcrent contexts in which the two causatives are

. used, and somec clcar cascs in which the two constructions cannot be
considered synonymous, as discussed above, some properties of Iand ha
arc comparcd belcw and are considercd to be grounds for preferring the
hypothesis of deriving the two causatives from different underlying sources,

Property 1. The verb ha is 'non-implicative' in Karttunen's (1971)
sense of the term, while I has many of the implicative' propertics.
According to Karttuncn English verbs such as manage, remember (‘affirm-
ative' verbs), and fail ('negative' verbs) are 'implicative' in the scnse that
the truth of their complements are implied. For ecxample, (33a) implies
the truth of (33b).

(33) a. John managced to solve the problem,
b. John solved the problem.

If both the main S containing the implicative verb and its complement S
arc negated, the scntence obtains an affirmative rcading:

(34) a. John didn't managc not to solve the problem,
b. John solved the problem.

The 'abstract verb' I is in this scnsc implicative, for (35a) implies

the truth of (35b), and (36) with the two ncgatives gives the sentence an
affirmative rcading.

(25) a. ku-ka na-cykey kimchi-lul mck-I-css-ta.
he 1 cat Cause
'He caused mc to cat kimechi, !

b. na-ka kimchi-lul mek-css-ta.
'T ate kimchi,
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(36) ku-ka na-eykey kimchi-lul ani-mek-I-ci ani-hafess-ta,
Neg-cat-Caus-Comp Neg-do
'"He caused me to cat kimchi, !
{Lit, e did not cause me not to cat kimchi, )

Note that the literal Tnglish translation of (36) docs not have an affirmative
reading, but the Korcan sentence does, The property of I is different in
this regard from the property ¢f the English word causec, If the truth of the
complement proposition is denied, the scntence becomes semantically
anomalous, as in English sentence (37) and Korean sentence (38).

(37) *2?John managed to solve the problem, but he couldn't solve it.

(38) *?ku-ka na-eykey kimchi-lul mek-I-ess-una, na-ka (kimchi-1lul)
mek-ci ani-ha-css-ta,
'He made me cat kimchi, but I didn't eat (kimchi),*

The verb ha, on the other hand, is 'non-implicative’, The (a)
sentences in (39) and (40) do not necessarily imply the truth of the (b)
sentences, nor is scentence (4l) semantically anomalous.

(39) a. ku-ka na-eykey kimchi-lul mek-key ha-css-ta,
'He caused me to eat kimchi,'

b. na-ka kimchi-lul mek-ess-ta,
'T ate kimchi, '
(40)  a. ku-ka na-eykey kimchi-lul mek-key ha-ci ani-ha-css-ta,
'"He did not cause me to eat kimchi, !
b. na-ka kimchi-lul mek-ci ani-ha-ess-ta,
'I did not cat kimchi, '

(41) ku-ka na-eykey kimchi-lul mek-key ha-ess-una, na-ka (kimchi-lul)
ani-mek-ess-ta,
"(Although) he caused (=try to causc) me to eat kimchi, I didn't
eat any.'

Also note that this non-implicative property of ha is diffcrent from that of
the English cause, The English translation of (39a) implies (39b), but the
Korean scntence does not,

The implicative property of I but not ha, is also reflected in tense
and time adverbials; in (42), (a) implies (b), while (c) has two differcnt
time adverbials and is ungrammatical,

(42) a. ku-ka ecey na-eykey kimchi-lul mek-I-css-ta,
yesterday

b. na-ka ecey kimchi-lul mck-ess-ta.




c. *ku-ka ccey na-eykey onul kimchi-lul mek-I-ess-ta,
yesterday today

Ha may have its own timc adverbial different from that of its complement
sentencc, and it follows that the tenses in the matrix verb and the
embedded verb can be different,!?

(43)  ku-ka ecey na-eykey onul kimchi-lul mek-key ha-ess-ta,
'He did something yesterday which caused me to eat kimchi today. "
(Lit. He yesterday made me eat kimchi today, )

It appears that if the abstract HA ('CAUSE') is assumed {or both
ha and I, as C., Lce proposed (scc section 1.5.), the significant difference
between the 'implicative' and 'non-implicative! property of the two
causatives is not adcquately capturcd in the underlying structure. Further-
morec, the need to imposc certain constraints on lexical inscrtion disappears
if the two causatives are rccognized as having different underlying

sources.

Property 2. Some clear meaning diffcrences are observed betwecn
the two causatives in ncgative constructions. In (44) the negative adverb

s e

(44) 2. ku-ka na-eykey kimchi-lul mos-mek-I-ess-ta,
cannot eat-Caus

b. ku-ka na-cykey kimchi-lul mek-I-ci mos-ha-ess-ta,
eat-Caus Comp cannot
'He could not causc me to eat kimchi. !

Notice that the two sentcnces do not differ in mcaning, With ha, however,
the two scntences, (45) and (46), have different meanings depending upon
the position of mos 'cannot';

(45)  ku-ka na-eykey kimchi-lul mos-mek-key ha-css-ta,
cannot eat Comp Caus
'He did something so that I could not (or cannot) cat kimchi, !

(46)  ku-ka na-cykey kimchi-lul meltl-key_ ha-ci mos-ha-ess-~ta,
eat-Comp Caus-Comp cannot-do
'Tle could not cause me to cat kimchi.!

It is clear that the order of mos must be preserved in the phrasal
causative sentences, for the meaning would be changed otherwise., With
the suffixal causative sentcnces, as in (44), however, the negation ele-
ment docs not display the order-scopc constraints that one would expect it
to display. The two causatives clearly undcrgo differcnt derivational
processes, and recognizing the diffcrent propertics of I and ha, in this
respect, makes it possible to state the order-scopc constraints in genecral




terms, That is, if the proposal made in this thesis (sec scction 3, 4,1)
that verb-raising applics only to the 'pure! auxiliary verbs is correcct, the
order-scopc constraints can simply be stated to apply to those verbs that
are not 'pure'’ auxiliary verbs., An attempt to derive the two causatives
from the samc underlying source, thercfore, mercly complicates the
grammar by necessitating the imiposition of additional derivational con-
straints on the phrasal causative constructions, which would be in any
casc predictable,

Property 3. The two causatives are different in their presupposi-
tional propertics. The following sentences and the subsequent discussion
are based on C, Lee (19732:384-5),3

(47) Chelsu-ka kil-1ul cop-kecy ha-ess-ta,
road narrow
'Chelsu caused the road to be narrow, !

(48) Chelsu-~ka kil-1lul cop-I-css-ta.
'Chelsu narrowed the road,'!

Sentencc (48) presupposes, but does not assert, the existence of the road.
The presupposition of the previous existence of the road, i.e. 'thercisa
road’', does not changc under negation (Chelsu-ka kil-lul cop-I-ci ani-ha-
ess-ta. 'Chelsu did not narrow the road.'). Contrary to (48), (47) does
not presuppose the cxistence of the road and 'the causation can occur at the
time of crecation or building of the road (ox even before that)!' (p. 385),
The verb ha in (47) can mean 'make' (build), 'crcate', etc., and in this
scnsc it is a creation verb which entails the road's coming into being, but
does not presupposc its cxistence, I and ha thus have basically differcnt
propcertics,

Property 4. The verb ha can include various meanings such as
lcause, force, make, permit, and enable’, dcpending on cither the intention
of the causal agent to carry out the act, or the nature (or inherent features)
of the object. The fact that ha must occur with a complementizer which has
a meaning 'in a way so that' (see section 3.3) also secms to be responsible
for these various micanings. For example, sentence (49) has a natural
interpretation of enabling, not of permitting,

(149) uysa-ka talipyengsin-lul ket-key ha-ess-ta.
doctor cripple walk-Comp Caus
'The doctcr made (it possible for) the cripple (to) walk.' (The
doctor did somecthing in such a way that the cripple could walk, )

This interprctation of (49) is mostly due to the features of talipyengsin
'‘cripple’, for othcr objccts such as na 'I' can be substitued and the sentence
could have any of the various interpretations the verb ha allows,




By contrast, the abstract causative I does not have the mcanings
of enabling. If key-ha in (49) is changed to I, as in (50), it has only the
rcading of forcing or making the cripple walk,

(50) uysa-ka talipyengsin-lul ket-I-css-ta,
'The doctor caused the cripple to walk, !

(50) lacks the interpretation of 'providing circumstances for'. An
adverbial, tasi 'again', if inserted in (19), gives the sentence more of
an ‘cnabling' interpretation, but in (50) the rcading bec ,mes more of
'forcing' in the sense of 'insisting upon’.

While therc are other properties that could be presented to
diffcrentiate ha from I, those mentioned in the preceding section scem
suificient to warrant the positing of two separate causatives for Korcan.

2.2 Dccomposition of suffixal causatives, A number of treatments
of Korcan suffixal causatives (e.g. Song 1967; H. Lecec 1970; Yang 1972;
Park 197z; C. Lee 19732, b) have concluded that 2 complex underlying
structure is appropriate. Shibatani (MS), on the other hand, has argued
for a2 simplex underlying structure.

Supporting evidence provided by Shibatani concerns cases involving
ambiguity in a given scntence. He presented and compared some phrasal
and suffixal caus~tive constructions, and came to the conclusion that
phrasal causative sentences, which are cicarly embedded type construc-
tions, exhibit ambiguities in relation to the scope of adverbial modification,
while suffixal causatives do not. Thus, (and as another counterexample
to the generative semanticists' proposed lexical derivation (c.g. Lakoff
1965; McCawley 1968a, b, 1972)), Shibatani contends that Korean suffixal
causatives do not come from a2 complex underlying structure.

Shibatani's conclusion, however, is very questionable; there arc
many suffixal causative sentences that do not confirm his position, It
was noted in Chapter I that some suffixal causative constructions have
two rcadings, and it is discussed below as a background for further
analysis of suffixal causatives.

2.2.1 Subclassification of suffixal causatives. The sentences in
(51) have two possible rcadings. In re~ding (ii), ai is an agent, while
in recading (i) it is not.

(51) a. emcni-ka ai-cykey os-lul ip-I-ess-ta,
mother child clothes wear-Caus
i 'Mother dressed the child. !
ii 'Mother made the child wear the clothes. !
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b. emcni-ka ai-cykey os-1lul pes-I-ess-ta,
take off-
i 'Mother undressed the child, !
ii 'Mother madc the child take off the clothes. !

c. emcni-ka ai-cykey sinpal-lul sin-I-css-ta,
put on-

i 'Mother put the shoes on the child. !

ii  'Mother madc the child put on the shoecs.

d. cmeni-ka ai-cykey sakwa-lul mck-I-css-ta,
apple eat

i ‘'Mother fed the child the apple.

ii 'Mother madec the child cat the apple.

Compare (51) with (52) where cach scentence has only one rcading, with
ai as an agent,

(52) a. emeni-ka ai-cykey chayk-lul ilk-I-ess-ta,
book read
'Mother made the child rcad the book. !

b. cmeni-ka ai-eykey kul-lul ssu-I-css-tz,
letters write
'Mother madc the child write the lctters. !

c. cmeni-ka ai-cykey pj-rlay-lul nel-I-ess-~ta,
laundry  sprcad
'Mother made the child spread the laundry.!

d. cmeni-ka ai-cykey inhyeng-lul tul-I-css-ta,
doll hold
'Mother made the child hold the doll, '

In both (51} and (52), cykey may be replaced by lul, and tkc agentive and
non-agentive rcadings remain the same. That is, (51) still has two readings
and (52) one reading. A possible scmantic differcnce between the eykey and
lul constxuctions will be discussecd in Chapter III.

There is another group of suffixal causatives whose behavior is still
differcnt from thosc in either (51) or (52). :

(53) a. emeni-ka ai-eykey meli-lul kam-I-css-ta. 5
hair wash (hair)
"Mother made the child wash her hair.!

b. emeni-ka ai-eykecy son-lul ssis-I-ess-ta,
hand wash
'Mother made the child wash her hands.!

c. emeni-ka ai-eykey meli-lul pis-I-css-ta,
comb
'‘Mother madc the child comb her hair.!

20




The sentences in (53) are similar to the sentences in (52) (e.g. with
causatives ilk-I 'make someonc read', tul-I 'make someonc hold’, ctc. )
in that there is only one rcading and the cykey-phrase must be an agent.
But (53) is also similar to (5i), for when eykey is replaced by lul, as in
(54), the sentences have a reading corresponding to reading (i) of (51),
i.e. ai 'child' no longer is an agent but rather emeni 'mother! becomes
the only agent of the sentence.

(54) a. emeni-ka ai-lul meli~lul kam-I-ess-ta,
'Mother washed the child's hair.*

b. emeni-ka ai~lul son-lul ssis-I-ess-ta,
"Mother washed the child's hands. !

c. emeni-ka ai-lul meli-lul pis-I-css-ta,
*Mother combed the child's hair, '

Song (1967) called the cavsatives 'obviative! if the eykey-phrase
is 'destinative' (i.c. non-agentive). Thus Song classified verbs such as
thosec in (51) and (54) as obviative verbs and the suffix -1 as an 'obviative
affix'. He stated that the obviative causatives (an obviative verb plus

an obviative affix) constitute a subsct of the sct of causatives because
the 'obviative affix' and the ‘causative affix' (which happen to be homo-
phonous) are two differcnt aspects of a single function of the causative
formative. His definitions for causative relations are paraphrasecd
below (p. 197).

Ordinary causative reclations:

A causes (makes, lets, ...) B to do something;
which is equivalent to,

A causes X by (or through) B.

Obviative causative relations:

A does something to (or on) B;
which is equivalent to,

A causes X to (or on) B.
From these definitions, he formulated a generalized transformation 7
which derived all the suffixal causatives from complex underlying sou:.es.

Although Song's distinction is insightful, there is no need to recog -~
nize 'causative I' and 'obviative I'. Once two rcadings are recognized
with respect to the eykey-phrase, I need not be considered as two homo-
nymous forms or even as being ambiguous. The meaning diffcrence
arises in the cykey-phrase, not inI. Itis not only counterintuitive to
assign two meanings to [, but also the propertics of I presented earlier
in this -hapter apply in identical fashion to the obviatives.
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The diffcrent types of suffixal causatives discussed so far are
illustrated below. The subjecct NP is always an agent with respect to a
hypothetical higher verb 'cause'; who the agent is with respect to the 'lower’
verb is the important differentiating factor,

Examples

ip-I] .
Group I pes-1 Reading (i): subject NP is the only agent.
sin-I ('obviatives')
mek-I | Reading (ii): objcct NP is an agent,
ilk-I]
ssu-I . . .
Group II nel-I Only one reading: object NP is an agent,
tul-I |
kam-1] (i) object NP is an agent with eykey-phrase.
Group III ssis-I (ii) subject NP is the only agent with lul-phrase,
pis-I] ('obviatives')

The causatives subclassified above have three-place predicates,
and the criterion used was whether or not the subject,NP was the only agent
of the sentence. The same criterion applies to and plays an important role’
in subclassifying the two-place predicates as well.

(55) emeni-ka ai-lul cha-ey tha-I-css-ta.
mother-SM child-OMi car-on get on board-Caus
i 'Mother loaded ti:e child on the car,'!
ii 'Mother made the child get on the car.'

Similar to the verbs of Group I (ip-I 'dress; make someone get dressed’)
the two-place predicate tha-Iin (55) also has two readings. Corresponding
to Group II are the sentences in (56) where ai must be an agent,

(56) a. emeni-ka ai-lul us-I-ess-ta.
laugh
'Mother made the child laugh. '

b. emeni-ka ai~lul ca-I-ess-ta.
slecp
"Mother made the child sleep,’

Lul in (56) may also be replaced by eykey. (57), on the other hand, has
only one reading; a reading such as '"Mother made the child go up on the
roof' is not possible,

(57) a, emeni-ka ai-lul cipung-ey olu-I-ess-te,
roof-on go up
'"Mother [lifted and] put the child on the roof,'
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b. emcni-ka ai-lul cipung-eysc nayli-I-ess-ta.
from comc down
'Mother brought the child down from the roof.'

The causatives in (57) correspond to Group III (ii). Other verbs belonging
to this group arc nok-I 'melt' ¢ nd cuk-I 'kill'; lul may not be replaced by
cykey, and the subject NP ic il ¢ agent.

Suffixal causatives can thus be divided roughly into two classes:
one in which the subject NP is the sole agent, ancd thec other in which the
object NP can also bc an agent, Song's term 'obviative' wil. be adopted
herc to refer to the former class of causatives, and 'agentive! for the
latter class,

2.2.2 Agentives as complex structures, It is clcar that certain
suffixal causative constructions have both an agentive and an obviative
reading. In the preceding section the object NP of a sentence with the
agentive reading was said to be an agent. That is, at least semantically |
the object NP must be an agent in or ler to carry out the act of 'rcading’,
'writing', 'putting on clothes', ctc. It may not necessarily follow, however,
that the agentive suffixal causatives should be decomposed. Although the
English translations given for the agentive rcadings (c.g. 'Mother made
the child read the book') imply that the object NP must be an agent, it
could be viewed as 'Mother cause-read the child the book' with cause-rcad
as one word. In favor of having simplex underlying structures for suffixal
causatives, Shibatani (MS) argued that the cbject NP in suffixal causative
sentences can never be an agent, regardlcess of the nature of the verbs
involved. For cxampic, in the suffixal causative us-I 'cause to smile'
(or, morc appropriately, 'cause-smile'), smiling is an activity, and the
onc who is cngaged in the act of smiling must be considcred an agent,

But he stated that, 'this turns out to be a case where the linguist's
rationality clashes with the reality of a working grammar' (p. 6) and
concluded that suffixal causative scntences bechave, grammatically, as if
there is only one agent.

While a siinplex underlying structurc may be appropriatc for the
cases Shibatani examined, not all suffixal causatives behave the same way -
grammatically or semantically. Sentences with the agentive rcading have
agent objects, and for thesc sentences embedded underlying structures
are requircd. In addition to the semantic reasons mentioned thus far
(i.e. two agents in one sentence), six syntactic arguments supporting
this conclusion are given below. The first four arguments have to do
with the scope of adverbs, and the last two arguments concern the ‘tests
for the prescence of embedded subjects?,




Argument 1, Shibatani stated (M3:7) that for a structurc having
two undcrlying events with two agents, if a manner adverbial modifics the
two different cvents, there is ambiguity as to which event the adverbial
modifics. As is the case with the phrasal causative construction (582),
the suffixal causative construction (58b) is also ambiguous,

(58) a. emcni-ka ai-cykey chayk-lul ppalli ilk-key ha-ess-ta.
quickly
"Mother made the child read the book quickly, '’

b. ecmeni-ka ai-cykey chayk-lul ppalli ilk-I-ess-ta,
guickly
"Niother made the child read the book quickly, '

In both sentences ppalli 'quickly’ can modify either the event in which the
mother is quick in making the child rcad the book, or the event in which
the child's action of rcading the book is quick, Other manncr adverbs can
be used and the samec argument applies, but, depending on the kind of
adverb, it may be more natural to associate the adverb with one event
rather than the other, Consider chenchenhi 'slowly': it is more natural
to associate slowness with the act of frcading’ than with ‘causing to rcad’,

Argument 2, McCawley (1972:142-4) illustratcd the decomposition
of Japanese lexicalized causatives with durational time adverbials which
modify not the entirc clause but part of the complement of a hypothetical
vert of causation. The following Japanese scntence is taken from McCawley.

{59) Boku wa musuko o gakkd ni sibaraku nokosita.
I son school for a while left
'I left my son at the school for a while. '

McCawley stated that the adverb 'for a while'! is 'the length of time that the
son is to be in school, not the length of time over which my action of
leaving him therc takes place', The Japancsc nokos- 'kave behind' has a
corresponding intransitive verb nckor- ‘remain’,

A parallel linc of argument applies to Korcan suffixal causatives.

(60) emeni-ka ai-eykey ppalkan-os-lul olaytongan ip-I-ess-ta,
rcd dress for a long timec
i '"Mother dressed the child with the red dress for a long time, !
ii 'Mother made the child wear the red dress for a long time, ',

olaytongan 'for a long time' in reading (i) rcfers to the length of time over
which mother's dressing the child took place, but in reading (ii) it also
refers to the length of time that the child is wearing the red dress., Other
durational time adverbs such as tusikantongan ‘for two hours', ithulkan
'for two days', ctc., can be used with the same result:

)
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(61) cmeni-ka sikmo-cykey teleun cepci-lul tusigantongan takk-I-ess-ta.

maid dirty dish for two hours
'NMother made the maid wash the dirty dishes for two hours. '

The fact that thesc adverbs may modify only the lower verbs thus shows
that the suffixal causatives can be decomposed.

Argument 3, A scope ambiguity arising from the instrumental
adverbial phrase is further cvidence for the embedding analysis of the
suffixal causative construction,

(62) a. emcni-ka ai-cykey khal-lo koki-lul ssecl-I-css-ta,
knife-with meat cut
'NMother made the child cut the meat with the knife, *

b. kulayse ai-ka kulekhey ha-ess-ta,
SO that way do
'So the child did so.'!

c. kulayse ai-ka kep-i-na-se kulckhey ha-ess-ta,
be scared
4So the child got scared and did so.'

(622) has two rcadings: the obvious one is, of course, that the mother
instructed the child in such a way as to make the child cut the meat with

the knife; the other (an unlikely one) is the case where the mother is
threatening the child with a knife in her hand in order to make the child

cut the meat, (62b) illustrates the situation resulting from the former
rcading, and (62c) the latter, The scopc differcnce of the adverbial
modification can be accounted for by providing the two underlying structures:

(i} (emeni (ai koki khal-lo ssecl) I-ess-ta)
(ii) (emeni khol-lo (ai koki ssecl) I-ess-ta)

Observe the grammaticalness of (63) in which the adverbial phrasc
appears twice,

(63)  emeni-ka khal-lo ai-eykey koki-lul khal-lo ssel-I-ess-ta,

If (63) were to be a simplex sentence, khal-lo ‘with the knife! would be
associated with the subject NP emeni only, and (63) would be ungrammatical,
since an instrumental adverbial associated with a cingle subject appears
twice, (62) is not ungrammatical, for the second appearance of khal-lo

is associated with the subject of the embedded sentence 2ai. Analyzing

(63) as a simplex construction fails, therefore, to explain why the

scntence with two instrumental adverbials is still grammatical,

<3 . . .
Argument 4, There are two locative adverbial elements in Korcan:
-eyse ‘'at, in, on' which marks dynamic location, and -ey ‘at, in, on'
which marks the stative location. Suffixal causatives do not occur with -ey.
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(64) emeni-ka pang-cyse (¥-ey) ai-eykey pap-lul mek-I-ess-ta,
room-in
i 'Mother made the child eat the rice in the room,'
ii 'Mother fed the child rice in the room.,'

Reading (i) of (64) is ambiguous becausc of the scope of the modification
of pang-eyse; it can refer to the place it whirh the child's eating of rice
occurred, or wherc the mother's making the child eat the rice took place,
But in (65) -ey appears, and since only the dynamic locative adverbial
-eyse can modify the suffixal causatives, the ey-phrase must be modifying
only the lower verb,

(65) emeni-ka sikmo-cykey matang-ey ppallay-lul nel-I-ess-ta,
maid garden-in laundry spread
'Mother made the maid spread the laundry in the garden.'

matang-ey 'in the garden' modifies nel; the mother's making the maid
spread the laundry is not what is taking place in the garden., Without
decomposing nel-I into ncl plus I, the occurrence of matang-ey cannot
be explained,

Argument 5. This argument is based on the phenomenon of Korcan
reflexivization, ® The Korean reflexive pronoun caki 'self' is corefercntial
with the subject of a sentence. That is, the antecedent must be the subject
of a sentence, Japanese reflexivization is similar to that of Korean in this
respect (see N, LicCawley 1972; aiso see Shibatani 1972:132-4, 1973:359-¢0
for Japanese, and MS:14~6 for Korean). caki has no render distinction but
is restricted to human nouns,

(66) a. Chelsu-ka Yenghi-eykey caki-lul calang-ha-ess-ta,
' brag about
'Chelsu bragged about himself to Yenghi,'

b, Yenghi-ka Chelsu-cykey caki-lul calang-ha-ess-ta,
"Yenghi bragged about herself to Chelsu, !

Korean reflexivization is different from English reflexivizat.on ir that
Korean caki normally is coreferential with the subject of a sentenc :,
whereas himself can be corefercntial with either a direct or, indirect
object of a sentence, The following English sentences arc ambiguous
with respect to the antecedent of himseclf:

(67) a. John tcld George about himself,
b. John talked to George about himself,
Such ambiguity does not ecxist in Korecan,

(68) Kim-ssi-ka Pak-ssi-eykey caki-cy tayhaye iyaki-ha-ess-ta,
Mr, Mr, about talk do
'Mr. Kim talked to Mr. Park about himself."'

31




D=

Since caki can refer to the subject NP of any dominating S, i.e,
reflexivization can take place across clause boundaries, ! caki can bring
about an ambiguity if a sentence has a complex underlying structure with
two subjects,

(69) Pak-ssi-ka caki-lul salang-ha-nun yeca wa kyclhon-ha-ess-ta.
love do Cmp woman with marriage
i 'Mr, Park-married the woman whom he loves,!
ii 'Mr. Park married the woman who loves herself,?
With the relative clause embedded in (69), the antecedent of caki can be
either yeca 'woman' or Pak-ssi 'Mr. Park'. This fact is shown in the
following highly simplified underlying structurcs.

(70) i) (Pak-ssi yeca (Pak-ssi yeca salang-ha) wa kyelhon-ha-ess-ta)

ii) (Pak-ssi yeca (yeca yecca salang-ha) g Wa kyelhon-ha-ess~ta) S

[-3
If the suffixalcausative constructions come from a complex source

with two underlying subjects, the same typc of ambiguity with respect to
caki would be expected, and it is indeed the case,

(71) sensayng-ka haksayng-eykey caki-mes-taylo cakmun-lul ssu-I-ess-ta,
teacher student self-style-with essay
'The tcacher made the student write an essay in self's own style. !

caki in (71) is ambiguous; it could refer to either sensayng or haksayng.
In the former reading, the teacher is making the student write an cssay
following the teacher's own way of writing, and in the latter, the student
writes with his own style.

(72) emeni-ka ai-eykey caki-uy meli-lul kam-I-ess-ta,
'"Mother made the child wash sclf's hair, !

caki-uy 'self's' is also ambiguous in (72).

Argument 6, Korean has an honorific element §_i_which reflects
the speaker's deferential attitude ('I respect you') to a person mentioned
as the subject of a proposition. This subject is not to be confusced with
the performative predicate of the speaker. siis inserted immediately
after the verbal stem:

(73) emeni-ka chayk-lul sa-si-ess-ta.
mother book buy-Hon .
'Mother bought a book,' (with the speaker's deference to Mother)

In a complex proposition with two underlying subjects, si appears twice
if the speaker respeccts both subjects, This is shown in the phrasal
causative construction in (74).




{74) Kim-kyosu-ka Pak-kyosu-cykey chayk-lul ilk-si-key ha-si-ess-ta.
Prof. Prof, Cmp
"Prof. Kim made Prof., Park read the book.' (with the speaker's
deference to both professors)

Such speaker's defercnce is also reflected in the surface case markerc;
ka (SM) is replaced by kkeyse (SM with honor), eykey (IO) by kkey (IO
with honor). Thus (75) is more appropriate than (74) when si is used:

(75) Kim-kyosu-kkeyse Pak-kyosu-kkey chayk-lul ilk-si-key ha-gi-ess-ta,
(same recading as (74))

(74-75) is clearly a complex propositional construction with two subjects;
Prof. Kim is the subject of the verb ha, and Prof. Park of the verb ilk.
The fact that si docs not appear after the verb stem if the I-suffix follows,
yet may ap car after the suffix, might be construed as an argument against
deriving suffixal causative constructions from a complex underlying source.

(76) a. *Kim-kyosu- kl\cyfsc Pak-kyosu-kkey chaylk-lul ilk-si-I-si-css-ta.
b. Kim-kyosu-kkeyse Pak-kyosu-kkey chayk-lul ilk- I si-ess-~ta,

However, observe that kkey, which shows the speaker's deference toward
Prof. Park, still remains in (76b). This partly implics that with Prof.
Park's status of the subject or agent of the verb ilk unchanged, si must
have been deleted. Delction or 'neutralization' of si is a common pheno-
menon in a construction in which more than one predicate is involved. (77
below, for example, is a complex construction involving three predicates
with thrce si's.

(77) emeni-ka cang-ey ka-si-e-se sayngsen-lul sa-si-e-se kuk-lul
market go-‘-Ion-anm fish buy Hon-and soup
kkuli-si-ess-ta,
boil-Hon-Past-Dec

(77), however, is very unnatural, and the first two si are normally dele-
ted, leaving only one si after the last predicate. Thus, a sentence has
only onc si is not an indication that the sentence has a simplex underlying
structure with one subject, as Shibatani contends, nor is a blocking device,
as proposcd by Yang, to constraint the appcarance of si before the suffix

I a necessary onc.

2.2.3 Cbviatives as simplex structures. The arguments which
provide solid justification for the embedding analysis of the agentive suffixal
causatives, such as the scope of adverbial modification and reflexivization,
work at the same time against the embedding analysis for obviative causa-
tives. For example, manner adverbs would refer to objects if the objects
were agents (G. Lce 1970:42-3), but unlike in agentive constructions,
manner adverbs such as ppali 'quickly' refer only to subjects in obviative
constructions, -
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If obviatives werc derived from complex structurcs, we would
expect the scope of the adverb kecin 'almost! to vary in (78), thus creating
ambiguities,

(78) a, kangdo-ka salam-lul cuk-I-css-ta,
thief man
"The thief killed the man.*

b, kangdo-ka salam-lul kecin cuk-I-css-ta,
'The thicf almost killed the man, '

The scope of keein 'almost', however, does not vary; kecin modifics the
compound verb cuk-I, not just cuk 'die' or -I 'cause'. Thus, the ecvent
of killing has already started and ended (unsuccessfully) and it neces-
sarily follows that the man is almost dead as wecll, (78b) does not have
the meaning ‘the thicf almost [caused the man to dic]’, wherc the causing
action has not even happened. For such a case, the defective noun ppen
plus the verb ha 'come near; narrowly miss' must be used to express
the situ:tion: ’

(79) kando-ka salam-lul cuk-I;1 ppen ha-css-ta,
Comp come near
'The thicf came near killing the man,'
('The thief almost killed the man., ')

If kecin 'almost' is inserted in (79), thc expression becomes cither
redundant or emphatic, but it still lacks thc ambiguity one might expcct,
This is, thercforc, a strong evidence indicating that obviatives are not
derived from complex structures,

Obviatives, morcover, rcprecsent a single event with one action
(cf. Fodor 1970 and Shibatani MS, as discusscd in scction 1,2), As an
illustration, consider (80), with the obviative kam-I 'to wash',

(80) a. cmeni-ka ai-lul meli-lul kam-I-ess-ta,
'"Mother washed the child's hair,’

Since meli 'hair' only refers to the child's, ai-lul mecli-lul is cquivalent
to ai-uy ('s) meli-lul; the first lul can be replaced by the possessive
morpheme uy:

b, emeni-ka ai-uy meli-lul kam-I-css-ta,
S
'"Mother washcd the child's hair,!

Compare (b) with (c) which lacks the suffix I,

c., cmeni-ka caki-uy meli-lul kam-css-ta,
sclf's
'‘Mother washed her hair,!




The causative kim-I in (80a-b) is no different from kam in (c) as far as
the action of washing is concerned, for Mother does the washing in both

cases., 3ince (c) is clearly a single cvent with kam as onc action, sois
(a-b) with kam-1.

Suppose that kam-I were to be decomposed by regarding it as a
changc of state verb. It appcars, then, that kam in (80c) should also be
decomposed, for if 'Mother causcd the child's hair to become washed' is
a plausible analysis of (b), then analyzing (c) as 'Mother caused her hair
to become washed' is also plausible. This mcans that kam is to be decom-
posed into kam plus I, where the decomposed version is more complicated
than the original one. Morcover, kam-c ci '‘become washed' in the
'embedded! clausc is not grammatical, but rather, kam-I-e ci is. But
it brings about a difficulty in decomposing, since I appears again in the
tembedded! clausec, as is the case with other obviatives, This necessi-
tatcs the embedded verb to be decomposcd again, thus creating an uncending
series of decomposition,

A varicty of cvidence prescnted in this chapter clearly shows that
the agentives arc derived from a complex underlying source, and the obvia-
tives from a simplex onc. It is thus claimed here that the causative suffix
-Iis a part of singlc lexical items for the obviatives; whereas it is a
scparate higher verb for the agentives.

Nntes to Chapter II

1. In making comparisons between the two types of causatives, the
examples of suffixal causatives cited by both Park and Shibatani arc what
Song (1967) has called the ‘obviatives' (sce section 1, 5), i,e, ip-I 'to dress'
rather than 'to causc to get dressed', However, all suffixal causatives are
used only in the context of dircct causation; ip-I 'to cause to get dressed

(or 'causc-wecar')' is still more dircct than ip-key ha 'to cause to get dressed,

2, This ha after N2g would be like the nglish do as in 'I do not like
it', although not cveryonc would agrecc with this view,

3. The English translations given in the examples might not capture
the presuppos.tional differences of Korean; it is not clcar whether the
English phrase causc to be narrow and the English verb narrow differ in
presupposition,

1. This conclusion is not that of C, Lec's, who proposed to posit the
same source for both I and ha,

5. Vhosc hair is referred to is ambiguous because of the complete
absence (dcletion) of the coreferential NP in the Korcan scntence. Ina
simplex sentcnce such as (A), meli can only refer to the child's hair:




(A) ai-ka meli-lul kam-ess-ta,
'The child washed her hair.!

Thedelcetion of the corcferential object NP (or the posscssor of the object
NP) is almost obligatory with verbs like kam., The ambiguity in (53)

is not rclevant to the prescnt discussion. Korcan reflexivization is
discussecd in section 2.2, 2,

6. Sce Chapter II of C., Lee's thesis (1973b) for a more extensive
treatment of Korecan reflexivization,

7. There may also be cascs in English where reflexivization can take
place across clausc boundaries, This apparently is the casec when
'picture nouns' such as description of, picture of, etc. are involved., For
a summary of the arguments related to this issue, see Howard and
Niyckawa-Howard (to appear).

8. This is not to :laim that ai (or emeni) -uy meli 'child's (or
mother's) hair' may not have its own complex underlying source.

CHAPTER III
SEMATITIC GSTRUCTURE OF KOREAN CAUSATIVES

The significance of casc markers in causative contexts is inves-
tigated in this chap“cr. Despite the assumption shared by recent generative
works that causative constructions which vary only in object case markers
are synonymous, it is shown that such synonymy is not found; meaning
varics as the case markers vary, In this regard, the frequent claim that
subject-raising operates in causative constructions is found to be unjustified
on both syntactic and semantic grounds. A possible method of making
scemingly subtle semantic distinction between different causative construc-
tions is suggested, and a proposal is made for the appropriate semantic
structures for Korean causative constructions,

3,1 Surface casc markers in causative constructions. The
following sets of examples illustrate the case markers for the object NP
which may occur in the suffixal (8l) and phrasal (82) causative construc-
tions,

us-~-I-ess-ta,

[“ka (SM) )
(81) na-ka kui-. lul (OM)
i cykey (IO)‘;
I he laugh-Caus

'T caused him to laugh,'®




fka )

(82) na-ka kui- Mul !lus—kcy ha-ess-ta,
{,cykcy,\ Comp Caus

'I caused him to laugh,'

The variation in markers as shown above is possible regardless of the
transitivity or intransitivity of the lower verbs, Therc seems to be onc
general constraini on eykey in both typcs of causatives--it is allowed only
with human (or personmfied) NP's,

{ ka 3
(83) kwahakca-ka pi- § lul ' o-key ha-css-ta,
rain {*eykey ' come

'The scientist causedthe rain to come down,'*

1 ka 3 - !

(81) na-ka kay-:¢ lul o-key ha-css-ta,
dog i??eykcy; come
'I causcd the dog to come, '’

The following sections investigate the phenomenon of case markers;

special attention is given to the occurrence of ka in phrasal causative
constructions,

3.1.1 Previous trcatments of casc markers, There has becen no

controversy in accounting for the variation in case markers, for no one has

trcated it in any detail except Yang (1972) .1 Other analyscs (c.g. Cook
1968, Park 1973, C. Lecc 1973b) simply raise the embedded subject into

the objecct position of the matrix S by way of subject-raising, then an appro-

priate case marker (depending on the (in)transitivity of the lower verb)
is attached by transformation, This method is applicd to both typcs of
causatives,

H. Lece's analysis differs slightly from the others in that subject-
raising operatcs only i{ the lower verb is5 intransitive, If the lower verb
is transitive, he provides an extra NP in the matrix S and the
embedded subject is deleted by way of £qui-NP deletion, His underlying
structure is roughly as follows (1970:119-20):

(85) a. na-(ka) [2i-(ka) us] I-css-ta
I child laugh

b, na-(ka) ai-(cykey) [ai-(ka) pap-(lul) mek] I-ess-ta
rice cat

This treatment, like the others, still fails to predict the appearance of
cykey with the intransitive causative and lul with the transitive causative.

-
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Yang's analysis (1972:203-8) agrces with the others so far as the
subject raising rule is concerncd. In his underlying structure, the
embedded subject for causatives is an Agent ('instigator of an event!), 2
The phrasal causative construction is the underlying structure from which
the corresponding suffixal causative is derived, (86) approximates Yang's
postulated underlying structurc for both (8l) and (82):

(86) na [kui us-ess-ta] key ha-ess-ta
s s
I he laugh

The embedded subject NP is raised to the matrix S and takes the Agent
marker eykey. An optional 'Accusative Intrusion' rule may replace cykey
with lul, In order to account for the Nominative marker ka in the phrasal
causative construction, the following optional rule is postulated (p. 208):

(87) SCM [special case rarking] for Long-Form [phrasal]
Causatives (opt)

SD: [NP + K] + [NP - Agt], - X +ha+Y
A A —
[+cause]
1 2 3

sC: 1,2,3, =1, Nom, 3

Notice that under this proposal all raised NP's are allowed to
take the marker eykey. This proposal thus incorrectly predicts that pi
'rain' in (83) with eykey is grammatical. The optional lul-replacement
rule also incorrectly predicts that sentences such as (88) and (89) with
kui-eykcy and ai-eykey are grammatical,

Ilul 7

- ( 88) na-ka kui- l {cuk-I-ess-ta.

L..Peykcy.\ dic
'I killed him,'
.+ 1ul -
(89) na-ka ai-’ s ovke tcipung-cy olu-I-ess-ta,
VIEYREYS roof-to go up
'I put {causc-go up) the child on the roof.'

3.2 Proposcd treatment of casc markers. While all of the analyses
presented above assume that the three case markers are transformationally
rclated and that they are the products of subject-raicing, there is strong
reason ‘o doubt this assumption. In the remainder of this scction syntactic
and semantic evidence will be prescented which indicates that the _c_:_y_l(‘gx/_l_g_l-
and ka-constructions are basically different. Also, differences between
the cykey- and lul-constructions will be delineated.

.3.2.1 eykey/lul vs, ka,

Equi-NP deletion, For scntences with complement verbs such as

mal-ha ‘tell’, Equi-NP delction d~lctes the embedded subject NP which

is coreferential with the object NP in the matrix S,
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(90) a. emeni-ka Yengsu-eykey [cal ha-ess-ta] -ko mal-ha-css-ta,
Mother told Yengsu that he did well. !

b. emeni-ka Yengsu-cykey [ku-ka cal ha-css-ta] -ko mal-ha-css-ta.
mother he well do-Past -Comp tell
'Mother told Yengsu that he did well, !

D.S. [emeni-(ka) Yengsu-(cykey) [Yengsu-(ka) cal ha-ess-ta]
ko mal-ha-css-ta] s s

In (90a) the embedded subject Yengsu has been deleted, being coreferential
with Yengsu in the matrix S. (90b) shows that Equi-NFP deletion is not
fully obligatory; Yengsu is replaced by the pronoun ku ‘he’.

Notice that the causative sentences (9la-b) also have the pronoun
ku and arc grammatical.

(91) a. na-ka Yengsu-eykey ku-ka kuk-lul kkuli-key ha-css-ta,
b. na-ka Yengsu-lul ku-ka kuk-lul kkuli-key ha-ess-ta.
c.*na-ka Yengsu-ka ku-ka kuk-lul kkuli-key ha-ess-ta.

'I caused Yengsu to boil the soup.'

The grammaticalness of (9la-b) with the presence of the pronoun ku shows
the possibility that Yengsu is present in the matrix S in the underlying
structurc and is the antecedent for ku. The ungrammatical sentence (9lc)
indicates that eykey/lul and ka could not be related by an optional transfor-
mation since if cither cykey or lul in (9la-b) is replaced by ka, the resulting
sentence is (9lc). If it is the case the the eykey/lul phrase is in the

matrix S, then the ka-phrase cannot be.

Adverbials., In complex constructions some adverbs may modify
cither the matrix verb or the lower verb, possibly creating ambiguity.

(92) nan-nun ku-eykey cacu nolleo-lako mal-ha-ess-ta,
I TM he often visit Comp tell
i) 'I often tcld him to visit me.'
ii) 'I told him to visit me often,

In (92) Equi-NP delction deleted the embedded subject ku-(ka) 'he’. The
adverb cacu ‘often' may modify either of the two verbs, thus making (92)
ambiguous.

Supposc that the ka, evkey, and lul-phrases all have undergone
subject-raising in causative constructions, Then the situation would be
cither (a) or (b) as shown in (93):

“ka
|
(93) a. [na-nun ku-:} cykey.[cacu nolleo] -key ha-ess-ta)
{ lul | often visit s
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‘ka b
b. [na-nun ku--g eykey{ cacu [nolleo]  -key ha-ess-ta]
, lul {often visit N Cuaus

Thercfore an ambiguity is predicted in all three cases, However, for
the ka-phrase therc is no ambiguity, Supposc that the ka-phrasc has not
undergone subject-raising. Then {93c) would be the only case, and no
ambiguity is predicted.

c. na-nun [ku-ka cacu nolleo] o -key ha-ess-ta.
'I made him visit me often.! (He visits often,)

The non-ambiguity of the causative constructions with ka- phrases can be
obscerved with any adverbs that could modify either of the two verbs, An
example with the temporal adverb achim-puthe 'from morniug' follows:

(94) a. na-ka sikmo- ;{eykey)
{ Iul f
'I made the maid work from morning, '

(1, my causing started from morning; 2, the maid works

from morning)

achim-puthe il-lul ha-key ha-ess-ta,

b. na-ka sikmo-ka achimputhe il-lul ha-key ha-ess-ta.
‘T made the maid work from morning,'
(The maid works from morning)

Semantic cohesion, In his analysis of Korean 'auxiliary' verb
constructions (1973), Sohn demonstrates the close semantic 'cohesion'
('the state of sticking together between two clements more tightly than
either with a third, as in molecular attraction' (p. 65)) between the
embedded verb and the cooccuring 'auxiliary' (in this case, ha 'cause;
permit') verb, Directly relevant to the present discussion is his obser-
vation on the difference between exkcz/_l_t_:._l_- and ka-phrasecs in the closeness
of their tics with the embedded verb. The following sentences (95-96) arc
taken from Sohn (pp. 71-2). (Some spelling changes have been made. )

(95) a, na-nun ku pur-ka o-key ha-ess-ta,
b. na-nun ku pun-lul o-key ha-ess-ta.
¢. na-nun ku pun-cykey o-key ha-ess-ta,
'I made (or let) him come.'

According to Sohn, ku pun 'he' is the agent of o 'come’ alone in (95a)
without any direct semantic relation to ha, whose agent is na 'I'. There

is a close semantic tie between ku pun and o in (95a), whercas in the

other two scntences there is a close tie only between the compound o-key ha
and ku pun, He supported his observations with the fact that ku pun and

o in (95a) may not be separated by any intervening element, but this is

not the case with (95b) and (95c)., Thus the following sentences with
ka-phrases are ungrammatical:




a. *na-nun ku pun-ka # o-kecy ha-ess-ta,

b. *ku pun-ka na-nun o-kcy ha-css-ta,

c. *na-nun ku pun-ka caknycn-puthc o-kecy ha-ess-ta,
‘since last ycar'

L
-

The ungrammatical sentences in (96) arc a strong indication that there is
a close semantic tie between the ka-phrasc and the embedded verb. If
eykey or lul replaces ka, the sentences in (96) become grammatical,
therefore indicating that the cykey/lul-phrasc and the cmbedded verb are
not closely ticd, Sohn's observation on the difference in scmantic cohesion
is a pi.ce of evidence supporting the view that the cykey/lul-phrase, but
not the ka-phrase, is in the matrix S in the underlying structure.

On perinission, 3 Therc can be subtle differences within the notion
of permissiveness., In one sense it can connote an ‘'indircct' permission,
that is, actual permission is not given but no action is taken to prevent
something from happening. In another sense it connotes a 'direct' permission.

(97) a. na-nun haksayng tul-ka i kyosil-eyse tampay-1Inl pi-key ha-css-ta,.
I-TM student Pl, this class-in cigarectte smoke
'] let the st1 dcnts smoke in this class. ' (indirect)

b. na-nun haksayng tul-eykey i kyosil-cyse tampay-lul pi-key
ha-ess-ta.
'] let the students smoke in this ¢ ss.' (direct)

c. ra-nun haksayng tul-lul i kyosil-eyse tampay-lul pi-kcy ha-css-ta.
'] let the students smoke in this class.' (direct)

The English translations do not show the differences, but (972) has the
meaning of 'indircct' permission with the implication that the subject (of
ba) did not do anything to prevent the students from smoking; thus a
s2ntence with the ka-phrasc gives scnsc of indircctness with respect to
the action referred to by the verk ha. On the other hand, (97bh-c) give
sensc of 'dircct' permission, with the implication that the subject gave
cxplicit permission to the students tec smoke in the classroom. The action
referred to by the verb is directcd toward the eykey/lul-phrasc, thercby
reflecting a closer tic between the eykey/lul-phrase and the verb ha than
between the ka-phrasc and ha, This obscrvation is another piccc of cvidence
supporting the view that the eyke y/lul-phrase, but not the ka-phrase, is
present in the matrix S in the underlying structure.

On both syntactic and scmantic grounds, then, the ka-causative
construction is basically diffcreat from the lul/eykey constructions; the
ka-phrase is a member of the embedded S, whereas the lul/eykey-phrase
is 2 member of the matrix S, Furthermore, there is no evidence to indicate
that the subject-raising rulc operatcs in causative constructions,
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3.2.2 cykey vs. lul, Kuroda (1965), in discussing the case
marker problem in Japanesc causatives, states that there are two particles,
ni (cf. Korean eykey) and o (cf. Korean lul), which are allowed to occur
in causative constructions involving the morpheme sasc (a causative
auxiliary) with causative-derivatives of 'intransitive! verbs. According
to Kuroda, there is a semantic difference between the 'ni-causative'! and
the 'o-causative' and the two arc not fully synonymous: in ni-causatives
the action by the constituent subject is donc willingly; whereas in o-
causatives the subject of the matrix sentence is indifferent to the willingness
or consent of the constituent subject, 4

Yang (1972:207) discusses and rejects Kuvoda's claim on the
ground that it is not semantically supported for F orcan (and for Japanese);
the adverb ekci-lo 'by enforcement, against one's will' is equally compatible
with both causatives (98a and b) and they arc synonymous. (98) is taken
from Yang: .

(98) a. John-ka Mary-eykey ekci-lo us-key ha-nun-ta,
'John causes Mary to smile against her will, !

b. John-ka Mary-lul ~kci-lo us-key ha-nun-ta.
'John causes Mary to smile against her will, !

Both sentences are acceptable but not in cqual degree. Ekcilo is
not as compatible with the eykey-phrase as it is with the lul-phrase. It
seems that the lul-phrasc goes more naturally with stronger causation,
i. e. forcing, and the eykey-phrase goes more naturally with weaker
causation, i,e. permitting. If ekci-lo 'against one's will' were to be
omitted from (98), then, under normal circumstances the most natural
reading of (98a) would be a permissive one.

The pattern of the eykey-phrase being associated with weaker
causation is alse demonstrated in suffixal causatives., In {99), the most
natural rcadings of (a) and (c) are permissive ones,

(99) &. na-ka ai-eykey us-I-css-ta.
I child laugh-Caus .

b. na-ka ai-lul us-I-ess-ta.

c. ?¥*na-ka ai-cykevy ul-l-ess-ta.
cyKey
cry~-Caus

d. na-ka ai-lul nl-I-ess-ta.
cry-Caus

(99c) is unacceptable because giving the child permission to cry is strange.
But notice that (99d) with lulis perfectly grammatical, for it has a natural
causative reading. The permissive mcaning in the above sentences is not
in the sense of 'let' or 'not preventing', for the action of giving permission
is directed toward someonc. If it were the case that (99c) had a meaning
of 'I didn't do anything to prevent the child from crying’', it would not be

'

unacceptable.




This transition from weaker to stronger causation is scen in all
types of causatives. The determining factor secms to be the role of the
NP; the eykey-phrasc is associated with the notion of agentiveness and
the lul-phrase with the object (not having the will to resist causation, )

Supporting the above vicw are certain suffixal causatives (cf.
Chapter II, Group III).

(100) a. na-ka ai-eykey son-lul ssis-I-ess-ta.
I child hand wash
'T caused the child to wash his hands,’

b. na-ka ai-lul son-lul ssis-I-ess-ta,
'T washed the child's hands.'

The change from eykey to lul results in considerable meaning change, to the
cxtent that ai, which is an agent of the lower verb in (100a), is treated as
a part of an object in (100b).

There is another piece of cvidence indicating that the vicew taken
above'is correct. Korcan has a lexical causative verb sikhi 'to causc
someone to do something', whose usage is confined to constructions
containing certain nouns (usually Sino-Korean N's) plus ha 'do'. Such
nouns are, among others, kongpu 'study’, simpulum 'errand’, socc
'‘cleaning', and il 'work'. Thus a causative counterpart of (10la) is (101b).

(101) a, na-ka kongpu-lul ha-ess-ta.
'T studied.'

b. emeni-ka na-eykey kongpu-lul sikhi-css-ta.
"Mother made me study.' (or 'Mother told me to study.')

C. Lee (1973b:143f) observed that sikhi is a verb neccssitating a

Goal NP (cykey-phrasc) with the action of the verb dirccted toward

somcone. He also statcd that eykey can be replaced by lul, but it results

in a diffcrent meaning. Specifically, a sentence such as (101b) with i

eykey does not necessarily entail (10la), but with lul it does. What this |

indicates is that the cykey person has a will to resist causation, while |

the lul person docs not. Since the verb sikhi remains the same, the 1

meaning difference must be attributed to the markers eykey and lul, ]
|

It is not accidental that in all causatives a change from eykey to
lul, and the corresponding change in meaning, are consistent--therc is an
underlying rcgularity which can be captured and treated systematically.
Recall that eykey is not allowed with non-human NP's in somc cases (cf.
(83-84)) nor with some human NP's (cf. (88-89)). This constraint on
eykcy does not scem to be a surface constraint but rather a scmantic
'agent' constraint, Considering these factors, the lul-phrase can best be
trcated as an objcct (in Fillmore's scnse of the tcrm; 1968) 5 and the
eykey-phrase as an expericncer, tentatively defined as an NP toward
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which the action of the higher verb is dirccted and which is

a potential agent, The following informal chart illustrates the
proposed mecthod of accounting for the secmantic differences among
causative constructions represcnted in the surface casc markers,

phrasal causotive constructions

in matrix S in lower S
"NP-cvykey expericncer agent
NP-1lul objcct agent (if human)

object (otherwise)

agentive suffixal constructions

NP-cykey cxperiencer agent
NP-lul object agent

obviative suffixal constructions

NP-cykey expericncer agent
NP-lul objecct agent

obviative suffixal constructions

NP-eykey goal (=decstination)

NP -1ul objcct
goal (for Group III causatives)

3.3 Semantic contcnt of complementizer. Only a brief commment
will be made on mcthods of introducing the complementizer key., There
arc basically two approaches that can be taken: introduce it transforma-
tionally becausc it is considercd to be devoid of meaning (e.g. Cook 1968;
C. Lecc 19722, b); or introduce it in the decp structure either because it
is lexically conditioned (c.g. Park 1972) ox becausc it has a semantic
content of its own (c.g. Yang 1972; Sohn 1973), The position taken here
favors the latter approach; key not only has its own semantic content but
also its appcarance is not fully predictable. Since both Yang and Sohn
have given convincing arguments for this position, only a few rclevant
points will be quoted below.

Yang (1972:13-7) presents many pairs of scntences in which all
the elements cxcept for complementizers arc identical in cheir forms and
mecanings, yet the pairs have diffcrent meanings. That all complemen-
tizers in Korcen have their own secmantic content is argued in gencral.
Onc of his examples is given below ( p. 16).

(102) a, John-ka sal-ko iss-ta.
live-Comp cxist
'John is living at the same place,’
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b, John-ka sal-A iss-ta,
live-Comp cxist
'‘John is still alive, !

A

As numecrous Korcan linguists have noted, an original function of
key is as an adverbializer (i, e, V+ikey is an adverb: vengliha-key
‘cleverly', aphu-key 'painfully', etc,) witk the meaning 'in a way that' or

'so that'.

Sohn (1973:79) shows that key can be replaced by other adver-

bials such a% tolok ‘to the point where, so that' and by the compound key-
kkum 'so that indeed' with slight diffcrences in meaning resulting,

Although key is the most commonly used complementizer with the
verb ha, since other complementizers may appear and their appcarance
is not fully predictable, they should be introduced in the underlying struc-

ture,
however,

3.4 Prorosals concerning underlying structures,

No independent justification will be prescented here for this position,

Among thosc

analyses which included both suffixal and phrasal causatives, the proposal
made by Park (1972) and Shibatani (MS) 6 stands in contrast with the

proposal made by Yang (1972) and C. Lee (1973Db).

The former favors

the positing of scparate underlying structurcs for suffixal and phrasal
causatives, while the latter posits the same structure for both types,

The comparison of the syntactic and semantic properties of I and ha in
section 2.1 has made clcar the nccessity of distinguishing the two causatives

in underlying structure,

However, the proposal developed throughout this

work differs considerably from Park's and Shibatani's with regard to the
shapes and trcatments of the constructions,
proposed by Park (1972:41, 36) for suffixal (103) and phrasal (104) causa-
tives are given below to exemplify the points in which this work departs

from precvious oncs,

The underlying structures

(103) suffixal (104) phrasal
S S
/’ Q-n\—_ ) " - "L\\
NP Ve NP ~VP
i e T i T T
vary 5 Mary S
—./"- __,//\\
S Comp S Comp
N’PZ VP ¢ NP, V'P
| i :
elum nok elum nok
‘ice! 'melt’ fice! 'melt!
1. subject raising 1. subjecct raising
2. Chomsky Adjunction to combine 2. lowering of the Comp down
nok with I to the lower VP
3. Chomsky Adjunction to combine

nok-key with ha
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Five aspects of Park's and the other linguists' proposals arc
discussed below. The first threc are aspects which have not yet been
discussed in this work but which nevertheless have relevance, and the
last two arc short summaries of conclusions already drawn in this work,
Trec diagrams arc then prescented,

3.4.1 Verb-raising. A verb-raising rule (or Predicate Raising),
which adjoins the lower verb to the matrix verb to form one unit under
a single node, is unwarranted for phrasal causatives. The verb ha
'causc' is an auxiliary verb in Korcan in a sensc that it obligatorily has
a scntential complement in the deep structure. ¢ Since it is gencrally
truc that most auxiliary verbs undergo a verbal compounding process, 8
thc claim that the verb ha also undergoes compounding is qucstionable,
For cxample, the negative adverbs mos 'cannot! and ani 'not' are not
allowed betwcen the lower verb and any higher auxiliary verb other than ha:

mos :

(105) #na-ka kimchi-lul mck-c po-ess-ta,

tani
couldn't - eat Comp (try--ing)
' didn't ;tTY cating kimchi, !
- J

The ncgatives must come cither before mek or after po, with no change
in meaning., But in phrasal causative (106), the negative insertion does
not make the sentence ungrammatical:

106 ku-ka na-eykey kimchi~lul mek-ke "m(?s  ha-ess-ta.
ykey mek-key i, ;" ha
.couldn't? cat-Comp
'He - didn't {make me cat kimnchi, '

Also moving the negatives before mck changes the meaning of the scntence;
only mek is in the scopc of negation. This fact cannot be accounted for if
verb-raising is to be imposed on phrasal causatives., Suffixal causatives,
on the other hand, follow the same constraints as other auxiliary verbs,

3.4.2 Thec nodc dominating the cmbedded 5. The case marker lul
occurs after an embedded 5 which is dominated by an NP:

(107) na-nun [ [pi-ka o] -ki] "-lul kitay-ha-css-ta,
S Comp NP
rain come wish
'I wished that it would rain.'

Obscrve the occurrence of lul in the phrasal causative construction (108):

(108) na-ka ku-cykey kimchi-1ul nmick-key-lul ha-css-ta,
I he cat
'I made him ecat kimchi, !
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But lul never occurs in the suffixal causative construction:

*na-ka kui-eykey kimchi-lul mek-lul-I-css-ta,
'I made him eat kimchi,'

Contextual particles such as nun 'only concerned', to 'also, even',
and ya 'at least, of course' which are normally suffixed to NP's occur in
phrasal, but not in suffixal causative constructions,

. nun)
(109) a, na-ka kui-eykey kimchi-lul mek-key-. to :’_h_a_-css-ta.
Lya J
{nun )
b.*na-ka kui-eykey kimchi-lul mek- ) to Ll-I-ess-ta,

Lya
Thesc particles arc all basically nominal particles and the fact that
they occur after certain embedded clauses is an indication that these clauscs
are nominalized, A grammar could be simplified also, if the rule which
introduces these particles can simply be stated that these particles occur
after NP's only,

3.4,3 The Comp-node for suffixal causatives, There is no motiva-
tion for postulating the node Comp for suffixal causatives, ¢-complementizer
is semantically empty and has no syntactic function, Also, the applicability
of verb-raising can be stated in terms of not having an intervening Comp
node, It follows then that the node for a complementizer is necessary only
for those constructions in which verb-raising is not applicable,

3.4.4 Casc roles in causative contexts. As shown in section 3, 2,
case markers play an important role in causative contexts, In this regard
it was shown that the subject-raising rule? is not well motivated in Korean
causatives for both syntactic and semantic reasons; an Equi-NP deletion
rule instead appears to operate, The ka-phrase was demonstrated to be in
the embedded S, while the lul- and cykey-phrases are in the matrix S.
Therc exists no synonymy between the ka-, cykey-, and lul-constructions,
and in order to capturc the semantic differences presented in the pheno-
menon of the case markers discussed, it was proposed that the ka-phrase
be viewed as an agent of the embedded S, the lul-phrasc as an object, and
the eykey-phrase, as defined in section 3,2.2, as an expericncer of the
higher S,

3.4.,5 Simplex/complex in suffixal causatives, Shibatani {MS)
considered all suffixal causatives to have a simplex type underlying source,
while Song (1967), H, Lec (1970), Yang (1972), Park (1972), and C, Lee
(1973a, b) treated them as having a complex type underlying source, The
analysis in Chapter II differs from previous analyses in classifying
suffixal causatives into two major classcs; one in which the subject NP
is the solc agent (obviatives) and the other in which the subject NP is the
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agent of the verb 'cause! but the object NP is the agent of the lower verb
(agentives)., The former was treated as having a simplex type under-
lying source, and the latter a complex onc.

3.+4.6 Representative tree diagrams, The underlying structurcs
bascd on the above five proposals are presented below for some exemplary
causative constructions. The higher verbs I and ha should be considered
as representing semantic fecatures. The case roles agent, object, goal,
and cxperiencer arc represcented in the underlying structurces for the
purpcse of illustration; the tree diagrams are considecred to be onc of
many possible ways of representing semantic structures, 10

(110) phrasal

The distinction among ka (a), eykey (b), and lul (c) is made
by the casc roles agent, cxperiencer, and object, respectively, The
embedded sentence is dominated by the node NP, and the complementizer
is introduced in the underlying structure. For (b) and (c¢), Equi-NP
dcletion deletes the embedded subject ai which is coreferential with the
matrix object, Neither subject-raising nor verb-raising applics in
phrasal causative constructions,

a, na-ka ai-ka us-key ha-css-ta.
'I caused the child to laugh,'

S e
./‘/“\“v-—.. .
NP VP
agent T T
la NP \;f
n / i "\\‘\.
S Comp ha
,-./’V\\.-\ !
NP A2 key
agent l
! v
| |
al us
b, na-ka ai-cykcey us-key ha-ess-ta.
o —— /’. ”---“‘_‘\M-N -y
NP VP
,—/’—M’ \_\\\
agent NP NP v
na exper:iencer // \\ s
ai s Comp
o7 l
NP VP  key
agent I
3 v
al '
Equi-NP deleticrn us




c. na-ka ai-lul us-key ha-css-ta,

S
NP o e
agent =" - —
l N.P
na object P
I S
ai - |
NP VP  key
agent '

3 v

Equi-NP delction us

(111) suffixal: agentive

The agentives are decomposed in the lower verb plus the higher
verb I, As is the casc of phrasal causatives, Iiqui-NP deletion rather than
subject-raising applics, Verb-raising adjoins the lower verb to the higher
verb I, The embedded S is directly dominated by VP, thus differing from
the NP domination of phrasal constructions,

a, na-ka ai-cvkey us-I-ess-ta,
'I causcd the child to laugh,'

-/""S“-.\\\‘*
e Ve
agont NET Ty
na expericncer /S\ :
~ I
NP VP

ai agent
¢

!
!
ai v
i

ai
1. Equi-NP decletion
2, verb-raising
5 .
-——-—/ —_ -N - —————.
NP VP
o __.._——-——""‘—-‘—""-_ \\\.,.~
ag|cnt NP Y
i ../‘//\.
na expezimncer v Y
i {
al us I
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b. na~ka ai-lul us-I-css-ta.

NP VP
agent T l\\—
!

| NP S v
na object T :’[

! NP VP

agent ,\‘,

. :
al us

1. Equi-NP deletion
2, verb-raising
(same derivation as (1lla))

(112} suffixal: obviative

The obviatives diifer from the agentives in that they are not decom-
posed; the causative suffix [ is a part of the unanalyzable lexical items.
The obviatives have a simplex rather than complex underlying source.

a. na-ka kui-lul cuk-I-css-~ta.
he dic-Cause
'T killed him.

S
.-———""-"—"—\\._
-‘-/-——‘-‘
agent NP ¥
na object }
kv!;.i i cuk-I
b. na-ka elum-lul nok-I-css-ta.
ice melt-Cause
'T mcelted the ice.!
S
,.--—//\\\
NP VP
agent - T —,
i N'P
na object |
ele nok-I

While the cykey-phrase is an expceriencer in agentive constructions,
it is denoted as a goal in obviative constructions. Since eykey in (c) may
be replaced by lul within its obviative reading (sce section 2.2.1), a
transformational rule would be necessary to reclate the goal cykey-phrase
and the goal lul-phrasc. The scmantic distinction between lul (d) and uy
(e) in constructions involving verbs such as kam-I 'wash! is represcnted by
treating ai 'child' as a goal in (d), and as a part of the object in (e).
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c. na-ka ai-eykey os-lul ip-I-ess-ta,
I child clothes wear-Caus
'T dressed the child, !

S
/“”“M*‘—%—._
NP _Y!Ii\
agent — ] —
: NP I\{P A

na goal object
i | |
ai os ip-I

d. na-ka ai-lul mecli-lul kam-I-ess-ta.
hair wash-Caus
'I washed the child's hair, !

S
..—-‘-—_’-_-’_ _— ‘_-.‘._~-h—~_- e —— -

NP Ve

._-——"'i"

a gc‘:nt N P.-———-—"""""' N P\\...V
na goal object
! |
ai meli kam-I

¢, na-ka ai-uy meli-lul kam-I-css-ta,
's hair
'I washed the child's hair,!

S
.——-""__—-"__— ..... Nh\—--—..
NP VP
../\.\\-‘
a g!ent NP v
na object

N Kato-T

ai-uy meli
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Notes to Chapter I1I

1. This stateraent applies to those previous works reviewed in
Chapter I,
2. It is not clear from Yang's analysis whether he does consider ail

embedded subjects for causatives as Agents. His examples and rules indi-
cate that it must be the case; tentatively it will be so assumed.

3. This scction is motivated by a discussion held in Korcan Syntax
class (Spring, 1974) led by Dr. Ho-min Sohn. I am indebted to cveryone
who gave their native intuition concerning the (non)permissive rcading

of 'ka-causative! construction. Special thanks go to Choon -Hak Cho, who
provided example (97), and also to Han-Kon Kim, Kee-Dong Lce, and
Young-Key Kim-Renaud, who all made many helpful comments. Not
cveryonc agreces to the position taken in this scction, however.

4. Sce Inoua (1972), Kuno (1973:291-308}, and Shibatani (1973) for
discussion of Japanesc causatives. All basically agree with Kuroda.

K.uno makes a further distinction between 'make-causative! (ni) and 'let-
causative! (o). Shibatani distinguishes the two by the involvement in
causation; the 'o-causative' involves more "dircct and coercive causation"
than the 'ni-causative!,

This might be an appropriate place to make onc remark on the
comparison ketween Korcan and Jopanese causatives. Japancsc sasc is
semewhat similar to Horean key b= ia that it is very productive and can
be used with almost any verb; sase is also similar to Xorean -1 in that 1t is
a bound morphenic and cannot appear without being preceded by the stem
of some other verb, and it also changes formis in certain contexts. This
obscrvation was nade possible by the anulysis Kuno gave of sase (sec
Kuno 1973:297).

5. Objcct is defined as the entity thal moves or changes or whose
position or cxistencc is in consideration,

6. While I will disagrce with a number of aspccts of his work in this
section, of those analyses I have reviewed, Park's is considered té be
supcrior. A distinguishing featurc of his analysis is the positing of two
scparate lexical items, I and ha. Shibatani, without referring to Park's
work, also rccognizes the necessity for distinguishing the two causatives
in the underlying structure, but his analysis does not go beyond this
point, for the specifics concerning underlying structurcs are not treated,

7. Sce Sohn (1973) for the definition of and discussion on Korean
lauxiliary' vs. 'main' verbs,




See Yang (1972:Chapter 3).

9. For an cxtensive discussion of Subject Raising in Japanese and
English, sec Kuno (1972). Espccially noteworthy is his comment (p.
25) that 'Subjcct Raising is not a commmon transformational device in
SOV languages'’,

10. No attempt is made to justify the VP-node., For the issue involving
the VP-node, sce Hinds (1973) and Schwartz (197Z). Tense and detailed
derivations are omitted,
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