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Abstract

This paper compares soondary predication constructions (including small clause cmplements,
resultatives, and/or depictives) in English and Korean and argues that these two typologically
different languages employ different modes of satisfying the Case Filter (Chomsky 1981 with
regard to the Case of the subjeds of secondary predicaion constructions. More spedficdly, we
argue that the subjed of the seandary predicate in English is Accusative Case-marked by the
higher governing verb, whil e that in Korean is Nominative Case-marked by default. Evidence for
default Nominative Case will be provided from Korean and ather languages.

1 Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to compare small clauses sich as complement small clauses,
resultatives, and/or depictives in English and Korean and argue that these two typologicaly
different languages employ different modes of satisfying the Case Filter (Chomsky 1981) with
regard to the Case chedking/marking of the subjects of small clauses. More specificdly, we
argue that the subjed of a small clause (or secondary predicaion) in English is Accusative
Case-marked by the higher governing verb, while that in Korean is Nominative Case-marked
by defauit.

In Section 2, we discuss the case properties of the subjeds of small clauses in
English, and show that the subjects of small clauses shoud be Accusative Case-marked either
by raising to an appropriate Case position (Bowers 1993, 1997, 20D or by changing the
matrix governing verb into a "transitive" one (Kim and Maling 1997). In Section 3,we show
that the subjeds of small clausesin Korean are Accusative Case-marked or Nominative Case-
marked according to the types of the matrix verbs. That is, if the matrix verb governing the
subjed of a small clause is transitive, then the subjed is Accusative Case-marked. If the
matrix verb governing the subjed of a small clause is intransitive, onthe other hand, then the
subjed is Nominative Case-marked, urike in English. In this Sedion, we dso argue that
Korean employs default case strategy in order to satisfy the Case Filter with regard to the
Case decking/marking of the subjed of a smal clause when there is no source of case
assgnment, while English employs various other strategies. In Sedion 4, we discuss the
default case strategy from a more broad perspective. In this Sedion, we mmpare English and
Korean with regard to satisfying the Case Filter. We ague that English all ows of-insertion
and/or a prepasition-like complementizer for in order to mark Case on Caselessnours, while
Korean all ows default Nominative Case for Caselessnours. Sedion 5concludes this paper.

2 Case Filter and English Small Clauses

It is generdly assumed that the subjead of the secondary predication hes its Case
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assgned/cheded by the matrix verb in English. Consider the foll owing examples:

Q) a. | consider [him horest] (complement small clause)
b. The gardener watered [the tuli ps flat] (transiti ve resultative)
c. Thejoggers ran [their Nikes threadbare] (intransiti ve resultative)
d. Thelion gnawed (*on) [the bone raw] (objed depictive)

(1a) contains a cmplement small clause, (1b) and (1c) contain resultative small clauses, and
(1d) contains a depictive small clause. Here we asume averblesscomplement to be asmall
clause (see Willi ams 1980, Rothstein 1992,among others). Note in examples given in (1) that
the subjeds of these small clauses are dl Case-marked by the governing verb of the matrix
clause. That is, in (1a), himis Accusative Case-marked by the matrix verb consider. In (1b-c),
the subjeds the tulips and their Nikes are each assumed to be Case-marked by the matrix
verbs watered and ran, respectively. In (1d), the bone is assumed to be Case-marked by the
trangiti ve-like gnawed (see Kim and Maling 1997,among many others).

Various mechanisms are propased to accourt for the Case properties of these subjeds
of secondary predicaes. For example, Stowell (1981 argues that the matrix verb "governs"
into the subjed of small clauses. Thus in (1a), the matrix verb consider “governs’ into the
bradeted category so that himis assgned/cheded off its accusative Case.

In his extensive series of works on secondary predication, Bowers (1993, 1997, 2001
asumes that the subjeds of small clauses are posited in a Case position. In particular, he
asumes that transitive resultatives are antrol constructions in which the subjeds of the
resultative predicates are in [Speg VP] and that intransitive resultatives are raising
constructions inwhich the subjeds of the resultative predicates are raised from [Spec PrP] to
[Spec VP]. Consider the two different structures given by Bowers (2001327). According to
him, the derivations of transiti ve resultatives would be & foll ows:

(2) trangitive resultative
PrP

DP Pr

N

the gardener

Pr VP
[Nom] NN

T X
water;  thetulips V PrP
=N
R
PRG; Pr AP
fl|at



In the structure (2), the object of the matrix verb, namely the tulips, isin the [Spec VP] and it
controls the PRO subjed of the secndary predicae, namely flat. Bowers (2001 325
propases the foll owing structure for intransiti ve resultatives:

(3) Intransiti ve resultatives
PrP

/
DP
thejogg«Lrs Pr/

o) v/\Pr DP /

an their |Nikeq /

[Acc] Vv

tr- Pr AP

threadbare

In the structure (3), the subject of the secondary predicate, namely their Nikes, is raised from
[Spec PRP] to [Spec VP]. Bowers (1997 45) argues that the strong [Acc] case-marked
subjed of the resultative PrP is forced to move overtly to [Spec, VP] to ched case feaures.'
It is important for our purposes here to nae that in bah the transitive and intransitive
structures, given in (2) and (3) respectively, the subject of the (so-cadl ed) predicate phrase PrP
isin [Spec VP] to which Accusative Case is assgned by the higher governing verb of the
matrix clause. More examples of intransiti ve resultatives are provided below:

4) a Thekidslaughed themselvesinto frenzy.
b. He sneezed his handkerchief completely soggy.
c. The tenors sang themselves hoarse.

In al of the examples abowve, the subjects of the secondary predicates are Accusative Case-
marked by the matrix verbs, which are “intrinsicaly” intransiti ves.

On adifferent background,Kim and Maling (1997 argue that the matrix intransitive
verbs of the intrangitive resultative nstructions undergo so-called "Resultative Formation,”
whereby the intransitive verbs change to transitive verbs 9 that they can assgn/check Case.
Consider their structures:

(5) a. Thelion gnawed (*on) [the bore raw]
b. The winemakers gsomped (*on) the grapes flat.
c. The profes=or lectured (*to) the dassinto a stupar.

"In general, Accusative Casein English is assumed to be week, so that it can be dhecked off at LF. What Bowers
intend to mean by “strong [Acc]” seems to be that the subjed of the secondary predicae in English must be
“overtly” Case-marked by matrix verb governing it.



(6) a. Thelion gnawed * (on) the bone
b. The winemakers 2omped *(on) the grapes.
c. The profes=or lectured *(to) the dass

In the examples in (5), the matrix verbs are damed to undergo so-called “Resultative
Formation.” Thus the prepositions are nat alowed in these examples, while in the ordinary
intransitive usage in (6) the prepositions dioud na be omitted. What is nat clea abou this
kind d analysis is the nature of this transitive-formation.” Converting intransitive verbs into
trangitive ones is nat infrequent, bu Kim and Maling (1997 do nd discuss what exadly
motivates the function-changing processin intransiti ve resultatives.

A processlike “Resultative Formation” propcsed in Kim and Maling (1997) seems to
be neealed, anyhow, to accourt for why the prepasitions in the examples given in (5) are nat
allowed and, equally importantly, to explain why the “fake” reflexive objeds are obligatory in
the examplesin (7) below:

(7) a. Joggers often run *(themselves) sick
b. The kids laughed *(themselves) into afrenzy.
c. The tenors sang * (themselves) hoarse.

In the examples in (7), the reflexive objeds $oud na be omitted. Otherwise, the Case
(feaure) of the matrix verbs may nat be cecked/saturated, after it is transformed into a
transiti ve verb.”

In al of these analyses, ore @mmon feaure is that Case Filter holds of the subjeds
of the secondary predicates in English and that Case Filter is stisfied by the “transitive-like”
properties of the matrix verbs. In sum, the subjects of the secondary predicates in English are
Case-marked and the cae of these subjects is assgned/chedked by the matrix verbs governing
the subjeds.

3 Small Clausesin Korean

In this %ction we ae concerned with the two Case forms of the subjeds of small clauses in
Korean. In Sedion 3.1,it is shown that the subjed of a small clause is Accusative Case-
marked if the matrix verb is transitive, while that is Nominative Case-marked if the matrix
verb is intrangitive. In Sedion 3.2,we ague that the subjea of a small clause in Korean is
Nominative Case-marked by default if there is no case asdgned (to the subjed of the small

* It seems that in English semantic transitivity might be expressed in terms of syntadic transitivity. That is,
resultative itself is a semantic transitive and this transitivity seemsto be expressed by syntadic “transitivization”
of the intransitive verbs. However, it does not necessarily hold cross-linguisticdly. See Sedion 4 dof this paper
for the cae of Korean in which we ague that Korean intransitive resultatives do not under “Resultative
Formation” in the sense of Kim and Maling (1997).

* Rothstein (1992157) argues that case cnsideration cannot explain the obligatoriness of the pleonastic in
examples like (i) below, since the asignment of acasative Case by a patentialy Case-assigning verb is not
obligatory:

(i) I consider [*(it) obvious that they had to leave]

We do not entirely agree with her, instead adopting the minimalist assuumption that the Case fedure of a
functional head/lexicd head must be dhecked off. Another posshility is that the so cdled Extended Projedion
Principle (EPP) isviolated in (i) if the pleonastic it is omitted.
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clause) by the matrix verb.
3.1 Accusative and Nominative Subjects of Small Clauses

Bowers's (1993, 1997, 200lraising analysis of intransitive resultatives or Kim and Maling's
(1997 “Resultative Formation” may not be extended owver to Korean data. The subjects of the
seoondary predicates in Korean are invariably Accusative Case-marked if the matrix verbs are
trangitive verbs. Thisisill ustrated in (8) below:

(8) a. Robin-i [soy-lul/*ka ttukep-key] takkwu-essta. (resultative)

Robin-Nom metal-Acd* Nom hot-Comp hea-Past-Dec
‘Robin heaed the metal hat.’

b. nreenun[Robin-ul/*-i  cohci ahn-key] yeki-n-ta. (complement)
[-Top Robin-Acc/*Nom nat good-Comp consider-Prs-Dec
‘I consider Robin na good.

c. Robin-un umsik-ul/*-i ccakey mek-nunta (depictive)
Robin-Top food-Acc/* Nom salty-Comp ea-Prs-Ind
‘Robin edsfoodsalty.’

In the examples in (8), the subjeds of the secondary predicaes are dl Accusative Case-
marked and nd Nominative Case-marked. On the other hand, the subjects of the secondary
predicae ae invariably Nominative Case-marked, if the matrix verbs are intransitive.
Consider the foll owing (examples are taken from Kim and Maling 1997):

9 a Robin-i [paykkop-i/*lul ppad-key] wus-essta (intransitive resultative)
Robin-Nom belly-Nom/* Acc come.ou-key laugh-Pst-Ind
‘Robin laughed hisbelly out.’
b. Robin-un [nwun-i/*ul ppad-key] (Mary-lul) kitari-essta.
Robin-Top [eye-Nom/Acc mme out-Comp] (Mary-Acc) wait-Past-Dec
‘Robin waited (for Mary) (so long) that his eyes ailmost came out.’
¢. Robin-un [kwutwu-ka/*lul talh-key] talli -essta.
Robin-Top [shoes-Nom/* Acc threadbare-Comp run-Past-Dec

In examples in (9), the subjeds are dl Nominative Case-marked. This is grikingly different
from the intransitive resultatives in English.

Suppce that Bowers's (1997) raising anaysis or Kim and Maling's (1997
Resultative Formation analysis are rrect in that the subjed of the intransitive resultative
predicate discussed so far must be in a Case position. That is, suppcse that it isin [Spec VP
in Bowers (1997, 200} or in olject pasitionin Kim and Maling (1997)." Suppase further that
this analysisisintended to be gplied crosslinguisticdly. Then it isincorredly predicted that
in (9) the subjeds of the resultative predicaes shoud be Accusative Case-marked and nd
Nominative Case-marked.

If the Case Filter (Chomsky 1981) is a universal condtion and Korean is not an
ecetion to its application, then we need to explain hov the examples in (9) would be
compatible with the Case Filter. In the next subsedionwe ae concerned with thisissue.

* Kim and Maling (1997 note in passng that the Nominative Case of the subjeds of the Korean small clausesis
assgned by the morpheme "-key". In this paper we assume, contra Kim and Maling (1997, that "-key" is simply
a complementizer and daes not assign Case. E.-K. Kang (2001) takes this morpheme to be aPredicae head,
foll owing Bowers (20017). For asimilar approach to aurs, seeSells (19989.
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3.2 Default Nominative Case

Given that the Case Filter isa universal condtion, Korean data, in particular thasein (9) seem
to pose apotential problem. If the matrix verbs undergo “Resultative Formation” or if they are
trangitive verbs, then the subjects of the secondary predicaes would be Accusative Case-
marked. Thisis not the case, however.

A caeful examination, havever, reveds that it is only an apparent one. It is highly
conceavable that languages may differ in allowing default Case strategy. Thus English and
Korean may be parameterized with regard to the default Case strategy: English dces nat al ow
default Case strategy, while Korean daes allow it. In the cae of secondary predication,
English employs “Raising to Case position” (see Bowers 1993, 1997, 2001or “Resultative
Formation” (see Kim and Maling 1997 to satisfy Case Filter. Korean does not employ these
apparatuses snceit allows default strategy.” In the next sedion we provide evidence for the
claim that we need to admit default Case strategy in Korean.

4 Default Casein Korean and Other Languages

In this sction we provide aguments for our claim that Korean allows default Nominative
Case when there is no source of any case for an argument NP. Suppating evidence includes
Case phenomena in adjedive anstructions and in the infinitival constructions. We dso
provide suppating evidence from typoogicdly unrelated languages such as Icdandic.
Sedion 4.1 dscusses the default Case strategy in Korean and Sedion 4.2 eds with default
Casein aher languages.

4.1 Default Casein Korean

In Korean, transitive verbs assgn Accusative Case to its gster/complement, as srown in (10)
below:

(100 Mary-ka Johnul  ttayri-essta
Mary-Nom JohnACC hea-Past-Dec
‘Mary hit John!

Nominative Case is morphdogically redized as -ka and the acusative Case isredized as -
lul.® There is a mnsensus on the asumption that structural Accusative Case in Korean is
assgned by the verb to its objed in transitive sentences, just like in English. Surprisingly
enough, however, some objeds are nat Accusative Case-marked bu Nominative Case-
marked. Thisisill ustrated in (11) below:

(11) Johni Mary-kacohta. (Adjedive)

® Peter Svenonius (personal communication) suggests that an abstrad and morphologicaly null prepasition or
postposition might assign Case in Korean secondary predicaion constructions. Since the distribution of
Nominative Case in Korean is not uniform, positing an empty prepasiti on/postposition may not be helpful.

® Nominative Case marker is—i (asin John) if the NP ends with a cnsonant and Accusative Case marker is —
lul (asin Mary-lul) if the NP ends with a vowel. That is the dhoice between the Nominative markers —ka and -
and between the Accusative markers—ul and —lul is phonologicaly conditioned.
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John-Nom Mary-Nom fond-Dec
‘Johnisfond d Mary/Johnlikes Mary.'

(120  Johni chinkwu-ka issta
John-Nom friend-Nom be-Dec
‘John hesfriends.'

In (11) the theme agument Mary is Nominative Case-marked, and in (12) the theme argument
chinkwu is Nominative Case-marked.” This is different from their English courterparts, given
in the tranglations.

Y.-S. Kang (1986) first proposed that Nominative Case in Korean is a default Case.’
Kang's propasal for the Case marking system in Korean is as foll ows:

(13) Generalized Case Marking-ordered
a. An NP argument which is asister of [—stative] V isasdgned Accusative Case.
b. Nominative Caseis asggned to all nonCase-marked NPs.

Acoording to him, Accusative Case is assgned to the theme NP, say Johnin (10), since the
predicate is [—stative], acording to hm. However, the theme NPs in (11-12), namely Mary
and chinkwu, are marked as default Nominative Case, becaise the verb in these sentences is
not [-stative].

M.-Y. Kang (1988:35) proposes a partial Default-Nominative Case Hypaothesis. M.-Y.
Kang claims that the Nominative Case-marking of the experiencer NP, namely Johnin (11-
12), as a mnsequence of structural Nominative Case asgnment by INFL, whereas
Nominative Case-marking onthe theme NP, namely Mary and chinkwu, is viewed as a result
of default Nominative Case ass3gnment.

Saito (1983, 198% also argues for the default Nominative Case strategy in Japanese.
He agues that Nominative Case in Japanese is not assgned by INFL but assgned as a default
Case. He nates that nonrarguments may take Nominative Case marker in Japanese.

(14  Yahari, [natu-ga [biiru-ga  umai]]
after all summer-Nom bea-Nom tasty
‘After all, it's during the summer that beer tastes good'

He points out that in (14) natu 'summer’ is not an argument of the predicate umai 'tasty’, and
nevertheless takes the nominative marker -ga. This Japanese sentence can be transated into

” In some tradition of Korean grammar, the first Nominative marked NP is not considered as a subjed. Rather it
is considered as atopic experiencer and the second Nominative marked NP is considered as ared subjed. Man-
ki Lee (persona communication) points out that in Spanish the first NP is Dative Case marked and the second
NP isared subjed. Seethe following example:

(i) me gusta Maria
me.DAT like.3SG Mary.NOM
'l like Mary.'

In the example (i) the experiencer me is Dative and the subjed Maria is Nominative. However, we asume that
the theme NP is a syntadic objed and the experiencer NP is a syntadic subjed in Korean.

®Y.-S. Kang (1986 points out that there is no pasitive evidencethat (AGR in) INFL assgns nominative Case in
Korean, becaise Korean doesn't have AGR. He indicaes that INFL in Korean doesn't have any independent
properties as a head of S, and concludes that the assumption that the nominative Case is assgned by INFL in
Korean is unmotivated. We will not discussin detail the Case assgning mechanism of Korean in this paper.
Realersarereferred to Y.-S. Kang (1986 and M.-Y. Kang (1988.
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its Korean equivalent:’

(15  eccaysgun,[yelum-i [bie-ka  dwoyko-ta]]
after al summer-Nom beer-Nom tasty
‘After al, it's during the summer that beer tastes good'

Thus, we ae led to conclude that the nonargument yelum is assgned default Nominative
Casg, just like in Japanese.

Y. Kim (1991135 provides svera more aguments for default Nominative Case in
Korean. According to her, alexicd NP can appear in the subjed paosition d infinitival control
constructions. Let us consider the foll owing example, slightly changed from her sentence:

(16)  a Inhoka[s[sPRO/caki-ka ka]-ko] sipheha-n-ta.’
Inho-Nom  PRO/self-Nom go-comp hgoe-Pres-Dec
''nho hgoes PRO/sdlf to go.'

b. Inho-ka[s [s PRO/caki-ka  ku kes-ul ha]-lyeko] aysau-essta.
Inho-Nom  PRO/self-Nom that thing-Acc do-Comp endeavor-Past-Dec
Tnhoendeavored PRO/self to doit.’

Korean infinitival complement constructions like (16) have “obligatory control” property.
That is, the foll owing sentenceis ungrammaticd:

(16a)* *Inho-ka[s Yumi-ka kako] sipheha-n-ta
Inho-Nom Yumi-Nom go-Comp hope-Pres-Dec
*Inho hges Yumi to go'

Returning to the @ntrol structure (16), the subjed of the infinitival clause is PRO. Asis well
established, PRO must nat be governed and henceis not Case-marked.'' That is, the subjedt
pasition d the infinitival clausein (16) is not a Case pasition. Therefore, the nominative Case
on the reflexive subjed, namely caki, canna be asgned any Case. simply because this
pasition is not a Case pasition. Nevertheless the subjea caki of the infinitive cmplement
occurs with the Nominative Case marker -ka. To accourt for the occurrence of the
Nominative Case marker on this sibjed of the infinitival clause, Kim (1991) argues that we
need to pasit default Nominative Case marking.

There ae other pieces of suppating evidencefor the daim that Korean al ows default
Nominative Case for caseless NPs. Throughou the paper, we have assumed that English
employs a spedal apparatus to satisfy the Case Filter. For example, "Resultative Formation™
(Kim and Maling 1997) or Raising to [Spec, VP] (Bowers 1997 is needed to satisfy the Case
Filter in secondary predication. On the other hand, the Case Filter is stisfied by default Case
assgning strategy in Korean. Consider the foll owing data:

® Carlson Schiitze (1997) claims that -ka in Korean is homophonous and that in this kind of example would be a
focus/topic marker. Readers are referred to Schiitze’s work.

' The English glossary for sipheha-n-ta in the original sentence was "want". However, we changed it to "hope"
to emphasizethe control property of the given verb.

" We will not discussthe status of null Case of PRO. SeeMartin (1999 2001) for null Case assgnment on PRO.
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(17 Johnun Mary-ka wohta  (Adjedive)
John-Top Mary-Nom fond-Dec
‘Johnisfond d Mary/Johnlikes Mary.'

The sentence (17) is more readily trandatable into "Johnis fond d Mary" rather than "John
likes Mary." The aljedive coh-ta 'fond' assgns theme role to its sster, bu it does not assgn
Casetoits sster. Thisisjust like the English courterpart shown in (18):

(18 a Johnisfond *(of) Mary.
b. Johnis proud *(of) his on.
c. Johnis aware * (of) the fad.
d. Johnis sure *(of) his appadntment.

In the English examples in (18), it is clea that the aljectives assgn theme role to their
complements. It is also clea, however, that they do nd assgn Case to their complements. In
order to satisfy the Case Filter, the prepasition of is inserted in these particular cases.'”

In contrast to this of-insertion strategy for satisfying the Case Filter, Korean seems to
employ default Nominative Case. In ather words, in cases like (17), where the aljedive coh-
ta ‘fond assgns theme role to its gster but it does not assgn Case, as mentioned before, the
CaselessNP, namely Mary, is assgned default Nominative Case.”

Ancther case of default Nominative Case in Korean is witnessed in infinitival
constructions. Before discusgng infinitival constructions, consider the following small clause
construction:

(190 Johnun[gy Mary-lul ka-key] ha-ssta
JohnTop Mary-Acc go-Comp do-Past-Dec
‘Johnmade Mary go.'

In (19) the matrix verb haysda, which is a transitive (or causative) verb, assgns Accusative
Case to the subjed of the small clause, namely Mary. There seems to be no controversy on
this point. The English counterpart of this example, given in the trandation, suggests that
Mary is Accusative Case-marked by the matrix verb made.

Now let us consider the infinitival clauses in Korean. It is important to nae that the
subjed position d infinitival clausesis not a Case position.”

(200 [ipku-ka cinaka-tolok] Johnup plhyese-ssta
he-Nom passby-Comp John-Top stand aside-Past-Dec
‘Johnstoodaside in arder [for him to passhy].’

The anbedded clause in (20) is an infinitival clause. Hence there is no tense or agreement
marker in thisinfinitival clause, as srownin (21):

'” In Chomsky (1986 it is argued that the preposition of is a redizaion of the inherent case borne by the
complement of the theta-role asigning head. Admitting this, we still need to explain why the prepaosition of is
inserted because other inherent case does not appea in some caes, asin Endlish indired-dired objed order.

'* We do not deny the existence of inherent Case. What we want to show is that even the inherent Case in
English must be overtly marked/redized, while the inherent Case is automaticdly redized as Nominatie in
Korean as a default Case.

'* The subjed position of control infinitival constructions is assumed to be assgned Null Case. See Martin
(1999, 2001) and Chomsky (1995.



(21)  *[ipku-ka cinaka-ss-tolok] John-up plhyese-ss-ta
he-Nom passhby-Past-Comp John-Top stand aside-Past-Dec
‘Johnstoodasidein arder [for him to passhy].’

As in English, the infinitival clause in Korean does not cary tense markers. Hence the
ungrammaticdity of (21)."> Given that in (20) the bradketed embedded clause is infinitival,
there is no source of the Nominative Case on ku, the subject of the embedded infinitival
clause. If the subjed ku is not Case-assgned, then the sentence would incorrectly be judged to
be ungammaticd. Thisis, however, na the case. Thuswe ae led to admit that Korean all ows
default Nominative Case in this stuation. Compare this sntence with its English cournterpart,
givenin (22):

(22) [For him to passby], Johnstoodaside.

As is well known, the subjed position d the infinitival clause in English is not a Case
pasition (seefoatnate 10). Given the Case Filter, however, the subject him must be assgned
any Case. Since English dces nat allow default Case strategy, him must be asdgned Case by
some gpropriate Case-assgning head. The prepaositionlike complementizer for is thus
employed ony for Case theoretic reasons. Once again, an argument NP must be asdgned
Casein some way or other.

In sum, English dces not allow default Case so that it employs of-insertion o
prepositional complementizer for in cases where there is no source of Case. On the other
hand, Korean all ows default Nominative Case so that it does not need any specia apparatus
for satisfying the Case Filter.

4.2 Default Casein Other Languages

Icelandic dso alows Nominative NPs to occur in the subjed position d certain infinitival
clauses. First of all, consider the examplesin (23), cited from Thrainsson (19792 299, 30):"°

(23) a Mariaskipadi [honum ad vera godu/godum/* godan]
Mary ordered hm(D) tobe goodN / D/*A)
b. Mariabad [pa ad vera godir/goda/gooum]
Mary asked them(A) to be good(N/A/*D)
(24) a Egbad[hann adfara @nn/einan/*einum pangad]
| asked him(A) to go alone(N/A/*D) there
b. Eg skipadi [henni ad fara @n/einni/eina pangad)
| ordered her(D) to go aone(N/D/*A) there
c. Mer virdist [Anna veraveik]
me-Dat seems Anna-Nom to-be sick

The examplesin (23) are obed-controlled infinitival constructions. In (23a), the Case agrees
between predicate aljectives and their PRO subjed. In (23b), subjed-oriented adjuncts agree
in case with their PRO subjeds, which are @ntrolled by the objed of matrix verbs. The basic
generalization abou "object-controlled equi” sentences like (23a,b) is that the predicate

'* Kiyong Choi (personal communication) claims that there might not be default Case in Korean, by pointing out
that even in (21) subjed honorific agreement marker "-si" can be inserted. We do not incorporated such data
because honorific agreement is quite often overgenerated.

'° D=Dative Case, A=Accusative Case, and N=Nominative Case

10



adjedives and subject-oriented adjuncts agrees in case with the matrix controll er (=the matrix
objed) or Nominative Case marked. What this means is that PRO is covertly Nominative
Case marked. In certain raising constructions like (24c), a nominative lexicd NP overtly
shows upin the subjed position d infinitival complements.

Andrew (1982 470) proposes that Nominative Case in Icelandic shoud be
considered an "unmarked case," so that there is no naminative cae-marking rule, whereas
objedas will cdl for arestrictionto the dfect that their Case be ACC. His Case-Marking Rule
does nat introduce Nom, since, ac@rding to im, Nom is not avaue of Case, bu the asence
of Case. The fad that bath Icelandic and Korean allow Nominative Case marking in the
subjed position d certain infinitival clauses, unlike English, is consistent with the default
nature of Nominative Case in bah languages.

Y. Kim (199]) dso cites McCloskey (1985 and McCloskey and Sells (1988.
Acoording to these works, in Irish and Clasdcal Latin, and perhaps in Ancient Greek as well,
lexicd NPs dow up in nonCase positions suich as subjed position d infinitival
complements. These lexicd NPs are, according to them, marked with default Accusative
Case, asill ustrated below:

(25  Modernlrish
a. Nior mhaithliom [e atheadit abhail€]
[-would-nat-li ke him come-Infin hane
I wouldn't like him to come home' (McCloskey & Sells 1988 151)
b. Ghaillfeadh se orm w me aionsa
would-bother it onrmeyou attack-Infin

It would baher me for you to attadk me' (McCloskey 1985 193)
(26)  Classcal Latin
te vaere gaudeo

you(Acc)be-well-Infin rejoice (Pres S1)
'l rgjoicethat you are well'

From the discusson above, we would get the following conclusion: If a language has a
default Case strategy, it alows a lexicd NP in a nonCase pasition. On the other hand, if a
language does not have adefault Case strategy, a lexicd NP canna appea in a non-Case
pasition, dweto the Case Filter, or that NP shoud be assgned Case somehow.

5 Concluding Remarks

In this paper we agued that English and Korean differ from each ather in satisfying the Case
Filter. More spedficdly, we argued that the subject of a small clause in English is Accusative
Case-marked by the matrix verb governing the subject, while that in Korean is assgned
default Nominative Case.

In Section 2, we discussed the genera case properties of the subjects of secondary
predicaes in English, and showed that the subjeds of small clauses $oud be Accusative
Case-marked either by raising to an appropriate Case paosition (Bowers 1997, 200} or by
changing the matrix verb into a "transitive" one (Kim and Maling 1997. By contrast, we
showed that the subjeds of small clauses in Korean are ather Accusative Case-marked or
Nominative Case-marked according to the types of the matrix verbs. That is, if the matrix
verb governing the subject of asmall clause is transitive, then the subject is Accusative Case-
marked. If the matrix verb governing the subject of asmall clause is intransitive, onthe other
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hand, then the subjed is Nominative Case-marked. In this sdion, we proposed that Korean
employs default Case strategy in order to satisfy the Case Filter on the subjed of a small
clause when there is no source of case assgnment. In Sedion 4,we discussed the default Case
strategy from a more broad perspedive. We agued that English alows of-insertion and/or a
prepositiontlike complementizer for in order to mark Case on Caseless nours, while Korean
allows default Nominative Case for Caselessnours. Default Case in ather languages is aso
discussd in this edion.
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