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{Abstiract)

This paper aims to analyze the so-called Korean double-subject constructions according to Dik’s
(1978) framework and to show the adequacy of our analysis.

The so-called Korean double-subject construction has been the object of persisting interest and
argumentation in the literature., Roughly speaking, before the appearance of transformational
grammait, thce argument that Korean has double subjects had prevailed and after that, the ar-
gument that double-subject construction in the surface structure is the transformation of single-
suljject construction 1n the deep structure is prevailing.

This paper differs from the previous treatments as follows:

(1) Korean has a single subject as many natural languages do.

(2) Transiormational analysis not only fails to capture the subtle meaning differences in the
surfacc structure, but 1s not helpful mn solving the problem of double-subject constructions.

(3) We hypothesize that subject is a multi-factor concept.

Dik’s (1978) framework will be partially used to support our arguments and other evidence to

support them will be presented.
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I. Introduction

Double-subject constructions in Korean are,
doubtless, one of the areas which have been
investigated 1n depth from a variety of dif-
ferent theoretical points of views; traditional
(Y.K. Kim, 1957), transformational(C.S. Suh,
1971), relational (M. Shibatani, 1977), and
functional (K.H.Kim, 1981), etc. Though a
numker of 1nsightful treatments of this subject
have appeared, 1t has become apparent that
the double-subject phenomenon still defies easy
generalizations and explanations. There are
many problems and 1ssues to be settled yet.

Qur aim 1n this paper 1s to show that (a)
S.C. Dik’s functional grammar along with
E. Keenan’s conception of ‘subject’” as a
multi-factor entity provides an adequate theo-
retical framework for the description of Korean
double-subject  constructions  and (b) some
thorny problems, which will te pointed out
later 1n this paper, can be explained rather
adequately in this framework.

This paper 15 organized as follows:

1. A brief survey of earlier analyses of dou-
ble-subject constructions.

2. An outline of Dik’s functional grammar.

3. Definition of subject.

4. Our analysis of double-subject sentences
in this framework.

5. Conclusion.

I. A brief survey

This section briefly sketches a few notable
theoretical approaches to the problem of iden-
tifying ‘subject’ in the Korean language. Tra-
ditionally, grammatical relations such as sub-
Jject of’,

‘object of’ etc. were identified by

the nominative and accusative case markers
respectively: i.e., NPs with particles (n)in
and i/ka were regarded as the subject NPs and
NPs with particles (1)il as the object NPs.
Look at the following example:

2.0. Ki ai-ka nun-i yeppi-ta.®
The child eyes pretty
(The child’s eyes are pretty.)

Sentence (2.0) has two NPs in the nomn-
ative case, i.e., ki-ai and nun. Such sentences
with two nominative NPs were termed “dou-
ble-subject sentences” traditional
grammarians (Y. K. Kim, 1957, M. S. Kim,
1960). The first NP ‘ki ar’ was called major

subject and the second NP ‘nun’ minor subject.

by many

This distinction was based upon the scmantic
parameter whole/part: that 1s, the first NP
denotes the whole of an entity while the
second NP denotes a part of the whole entity.

Such an analysis 1s obviously counterintui-
tive in that a predicate has two subjccts 1n o
simple sentencc. Furthermore, the claim that
a sentence has two subjects derives {rom the
confusion of two distinct notions of gram-
matical relations and case marking. An NP 1n
the nominative case 1s not necessarily the sub-
ject NP of a seatence:

2.1. Sakwa-nin Chanho-ka choa-han-ta.
Apples Chanho Iikes.

(Chanho likes apples.)

In (2.1) the NP with nominative casc marker
nin, that is, Sakwanin, is not thc subject
but the object of the sentence.

The late sixties and early seventies saw a
number of papers dealing with the double-
subject constructions within the transform-
ational generative framework. TG grammarians
(C.S.Suh, 1971, etc) made an attempt to

derive double-subject constructions from the

(1) The cognitive meanings of our Korean examples are 1identical to those of the given Englsh translations.
However, no attempts were made to express the pragmatic aspects of meaning such as the topicahity or

thematicity 1n the English translations.
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deep structure in which there exists only one

subject NP, Their main point is that double-
subject construction is a surface phenomenon
and that there is only one subject for each
sentence. Their idea of ‘one subject per one
sentence’ seems to be quite insightful,

Transformativnal generative approach was,
however, faced with some serious difficulties.
To cite a few examples, TG grammarians
derived (2.2) from (2.3) via the application of
Nominativization:

2.2. Nae-ka moeri-ka aph-ta.
1 head hurt.

(I have a headache.)
2.3. Na-iy mori-ka aph-ta.

My  head huits.

(My head hurts.)

Nominativization, however, changes the
meaning of a sentence subtly. That 1s, the
derived NP, i.c., nae-ka, has Kuno’s “ex-

haustive reading (S.Kuno, 1973).

Namely, (2.2) roughly translates into English

listing”

as follows: “It 1s 1 and only I whose head
hurts.”

Grammatical relations such as subject and
object are given derivative definitions in
transformational grammar. Within the theory,
subject 1s defined as a purcly syntactic con-
cept. The inadequacy of Chomskyan definition
-of ‘subject of’ has been convincingly demon-
strated by relational grammarians (P.Postal,
1977, D.Johnson, 1974). Instead, E. Keenan’s
notion of subject as a ‘multi-factor’ concept
will be discussed in section T.

The most serious problem with transform-
ationally deriving double-subject construction
from an underlying structure is that there are
many double-subject sentences which can never
be explained in terms of transformations. (2.4)

is such an example:

2.4, TV-nin Zenith-ka coh-ta.
TV Zenith good.

(Zenith is a good TV.)

A number of such sentences show that trans-
formational analysis of double-subject scnten-
ces is only partially revealing.

A further problem with the transformational
approach 1s that a class of double-subject
sentences can be derived from two dilferent
underlying structures without producing any
sort of ambiguity, Look at the following
examples (C.S.Suh, 1971):

2.5 Kiiy-ka caecu-ka mocaran-ta.

He talent  poor.
(He has a poor talent.)

o
o
<3

Ki1y-u caecu-ka mocaran-ta.
His talent  poor.

(His talent is poor.)

2.5b Kiiy-eke caecu-ka mocaran-ta.
To him talent  poor.

(To him talent 1s poor.)

Two underlying structures (2.5a) and (2.5b)
end up as the identical surface structure (2.5)
without producing any sort of ambiguities.
TG grammarians then should either abaundon
their analysis or posit a deeper structurec.

In sum, the earlier approaches to the double-
subject in Korean are faced with at lcast
three problems:

1. The definition of subject is not consistent.
This is really crucial in analysing the double-
subject in Korean.

2. The analysis by TG grammarians did not
capture the subtle differecnces of mecaning
which have communicative 1mportance.

3. There are many cases in Korean which
could not be explained in terms of transform-
ations.

These problems compel us to reanalyse Ko-
rean double-subject constructions from a radi-
cally different theoretical point of view. We
think Dik’s functional grammar can adequately
deal with the double-subject constructions in

Korean without causing any problem as tradi-
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tional or transformational grammars did.
Il. Dik’s Functional Grammar

Doulle-subzect constructions in Korecan were
mainly analysed in terms of formal mech-
anism's such as case marking system and
transiormations, Such a purely formal treat-
rment of double-subject sentences did not take
into cons.deration the fact that a language
should be conceived of as an instrument of
social communication used with the specific
puipose of establishing communications be-
tween speakers and addressees. Dik’s functional
grawmar includes not only formal syntactic,
semantic systems but also pragmatic mech-
anisms (ealing with the functional notions of
specher/addressee, Theme and Topic, etc.

In this regard, Dik’s functional grammar
cann serve as a fully adequate theoretical
tramework within which Korean double-subject
sentences are described 1n terms of their formal
properties as well as their pragmatic charac-
teristics, At this point, 1t may be appropriate
to present an outhine of S.C. Dik’s functional
grammar.

Dix’s 1unctional grammar, which has neither
transfurmation, nor any filtering devices,
speaities functional relations at three different
levels:

(1) semantic functions: agent, goal, reci-
pient, ctc,

(2) «yrtactic functions: subject and object.

(3) pregmatic functions: theme and tail,
topic and focus.

Roughly, he defines the difference between

the three levels of functions as follows:

“semartic tunctions specify the roles which the
relerc~ts of the terms involved play within the ‘state
ot altai~ designated by the predication in which they
occur. Syntactic functions specify the informational
statas ol the constituents within the wider communi-
catve sciung 1n which they occut...”

Pragmatic functions, being of crucial impor-

tance 1n our discussion of Korean double-subject
constructions, will be discussed in detail.
According to Dik, after the assignments of
semantic and syntactic functions have taken
place, pragmatic {unctions are assigned. Four
pragmatic functions are distinguished, two
external and two internal to the predication
proper. The external functions are:

Theme: The theme specifies the universe of
discoursc with respect to which the subse-
quent predication 1s presented as relevant.

Tail: The tail presents, as an ‘afterthought’
to the predication, information meant to
clarify or modify 1t.

And the internal ones given by Dik are:

Topic: The topic presents the entity ‘albout’
which the predication predicates something
in the given sctting.

Focus: The focus presents what 1s relatively
the most important or salient 1nformation
in the given setting.

For the adequate assignments of pragmatic
functions, Dik proposed a general functional
schema of the following form:

(x,)Theme, Predication, (x;)Tail.

As 1s clear from the discussion of pragmatic
functions and the functional schema from
one thing that characterizes Dik’s

framework is his differentiation of Theme and

above,

Topic: that 1s, Theme 13 outside the scopc of
predication, while Topic is inside the predi-
cation proper. He gives several arguments for
this positior.

In the first place, the Theme constituent 1s
outside the performative modality of the subse-
That 1s,
following the Theme can have the full range

quent predication. the predication
of performative modalities such as declarative,
imperative, and interrogative, s can be seen

in examples (3.0)—(3.2):

3.0 That guy, is he a friend of vours?
3.1 That trunk, put 1t in the car.

3.2 As for the students, they won't be
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invited.

A second fact pointing to the independence
of the Theme 1s that it can itself have interrog-

ative modality, etc. as in (3.3):

3.3 My brother? I haven’t seen him for

vears.

A third argument 1s based on the following
observation that Theme constituent usually
has a sort ot “absolute form” characterized by
the most unmarked case (typically, the nomin-

ative). Lack at the following examples:

3.4 a. That man, we gave Lthe book to him

yesterday,

b, To that man, we gave the book to
him yesterday.,

3.5 a. Cct homme, nous lu1 avons donne le

livre hrer.

b. *A cet horame, nous lui avons donne

le fivre hier.

In both(2.4) and (3.5) Theme constituents
have the semantic and syntactic function mark-
mgs one wceuld expect them to have if they
were extracted from the predications. Both
examples, however, turn out to be ungram-
matical. Such facts support the hypothesis that

Theme may be independent of predication.

7. Definition of “Subject”

In traditional grammar a la Jesperson, gram-
matical relations such as subject, object, ete,
were not given a precise and formal definition.
To remedy such a defect in linguistic theory,
Chomsky(1965) sct out to give a purely form-
alistic definition to the notions of grammatical
relations 1n terms of the phrase structurc
configurations. For instance, ‘subject’ is de-
tined as the NP immediately dominated by
the root S.Other grammatical relations were
treated in a similar fashion. It was noticed,

however, that such a derivative definition

could rot ke universally applicable to natural
languages. In some Malayo-Polynesian lan-
guages the basic word order 1s VSO, These
langueges do not have a VP node directly
dommating V and O. It 15, therefore, quite
obvious that Chomsky’s definitions are not
universally valid. Walbiri and and Tagalog
also pose a serious problem to Chomsky’s
defraations, tor mn thesce languages the relative
posiuions of subject and object 1s completely
free (E.Keenan, 1976). Furthermore, in many
SOV languages such as Turkish, Hindi, ete.
there is little or no crucial evidence for the
existence of the VP node.

In the early 1970s, syntacticians began to
develop an increased interest in “grammatical
relations” such as subject, direct object, and
indirect object 1n order to capture the univer-
sality of syntactic rules of natural languages.
To take one example, Passive construction
exists 1n many natural languages. The struc-
tural descriptions of this rule are rather
varied, if viewed from transformational stand-
posnt. But they have one characteristic in
common: that is, object in active construction
becomes subject 1n passive construction. This
universal aspect cannot be captured by Chom-
skyan structural description of passive construc-
tion.

In this respect, Relational Grammar claims
that grammatical relations are needed to
capture the untversality of natural languages
and that these grammaticel relations should
be posited as the theoretical primitives(P.Po-
stal, 1077). Relational Grammarians, however,
did not give anv defimitions of the notion ot
grammatical rclations.

In other words, 1f we cannot identify the
grammatical relations such as subject and
ohject 1n any natural languages, their claims
are seriously weakened. For example, if native
speakers of Korean cannot identify the subject

of the double-subject constructions in their
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language, a number of generalizations involv-
ing grammatical relations lose their validity.

“Subject” has long been considered as a
fundamental concept in analyzing the gram-
matical relations in sentence. According to Li
and Thompson (1976), however, there are
some languages that can be better analyzed in
terms of topic-comment relation than subject-
predicate relation.

Thetr argument 1s that (i) the notion of
topic may be as basic as that of subject and
(11) languages may differ in their strategies
in constructing sentences according to the
prominence of the notions of topic and/or
subject.

Using these two seemingly different but not
unrelated notions, they proposed the following
four basic types of languages:

Subject-Prominent
Languages

Topic-Prominent
Languages

Chinese
Lahu (Lolo-Burmese)
Lisu ( o)

Neither Subject-

Indo-European
Niger-Congo

Subject-Prominent

and Prominent nor
Topic-Prominent Topic-Prominent
Languages Languages
Japanese Tagalog
Korean Illocano
For e¢xample, 1n Lisu, a Topic-Prominent

language, topic is explicitly marked, but the
subject of a sentence is not codified 1n any

way:

4.0 lathyu nya ana khu-a.

dog bite-declarative
marker

people topic
marker

“People (topic) they bite dogs,”
dogs bite them.”
lathyu khu-a.

people bite-declarative

4.1 ana nya

dog topic
marker marker
“Dogs(topic) they bite people.”

people bite dogs.”

As the two sentences (4.0) and (4.1) show,

topics in Lisu are explicity marked. Lisu,
however, is ambiguous as far as subjecthood
or agency is concerned. In this language
semantic and/or pragmatic properties play
decisive roles in disambiguating the sentences.
Li and Thompson (1976) classified Korean as
a subject and topic prominent language. Their
crucial point 1s that semantic and pragmatic
factors as well as syntactic ones have to be
taken into consideration in 1dentifying the
subject of a sentence in Korean. In fact, tra-
ditional grammarians identified subject only in
terms of the case marking an NP carries.
Consequently, their treatment of Korean sub-
jecthood was greatly handicapped by not consi-
dering semantic and pragmatic factors. Such
an argument 1s further bolstered by E.Kecnan’s
proposal that subject should te regarded as a
multi-factor concept with syntactic, scmantic,
and pragmatic propertics (E.Kcenan, iY76).
Syntactic propertics include coding properties
such as casc marking, verb agreement and
also behavior and control properties, e.g. de-
letion, movement, case changing properties,
control of cross-reference, etc. Semantic pro-
perties designate agency, autonomous exist-
ence, selection restrictions, etc. His major claim
1s that the more such properties an NP has,
the more 1t is subjecthike. Keenan’s approach,
as Dik himself admits, 1s not incompatible
with Dik’s framework, within which semantic
factors determine the assignment of subject

function.

Y. Double-subject constructions in
Korean

Look at the following often-cited example of
double-subject sentence in Korean:

5.0 Khokkiri-nin kho-ka kil-ta.
Elephant nose long.

(The elephant has a long nose.)
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A number of generative grammarians (P.S.
Park, 1981, C.S.Suh, 1971, Shibatam, 1977)
derived the sentence (5.0) from the possessive
construction in which the first nominative NP
functions as the possessor and the second the
possessed. That 1s, (5.0) derives from the

structure underlying (5.1);

5.1 Khokkiri-iy kho-ka kil-ta.
Flephant’s nose  long.

(The elephant’s nose 1s long,)

Sentence (5.0) derives from the structure un-
derlying (5.1) via the application of the rule
Nomuinativization. This rule removes the pos-
sessor NP “khokkiri” from the original posses-
sive construction which is in the nominative
and then marks 1t with the nominative,
because that is the case the original possessive
construction is in. As noted earlier, however,
transformational approach has some problems:
(1) meaning change and (2) there is a subset
of double-subject sentences that cannot be de-
rived from possessive construction. Sentence
(5.3) 1s a clear case that canrot be handled

by the rule Nominativization:

5.3 TV-nin Zenith-Ka cho-ta.
TV Zenith good

(Zenith isa good TV.)

Existence of such a set of examples clearly
demonstrates the 1nadequacy of transform-
ational solution.

Instead, 1if Dik’s functional schema can deal
with Korean double-subject phenomenon wn a
uniform way, then 1t 1s theoretically more
adequate and satisfying 1n that it captures the
generality of the phenomenon. Let’s see how
Dik’s functional schema accommodates Korean

double-subject constructions:

(Theme), Predication, (Tail)
5.4 Khokkiri-nin kho-ka kil-ta.
5.5 TV-nin Zenith-ka cho-ta.

The following examples can also be analyzed

by the same schema:

(Theme),

5.6 Ki cha-nin sokto-ta ppari-ta.
The car speed  fast

(The car runs fast.)

Predication, (Tail)

5.7 John-in mari-ka aphi-ta.
John head hurt

(John has a headache.)

Now compare the following sentence (5.8) with
(5.0):

5.8 Kho-nin khokkiri-ka kil-ta.

Even though the two sentences are the same
in the cognitive meaning, their usage 1n the
real communicative situations i1s rather differ-
ent. In other words, in (5.0) the speaker talks
about elephant (khokkiri) and in (5.8) the
speaker talks about nose (kho), that 1s, the
theme of (5.0) is elephant and the theme of
(5.8) is nose.
not much of help in dealing with the sentence
(5.8), because it cannot be derived from the

Transformational grammar is

following sentence (5.9):

5.9 *Kho-iy khokkiri-ka kil-ta.
Nose elephant long.

Furthermore, the NP ‘kho’ in (5.8) is a gen-
eric noun, that is, it does not designate the
nose of the elephant, but the whole class of
nose, This fact presents an additional problem
to the transformational solution of double-sub-
ject sentence. Such observations justify our

schemat

(Theme), Predication (Tail)

Kho-nin khokkiri-ka kil-ta.

Up to now, 1t has been demonstrated that
Dik’s functional grammar which separates
theme from predication proper can give a
uniform treatment to a variety of double-subject
constructions. Such a uniform treatment 1s a
sign that Dik’s functional grammar has a far
greater explanatory and descriptive adequacy

than transformational generative approach.
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In support of this paper’s aim to provide
ways and means of identifying the subject of
a Korean double-subject sentence, now 1t will
be argued that Dik’s schema assigns subject
function to a term within the domain of
predication proper. Following examples (5.0),
(5.3), and (5.4) show how 1t is done:

(Theme), Predication
Subject Predicate
5.0 Khokkiri-nin kho-ka kil-ta.
5.3 TV-nin Zenith-ka  co-ta.
5.4 Kho-nin khokkiri-ka kil-ta.

The following data can be explamned 1n the

same way:

(Theme), Predication (TaiD)
Subject predicate

Kunkang-in tingsan-i coh-ta.
Health climbing good
(Chimbing 1s good for health.)
Silang-in hakkiyio-ka man-ta
Now schools many
(Now there are many schools.)
Sunsangnin-in  xae-ka musup-ta
Teacher deg afraid

(The teacher is afraid of dogs.)

Na-nin kkot-i coh-ta
1 flower good
(I Like flowers.)

Na-nin packuntae-ka  nop-ta
1 raekuntae hill high

(Paekuntae hill 13 high for me.)

Furthermore, according to Dik’s framework,
we must assign topic function to the NP in
the predication, wkich is a pragmatic function.
Dik’s definition of topic shows that the sulject
in the predicat:on can serve as the topic.
Therefore, it should be noted that subject and
topic are not mdependent notions but they are

closely interrelated. This observation justilies

multi-factor concept of subject in Korean. Now
we can assign topic function to the given
data:

(Theme), Predicatinn
5.0 Khokkiri-oin kho-xa kil-ta
subject
topic
5,3 TV-nin Zenith-ka coh-ta
subject
topic
5.4 Kho-nin khokkiri-ka kil-ta
subject

topic

What foilows arc the atove thr ¢ sentences
(5.0), (56.3), and (5.4) with all three semantic,
syntactic, and pragmatic assignments (We
assume that semantic function has already
been assigned):

Khokkiri-nin kho-ka kil-ta.
(Khokkiri), Kil-ta (kho)
(x1) Theme, (xj) @.Sub.Top. @
TV-nin Zenith-ka coh-ta.

(TV) coh-ta (Zenith)

{x1) Theme (xj) ¢.Sub. Top.
Kho-nin khokkiri-ka kil-ta.
(Kho) kilta (khokkir1)
{x1)Theme (xj) ¢. Sub. Top.

As was mentioned earlier, since our basic
position 1s that subject hod hest le considered
as a multi-factor concept, we will now put
forward some evidence su.porting our argu-
ment in terms of a seman’ic aspect of subject
in double-subject senterc<::

thatl 1¢, selection

restrictions. MeCawley (1968) say« that sclec-
tion restrictions are gr.en within the diction-
ary entrics of verks in a semantic theory and
operate tetwcen the verh and the =cma-iti
properties of an entire sulject roun phrascs.

To put it arnother way, selection restrictions

(2) Mk say«: “If a State predication has only one argument, I shall sav that that arevment has scro -emann
funcuon &. 1 see no good reason 1o assign any particular semantic funciion to such arguments...”
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hold between a predicatc and a term within
predication proper. The corollary of this
argument is that selectional restrictions need
not hold between theme and a predicate, since
theme 1s outside the scope of Predication.
Following examples (rom Sohn (1980) will show

our point:

5.10 Cha-nin cak-in kes-i coh-ta.
Cars small ones good.

(Small cars are better.)

511 1 chaek-in caemi-ka iss-ta.
This book

(This book is interesting.)

interest 1s

Though causative constructions arc a contro-
versial topic among hnguists, they provide a
sure test for deciding which NP of a sentence
is the subject NP. B.Comrie (1976) sct up the
“paradigm case” of causative constructions on
the basis of a numter of languages like French
and Turkish, etc. He argued that this provides
a framework with n which 1t 1s possible to give a
systematic discussion of causative constructions
in a wide range (genctically, typologically and
geographically) of languages. While discussing
causatives of intransitives, he said that in the
paradigm case, causatives of intransitives
should have the emkedded subject as direct
object. He gave the following examples from

various languages:

5.15 Ramo madhuliham patayati. (Sanskrit)
Ramo boo(DO) {ly-Cause
(Subj
(Rama makes the bee fly.)

5.16 Gianni fa venire Paolo. (Italian)
(Giannt makes Paolo come.)

5.17 A tanulék var- at -jak a tanar -t.

(Hung-
arian)

the pupils wait Caus the teacher DO

(The pupils muke the teacher wait.)

‘Comric’s ohservation helps us to pinpoint the
subject NP 1n the double-subject constructions.

Look at the following data:

5.18a Kinys-nin kho-ka nop-ta.

she(Theme) nose(Subj) high
5.18b Kinys-nin kho-ll
She(Theme) nosc(DO) high-Cass
5.19a2 Ki-nin kiyunmun-i
He(Theme) knowledgo(S) wide
5.19b Ki-nmn kivunmun-il nul-hi-ass-ta.
(Theme) (DO) wide-Caus.

nop-hi 3ss-ta.

nul-ta

Sentences (5.18b) and (1.19b) are the causatives
of (5.18a) and (5. 19a), respectively. Kho(nose)
and kivunmun(knowledge) are the direct objects
in the causatives. Then, as Comric argued,
they are the subject NPs in the intransitives.
The above data conform to not only Comrie’s
paradigm case but alse Dik’s functional sche-
ma. Therefore, it can be said that our hvpo-
thesis that subject function should b2 given to
the first term within Predication proncr and
subject should be treated as a multi-factor
concept is a valid one in its treatment of the
knotty problems involved with the Korean
double-subject constructions in general.

There remains, however, one major issue
vet to be resolved: how much® subjectlike are
NPs of a particular language? According to Ia
and Thompson, since Subject-Promi»ent lan-
guages and Topic-Prominent languages of the
world are located at different poirts along
the continuum, the subject NP of one language
may differ in the degree of subjecthnol from
the subject NP of another language. One roh-
lem here is to determine the degree of sub-
jecthood in the Korecan language. It will he
quite a while before we ean have the answer
to this question.

Last but not least, closely related with the
double subject construction is the still un-
resolved problem of particles (n)in ond (1 Ka.
Specifically, we want to address the following
question: Is only theme and no other allowed
to have particle (n)in? Although these particles
still await definitive analysis, in this papet we
propose a pragmatically-based view ot them.

Concerning particles (n)in and i/ka, Shibat-
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ant said 1n the footnote of his (1977 paper as
tollows:

“Since there has been general agreement, at least
among the transformational grammarians, as to the
status of the topic marked by (n)+n as opposed to an
NP imarked by ka or 1, not many people now perhaps
consider a sentence hike na nin ma i ka aph ta as a
double-subject construction”

Above quotation clearly shows that TG
grammarians regard only (n)tn as the topic
(our theme) marker, and 1/ka as subject mark-
crs, Such a classification of particles (n)in
and 1/ka, though not completely wrong, does
not capture the pragmatic complexity and
subtlety of these particles in sentence. The
theoretical fallacy committed by TG gramma-
rians 1s no other than their misguided concept-
1on of subject and topic. In their view, the
notions of subject and topic are in complement-
ary distribution. As mentioned earlier,
subject and topic are not independent. They
are closcly interrelated. Look at the following

cxample:

5.20 Khokkiri-ka kho-ka kil-ta.
In sentence (5.20) “khokkir1” is obviously the
theme of the sentence, but 1s marked by ka.
This sentence demonstrates the fundamental
imadequacy of TG grammarians’ classification
ot (n)in as the topic (our theme) marker.
Contrast (5.20) with (56.21) below:

5.21 Khokkiri-nin khh-ka kil-ta.

How are we to account for the difference be-
tween the two sentences? Themes marked by
(n):n are the natural themes. Furthermore,
what the TG grammarians have missed in

their treatment of particles is that particles

(n)in and i/ka have different semantic contents.

For example, particle (n)in has its own lexical
meaning of Contrastiveness(H. M. Sohn, 1981),
though the contrastive meaning sometimes dis-

appears completely. Theme “Khokkiri-nin” in

(5.21) denotes contrast as the following exam-
ple shows:

5.22 Khokkirt-nin kho-ka kil-ci-man, won-
sungi-nin kho-ka kil-ci-an-ta.

On the other hand, particle i/ka functions
as the focused theme as 1in (5.20) and the

following dialogue:

5.23 Q: Muo-ka kho-ka kil-ci?
(What has a long nose?)
5.24a Ans: Khokkiri-ka kho-ka kil-ta.
(The elephant has a long nose.)
5.24b Ans: *Khokkiri-nin kho-ka kil-ta.

In (5.24a) Khokkiri-ka 1s not only the Theme,
but also the focused NP in the sentence, since
it provides new information to the question
(5.23). (5.24b) with
khokkiri-nin 1s 1nappropriate to question (5.23)

In contrast to this,
in that particle (n)in 1mplicates that the
questioner already knows that 1t 1s Khokkir:
that has a long nose. If the questioner knew
then he
violated one of the preparatory conditions for

the answer to his own question,

the successful performance of the illocutionary
act of question: l.e., questioner does not know
‘the answer’ (J.Secarle, 1969). The following

sentence (5.25) also supports our argument.

5.25 Na-nin hakkiyo-e kan-ta.
I school to go
I go to school.)

It 1s quite obvious that in (5.25) NP na
marked by nin syntactically functions as the
subject contrary to the arguments of some TG
grammarians.

As noted above, theme and subject in Korean
cannot be complementarily marked by certain
case markers only. (n)tn and i/ka all can ke
used respectively as theme, topic, and subject
markers 1n the particular context or situation.
Further will be discussed in our forthcoming
paper. ¥

(3) Kuno (1972) presented the analysis of Japanese particles ‘wa’ and ‘ga’ that can be summarized as follows:
A. ‘Wa’ marks either the theme or the contrasted element of the sentence. The theme must be either-
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¥I. Conclusion

A brief summary of the major points of our
research efforts will be given below:

1. The so-called double-subject sentences have
only one subject.

2. Transformational derivations of double-
subjecct sentences from possessive constructions
or what not cannot adequately deal with the
subtle and complex pragmatic meaning differ-
ences among the sentences.

3. Transformational approach cannot adec-

changes 1n double-subject constructions.

4. The theoretical framework adopted here
has not only consistency but also descriptve and
explanatory adequacy 1n that 1t can cover the
double-subject phenomenon 1n a uniform way.

5. Surface cases and grammatical relations
are two different things, 1n spite of the good
correspondence between them. That is, not all
the NPs marked by 1/ka are subject.

6. Dik’s definition of subject in semantic
terms 1s not incompatible with E. Keenan’s
definition of subject as a multi-factor concept.

7. Subject function 1s assigned to a term

within the Predication proper.

quately deal with the phenomenon of meaning

anaphoric (1.e., previously mentioned) or generic, while there 1» no such constraint for the contrasted
element,
B. ‘Ga’ as subject case marker 15 either for neutral description or for cxhaustive listing. When the predicate
represents a state (but not existence) or a habitual generic action, only the exhaustive listing 1nterpretation
15 obtained.
Runo’s such analysis of Japanses particles ‘wa’ and ‘ga’ seems to have been too readily applied to analyze
doublesubject constructions in Korean, especially Korcan particles (n)rn and 1/ka by almost all Korean grammar-
1ans. They thought that Korean (n)yn corresponds to Japanese ‘wa and Korean 1/ka does to Japanese ‘ga.
According to their inference, Korean (n)in marks theme and contrast and 1/ka as subject case marker marks
exhaustive listing and neutral description.
Nevertheless, counterexamples can be easily found 1n the Korean language. Look at the following examples:
(1) Na-nn maeil hakkyo-e kan-ta. (Theme and Subp)
1 everyday to school go
(I go to school everyday.)
(2) Na-nin sakwa-nsn coha-han-ta. (Contrasted element and Object)
1 apples like
(I like apples only.)
(3) Ks-ntn  kunin-1 tg--ass-ta, (Complement)
He soldier become
(He became a soldier.)
(4) Seoul-e-nin cha-ka man-ta. (Adverb)
In Seoul cars many.
(There ®ere many cars in Seoul.)
The above examples show that Korean particles (n)in and 1/ka are used 1n a wider scope than Japanese particles
‘wa’ and ‘ga’, only if kuno's analysis is valid. Lastly, this point of our paper 1s one of the significant differences
from Kim (1981). which deals with double-subject constructions from the point of view ot functional approach.
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