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1. Introduction

Languagesdifferwithrespecttothewaytheydescribecausalrelationships.

Forexample,inEnglish,eitheralexicalcausative,e.g.,JohnkilledBillora

syntactic(periphrastic)causative,e.g.,JohncausedBilltodieisusedtoexpress

causation.Regardingthesetwokindsofcausatives,thegeneralconsensus

amongresearchersisthatthereisasemanticdifferencebetweenthetwo,

suggestingthattheyarenotfullyinterchangeable(e.g.,Comrie,1985;McCawley,

1978;Pinker,1989;Shibatani,1975;Wierzbicka,1988;Wolff,2003).Koreanalso

hastwodistincttypesofcausativeconstructions(morphologicalandsyntactic),

andithasbeensuggested thatthesemanticdifferencebetweenthetwoliesin

termsofthetypeofcausation(directvs.indirect)andtheentailmentproperties

requiringthecausedeventtooccur(e.g.,Park,1972;Park,2003;Patterson,1974;

Shibatani,1973,1975;Sohn,1994).Whilethemajorityofthepreviousstudieson

Koreancausativeshaveexaminedthemappingbetweenthecausationtypeand

thecausativetype,notmuchattentionhasbeenpaidtotheentailmentin

Koreancausatives.

ThisstudyinvestigateswhetherthetwoKoreancausativepatternshavethe

same(discourse-related)entailmentpropertiesinadultandchildKorean,and

findsthatbothadultsandchildrenrequirethecausedeventtooccurfor

morphologicalcausatives.Thispaperisorganized asfollows.Section 2

introduces twoKoreancausativetypesandprovidesasummaryofprevious

research,including L1acquisition studies.Sections3and 4presenttwo

experimentsonKorean-speakingadultsandchildren'sinterpretationsofthetwo

kindsofcausativeswith regard to entailmentrelations.Lastly,Section 5

discussesthefindingsandconcludesthepaper.

2. Previous Studies on Korean causatives

2.1. Two Causatives in Korean

Korean has two types ofcausative constructions—morphologicaland

syntacticcausatives.Themorphologicalcausativeisformedwithsuffixessuchas
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-i(otherallomorphsinclude-li,-hi,and-ki),asin(1a),whereasthesyntactic

causativerequiresthecomplementizer-keyandtheverbha-ta,asin(1b).

(1)a.Themorphologicalcausative:

emma-ka ai-eykey pap-ul mek-i-ess-ta.

mother-NOM child-DATrice-ACC eat-CAUS-PST-DECL

'Themotherfedthechildrice.'

b.Thesyntacticcausative:

emma-ka ai-eykey pap-ul mek-key

mother-NOM child-DATrice-ACC eat-COMP

ha-yess-ta.

do-PST-DECL

'Themothermadethechildeatrice.'

Thereisno generalagreementon whetherthetwo constructionsare

semanticallyidenticalornot.Yang(1972,1974,1976)claimsthatmorphological

causativesareinfactderivedfrom syntacticcausatives,andthatthetwoare

synonymous.Incontrast,anumberofresearchers(e.g.,Park,1972;Park,2003;

Patterson,1974;Shibatani,1973,1975;Sohn,1994)havepositedasemantic

differencebetweenthetwointermsofthetypeofcausationandtheentailment

relations.Iwillbrieflydiscussthepreviousstudiesregardingthesetwoareas,

butthefocusofthispaperwillbeonthelatter:thenotionofentailment

relations.

Park(1972),Shibatani(1973,1975),Patterson(1974)andSohn(1994)allargue

thatthetwocausativesinKoreanaredistinctconstructionswithdifferent

underlyingstructures,basedontheobservationthattheyexpressdifferenttypes

ofcausation.Ontheonehand,themorphologicalcausativeissupposedlyused

toexpressdirectcausation,inwhichthereistypicallyphysicalmanipulation

involvinganagentivecauserandapatientcausee(e.g.,amotherputtingthe

riceintothechild’smouthin(1a)).Ontheotherhand,thesyntacticcausativeis

claimed tobereserved forindirectcausation,wherethereisgenerallya

direction-givingsituation,withthecauserandthecauseebothactingasagents

(e.g.,amotherorderingthechildtoeatthericein(1b))1).

1)Furthermore,Lee(2008)schematicallyshowsthattheKoreanperiphrastic(i.e.,syntactic)
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Patterson(1974)noticedthatoneofthepropertiesthatdistinguishbetween

morphologicalcausativesandsyntacticcausativesisthatonlytheformerentails

thecausedevent(datafromPatterson,1974,p.28-29).Inotherwords,theeating

eventdescribedinthemorphologicalcausative(2a)mustactuallyoccurforthe

wholesentencetobefelicitous,whilethesamerequirementdoesnotholdfor

the syntacticcausative (2b).Therefore,Patterson notesthatthe syntactic

causative(2b)canbecontinuedbyacontrarystatementsuchas(3),butthe

morphologicalcausative(2a)cannotbecontinuedbysuchaclause.

(2)a.Themorphologicalcausative:

ku-ka na-eykey kimchi-lul mek-i-ess-una,

he-NOM I-DAT kimchi-ACC eat-CAUS-PST-but

‘Hefedmekimchi,but...’

b.Thesyntacticcausative:

ku-ka na-eykey kimchi-lul mek-key

he-NOM I-DAT kimchi-ACC eat-COMP

ha-yess-una,

CAUS-PST-but

‘Hecausedmetoeatkimchi,but…’

(3) nay-ka mek-ci an(i)-ha-ess-ta.

I-NOM eat-COMPnot-do-PST-DECL

‘Ididn’teatkimchi.’

Thisisbecausethemorphologicalcausative(2a)entailsthecompletionofthe

causedevent,andthus,thesentencewouldbecomeacontradictorystatementif

itwerefollowedbytheclausewhichnegatesthecausedevent.Ontheother

hand,itispossibleforthesyntacticcausative(2b)tobeaccompaniedbya

negatedclause,sinceitdoesnotrequirethecausedeventtooccur.

Contrary evidence is presented by Kim (2005),who conducted an

acceptabilityjudgmenttaskwiththetwotypesofcausativestodetermine

whethertheycanbefollowedbya“but-clause”withoutcontradiction.Twelve

nativeKoreanspeakerswereaskedtodeterminewhetherthegivensentence

causativeconstructionrepresentsnotonlytheconceptofcausing,butalsotheconceptsof

lettingandpermitting.
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couldbeexpressedinthegivencontext,bymarkingeitherO orX(O for

acceptanceandXfornon-acceptance).Theresultsofherexperimentrevealed

theirnear-perfectacceptanceofmostofthesentences,inwhicheachtypeof

causativeiscombinedwithanegatedclause.Thisshowsthatthetwocausatives

donotdifferintermsofentailmentrelationsandthatneithercausativetype

requiresthecausedeventtooccur.Thisissurprisinginthatthisresultgoes

againstPatterson’sclaim thatcauseandresultarefusedinmorphological

causatives,thereforemakingitimpossibletonegateonlytheresult.Inother

words,Kim’sexperimentalstudysuggeststhatnotonlysyntacticcausativesbut

alsomorphologicalcausativesdonotexhibitanentailmentrelation.Thus,it

seemsthattherehasyetbeennoclearanswertothequestionoftheentailment

relationsinKoreancausatives.

2.2. L1 Acquisition Studies

ThestudieslookingattheacquisitionofKoreancausativeshaveobserved

thatmorphologicalcausativesareacquiredearlierthansyntacticcausatives(Cho,

1992;Choi,1999;Lee,1977;Park,2009).Choi(1999)notesthatin the

spontaneousspeechsamplesofKorean-speakingchildren,twochildrenbeganto

usethemorphologicalcausativearound1yearofage(Kim,1995),whilethe

syntacticcausativefirstappearedbyanothertwochildrenattheageofover2

years(Kim,1989).Toexplainthisorderofacquisition,Choi(1999)adopts

Piaget'sclaim(1954)thattheconceptofdirectcausationisacquiredearlierover

thatofindirectcausation,andthus,themorphologicalcausatives,whichare

usuallylinkedtodepictdirectcausation,arepredictedtoappearearlierthanthe

syntacticcausatives,associatedwithindirectcausation.Indeed,Choi(1999)also

findsthatKorean-speakingchildrenaresensitivetothedirectnessconstraintin

theiruseofthetwocausatives.Outof51morphologicalcausativesproducedby

fourKorean-speakingchildren,47wereusedtodescribedirectcausation.Asfor

thesyntacticcausatives,therewereonlytwoutterances,bothofwhichwere

producedunderthecontextofindirectcausation.

Whilethepreviousstudieshavefocusedontheorderofacquisitionofthe

twocausatives,aswellasonthedistinctionbetweendirectand indirect

causation,therehavebeen nostudieswhich investigated Korean-speaking

children'sinterpretationofthetwocausativesintermsofentailmentrelations.
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3. Experiment 1

The purpose ofExperiment1 isto examine Korean-speaking adults'

interpretationofthetwotypesofcausativeswithrespecttotherelationof

entailment.

3.1. Participants

Sixteen nativeKorean-speaking adults,aged 24to34(mean age=27;5)

participatedintheexperiment.Allofthem wererecruitedinSeoul,Koreaand

werepaid$5eachascompensationfortheirtime.

3.2. Procedures

A Truth-ValueJudgmentTask(Crain& McKee,1985;Crain& Thornton,

1998)wasusedtotesttheparticipants’judgmentsofthestoriesandsentences.

Awrittenquestionnairewithstoriesandtargetsentenceswasprovided.After

readingeachstory,theparticipantswereaskedtojudgewhetherthetarget

sentenceadequatelydescribedthestorybychoosingtrueorfalse,andtheywere

askedtowriteajustificationfortheiranswer.Inotherwords,theparticipants

hadtoevaluatethetruth-valueofthetargetsentence,ratherthantogive

metalinguisticevaluationofstatements,asinKim's(2005)study.

3.3. Materials

Thematerialsconsistedoftwenty-fourstoriesintotal,eachaccompaniedby

atargetsentence.Thereweretwelveexperimentalstoriesandtwelvefillers.Of

theexperimentalstories,eighthadaNo-Effectcontext,wherethecausedevent

didnottakeplace,andthesewerepairedwithsixmorphologicalandtwo

syntacticcausatives2).TheotherfourstorieseachhadanEffectcontextinwhich

2)ThereasonforhavingthedifferentnumberofitemsonlyfortheMorphologicalNo-Effect

conditionwastocounterbalancethetrue/falseanswersfortheentireexperiment,sincethe

targetresponseis'false'onlyfortheMorphologicalNo-Effectcondition.Thus,outoftwelve

experimentalitems,thereweresixitemsintheMorphologicalNo-Effectcondition,andtwo

itemsineachofthethreeotherconditions.
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thecausedeventdidtakeplace,pairedwithtwomorphologicalandtwo

syntacticcausatives.A samplestorytranslatedfrom Koreanwiththetarget

sentenceisgivenin(4).

(4)a.SampleStory(No-Effect):Momwasbusypreparingdinnerinthekitchen

whilethechildwassittingatthetable.Mom servedricetothechild

andtoldhim toeatit,butthechildsaidhedidnotwanttoeatit.

Mom said,“Thisisdinnertime.Youhavetoeatrice.”Butthechild

saidhewantedtoeatthecookieinstead.Momsaidnoandkepttelling

himtoeatrice,buthedidn’tlistentoher.Finally,Momsaid,“Fine.If

youfinishthatrice,thenIwillgiveyouacookie.”AndthenMom

startedtoworkbusilyinthekitchenagain.Whileshewasnotlooking

atthechild,thechildgavericetothedogwhowassittingbesidehim.

Afterthedogfinishedeating,thechildsaidtoMom,“Mom,Ifinished

it.CanIhaveacookienow?”

b.Targetsentence(morphologicalcausative):

emma-ka ai-eykey pap-ul

mother-NOM child-DAT rice-ACC

mek-i-ess-eyo.

eat-CAUS-PST-REGISTER

‘Themotherfedthechildeatrice.’

c.Targetsentence(syntacticcausative):

emma-ka ai-eykey pap-ul

mother-NOM child-DAT rice-ACC

mek-key ha-yess-eyo.

eat-COMP do-PST-REGISTER

'Themothermadethechildeatrice.'

3.4. Predictions

Incontextswherethereisnoeffect,a“true”responsetoatargetcausative

sentencewouldindicatethattheresultofthecausativeisnotentailed,whereas

a “false” response would indicate thatthe resultisentailed.Following

Patterson’sclaim (1974)aboutentailmentrelationsinKoreancausatives,a
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“false”responseisexpectedforthemorphologicalcausative,whilethesyntactic

causativeshouldelicita“true”response.Incontrolcontexts,however,where

thereisaneffect(i.e.,theresultactuallyoccurs),a“true”responsewasexpected

forbothtypesofcausatives.

3.5. Results and Discussion

Figure1showsthemeanpercentageacceptanceofthetargetsentencesin

eachcondition.Theresultsshow thatKoreanadultsmostlyrejectboththe

morphologicalandsyntacticcausativeswhenthereisnoeffect,whilethey

acceptbothpatterns100%ofthetimeintheEffectcondition.Pairedt-testswere

performedtocomparemeanpercentageacceptancebetweenthetwoconditions

(No-Effectvs.Effect)withineachcausativetype,andtherewasasignificant

differenceinbothcausatives(morphological:t(15)=31.674;p<0.001,syntactic:

t(15)=17.985;p<0.001).

Figure 1. Interpretation of Causatives by Adults

TheresultforthemorphologicalcausativeisconsistentwithPatterson’s

claim inthatitentailstherealizationofthecausedevent.However,theresult

forthesyntacticcausativeisindeedsurprising.Asnotedearlier,previouswork

onKoreancausativeshassuggestedthatitisnotarequirementinsyntactic

causativesforthecausedeventtohaveactuallyoccurred.Yet,theresultofthe

presentexperimentpointsintheoppositedirection.Thatis,adultsrejectedthe

syntactic causative in the No-Effectcondition,treating itjustlike the

morphologicalcausative.Thisisanintriguingmatterthatcallsforfurther

investigation,especiallyifweconsiderthefollowingspecialpropertyofthe
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syntacticcausativethathasbeenoverlookedinthecurrentexperimentandthat

couldprovideapossibleexplanationfortheunexpectedresults.

Thesyntacticcausativediffersfromthemorphologicalcausativewithrespect

tothepossiblecasealternationofthecauseeargument.Ingeneral,bothtypesof

causativescanusethedativecasemarker-eykeyortheaccusativecasemarker

-lultomarkthecauseeargument.Thesyntacticcausative,however,hasanextra

optionofusingthenominativemarker-kainsteadoftheothermarkers.As

illustratedin(5),thecauseeargumentaiinthemorphologicalcausativecanonly

bemarkedwitheitherthedativeoraccusativemarker,whereasthesyntactic

causativeallowsonemoreoption,whichisthenominativemarker.

(5)a.Themorphologicalcausative:

emma-ka ai-eykey/-lul/*-ka pap-ul

mother-NOM child-DAT/-ACC/*-NOM rice-ACC

mek-i-ess-ta.

eat-CAUS-PST-DECL

‘Themotherfedthechildrice.’

b.Thesyntacticcausative:

emma-ka ai-eykey/-lul/-ka pap-ul

mother-NOM child-DAT/-ACC/-NOM rice-ACC

mek-key ha-yess-ta.

eat-COMP do-PST-DECL

‘Themothermadethechildeatrice.’

Infact,manyresearchers(Sohn,1973;Lee,1985;J-J.Song,1988;S-C.Song,

1988;O'Grady,1991)haveproposedthatthedifferentcasemarkersofthecausee

NPcontributetosemanticdifferencesofsyntacticcausatives.Inparticular,Lee

(2008)arguesthattherearemoredifferencesbetweenthenominativecauseeon

theonehandandthedative/accusativecauseeontheotherthanbetweenthe

dativecauseeandtheaccusativecauseesemantically.Forexample,thedative

causeeNPisinterpretedashavingmorecontroloverthecausedeventthanthe

accusativecauseeNP,butthenominativecauseeNPisconstruedashaving

morefreedom andindependencethanthedativecauseeNP.

Thus,theexistenceofanextracase-markingoptioninthesyntacticcausative
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suggeststhatitmaybethenominativecasemarkerthatsignalsthesupposed

differenceinentailmentrelationsbetweenthetwocausatives.Inotherwords,

onehypothesiswouldbethatitis,infact,thecasemarkeronthecausee

argument,ratherthanthetypeofcausative,whichmatterstotheentailment

relationsofthesentence.Itmaybethecasethatusingadativeoranaccusative

markeralwaysimpliesthatthecausedeventhasoccurred.Thatis,eventhe

syntacticcausativewouldrequireanentailmentrelationaslongasitsharesthe

samecasemarkerwiththemorphologicalcausative.Yet,itisonlywhenthe

causeeargumentismarkedwiththenominativemarkerthatanentailment

relationthatissupposedlyrequiredforsuchcausativesentencesisalleviated,

andthus,thecausedeventdoesnotnecessarilyoccur.Ifthiswereindeedthe

case,thentheresultofthecurrentexperimentwouldnotbeunexpected,since

allofthetargetcausativesentenceshadthesamecasemarker,thedative

marker-eykey.Therefore,itwouldbenosurprisethattheadultstreatedthetwo

causativesidentically with respectto theentailmentrelation.Atpresent,

however,therehasbeennopreviousworkthatconnectsthecasemarkingin

syntacticcausativestotheissueofentailment,andthus,theresultsofthe

syntacticcausativewillnotbediscussedanyfurtherinthispaper,sinceitisa

tentativeconclusionthatneedstobequestionedandexploredfurther.

4. Experiment 2

Experiment2wasconductedwithchildreninordertoexaminehowchildren

interpretthetwocausativeswithrespecttotherelationofentailmentandto

comparetheirinterpretationswiththoseoftheadultsinthepreviousexperiment.

4.1. Participants

Twenty-fiveKorean-speakingchildrenaged4;3to6;11(meanage=5;4)were

recruitedforthestudy.Theywerefrom akindergarteninSeoul,Koreaand

werecompensatedwithagiftof$5valuefortheirparticipation.
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4.2. Procedures

ThesameTruth-ValueJudgmentTaskwasemployedasinExperiment1,but

thestorieswerepresentedwithpicturesviaPowerpoint.Thepicturesandthe

correspondingtextsareshowninFigure2.Aftereachstory,apuppetappeared

onthescreenandmadeastatementaboutwhathappenedinthestory.The

childwasaskedtojudgewhetherthepuppet’sstatementwastrueorfalseand

togiveajustificationfortheirchoice.

Figure 2. Sample Pictures (with Texts) Shown in the Task

4.3. Materials

Thematerialsandthearrangementofthematerialswereidenticaltothose

usedinExperiment1,exceptthatthetotalnumberofstorieswasreduced,

presentingeightexperimentalstoriesandeightfillers.Oftheeightexperimental

stories,fourhadaNo-Effectcontext,wheretheresultdoesnotoccurandthe

other four had an Effectcontext;each contextwas paired with two

morphologicalandtwosyntacticcausatives3).Thus,fourconditionswerecreated

3)Followingtheresultsofthepreviousexperimentasthebaseline,therewasthesame

numberofitemsineachconditionthistime,tocounterbalancethe“true”answersforthe
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(MorphologicalNo-Effect,MorphologicalEffect,SyntacticNo-Effect,Syntactic

Effect),eachwithtwotokens.

4.4. Predictions

Ifthechildren haveacquired therequired entailmentrelation forthe

morphologicalcausative,they should rejectthe targetsentence in the

MorphologicalNo-Effectcondition,whereasthey should acceptitin the

MorphologicalEffectcondition.Regardingthesyntacticcausative,itisdifficult

tomakeaclearprediction,sincetheexactnatureoftheentailmentrelationin

syntacticcausativeshasyettobedetermined.

4.5. Results and Discussion

Ofthetwenty-fiveparticipants,everychildansweredcorrectlyonmorethan

fiveoftheeightfilleritems,andthus,nochildwasexcludedintheanalysis.

Figure3summarizeshowthechildrenandadultsfromExperiment1interpreted

themorphologicalcausativeintermsofentailmentrelations.IntheNo-Effect

condition,childrenrarelyacceptedthetargetmorphologicalcausative,asshown

bythelowacceptancerateinthiscondition.Thispatterncontrastswiththatin

theEffectcondition,inwhichchildrenacceptedthemorphologicalcausativeat

significantlyhigherrates(pairedt-test,t(24)=5.850;p<0.001).

Figure 3. Interpretation of Morphological Causatives by Adults and Children

wholeexperiment.
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Theresultsfrom thechildren suggesttheirawarenessoftherequired

entailmentrelationforthemorphologicalcausative.Thatis,therealizationofthe

causedeventisnecessaryforthemtoacceptthetargetsentence;theythusreject

itintheNo-Effectcondition,behavinglikeadults.However,whatissurprising

intheresultsishowchildrenrespondedtotheEffectcondition.Ascanbeseen

inFigure3,thechildren’sacceptancerateintheEffectconditionwasonly62%,

whichismuchlowerthanthatofadults.Thisisespeciallystriking,giventhat

theEffectconditionincludedacontextinwhichthecausedeventdidinfact

takeplace.Toputitanotherway,itwaspresumedthattherewouldbeno

reasonforanybody,eitheradultsorchildren,torejectthetargetcausativein

thiscondition,regardlessofthetypeofcausativeandevenregardlessofthe

entailmentrelationitisassociatedwith.Therefore,theresultsarepuzzling,at

firstglance,whichmakesonewonderaboutthereasonbehindtheunexpected

behaviorofsomechildren.However,basedonareview ofthepreviouswork

onthesemanticsofKoreancausatives,aswellascarefulexaminationofthe

materialsusedintheexperiment,Ihypothesizethefollowing:Somechildren

rejectthemorphologicalcausativeintheEffectconditionatahigherratethan

adultsbecausetheyarefocusingonthedirectnessofthecausationratherthan

ontheresult.Asmentionedearlier,Shibatani(1973,1975)andotherresearchers

haveclaimedthatthedifferenceinthemeaningofthetwocausativesinKorean

isthatthemorphologicalcausativeisassociatedwithdirectcausationandthe

syntacticcausativewithindirectcausation.Suchadifferencebringsupanother

importantfactor,namely,thetypeofcausation,whichwasnotcontrolledinthe

currentexperiment.Uponinspection,itturnedoutthatallthecontextsusedin

theexperimenthappentobedepictingindirectcausation,wherethecauserhad

nophysicalcontactwiththecausee.Giventhatthecausationtypeconstitutesa

potentialconfoundingfactor,itishighlylikelythattheincorrectmappingofthe

causativetypeandthedirectnessofcausationledsomechildrentorejectthe

sentence,evenwhentherequiredentailmentrelationwassatisfiedintheEffect

condition.This hypothesis receives further support from some ofthe

justificationsthatchildrengaveaftertheyrejectedthemorphologicalcausativein

theEffectcondition.Thesamplejustificationsarereportedin(6),suggestingthat

thesechildrenwererejectinganysentencethatwasincorrectlymatchedwiththe

contextdepictingindirectcausationbecausetheywerelinkingthemorphological
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causativeonlywithdirectcausation.

(6)a.Samplejustificationafterafalseresponse#1:

“ButDaddidnotactuallyputthecarrotinchild’smouth.”

b.Samplejustificationafterafalseresponse#2:

“BecauseMom justtoldPoohtowearthesocks.Poohwastheone

whoputthem on.”

Basedonthesejustifications,theproposedhypothesisseemsreasonableto

explaintheresults.However,sincethecurrentexperimentwasnotproperly

designedtoaddressthismatter,itremainsanopenquestiontobetestedby

manipulatingthedifferenttypesofcausation.

5. General Discussion and Conclusion

TheaimofthispaperwastoinvestigatewhethertwoKoreancausativetypes

(morphologicalandsyntactic)havethesameentailmentpropertiesinadultand

childKorean.Theresultsofthetwoexperimentscanbesummarizedasfollows:

(i)Korean-speakingadultsaccepted themorphologicalcausativewhen the

causedeventtookplace,butrejecteditwhenitdidnot,indicatingtherequired

entailmentrelationforthemorphologicalcausative.(ii)Korean-speakingchildren

alsorejectedthemorphologicalcausativewhenthecausedeventdidnottake

place,suggestingthattheyhadacquiredtheentailmentrelationassociatedwith

it.(iii)Independentofentailment,Korean-speaking children appeartobe

sensitivetothetypeofcausation,inthattheyshowedatendencytolinkthe

morphologicalcausativeonly with directcausation,butnotwith indirect

causation.ThisdistinctionmaybeexplainedbytheIconicityPrinciple(Haiman,

1983),presented in(7),whichpredictsanexclusivemappingbetweenthe

causationtypeandthecausativeform,dependingonadirectcorrespondence

betweenlinguisticdistance(i.e.,how closethecausativemorphemeistothe

mainverb)andconceptualdistance(i.e.,how directlythecausedeventis

executed).
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(7)TheIconicityPrinciple(Haiman,1983):

The linguistic distance between expressionscorrespondsto the

conceptualdistancebetweenthem.

Inotherwords,thispredictsthatthemorphologicalcausativeshouldbe

associatedonlywithdirectcausationgiventheshortdistancebetweenthe

causativeaffixandtheverb.Incontrast,thesyntacticcausativeshouldexpress

indirectcausation,becauseanindependentwordha-taactsasthecausative

morphemeand itsdistancefrom themain verb ismadegreaterbythe

interveningcomplementizer-key.Thus,theIconicityPrinciplecanbeseenasa

strongerversionofthedistinctionmadeintheliteratureonthesemanticsof

Korean causatives,asitpredictsan exclusivemapping between thetwo

causativesandthetypeofcausation.Whatissurprising,then,isthatunlike

these children who strictly adhered to the Iconicity Principle, the

Korean-speakingadultswhoparticipatedinExperiment1wereacceptingthe

morphologicalcausativeevenunderthecontextofindirectcausation.Thus,

thesefindingsraiseapossibilitythatthedistinctionbetweenthecausativeform

andthecausationtypeinadultKoreanmayhavetodowithmerepreference,

whileinchildKorean,itexhibitsacategoricalcontrastinvolvingIconicity.

However,asthetypeofcausation wasnotmanipulated in thecurrent

experiment,theissueofbothadults'andchildren'ssensitivitytowardthetype

ofcausationincausativesisleftforfutureresearch.

Finally,theresultsofthesyntacticcausativewerenotdiscussedthoroughly,

duetotheunexpectedresultsfrom Experiment1.Yet,thecasealternationwas

suggestedasapotentialexplanationforsuchresults,whichmaybemanipulated

asaseparatefactorinlaterstudiesinordertoshed somelightonthe

entailmentrelationsassociatedwithKoreancausativesingeneral.
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