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1 Partitive caseasa syntactic and semanticproblem

Currenttheoriesmake a distinction betweentwo typesof case,STRUCTURAL case
and INHERENT (or LEXICAL) case(Chomsky1981),similar to the older distinction
betweenGRAMMATICAL andSEMANTIC case(Kurylowicz 1964)! Structuralcaseis
assumedo beassignedt S-structuren apurelyconfigurationalay, whereasnherent
caseis assignedat D-structurein possibledependencen the governingpredicates
lexical propertieslt is well knownthatnotall casedall cleanlyinto thistypology: In
particular,thereis a classof caseghat patternsyntacticallywith the structuralcases,
but aresemanticallyconditioned. Thesecaseshoweverdependon differentsemantic
conditionsthaninherentcasesdo: insteadof beingsensitiveto the thematicrelation
thatthe NP bearsto the verbalpredicate they are sensitiveto the NP’s definiteness,
animacy or quantificationabropertiesor to the aspectuatharacteiof the VP, or to
somecombinatiorof thesefactors. TheFinnishpartitiveis a particularlyclearinstance
of this apparenthyhybrid categoryof semanticallyconditionedstructuralcase?

The interestof partitive casegoesbeyondthe fact thatit posesan apparenpuz-
zle for casetheory The combinationof conditioningfactorsgoverningthe partitive
raisessemantioquestionsaswell. In its aspectuafunction, partitive caseis assigned
to the objectsof verbswhich denotean unboundedvent,in a senséo be madeclear
below In its NP-relatedunction,partitive caseis assignedo quantitativelyindetermi-
nateNPs(includingindefinitebarepluralsandmassnouns).evenif theverbdenotes
boundedevent. Moreover,in Slavic, the distinctionbetweerperfectiveandimperfec-
tive aspechasthe very sametwo functions(amongothers).How canthesefunctions

1This paperwasinspiredby C. Pifion’s dissertation] amdeeplygratefulto him andto Cleo Condoravdi
andHenriettede Swartfor their searchingcommentson earlier versions,aswell asto Mary Laughrenand
David Nashfor generouslyansweringmy questionsaboutWarlpiri. In addition,the paperhasbenefitedrom
the scrutinyof two reviewers.

2For evidencethat partitive caseis a structuralcase seesection3, and Vainikka 1993,who arguesthat
the partitive is the defaultcaseassignedo obligatory complementof verbs,prepositionscomparativead-
jectives, caseles;iumerals and certainquantifiers. Seealso Nikanne1990and Maling 1993. The present
paperis concernednly with the partitive asthe caseof the objectof verbs,the only functionin which it
alternatesvith the accusativeaccordingto the semanticconditionsinvestigatechere.



be unified? And how cancase a nominalcategoryexpresthe samemeaningsasthe
verbalcategoryof aspect?

Fromatypologicalperspectivethe accusative/partitiveasealternationin Finnish
isintriguingbecausés aspectuasideresemblesheso-callecconativecasealternation
betweeraccusativeanddative objectsfoundin Australianand Polynesiaranguages,
amongothers(Hale 1982,Laughrenl988,Simpsonl991). The semanticeffectof the
two casealternationsandthe classof verbsthat participatein them,arealsosimilar.
And the conativedative also seemdo straddlethe distinction betweenstructuraland
inherentcase. The dative objectis syntacticallytransitivein manyrespectsyet the
conativehasbeenarguedto be a kind of antipassiveconstructionattributedoy some
linguiststo NP-movemenin the syntax,by othersto the operationof a lexical rule at
thelevel of argumenstructure.

Finally, thereis a historicalaspecto the problem,which hasbeenthe subjectof
muchdebateamongrFinno-Ugrists.Partitivecaseoriginatedasa purelyadverbialocal
casewith the meaning‘from”. It developedirst its NP-relatedfunctions,in several
stagesTheaspectuafunctionwasthe lastto emerge How is this stepwiseextension
of thepartitive’s usegrelatedto its shift from a semanticaseto a structuralcase?

In this paperl put forward ananalysisof the Finnish partitive which shedssome
light oneachof theseissues.Thefunctionof partitivecasds to licenseunboundedness
at the VP level. This unifiesthe aspectuabnd NP-relatedfunctionsof the partitive
atthelevel of the VP, andappropriatelygeneralizeso the conativeconstructionsBy
separatinghe configurationabssignmenof structuralcaseat S-structurdrom its se-
mantic conditioning,we preservethe spirit of the distinction betweenstructuraland
semanticase.Theorigin of the structuralpartitive canthenbe seerasa grammatical-
izationprocesf theclassictype.

2 The semanticsof partitive case

The Finnish partitive hastwo functions,which canbe termedaspPeECTUAL and NP-
RELATED. Theaspectualunction,which Finnishlinguistshavecharacterizeih terms
of resultativity (Itkonen1976,HakulinenandKarlsson1979:183 ] arjavaaral 991)or
boundednes@kola 1961,Heinamaki 1984,Leino 1991),is illustratedin thesentences
of (1) with the verb meaning‘to shoot”. It belongsto a classof verbswhich assign
caseto their objectsin two differentways,with a differentaspectuainterpretatiort

(1) a. Ammu-i-n karhu-a/ kah-ta karhu-a karhu-j-a
shoot-Pst-1SpearPart / two-Part bear-Part/ bear-PIPart

‘| shotatthe(a)bear/ at(the)two beard at (the)bears’

3The relevantobject casemarkingsare glossedn boldface. Thus,in (1a) andin (4b), in kaksikarhua
‘two bears’,the caseof the objectis accusativemarkedon the headkaksi which in turn assigngatrtitive to
karhuainternally to the object.



b. Ammu-i-n karhu-n/ kaksi karhu-a karhu-t
shoot—Pst-1SfearAcc / two-Acc bear-Part/ bear-PAcc

‘| shotthe (a)bear/ two beard thebears’

In the aspectuallyrresultative unboundedersion(1a),theverbhasa partitive object,
anddenotesnactivity (in Vendlerssense);to shootat”. In theaspectuallyesultative,
boundedrersion(1b),it hasanaccusativeobject,anddenotesanaccomplishmentito
shootdead” In contrast,the unboundedrersion(1a) is non-committalas to what
happenedo the bear,andits useconversationallymplicatesthatthe shot(s)missed.

In additionto verbslike “shoot”, Finnish hasverbswhich are intrinsically un-
boundedsuchas‘love”, “seek”,and“touch”, andverbswhichareintrinsicallybounded,
suchas“kill’, “get”, “find”. The majority of Finnishverbs,in fact, belongto one of
thesetwo classes.

To illustrate the NP-relatedfunction of partitive case,consideran intrinsically
boundedverbsuchassaada“get”. The objectsof suchverbsare partitive whenthey
arequantitativelyindeterminatdin particular,whentheyareindefinitebarepluralsor
massnouns) otherwiseaccusative:

(2) a. saa-n#karhu-d #kah-takarhu-a/ karhu-j-a
get-1SgbearPart / two-Part bear-Part/ bear-PIPart

‘I'll getthe(a)bear/ (the)two beard bears’
b. saa-nkarhu-n/ kaksi karhu-a karhu-t

get-1SgbearAcc / two-Acc bear-Part/ bear-PAcc

‘I'll getthe(a)bear/ two beard thebears’

Herethepartitivein effectmarkstheindefinitenessf barepluralor massnounobjects
(amorepreciseformulationwill begivenlater).

Aspectuallyunboundederbs,ontheotherhand,assignpartitive caseto ALL their
objects.With suchaverb,apartitivebareplural objectis ambiguoudbetweera definite
readingandanindefinitereading:

3) a. etsi-n karhu-a/ kah-ta karhu-a karhu-j-a
seek-1SdearPart / two-Part bear-Part/ bear-PlPart

‘I'm lookingfor the (a) bear/ (the)two beard (the)bears’
b. etsi-n #karhu-r/ #kaksikarhu-a/ #karhu-t

seek-1SdearAcc / two-Acc bear-Part/ bear-PAcc

‘I'm lookingfor the(a) bear/ two beard thebears’

Forexamplegtsinkarhujacanmean’l lookedfor thebears”(aspectuapartitivity), or
“| lookedfor bears”(bothaspectuapartitivity andNP-relatedartitivity).>

4Barring specialcontextualinformation, (1b) is understoodo meanthat | killed the bear, its English
counterpartsimply that my bullet hit the mark, with possiblybut not necessarilyfatal results. Contextual
informationcanyield the English-typeinterpretationin Finnish (Heindméki 1984),andit seemghatit can
alsoyield the Finnish-typeinterpretationin English.

5But in the resultativemeaning etsé cantake accusativeobjects;the dictionary NykysuomerSanakirja
citesthe example(presumablyfrom a mathproblem)Etsi luvun alkutekit (Acc.pl.) “Determinethe prime
factorsof the number”.



The propertyof verbssuchasampua“shoot, shootat” is thatthey shareboth of
thesepatterns With sucha verb,a partitive bareplural objectthereforeyieldsathree-
way ambiguity: ammuinkarhuja (see(1b)) canmean“l shotat the bears”(aspectual
partitivity), “I shotbears”(NP-relatedpartitivity), or “I shotatbears”(both).

In the example<ited sofar, boundednessoincideswith resultativity Onemight
be led to the conclusionthat boundedpredicatesare simply thosethat denotean ac-
complishmenbr achievementandunboundedredicatesarethosethat denotestates
andactivities(processes)A closerlook showsthatresultativityis notthe decisivecri-
terion. A classof boundedrresultativeverbs,suchasomistaa“own”, nahda “see”,
assigncaseike resultativeverbs®

(4) a. omista-n#tkarhu-a #kah-takarhu-a/ karhu-j-a
own-1Sg bearPart / two-Part bear-Part/ bear-PlPart

‘I ownthe(a)bear/ (the)two beard bears’

b. omista-nkarhu-n/ kaksi karhu-a karhu-t
own-1Sg bearAcc / two-Acc bear-Part/ bear-PAcc
‘I ownthe(a)bear/ two beard thebears’

Eventhough‘own” is non-resultativéike “seek”,it assigngasdike achievement/accomplishment
predicatesuchas“get”.

Thefollowing diagnostids helpful for building anintuition aboutthe categoryof
boundedneswhich determineshe casemarkingof the objectin Finnish. A predicate
is intrinsically unboundedf it canbemodifiedby degreeadverbsuchas(somemore,
alot, verymuch a bit, somewhaless,considerablyslightly, referringto theextentofa
singleeventuality Whatis relevants thegradability of theevent:boundedoredicates,
whethertelic or atelic, admit of no degree. However,boundedpredicatescan still
receivean unboundednterpretatiorasa resultof a durative/iterativeeadinginduced
by adverbsor othermeans.Suchreadingscanalsoinducepartitive case(e.g.reading
(3) of (11b)below; andsections).

(5) Unboundedrerbalpredicates:
a. Thesportsmarshotatabearsomemore.
. I lookedfor thekeyalot.
. Mary wantedthebookvery much.
. Thecustometouchedhevasea bit.
. Johnmodifiedthe passwordadically.
How muchdid you studythetheorem?

Q -~ 0®0 Q O T

. Mary lovedBill upto apoint.
h. Fredusedthebooksomewhat.

6Thefisrt versionin (4a) (like (2a) saankarhug is OK with ‘bear’ understoocasa massnoun,referring
perhapsto a quantity of bearmeat, viz. ‘I own bear’. Seesection6 on the circumstancesinderwhich
boundednessanbe coerced.



i. | expectedhis presentessthanAlice did.
j- Thebox protectghenecklaceconsiderably

Contrastthe verbalpredicatesn (6), which areboundedabstractingawayfrom tem-
poralunboundedness).

(6) Boundedrerbalpredicates:
a. #Thesportsmarkilled abearsomemore.
. #l foundthekeyalot.
. #Mary ownedthebookvery much.
. #Thecustomeboughtthevasea bit.
. #Johnrecalledthe passwordadically.
#How muchdid you provethetheorem?
. #Mary marriedBill upto apoint.
. #Fredfinishedthebooksomewnhat.
i. #l gotthis presentessthanthanAlice did.
j. #Thebox containghe necklaceconsiderably

o Q -~ 0 S o0 T

The samediagnosticalsopicks out the classof unboundedjuantitativeindetermi-
nateNPsthatgetNP-relatedpartitive casein Finnish:

7 a. Unbounded\P predicates:A lot of bearsalot of coffee.

b. Bounded\IP predicates#A lot of bear#alot of thebear#alot of abear,
#alot of two bears#alot of manybears.

TheNP contrastat stakedoesnot corresponaxactlyto definitenessr to anyother
familiar determinerfeature. Formally indefinite bareplural or massnounsdo not al-
ways get assignedartitive casewith verbslike “get” or “seek”. Theydo so only if
they havea quantitativelyindeterminatedenotation. The examplesin (8) illustrate
how evenindefinitebarepluralsandmassnounsgetaccusativecaseif they denotea
conventionallydelimitedset(of knownor unknowncardinality).

(8) a. Anu-lla on loistava-t oppilaa-t
Anu-Adessbe-3Sgbrilliant-PlAcc student-PAcc

‘Anu hasbrilliant students’

b. Anu-lla on loistav-i-a oppila-i-ta
Anu-Adessbe-3Sgprilliant-PIPart student-Fpart
‘Anu has(some)brilliant students’

c. Aki-lla on iso-t  silma-t /viikse-t
Aki-Adesshave-3Sdig-PIlAcc eyes-PAcc / mustacheRlAcc
‘Aki hasbig eyes/ amustache’

"Theimaginativereaderwill find unboundedtonstrualsof someof theseverbalpredicates To just that
extent,they shouldalsoallow degreeadverbsn English,andpartitive objectsin Finnish.



d. Aki-lla on iso-j-a silm-i-a /viiksi-a
Aki-Adesshave-3Sguig-PIPart eyes-PPart / mustache-Hart
‘Aki hasbig eyes/ mustache his possession’
e. Vauva-llaon pitka-t  hiukse-t
Baby-Adessave-3Sdong-PKAcc hair-PAcc
‘The/ababys hairis long’
f. Vauva-llaon pitk-i-a hiuks-i-a
Baby-Adesshave-3Sdong-PPart hair-PPart
‘The/ababyhas(some)long strand=f hair’ (onits head,n its hand,etc.)

(8a)meanghatall of Anu’sstudentsrebrilliant, andimplicatesthateveryonen some
relevantcomparisorsethasstudents(8b) is indeterminatén boththeserespects$. In
[8c], theuseof accusativeeasein effectimpliesinalienablepossessionthe eyesmust
be Aki’ s own two eyesandthe mustachdis own mustachédthelattera plurale tantum
in Finnish)? In contrast[8d] suggestsnindeterminat@umberof alienablypossessed
objects,suchasglasseyesor anatomicakamplesn a vat, false mustachegof which
theremustnow be several) etc. (8e) refersonly to the totality of thebabys own hair,
(8f) could be aboutpart of the baby’s own hair, or aboutan indeterminatenumberof
loosestrandst hasin its possession.

Converselya singularor definite NP getsthe NP-relatedpatrtitive if it is generic.
In (9), ‘this rose’is partitive becausé means'rosesof this particularkind™:

(9) Puutarhuristutt-i kaikkialletata  ruusu-a.
gardener  plant-Past3Sgverywhere this-Part rosePart
‘The gardeneplantedthis roseeverywhere.

Summarizingwe cansaythatanobjectis partitive eitherif it governedy oneof
a classof unboundedrerbal predicategthe aspectuatondition),or if it is quantita-
tively indeterminatgthe NP-relatedcondition). Therehasbeenmuchdisputeamong
Finnishlinguists aboutthe questionwhetherit is possibleto unify theseconditions.
Someclaim thatthe aspectuahndNP-relatedunctionsof the partitive arefundamen-
tally distinct(Iltkonen1976,Larjavaaral991). Othersarguethatunboundedness the
commondenominatoof both (Heinaméki 1984,Leino 1991). Thereareprobablytwo
reasonsvhy thelatter, unifiedanalysishasnotbeenmoregenerallyacceptedthelack
of aprecisedefinitionof the centralconcepbf (un)boundednesandthefactthatthere
arelanguagesn which the patrtitive (or anotheroblique case)haseitherjust the as-
pectualfunction or just the NP-relatedfunction. In this paperl attemptto overcome
boththeseobstaclesby providinga definitionof (un)boundednegbkatcoversthefull
rangeof accusative/partitiveontrastsn Finnish,andby showinghowthedifferencein
therole this featureplaysin Finnishandin the otherlanguageganbe systematically
characterized.

8The contrastis approximatelythatof “Her studentsarebrilliant” vs.“She hassomebrilliant students”.
AnotherpossibleEnglishrenderingwould be“She hasa brilliant groupof students'vs. “She hasa groupof
brilliant students.

91f we imaginethat Aki hasmorethanonehead then[8c] canof courserefer collectively to all the pairs
of eyesandto all the mustachesvhich he mayhaveon thoseheads.



It hasbeenknownfor along time thatthe partitive vs. accusativeeasecontrastin
Finnishsharessomeof its functionswith the aspectcontrastin Russianand someof
theotherSlaviclanguageslin fact, the concepiof boundednes@Russiarpredel’nost)
is standardn Slavic aspectology This parallelismhasbeenemphasizedhotably by
DahlandKarlsson(1976)andby Dahl (1985). They point out thatif eitherthe verb
is atelic (doesnot denotea completedevent),or the objectis anindefinitebareplural,
then Russianin generalrequiresimperfectiveaspect,and Finnish requirespartitive
case(see(10a)). Thus,in (10a)perfectiveaspectin Russianandaccusativease(in
Finnish) requireboth thatthe verbis telic, andthat the objectis plural and definite.
The samesentencesvith imperfectiveaspectand partitive case,respectively are 3
waysambiguougsee(10b)):

(10) a. Onnapisa-I(Perf.) pis'm-a (Russian)
He write-PstM3Sg  letter-PlAcc

Han Kkirjoitt-i kirjee-t  (Finnish)
He/shewrite-PstM3Sdetter-PAcc

‘He wrotetheletters’(...andleft) (telic V, def.NP)
b. Onpisa-l(Imperf.) pissm-a (Russian)
He write-PstM3Sg letter-PlAcc

Han Kkirjoitt-i kirje-i-ta  (Finnish)
He/shewrite-PstM3Sdetter-PlPart

(1) ‘He wrote(some)letters’(.. . andleft) (telic V, indef.NP)
(2) ‘He waswriting letters(...whenl came) (atelicV, indef.NP)
(3) ‘He waswriting theletters(. .. whenl came) (atelicV, def.NP)

The contextsappendedn parenthese® the translationsshowone characteristic
useof the aspectuabpposition thatof markingprogressiverersuscompletedevents.
However,the oppositionmarkedby objectcasein Finnishandby aspectn Russian
hasa muchwider rangeof interpretationswhich againare often parallelin the two
languagesConsiderthe example’He openedhewindow” in (11). Theatelicimper-
fective/partitiveversionin (11b)canhave,in additionto its progressive-typeneaning
“He wasopeningthewindow(...asJohnwalkedin)”, severabthersensesftemporal
delimitationorincompletenessHe openedhewindowfor awhile” (it remainedpen
for alimited time only), or “He openedhewindow abit” (it wasnotfully opened)pr
“He keptopeningthewindow” (iterative)©

(11)  a. Russian:Onotkry-I (Perf.) okno
He open-PstM3Sg window-Acc

Finnish:Hanavas-i ikkuna-n
He open-Past3Sgindow-Acc

10Not all thesesecondaryusesof the imperfectivein Russianhavecounterpartsn the Finnish partitive,
andvice versa;in section6 below | arguethatthe verbalor nominal statusof the categorylargely predicts
which onesoccur.



‘He openedhewindow’ (in two seconds)

b. Russian:On otkry-va-I(Imperf.) okno
He open-Imperf-M3Sg window-Acc

Finnish:Hanavas-i ikkuna-a
He open-Past3Sgindow-Part

(1) ‘He wasopeningthewindow’ (asJohnentered)
(2) ‘He openedhewindow’ (for awhile)

(3) ‘He openedhewindow’ (partly)

(4) ‘He openedhewindow’ (againandagain)

Notethatin English“He openedhewindow somemore” allows eachof thereadings
correspondingo (2), (3),and(4).

What ties theseaspectuafunctionsof partitive caseandimperfectiveaspectto-
gether?And how dotheyjointly relateto the NP-relatedunction? Beforeattempting
to answerthesequestiondet us take a look at two recenttheoriesof partitive case
marking.

3 DeHoop: partitive asweak structural case

In aninfluential thesis,de Hoop (1992) proposedo resolvethe puzzleof the status
of the partitive by enrichingthe typology of structuralcase. In additionto structural
caseof the traditionally recognizedype, suchasaccusativecase which shedubbed
STRONG structuralcase,de Hoop proposeda categoryof WEAK structuralcase,of
which the Finnishpartitiveis aninstantiation Weakstructuralcasesaredefaultcases,
configurationallflicensedat D-structure But (unlike strongstructuralcases)theyare
not configurationallflicensedby all transitiveverbsbutonly by a subclas®f them.

Syntacticallyweakstructuralcasein deHoop'stheoryis configurationalljlicensed
atD-structure Its specialsyntacticpropertyis thatit canonly belicensedn theirbasic
D-structureposition.In consequenc&Psbearingweakstructuralcasedo notundergo
scrambling(which de Hoop assumeso be A-movement). Semanticallyweak struc-
tural casehasthe propertythatit inducesan existentialreadingon the NP that bears
it. Accordingto de Hoop, NPsthatbearweakstructuralcasearepredicatemodifiers,
which areassumedo combinesemanticallywith the verbal predicate restrictingits
denotationin the mannerof adverbialmodifiers. NPsthat bearstrongcase,on the
otherhand,areargumentsinterpretedasgeneralizedjuantifiers.

De Hoop’s accountconstitutesa pioneeringattemptto connectthe syntacticand
semantigropertiesof partitive casein a principledway. However,it doesnot go far
enough.On the semanticside, it positsno intrinsic connectiorbetweenverb classes
andNP propertiestherebyleavingthe relationbetweencaseandaspectunexplained.
And on the syntacticside, it glossesover the fundamentaldifferencesbetweenthe



Finnish partitive caseand the other putativeinstancesof “weak” case,suchasthe
Turkish bare accusative pr the Inuit absolutive. Thesehaveto do with specificity
— not quantitativeindeterminacy— and unlike the Finnish partitive havethe same
distributionin singularandplural NPs. Also, while (accordingo de Hoop)weakcase
in thoselanguageslocksscramblingjn Finnishpartitiveobjectscanscrambleexactly
like accusativeobjects. For examplejn (12) the objectkarhuja“(the) bears”andthe
adverbialsusein“often”, Lapissa“in Lapland”, andhaulikolla “with the/ashotgun”
canbein anyof the24 possiblemutualorders regardlessf definitenesandtelicity:

(12) Matti ampu-uuseinLapi-ssa hauliko-lla karhu-j-a
Matti shoot-3Sgpften Lapland-Inesshotgun-Adesbear-PlPart
‘Matti oftenshootdqat) (the)bearswith ashotgunin Lapland.

Thus, althoughthe Finnish partitive is supposedo be the prototypicalweak case, it
actuallydoesnot conformto the allegedsyndromeof weak casepropertiesdentified
by deHoop.

Otherthanthe falsepredictionaboutscramblingjt is not clearwhatconsequences
deHoop'stheoryhasfor the syntaxof partitivecasen Finnish. Eventhebasicdistribu-
tion of the partitive seemso be a problemfor it. As explainedn sectionl, partitiveis
assignedy anytransitiveverbto quantitativelyindeterminatebjects(the NP-related
partitive),andby a propersubclas®f transitiveverbsto any object(theaspectuapar-
titive). De Hoop proposedo accountfor the former by her principle (p. 90 ff.) that
objectsbearingstrongandweakcasehavestrongandweakreadingsrespectively(i.e.
referentialvs. existentialreadings).But evenindefinite NPswith accusativeeasecan
haveexistentialreadingsso this cannotbe the relevantconditionfor NP-relatedpar-
titive case. To accountfor the aspectuafunction of the partitive, de Hoop proposes
that“a partitive objectcanbe regardedrimarily aspart of a predicateratherthanas
anindependenargument’(p. 98), andthatobjectsof atelic verbsarereally predicate
modifiers,licensedby weakcaseat D-structure(p. 111). Shortof anaccountof how
predicatemodifiers,or NPswith weak case,comeby their two interpretationdNP-
relatedandaspectual)this is hardly morethana restatemenof the generalizatiorto
beexplained.

In any casetheideathat partitive objectsarepredicatemodifiersfalls afoul of the
fact thatthey canbe conjoinedwith accusativeobjects. In suchstructuresas(13), it
is hardto seehow the objectin the secondconjunct,the partitive ‘books’, could be
analyzedasa predicatemodifierwhich restrictsthe denotatiorof the verbalpredicate
‘buy’, ratherthanasan argumentof it, parallelto the accusativeobject of the first
conjuncttheaccusativénewspaper’.

(13) Ost-i-n lehde-n ja Kkirjo-j-a.
buy-Pst-1Sqewspaper-Scc andbook-PlPart
‘I boughtthe/anewspapeandbooks’

The statusof partitive objectsasargumentss confirmedby animportantgeneral-
ization of Finnishsyntaxknown as Siro’s Law, which statesthat a simple clausecan



haveat mostoneobject!! This generalizatiomoldsregardlessf whatthe caseof the
objectis. However,a clausecanhavean object(whetheraccusativeor partitive) to-
gethemwith apredicatemodifier,in factwith anynumberof predicatemodifiers.Thus,
a partitive objectis structurallyparallelto an accusativeobjectand not structurally
parallelto a predicatemodifier

Moreover partitiveobjects]ike accusativ®bjects cannotbefreelyomitted,whereas
predicatemodifierscan.

(14)  a. Matti koskett-i kirja-a
Matti touch-Pst3Sdpook-Part
‘Matti touchedathe/abook:

b. *Matti koskett-i.
Matti  touch-Pst3Sg

‘Matti touched.

Partitiveobjects(like accusativebjects)canbe subjectsof predication predicate
modifierscan't.

(15) a. Kayta-nsohva-a sanky-ra.
use-1Sg sofa-S¢art bed-Ess
‘| usethesofaasabed.

b. *Nuku-n sohva-llasanky-ra.
sleep-1Sg sofa-Adessbed-Ess

‘| sleeponthesofaasabed’.

Partitiveobjectsanteceddoundanaphorsinderthe sameconditionsasaccusative
objects.Predicatemodifiersneverdo.

(16) a. Ve-i-n vieraa-n huonee-see-nsa.

bring-Pst-1Sguest-Sécc; room-lllat-3Sg
‘I broughttheguestinto his/herroom:

b. Ve-i-n viera-i-ta huone-i-sii-nsa.
bring-Pst-1Sguest-PIPart; room-Pl-lllat-3P}
‘I broughtguestdnto theirrooms.

c. *Roiskut-i-nkylpyhuonee-ssaeira-lle-en
splash-Pst-1Sgbathroom-Iness ~ wall-SgAll-3Sg
‘| splashedn thebathroonontoits walls!

The last two grammaticaffacts constituteevidencethat the Finnish partitive is a
structuralcase. de Hoop indeedrecognizeghe structuralstatusof the partitive on
thebasisof the evidenceadducedy Vainikka1993.But thefactthatthe partitiveis a
structurakcasewouldseemto underminéherclaimthatthe partitiveis apredicatanod-
ifier. Structurally partitive objectsarecompletelyanalogouso accusativebjects,and
differentfrom adverbialmodifiersor obliqueobjects.Thedistinctionbetweerfweak”

11IMore generally,a VP canhaveonly onedirectargumeniseesection?).

10



and“strong” structuralcase andtheassignmenof NPsbearing‘weak” structuralcase
to the categoryof predicatemodifiers,might be expectedo havesomesyntacticcon-
sequencesBut asfar asl cantell, it hasnone.

I concludehatdeHoop'stheoryof casedoesnotaccounfor thedistributionor in-
terpretatiorof partitivecasan Finnish. Theideathatthe partitiveis a“weak” structural
casedoesnot shedanylight onits grammar It hasneitherthe semantiqropertiesex-
pectedonthatanalysisnoranysyntacticpropertiegshatwould showthatit is anything
moreor lessthanadirectobject.

4 Kirifka: aunified semanticsfor partitive case

A different perspectiveon the Finnish partitive is openedup by Krifka 1992. While
he doesnot addresghe syntacticaspectof the problem,he formulates for the first
time, an explicit semanticanalysiswhich unifiesthe meaningsof partitive caseand
imperfectiveaspect(his “progressive”),or at leastthe meaningsof someimportant
usesof them.

Theessenc®f Krifka's proposais that partitive caseandimperfectiveaspectare
predicatemodifiersthatmean“part of”:

(17) 1.PART = APX\2'3z[P(x) Az’ C z
2. PROG= \PXe'Je[P(e) Ne' Ce]

Thus,Part(PredpandProg(Predplienotethe setof entitiesthatarepartsof entitiesthat
havethe propertyPred.

Krifka showsthat, at the VP level, partitive object markingis equivalentto im-
perfectiveV markingprovidedthat certainadditionalconditionshold. First, V must
denotea predicatewith DIVISIVE REFERENCE'?

(18) PhaspivisivE REFERENCEIff VaVy[P(z) Ay C x — P(y)]

Thatis, Pis closedunderthesubpartelation.Forexamplewrite hasdivisivereference
becausany partof aneventof writing is alsoaneventof writing.*3

SecondlythethematicrelationR betweeranobjectin the denotatiorof the nomi-
nal predicateandaneventin the denotatiorof V musthavethepropertiesn (19). This
conjunctionof propertiescharacterizeserbsof creation(suchaswrite) andverbsof
consumptioranddestructionsuchasea).

(19) a. UNIQUENESSOF OBJECTS Ve, z, 2’ [R(e,z) A R(e,z') — x = 2]
(therecanbenotwo distinctobjectswhich bearR to the sameevent)

12Nominal predicatesaswell asverbscanhavedivisive referenceor not: for example,gold hasdivisive
referencgfor any partof gold is alsogold), butthe gold or a bookdoesnot havedivisive referencefor part
of thegold is notthegold, andpartof abookis not abook).

13we setasideherethe so-calledminimal parts problem, that an eventcannotin fact be subdividedad
infinitum.
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b. UNIQUENESSOF EVENTS: Ve, ¢’, z[R(e,x) A R(e/,x) — e = €’
(therecanbeno two distincteventswhich bearR to the sameobject)

C. MAPPING TO OBJECTS Ve,e,z[R(e,z) Ne' T e — Ja'[a’ C x A
R(¢,2')]]
(if aneventbearsR to anobject,any subpartof the eventbearsRk to some
subparbf theobject)

d. MAPPING TO EVENTS. Ve,z,2'[R(e,z) A2’ C =z — Fe'le’ T e A
R(,")]]
(if aneventbearsR to anobject,anysubparbf theobjectbearsk to some
subparbf theevent)

In orderto getthe partitive to yield the progressiveeading,Krifka 1992:48sup-
plementghe two mappingpropertied19c,d]with anadditionalassumptiorwhich he
statesasfollows:

(20) If aneventbearsR to anobject,thenthewhole objectis eventuallysubjectedo
theevent.

Thisis in facta problematiassumptionasKrifka himselfpointsout, since“Johnwas
writing a letter” (or its counterparin Finnish)in no way implies that Johnactually
finishedwriting thewholeletter.

An exampleof a verb that hasthe propertiesin (19) is write, in the “authorial”
senselt satisfieghe uniquenessf objectsproperty[19a]: writing aletterandwriting
thefirst line of theletteraredifferentevents.t satisfieghe uniquenessf eventsprop-
erty [19b], providedwe assumehatyou can’t authorthe sameletter twice (whereas
you canclearly “write” the samelettertwice in othersensesfor example if you are
sendingthe identicalmessagéo two people,or if you area professionatopyist)**
And it clearlysatisfieghetwo mappingpropertie§19c,d]. Let usfurthermoreassume
thatit alsosatisfieshe property[20] (settingasidetheabovementionedbjection).By
Krifka’s theoremit thenfollows thataneventof writing partof anobjectis partof an
eventof writing the object,andconversely The equivalencen (10) is thusa conse-
quenceof Krifka’stheory atleastfor theverbwrite.

But asKrifka pointsout, his accountdoesnot generalizeo otherclasse®of verbs
(suchas(1), (4), (21)), which lack oneor moreof the propertiesn (19). Thus,verbs
like proveandbuy do not havedivisive reference:part of a provingor buying event
is not necessarilytself a proving or buying event. Kiss, touch,andshootat lack the
uniquenessf objectsproperty:kissingMary andkissingMary’s lips canbethe same
event. And all theseverbs(aswell assuchverbsaswant, love, read, andwrite in
manyof its sensesjlo not havethe uniquenessf eventsproperty: you cando these

14n truth, it is evenpossibleto author the sameletter twice, at leastbecausewo textsthatyou compose
couldaccidentallyturn outidentical. Thusthe uniquenesgropertiesareproblematic.However,this may be
unimportantbecausehe only role theyplay in Krifka's proof (1992:48)is to insurethatthe subpartrelation
in (19c¢)is nottrivially satisfiedby thecasex’ = x. But presumablythe requiredproperpartrelationcould
be obtainedby weakermeans.
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thingstwice to the sameobject. Neverthelessthe equivalencédetweenpartitive and
imperfectiveis valid for suchverbsaswell. We havealreadyseenit for “shoot”in (1).
It holdsfor “write”, notjustin theauthorialsenseputin all sensesasdocumentedh
[10]. In generalpartitive casecanbe usedin Finnishfor objectsof numerousrerbs,
suchas“buy”, “eat”, “read”, andit mustbe usedfor others suchas“kiss”, which fail
to meetoneor moreof the requisiteconditionsin [18]-[19], asthe examplesn (21)
attest:

(21) a. Matti ost-i maito-a (tunni-n)
Matti-SgNombuy-Pst3Sgnilk-SgPart (hour-Acc)
‘Matti boughtmilk (for anhour)’

b. Matti ost-i maido-n (tunni-ssa)
Matti-SgNombuy-Pst3Sgnilk-SgAcc (hour-Iness)

‘Matti boughtthemilk (in anhour)’

c. Matti luk-i kirjo-j-a  (tunni-n)
Matti-SgNomread-Pst3Sdook-PlPart (hour-Acc)
‘Matti readbooks(for anhour)’

d. Matti luk-i kirja-t (tunni-ssa)
Matti-SgNomread-Pst3Stook-PlPart (hour-Iness)
‘Matti readthebooks(in anhour)’

e. Anusuutel-i Esa-a /#Esa-n (tunni-n/ #tunni-ssa)
Anu kiss-Pst3SdesaPart / #EsaAcc (hour-Acc/ hour-Iness)

‘Anu kissedesa(for anhour/ #in anhour)’

Krifka (1992,48) suggestshat partitiveslike thosein [21] areanalogicalexten-
sionsof thecasesn (10). This could meanseveraHlifferentthings,dependingn how
we understantheambiguougerm“analogy”. WhatKrifka probablymeants thatthey
areidiosyncraticusagesvhich havearisenhistorically by analogyto the semantically
motivatedcorecasesn [10]. Anotherview, moreconsonantvith theideathatanalogy
is structuraloptimization,includingin particularthe projectionof agrammaticaregu-
larity to new caseswould be thatthe innovationsare systematiaisagesvithin a new
grammarnf Finnishthathasarisenby a generalizationn therulesof caseassignment.
Onthis view, the casedn [21] andthe casesn (10) areequallyregularusagesyhich
would meanthatKrifka’s analysisis not correctfor the currentstateof the language
(althoughit might havebeenfor an earlierstage).|l believethe Finnishsystemis an
“analogical” innovationonly in this latter senseandwill presentsomeevidencein
favor of thatpositionin section8.

Krifka’s analysisrepresentanidealizationwhich missessomesystematiaspects
of Finnishpartitive caseassignmentNevertheles# is quiteilluminating, andindeed
comesremarkablycloseto characterizinghe partitive usageof anotherFinno-Ugric
languagewhich representanancestrastagen theevolutionof partitivecase.ln what
follows | will first presenfinalternativeaccounof Finnish,andthen(section8) sketch
outthe pathandcause®f its evolutionfrom the original system.
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5 Boundedness

We canunderstandhow the nominalcategoryof partitive casecanhavean aspectual
function,andhowtheverbalcategoryof aspectanhavean NP-relatedunction,if we

think of themboth aslicensedby the unboundednessf the VP predicate.This idea
is notnew In the Finnishtradition,Leino 1991hasemphasizedhatboundedness a

propertyof situationsandnot just of individual predicatesn isolation. Verkuyl 1972
arguesexplicitly that propertiesof the direct objectinfluencethe aspectof the predi-

cate,andthattheoppositionbetweerimperfectiveandperfectiveaspects notamatter
of the lexical categonyitself. Insteadaspecis constructedy the combinationof the

verb andits object(the VP) and subsequentlyf the VP andits subject. Verkuyl’'s

(1989)categoriesterminative”and“durative” arevery similar to “bounded”and“un-

bounded'usedhere.

As afirst approximationwe cansaythatif a VP denotesan unboundecevent,
thenits objectis partitive in Finnish, andits verb is imperfectivein Russian,andif
it denotesa boundedevent,they are accusativeand perfective respectively In both
languagesthe VP canhavethis semantigpropertyeitherin virtue of its headV orin
virtue of anominaldependentBut themorphologicaimarkingassociateavith this se-
manticpropertyis uniformly nominalin Finnish,anduniformly verbalin Russian For
example py the criterion of boundednessientionedn thefirst section,thatonly un-
boundegredicatesiremodifiableby adverbof degreesuchasalot, the VP predicates
in [22] areunboundedandthe VP predicatesn [23] arebounded.In (22a),the un-
boundednessomesfrom the verbalpredicatehate (inducingthe “aspectuapartitive”
in Finnish),andin (22b),theunboundednesmedrom theNP predicatdoombswith
guantitativelyindeterminateeferencdinducingthe “NP-related’partitivein Finnish).

(22)  a. Theyhatedthebombsalot.

b. Theydroppedombsalot.
In (23), boththeverbalpredicatenorthe NP predicateareboundedandthe partitive
(23)  a. #Theydroppedhebombsalot.®

b. #Theydroppednanybombsalot.

The majority of telic verbs, suchasthosein (24), are bounded,and assignac-
cusativecaseto their objects(unless,of course theseobjectsare quantitativelyinde-
terminatejn which casetheygetthe NP-relatedpartitive):

(24) ostaabuy’, ottaa‘take’, pudottaddrop’, suorittaa‘carry out’, kadottaameneta,
hukata‘lose (possession)’havita ‘lose (game,fight)’, oyta ‘find’, hyvaksya
‘accept’, panna,asettaa‘put’, tappaa’‘kill’, antaa, lahjoittaa ‘give’, kaataa
‘fell’, mainita‘'mention’, siepatacatch’,omaksuaappropriate’ ripustaa‘hang’,
istuttaa‘plant’.

I5Thisis fine on aniterativereading but recall from section2 that purely temporalunboundednesgener-
ally doesnot sufficefor the partitive.
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andthe majority of atelicverbs,suchasthosein (25),areunbounded@ndassignparti-
tive caseto all their objectsregardlessf thelatter's type:

(25) a. Psychologicastatesattitudes:halveksiddespise’jhailla ‘admire’, ikavoida
‘yearnfor’, harrastaa‘be interestedn (asa hobby)’, huvittaa ‘amuse’,
ikavystytha ‘bore’, inhota ‘feel revulsiontowards’,kadehtia‘'envy’, kart-
taa ‘avoid’, kehua,ylistda ‘praise’, kiinnostaa'‘interest’, kiittaa ‘thank’,
kunnioittaa‘honor’, moittia ‘blame, reprimand’,onnitella ‘congratulate’,
pelata ‘fear’, rakastadlove’, siea ‘tolerate’,siunata’bless’,toivoa‘hope
for, valittaa‘complainabout’,vihata‘hate’, vasytga ‘tire’.

b. Variousintensionalverbs: koettaayrittaa ‘try’, pyyta ‘ask for’, merki@,
tarkoittaa‘mean’, ajatella, pohtia‘think about’,harkita‘consider’,matkia
‘imitate’, paeta‘flee’, kysy ‘askfor’.

c¢. Continuousmotion or contact: heiluttaa‘swing backandforth’, ravistaa
‘shake’, keinuttaa‘rock’, nydkytta ‘nod’, suudella‘kiss’, hy\ailla ‘ca-
ress’, koskettadtouch’, nussia‘fuck’, hieroa‘massage’.

Verbs which take both partitive and accusativeobjectsdependingon the VP’s
boundedneswicludeverbsof creationanddestructionsuchasthosein (26a)),other
verbsdenotingeventsvhoseprogresss mappedutinto thepartsof theobject((26b)),
andanumberof verbswith differentlexicalmeaningslependingnthecaseof theob-
ject((26c)).

(26) a. syoda ‘eat’ (partitive: soi piirakkaa ‘ate pie, someof the pie’, accusative:
s0i piirakan ‘ate a/thepie’), leikata‘cut’, kaivaa‘dig’, kirjoittaa ‘write’.

b. lukea‘read’ (partitive’: ‘read (at leastpart of)’, accusative:‘read up to
somepoint’, usually‘finish reading’),tutkia ‘investigate’,siirtda ‘move’,
sekoittaamix’.

c. lydda ‘beat’ (partitive: ‘beator hit (at) someone’accusative:beatsome-
one at something’),nimittéd ‘name’ (partitive: ‘call (by a name)’, ac-
cusativenominate’),muistaaremember’(partitive: ‘commemorate’re-
membeisomeonavith agift or greetingona specialoccasion’ accusative:
‘recall’).

Thefollowing contrastaretelling (Itkonen1976:180Hakulinen& Karlsson1979:225
ff. Leino1991,Ch. 8,9,Larjavaaral991):

(27)  a. Muoti lyhensi hameenhelma-a
fashion shorten-Past3Sigemline-Part
‘Fashionshortenedhe hemline. [madeit shorter]
b. Muoti lyhensi hameenhelma-n
Fashionshorten-Past3Sigemline-Acc
[madeit short]

(28) a. Siirsi-n isoditi-a
move-PastlSgrandma-Part
‘I movedgrandmad.[around,aways]
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b. Siirsi-n iscaidi-n
move-PastlSgrandma-Acc
‘I movedgrandmad.[to anotheplace]

Temporalextent(durationor frequencyof iteration) sufficesto makean intrinsi-
cally boundedoredicataunboundedseereading(4) of example(11), or thefollowing
contrast:

(29) a. Matti lainas-i kello-a
Matti borrow-Past3Sgvatch-Part

‘Matti borrowedawatch’ [temporarily]
b. Matti lainas-i kello-n

Matti borrow-Past3Sgvatch-Acc

‘Matti borrowedawatch

To summarizetheverbsin [24] takepartitive objectgustwhentheNP is quantita-
tively indeterminatéthe‘NP-related’partitive). Theverbsin [25] takepartitive objects
regardlessf the natureof theobject(the‘aspectual’partitive). Theverbsin [26] work
in bothwaysdependingpnthemeaningge.g. ‘eat (at) the sausage(partitive),‘eat (up)
the sausage{accusative).Whentelic, the verbsin [26] work like the verbsin [24],
suchas‘kill' (their objectis accusativeunlessit is anindefinite bareplural or mass
noun).Whenatelic,theverbsin [26] work like theverbsin [25], suchas'touch’ (their
objectis partitiveregardlessf its inherentproperties).

Althoughtelicity (or resultativity) by andlarge correlatesvith boundednesst is
not exactlythe right semanticcriterion for characterizinghe conditionsunderwhich
objectsareaccusative.Thereis both a classof boundedatelic verbswhoseobjectis
accusativg(unlessit is quantitativelyindeterminate)anda classof unboundedelic
(resultativeverbswhoseobijectis partitiveregardles®f the NP’s nature.

With verbsof thefirst class the partitive showsonly its NP-relatedside,in spiteof
their ateliccharacterltkonen1976callssuchverbs“quasi-resultative™:

(30) omistadown’, sisaltaa ‘contain’, kasittaa ‘comprise’,;muistaaremember’ tietaa
‘know’ (‘savoir’), tuntea‘'know’ (‘conndtre’), ymnartaa ‘understand’(some-
thing), mybntaa ‘acknowledge” katsoa‘regard, consider’, oivaltaa ‘realize’,
uskoa'believe’ (something)andsuchperceptionverbsasnahda ‘see’, kuulla
‘hear’, huomatahavaita,keksé ‘notice’.*6

(31) a. Omist-i-tnama  talo-t vuode-n(*vuode-ssa).
Own-2Sg thesécc house-PAcc year-Acc (year-Iness)
Y ouownedthesehousedor ayear(*in ayear).
b. Omista-ttalo-j-a.
Own-2Sg house-PIPart.
‘Y ouown houses.

16Many of theseverbstake partitive objectsin relateduses,eg. ymnirtaa ‘understandsomeone’ uskoa
‘believe someonekatsoa‘look at’, andof courseall of themtake partitive objectswhenthe objectis un-
boundedege.g.laatikko sisaltaa suklaata(Partitive) ‘the box containschocolate’.
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c. Nae-nhane-t.
See-1SdimAcc
‘I seehim/her
d. Nae-nhan-t.
See-1SdimPart
‘I'm seeinghim/her,l seeabit of him/her

And converselysometelic verbstakepartitiveobjectsjrrespectivelyof theobjects
NP levelpropertiesE.g.rangaista”punish”, denotingwhatwould appeato beatelic
eventd’ takepartitiveobjectgustas‘love” and“touch” do,aswould beexpectedjiven
thattheyoccurfreely with degreeadverbs:

(32) Rankais-i-t he-i-ta.
insult-Past-2Sghey-PI-Part
‘You punishedhem:.

Leino 1991:166ff. proposegshe generalizatiorthat verbsdenotingstatestakeac-
cusativeobjects. This coversthe quasi-resultatives (30), which include verbsde-
noting relationslike “own”, “contain” and verbsof knowing and perceiving. But it
wrongly extendsto verbsof emotion,which take partitive objects(see(25)). Leino
suggestghat Finnish treatsemotionsas atelic activities ratherthan as states. This
couldnot be a peculiarityof Finnish,for on the standardests(e.g.Dowty 1979, Ch.
2) theseverbsbehaveexactly as do their English counterpartd® The distinctionis
howeverconsonantvith gradability in thatonecanhate,admire,andfear something
moreor less,wherea®nenormallyeitherowns,containsknows,or seessomethingor
not19

(33) a. TrumplikesNew York alot.
b. FredadmiresMary very much.

(34) a. #TrumpownsNew York alot.
b. #JohnknowsMary very much.
To capturethe notion of unboundednes®r verbal and nominal predicateswe

usethe propertief DIVISIVENESS andCUMULATIVITY , redefinedasin (36a,b),and
DIVERSITY:

(35) a. PisDIvISIVE iff Vz[P(z) A —~atom(z) — yly T = A P(y)]]
b. Pis CUMULATIVE iff V[P(x) A —sup(x, P) — Jy[z C y A P(y)]]
c. PisDIVERSEIff VaVy[P(z) AP(y) ANz #y — ~x Cy A -y C 7]

171t passedhe standardaccomplismentiagnostics:John punishedthe child in an hour, Johnfinished
punishingthe child.

18For example verbslike “hate”, “admire”, “fear” do not felicitously combinewith agentiveadverbials
suchas*“carefully”, or embedunderverbslike “force” in Finnishany morethantheydo in English.

190f course pnemayown, contain know, or seglargeror smallerparts of somethingwhich simply means
thattheseverbscantake NP-relatedpartitive objects. And in sofar asasthesestatesare matterof degree,
theverbsdenotingthemdo allow partitive, cf. (31d).
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(36) A predicatePis UNBOUNDED iff it is divisive andcumulativeandnotdiverse.

In (36a,b)the requirementhat = not be the maximal element(the supremum)or a
minimal (atomic)elementensureshat, for example aneventof paintinga housemay
be unboundedwith the objecthousein the partitive) evenif the whole houseor the
smallestpart of it wasin fact painted?® The diversity condition (36¢) ensureghat
predicateshathaveonly atomicelementgsuchasFred), andpredicatesioneof whose
elementarerelatedio eachotherby thesubpartelationareboundedeventhoughthey
satisfy(36a,b)).

Thedefinitionin (36) characterizeguantitativelyindeterminateluralsand mass
nounsas unbounded.Quantitativelyindeterminatecountnounsandindefinite nouns
with a cardinality predicateare bounded. Certainmorphologicalelementsaffect the
boundednessf verbalpredicatedy changingheir quantitativedeterminationln En-
glish, the particle at makesunboundegredicatesand Finnish suffixessuchas-ais-
andRussiamprefixessuchaspo- makeboundedredicates.

(37)  a. Unboundedgredicates:
bombsfood,shootat, look for, touch,love, want,contemplategdoubt,use,
expectprotect

b. Boundedpredicates:

a. fewbombsallittle food,Russiampoplatet ‘to cry for awhile’, potitat’
‘to readabit of’, Finnishlukaista‘to read(something)n ashorttime’
(condition(36a)is metbut not condition(36b))

b. manybombsalot of food,Russiamatitat’ ‘to readalot of’ (condition
(36b)is metbutnotcondition(36a))

¢. abomb,two bombsthefood,drop, find, kill, lose,marry, own,break,
solve, rememberfinish, present,contain, own, finish, get, Russian
probolet ‘to beill for acertainamountof time’ (perfective!)(neither
condition(36a)nor condition(36b)is met)

Theunboundednessf a VP predicatds compositionallydeterminedrom theun-
boundednessf its constitutentasfollows:

(38) A VP predicatés unboundedf it haseitheranunboundedhead,or aunbounded
argument.

Presumablyhis shouldfollow from a compositionakystemof interpretationperhaps
alongthelinesof Verkuyl 1972,1989.

Herearetheexample®f (22)and(23)againwith theunboundednesx thelexical
predicatesshown ([-B] = unbounded[+B] = bounded). UnboundedvP predicates
haveanunboundedheador object:

(839) a. Theyhated(—B) thebombs(+B).

20Becausethe accusativeobjectwould imply that the whole housewas painted, the useof the partitive
carriesa defeasiblamplicaturethatonly partof the housewaspainted.
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b. Theydropped+B) bombs(—B).
BoundedVP predicateaveneither:
(40) a. Theydropped+B) thebombs(+B).
b. Theydropped+B) manybombs(+B).

In (39a),the VP predicatds unboundedecausdts headV hatedis unboundedandin
(39b)the VP predicatds unboundedecauséts objectNP is unboundedlin (40),on
the otherhand,neitherthe headnortheinternalargumentareunboundedsothe VP is
notunbounded.

We cannow unify the aspectuahnd NP-relatedfunctionsof the Finnish partitive
by thefollowing descriptivegeneralization:

(41) Theobjectof anunbounded/P is obligatorily partitive.

[38] and[41] togetheraccountor thetwo mainconditionsfor partitive casediscussed
above namelythatanobjectis eithera quantitativelyindeterminatéNP (anunbounded
nominalpredicate)pr governeddy anatelic verb (anunboundederbalpredicate) If
the verbis unboundedits objectmustbe partitive whetherthe objectis unbounded
or bounded.E.g. touchedthe/aflower (part.sg.)touched(the) flowers(part.pl.). A
partitive objectis ungrammaticalf the VP is bounded,and an accusativeobjectis
ungrammaticaif theVP is unboundedA rule equivalento (41) applies(togethemith
others)to licenseimperfectiveaspecin Russian.

Verbswhich are aspectuallyambiguouscan be treatedas unspecifiedor bound-
ednesspncetheir boundedness fixed they aretreatedin exactlythe sameway as
the aspectuallyunambiguouwerbsin (22a)and (22b); see(1) and (10). Table[42]
illustratesthis for the FinnishandRussiarexamplesn (10),with theprogressivagain
servingasan (inadequateyhorthandylossfor the entirerangeof atelic verbalmean-
ings:

(42)

[+B] object [-B] object
[+B] verb(telic) | napisal(perf.) pissma | pisal(Impf.) pis'ma
kirjoitti kirjeet(Acc.) kirjoitti kirjeita (Part.)
‘wrote theletters’ ‘wrote letters’

[-B] verb(atelic) | pisal(Impf.) pis'ma pisal (Impf.) pis’ma
kirjoitti kirjeita(Part.) | kirjoitti kirjeita (Part.)
‘waswriting theletters’ | ‘waswriting letters’

The specialcasesn [8] alsofollow from the rule statedin (41); the Finnishac-
cusative/partitivecontrastherereflectsa semanticdistinction betweenboundedand
unboundedeferencavhich in this caseis not overtly expressedh English. Suppose
that“eyes” in the inalienablypossessedensge.g.the eyesin my face)is implicitly
quantified perhapsneaningsomethindike “pair of eyes”,eventhoughit is formally
a bareplural. Thenthe expressiorin this senseis boundedandreceivesaccusative
caselIn thealienablesensganatomicabamplesglasseyes)theexpressiotis anormal
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bareplural, andthereforeunbounded(Note thatonly in thelatter sensds it possible
to sayJohnhassomemoreeyescf. (5) ff.) This showshow the distributionof parti-
tive versusaccusativeeaseon the objectdependsn boundednessatherthanon the
morphologicafeaturef definitenesandnumberpor onthepresencer absencef an
overtquantifier

The samepoint can be madefor imperfectiveaspect,one of whosefunctionsis
to mark unboundednesat the level of the VP. Considerthe abovementionegerbal
predicatesuchaspoplatet ‘to cry for awhile’, poCitat’ ‘to readabit of’, nacitat’ ‘to
reada lot of’ probokt ‘to beill for a certainamountof time’ (see(37)). Theseverbs
are[+B] themselvesandtheyimposea quantifiedreadingon their complementwhich
makesit [+B], evenif it is morphologicallyan indefinite bareplural. The resulting
VP is thereforg+B] andrequiresperfectivemorphology For examplejn the Russian
sentence

(43) nabrali(+B) grybov(+B)
Pref-gather-RST-3PI (Perfymushrooms-GenPI
‘they pickedalot of mushrooms{Forsyth1970:22)

theverbalprefix na- combinesemanticallywith the bareplural objectgrybov‘mush-
rooms” ([-B] by itself) to makea quantified(andthereforeg[+B]) expressiorfa lot of
mushrooms”.

Theobjectof aVP complemengovernedy anunboundederbis optionallyparti-
tive. Forexamplewhen“try” and“begin” takeaVP complementontainingabounded
verb,theobjectof thatverbis optionally partitive:

(44)  a. Matti koett-i tappa-&arhu-n
Matti try-Pst-3Sdkill-Inf  bear-Sécc
‘Matti triedto kill a/thebear’
b. Matti koett-i tappa-&arhu-a
Matti try-Pst-3Sdkill-Inf  bear-S@art
‘Matti triedto kill a/thebear’

This casevariationcanbeobtainedby assigningcaseeitheratthelevel of thelower
VP or atthelevel of the higherVP. Thelower VP ‘kill the bear’is bounded(cf. *kill
thebearsomemore), if the caserule (41) appliesto it the objectgetsaccusativease;
thehigherVP ‘try to kill thebear’is boundedcf. try somemoreto kill thebear), if the
caserule appliesto it is assigngartitive caseto theobject.

Negatedrerbsassignpartitive caseto their objectsobligatorily (see(45a)),andop-
tionally to certainmeasurghrasegadverbialof time andextent)which areotherwise
accusativésee(45b,c)).

(45) a. Matti e-i  myy-nyt talo-a (#talo-n).
Matti-SgNomnot-3Sgsell-PsPart house-SBart (house-Sécc)
‘Matti didn’t sellthe/ahouse’
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b. Matti odott-i  #tunti-a (tunni-n)
Matti-SgNomwait-Pst-3Schour-SdPart (hour-SgAcc)
‘Matti waitedanhour’

c. Matti e-i  odotta-nutunti-a  (tunni-n)
Matti-SgNomnot-3Sgwait-PstPrtc hour-SdPart (hour-SgAcc)
‘Matti didn’t wait anhour’

Thecasechange'goesdown” arbitrarily far into nonfinitecomplements:

(46) a. Aki sa-i Jari-n pakotta-ma-aisake-nlukema-arkirja-n
Aki(Nom) get-Past(3Sg)ari-Accforce-Inf-IlI Sake-Accread-Inf-lll book-Acc
(loppu-un)

(end-T)
‘Aki gotJarito force Sakereadthe book(through).

b. Aki e-i  saa-nutlari-a pakotta-ma-aisake-a lukema-an
Aki(Nom) not-3Sgget-PP  JariPart force-Inf-lll SakePart read-Inf-Ill

kirja-a (loppu-un)
book-Part (end-Ill)
‘Aki didn’t getJarito force Saketo readthe book (through).

It is not only overt negationthat selectspartitive case. Like a negativepolarity
item, partitive casecanappeaiin implicitly negativecontexts.Forexample a speaker
expectinga negativeanswerpr trying to be polite, might prefer(47b)to (47a).

(47) a. On-kosinu-lla kyna?
Be-Q you-AdessencilNom
‘Do you haveapencil?’
b. On-kosinu-lla kyna-a?
Be-Q you-AdesgencilPart
‘Do you haveapencil?’

6 Coercion

Both partitive and imperfectivemorphologycan mark different semanticvariantsof
unboundednessAlthough theserun parallelin Finnish and Russianin many cases
(recallthediscussioraround(11)) thisis not alwaysthe case.Differencesn how lan-
guagesnterpretunboundednesegsultfrom differentcoercionof boundedexpressions
into unboundeexpressionandvice versa.

We haveseenthatexpressiongienotingboundechonpunctuakventgaccomplish-
mentssuchasshootthebear) haveunboundedounterpartshatdenoteprocesseson-
stituting suchevents(suchasshootat thebear. Punctuakvents(achievementssuch
asdrop the ball) areatomic(i.e., not constitutecby processesRifion1995,p. 91), so
theirunbounded@ounterpartsannotdenotesuchprocessesrheycan,howeverdenote
processethatarecomposeaf punctualevents.With imperfectiveaspecbr partitive
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caseon the object,drop the ball canthusdenotea procesof repeatedall-droppings,
i.e.aniterative:

(48) Taitamatorkoripalloilija pudott-i jatkuvastipallo-a.
unskilled basketbalplayerdrop-Past3Sgontinually ball-Part
‘The unskilledbasketbalplayerkeptdroppingtheball!

Similarly, anintrinsically boundedpredicatecangeta secondandurativeinterpreta-
tion, asanongoingactivity, againwith partitivecaseon the object:

(49) a. Tapo-i-njuuri karhu-a.
kill-Pst1Sgjust bearPart
‘I wasjustkilling thebear

b. Matti ost-i (juuri) auto-a, (kun...)
Matti buy-Pst3Sdjust) car-SdPart, (when...)

‘Matti was(just) buyingacar,(when...)’

In additionto the iterative and durativeinterpretationspasicallyboundedpredi-
catescanget a rangeof otherunboundednterpretationsdependingon whetherthe
languageexpressed/P unboundednedsy aspectuamorphologyon the verb or by
casemorphologyonthe object. Thegeneralizatiorseemgo beasfollows:

(50) a. Aspectcancoerceshiftsin thelexical meaningof verbs.
b. Casecancoerceshiftsin thelexicalmeaningof nouns.

An exampleof aspectuatoercionin the lexical meaningof verbsis thatthe Russian
imperfectivevyigryvat), like the Englishprogressivdoe winning), candenote(in addi-
tion to asequencef winning eventsj.e. theiterativemeaning) progressivestateof a
procesghat precedeghe punctualeventof winning, i.e. “be ahead”.Partitive casein
Finnishdoesnotinducethis meaning:in a VP headedy the correspondingerbvoit-
taa “win”, a partitive objectcannotcoercethe meaning‘be ahead”;Finnishrequires
the progressivererb constructionin (51b)“be (in the procesf) winning” to convey
it.

(51) a. #Matti voitt-i kilpajuoksu-a.
Matti  win-Past3SgacePart
‘Matti waswinningtherace.
b. Matti ol-i voitta-ma-ss&ilpajuoksu-a.
Matti was win-Prtcpl-InessracePart
‘Matti waswinningtherace.

Anotherinterpretatiorof imperfectivizedpunctualtelic predicatesn Russianun-
availablein English,is conative(“try”):

(52) a. Onda-va-l(Impf.) mneden’gi,a janevzja-l(Perf.)
He give-Pst3SgM me money, butl nottake-Pst3SgM
‘He wastrying to give memoney but| refused. (Leinonenl1984)
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b. Javasobman-yva-(Impf.), nomog li obman-u-t'(Perf)?
| you deceive-Pst3SgM, but could-Pst3SgMQ deceive-Inf
‘| triedto deceiveyou, butcouldl deceiveyou?’ (Unbegaurl969)

Theconativeshadesdnto a variety of otherrelatednuance®f incompleteaction:

(53) a. Cto zedelal Bel'tov v prodokeniectix desjatilet? Vsé ili
Whatso did-IpfPstMB. in course theseten years?Everything,or
pocti vsa. Cto onsdelal? Nigego,ili poiti nitego.
almosteverything.Whathe did-PrfPstM?Nothing, or almostnothing
‘So whatdid B. do in the courseof theseten years? Everything,or al-
mosteverything. What did he accomplish?Nothing, or almostnothing.
(Forsyth1970:71)

b. Kolumbby-l stastlivhetogda,kogdaotkry-I Prf Amerik-u, a
Columbusbe-PstMhappy notthen, when discover-Impf-PstMAmerica-Acc,but
kogdaotkry-va-I(Impf) e
when discover-PstM it-Acc
‘Columbuswashappynot whenhe discoveredAmerica,but whenhe was
aboutto discoveriit (in theprocessf discoveringt)’ (UnbegaurL969)

Further,in the pasttensethe Russianimperfectivecanalso be usedto asserthe
occurrenceof a pastevent,with currently relevantconsequenceskor example,On
pisa-l pis’'m-a(imperfective)could haveroughlythe senseof English“He haswritten
the letter (already)”. This is the “simple denotation”or “statementof fact” meaning
(Forsyth1970:82,Smith1991:312).

Suchaspectual/temporateaningshiftsinducedonverbsby imperfectiveaspecin
Russiarhaveno counterpartén the aspectualiseof the Finnishpartitive. In Finnish,
on the otherhand,the accusative/partitiveppositionis exploitedto yield a rangeof
specialNP-relatednterpretationsywhichin turn cannotbereplicatedby aspecin Rus-
sian.

Thus,partitivecasecancoerceacountnouninto amassoun,whichis notpossible
in Russianjn spiteof thefact thatthe distinctionbetweemerfectiveandimperfective
aspectaneffectivelymarkthedefinitenes®f NP objectsin casedike [10] (Larjavaara
1991:382)%%

(54) sSita  kasikirjoitustaoli sangy-nalla-kin
ThatPart manuscriptPart be-Past3Stped-Gen under-even
‘(Partsof) thatmanuscripivereevenunderthebed.

A pervasivephenomenors the coercionof a telic meaning. Boundednesin
Finnishcanbelicensedby resultativitythroughexplicit or implicit locativeor resulta-
tive predication.For example potkaista‘kick” takesa partitive objectin the meaning

21| arjavaaranotesthatthe correspondingisagds impossiblewith the Latvian genitive, which otherwise
hasfunctionssimilar to that of the Finnish partitive (bare plural and massnoun objectsand objectsunder
negation),or with the Frenchde-partitive construction.The Russianpatrtitive (secondgenitive) alsocannot
beusedin thisway.
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“kick at”, andan accusativeobjectwhena directionalcomplemenis added,or even
implied. In (55b),theverb“rub”, atelicin (55a),takesanaccusativebjectlicensedoy
the(explicit orimplicit) resultativepredicate A particularlycreativeusageof thiskind
are(55j), wherethe atelicintransitive“love” is construedasresultative??
(55) a. Hiero-i-nsi-ta

rub-Pst-1Sgt-Part

‘| rubbedit’

b. Hiero-i-nsen pehm@é-ksi
rub-Pst-1Sgt- Acc soft-SgTrnsl|
‘| kneadedt soft’

c. Ravist-i-n mato-n  (#kade-n)
shake-Pst-1Sgarpet-Sécc (hand-Sé\cc)

‘I shook(out)the carpet(my hand)’

d. Aiti makas-i lapse-nsa  kuoliaa-ksi
mother-SgNie-Pst-3Sgchild-SgAcc-3Sgdead-SgTrans|
‘The motherlay herchild dead(i.e. killed it by lying ontop of it)’

e. Jussi maalas-i talo-n (punaise-ksi)
Jussi(NOM)paint-Pst3SghouseAcc (red-Transl)

‘Jussipaintedthe (a) [whole] houseg(red)’

f. Jussi maalas-i talo-a (punaise-ksi)
Jussi(NOM)paint-FAST(3SG)housePart (red-Transl)
‘Jussiwaspaintingthe (a) houseg(red)’

g. Luin kirja-n (loppu-un) (repale-i-ksi)
read-RST-1SGhook-Acc (end-lllat)  / (shred-PI-Transl)

‘| readthebook(totheend)/ (to shreds)’

h. Luin kirja-a
read-Pst-1s@pook-Part
‘I wasreadingthebook

i. Rakast-i-ntei-ta
love-Pst-1Sgyou-PPart
‘I lovedyou’

j. Rakast-i-nte-i-da-t rappio-lle
love-Pst-1Sgyou-PAcc ruin-Adess
‘| lovedyouinto ruin’ (EinoLeino)

The upshotis that the aspectualise of partitive casein Finnish,while certainly
forming oneof its two corefunctions,is not asrichly elaboratedasthatof the verbal
categoryof aspecin Russian.Converselythe NP-relateduseof aspecin Russianis
notasrichly elaboratedisthatof the nominalcategoryof casein Finnish. Thegener-
alizationseemso bethata morphologicafeatureinducesextendednterpretation®n
thecategoryonwhichit is marked.

221t is aquotefrom the poetEino Leino. Example[55¢] is from Leino (1991). (55d)is astandarcexample
which appearsn Finnishgrammardrom Setla 1884onwards.
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If the languagepossessesorrespondingovert morphologicaldistinctions,these
extendednterpretationswill not develop,presumablyin consequencef the princi-
ple thatspecificmorphologicaklementdlock generamorphologicaklementsn the
overlappingdlomain.Forexamplejn modernGreek,imperfectiveaspecseemdo have
no NP-relatedfunctionat all, the distinctionsin questionbeingexpressedirectly by
meanof thechoiceof thedefiniteor indefinitearticle, which Russianacks. Thus,cor-
respondindo thetwo sentencei [10], of which theseconds threewaysambiguous,
Greekhasthefour unambiguousentences (56).

(56) a. eyrap-s-e (Perf.) ta yrama-ta

write-Pst.3Sg theletter-PlAcc

‘He wrotetheletters’(...andleft) (telic V, def. NP)
b. eyrap-s-e (Perf.) (merika)yrama-ta

write-Pst.3Sg (some) letter-PlAcc

‘He wrote (some)letters’(. .. andleft) (telic V, indef. NP)
c. eyraf-e (Imperf.) ta yrama-ta

write-Pst.3Sg theletter-PlAcc

‘He waswriting theletters(...whenl came) (atelicV, def. NP)
d. eyraf-e (Imperf.) yrama-ta

write-Pst.3Sg letter-PIAcc

‘He waswriting letters(...whenl came) (telic V, indef. NP)

Morphologicaleconomy(No VacuousAffixation, Marantz1984)would preclude
redundantispectuamarkingby partitive case,andredundanmarkingof NP-related
functionsby aspect. In fact, when[-B] is morphologicallymarkedon the verb in
Finnish,the objectneednot be partitive. Thus,frequentativererbscantakeaccusative
objectsin Finnish. Eventhoughthe VP is [-B] in virtue of the frequentativeverb,
that featureis licensedby the verbalaffix andthereforeneednot be licensedby the
partitive. In this context the partitive/accusativease-markinglistinctionrevertsto its
purelyNP-relatedunction:

(57) Lue-skel-i-n sen kirja-n (loppu-un)
read-freq-Past-1Stpat-Acc book-Acc (end-Ill)
‘| readthatbookoff andon (through).

By the sametoken,we would expectthatin casesvhere[-B] is morphologically
markedon the noun,the Russiamperfective/imperfectiveistinctionwould revertto its
purely aspectuafunction. Russianconfirmsthis prediction,but with a curioustwist.
The evidencecomesfrom the quantificationagenitive,a casemostly usedwith mass
nouns,which in certainparadigmss morphologicallydistinct from the regulargen-
itive. This so-called“secondgenitive” casehasbeenarguedto be a partitive case
(Jakobsorl936,Neidle 1988, Franks1995). ThusRussianhas,undercertaincondi-
tions, two morphologicaimeansof marking[—B] at its disposal:imperfectiveaspect
for aspectualunctions,andpartitivecasefor NP-relatedunctions.And indeedjn just
thosecaseavherethe nominal[-B] featurecanbe markedby partitive case the verb
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appearsn the perfectiveaspectratherthanin the imperfective,asit would with an
accusativebject(Klenin 1978).Thepatternasl havebeenableto reconstrucit from
theciteddiscussionss shownin (58),with thetabulardisplayin (59); theseshouldbe
respectivelycontrasteavith (10) andwith (42),illustratingthe patternwithout partitive
case.
(58) a. On kupi-l (Perf.) €aj (Acc)

Hel/shebuy-PstM3Sg tea-Acc

‘He boughtthetea’(...andleft) (telic, def.)

b. On kupi-l (Imperf.) ¢aj-u (Part)
He/shebuy-PstM3Sg tea-Part

‘He bought(some)tea’(...andleft) (telic, indef.)
c. On pokupa-l(Imperf.) €aj (Acc)

He/shebuy-PstM3Sg tea-Acc

(1) ‘He wasbuyingtea(...whenl came) (atelic,indef.)

(2) ‘He wasbuyingthetea(...whenl came) (atelic,def.)

(59) : :
[+B] object [-B] object

[+B] verb(telic) | kupil (perf.) €aj(acc.) | kupil (perf.) Caj+u(part.)
[-B] verb(atelic) pokupal(impf.) ¢aj(acc.)

The unexpectedvrinkle, however,is that partitive casenormally appeargust on
objectsof perfectiveverbs,not on objectsof imperfectiveverbs(Dahl and Karlsson
1976:44 Klenin 1978)?3 We might haveexpectedhe partitive/accusativeistinction
to befully exploitedto yield a four-way paradigmwhereunboundedeferencen the
nominalandverbaldomainareseparatelynarked.

The generalizationn (50) seemdo be confirmedby aspectuallyinterpretedcase
alternationf Warlpiri andseveraPolynesiarlanguages.

In Warlpiri, a classof verbshaveabsolutive(i.e. nominative)objectswhenthey
denoteatelic event,anddativeobjectsotherwisejn whathasbeendubbedheconative
constructionHale1982,Laughrenl988,Simpson1991):

(60) a. Ngarrka-ngkuka marlu luwa-rni
man-Erg Pres kangaroo(Nom)shoot-Nonpast
‘The manis shootingthekangaroo’
b. Ngarrka-ngkuka-rla-jinta marlu-ku luwa-rni
man-Erg Pres-rla-jinta kangaroo-Datshoot-Nonpast

‘The manis shootingatthekangaroo’

Theconativealternatioris foundwith verbsof impact(“strike”, “chop”, “carve”, “cut”,

wn " ow

dig”, “pierce”, “grind”) andwith perceptiorverbs(“see” vs. “look for”). Thereis
also a classof verbswith an inherentErgative-Dativecaseframe and with the ex-
pectedatelic meaning(“seek, dig for”). This indicatesthat the meaningshouldbe

23Exceptthat, mysteriouslyjmperfectiveverbsseento behavdike perfectivesundernegation.
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associateavith the caseframeitself, ratherthanwith a putativederivationalprocess.
It seemghat this casealternationshouldbe analyzedalongthe lines of the Finnish

partitive/accusativalternationyatherthanasa lexical rule?* (Laughrenl1988)or by a

transformationaprocessn the syntax(Bittner andHale 1993)%°

TonganandSamoarimiddle verbs’(‘describinganeventwhich doesnotaffectthe
directobjectimmediately’)marktheir objectswith adativeprefix (Chungl1978,47ff.,
216ff.). Theyincludeperceptiorverbs(‘see’, listen to’), verbsof emotionandother
psychologicaktates(‘love’, ‘want’, ‘understand’) verbsnormally selectinganimate
directobjects,including somecommunicationzerbs(‘meetwith’, ‘help’, ‘call’), and
verbssuchas'follow’, ‘wait for’, and‘visit'.

(62) a. Na'etaa’i’e Mele'a Sione.
Past hit ErgMary AbsJohn

‘Mary hit John.
b. 'Oku manakada'i heta’ahiré.
Prog like heat thegirl.’
‘He likesthegirl.” Tongan(Chungl1978,53-54)

Like the Warlpiri conative the Tonganmiddleis transitive,andthe dative objects
in this constructiorare syntacticallyfull-fledgeddirect objects,undergoingprocesses
which are restrictedto direct objects(incorporationand passivization)or to direct
argumentgquantifierfloat), andthatanumberof constraintyalid for transitiveclauses
applyto middle clausesaswell (Chung,p. 216-234).Chungargueson this basisthat

24 aughrenproposeghat the conativeform of the verb (the atelic one, which takesa dative object) is
derivedby thefollowing rule:

(61) (x produceeffectony) by ((entity comeinto contactwith y) by (x manipulateentity)) — ((x ma-
nipulate entity) in order that (entity comeinto contactwith y)) in order that (x produceeffect on
y)-

This rule could be contestedn severalgrounds. First, the conativealternationis not associatedvith an
affix ontheverb. (Conceivablyit couldbe onethe suffixesontheauxiliary. However thatseemsloubtful,as
neitherof themseemdo be specialto the conativeconstruction.-rla “registers”the presencef any dative
objectwhatever,while -jinta marksa third singular dative object (Hale 1982).) We would either haveto
assumen “spontaneous’lexical derivationalprocessor postulatea triggering morphemewhich is always
null (cf. Pesetskyl995). Secondlyby erasing/respecifyingnformationin lexical conceptuabtructure the
derivationalprocesdn [61] violatesa basicpropertyof monotonicitythat can otherwisebe maintainedfor
lexical processesln generalderivationalruleseitheraddpredicatesor featuresto the base(e.g.causatives,
diminutives),or specifythe way the argumentsaresyntacticallyexpressede.g.passivesantipassives)The
proposedexical rule would not do either of thesethings. Third, the rule doesnot expressany intrinsic
relationbetweerthe conativemeaningof the “derived” verb andthe dative casethatit governs.

25Bittner andHale takethe conativeconstruction{60b] to be anantipassivej.e. aninstanceof theprocess
usually analyzedas demotionof the direct object. The absenceof a morphologicaltrigger is if anything
evenmoreof a problemfor the antipassiveaccountthanit is for thelexical rule account,becausérelation-
changing”processesimostalwaysdependon diathesis-changingerbal affixes, indeed,as far as| know
thereareno casef systematic'spontaneousantipassivization Moreover,the Warlpiri conativeconstruc-
tion is transitive. (The evidencencludesthefollowing: (1) the subjectbearsergativecase(2) thereis object
agreemenin the AUX (see[60b]), and(3) the dative objectcancontrol -kurra clausesywhich musthavean
objectcontroller.) But transitive antipassivesre otherwiseunattestedn languagestheir absencédollows
from a principledtheoryof valencychange(demotionandadditionof argumentsasthe only mechanisms).

27



thesémiddle’ verbsarenotantipassivesandproposesrule whichassignglativecase
to theobject.

The translationakequivalentf all Warlpiri conativeverbsmentionedby Laugh-
ren,Hale, and Simpson,of all Tonganmiddle verbslisted by Chung(e.g.[62]), take
partitive objectsin Finnish(with the exceptiorthatperceptiorverbslike ‘see’takeac-
cusativeobjectsin Finnish). The converseof coursejs nottrue: partitive objectsare
usedmuchmorewidely in Finnish.

It seemsclearthatthe Warlpiri conativeand Tonganmiddle casealternationsare
essentiallyaspectualandakin to the Finnishpartitive/accusativalternation However,
no analogto the Finnish NP-relatedfunction of partitive caseis reportedfor these
languagesseeminglycontradicting(50b).

But in bothlanguagesthe NP-relatedfunction of the casealternationis arguably
blockedby explicit morphologyasdiscusse@bove.Thisis clearesin Tonganwhere
definitenesss morphologicallymarkedby the article he. ThusTonganwould be like
the Greekcasementionedaboveunder(56). As for Warlpiri, it hasa specialdefinite
plural suffix -patu (Nash1980:167).This suffix would presumablymakethe definite-
nessdistinction correspondindo (56a,c)vs. (56b,d)?® Neverthelessit is not clear
to me why the conativecaseoppositionshouldnot distinguishbetweendefinite and
indefinitereadingsof singularmassnounsin Warlpiri.?’

Thematerialdiscussedh this sectionsuggestshatcoercionis in mostcaseslocal
accommodationf aV or NP to therespectivanorphologythatit bearggeneralization
(50)). In thisway it differsfrom thebasicdeterminatiorof boundednessyhichis done
atthe VP level asdiscussedn earliersections.

7 Partitive subjects

In additionto partitive objects,Finnishalsohaswhataretraditionally called partitive
subjects.Theyshowonly the NP-relatedunctionof partitive case neverthe aspectual
function. Thus,only bareindefinitepluralsandmassnounscanbe partitive subjects?®

(63) a. Karhu  kuol-i
bear-S@§lom die-Pst-3Sg
‘The beardied’

b. #Karhu-akuol-i
bear-S@art die-Pst-3Sg

26Thanksto Mary LaughrenandDavid Nashfor pointing out this crucial fact.

27The ScottishGaelic systemstudiedby Ramchand1993)is alsointerestingin this respect.Ramchand
arguegthat ScottishGaelicusesgenitive caseto mark both an anindefinite object,anda definite postverbal
objectof anirresultativeverb. Thegenitivethusdeterminesheinterpretatiorof the VP asin Finnish. Unlike
Finnish,however,ScottishGaelichasa morphologicaldistinction betweerdefinitesandindefinites.

28Allowing againfor coercion,asin (54).
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C.

Karhu-t kuol-i-vat
bear-PNom die-Pst-3PI

‘The beardied’

. Karhu-j-akuol-i

bear-PPart die-Pst-3Sg
‘Bearsdied’

Partitivesubjectscanbeeitherpreverbabr postverbal Their basicpositionis VP-
internal. Theyonly occurwith intransitiveverbs(see(64a)),andonly with thesubclass
of so-calledPRESENTATIONALVERBS (EXISTENTIAL VERBS, in thetraditionaltermi-
nology of Finnishgrammarians).Thus,“play” (see(64b,c))is a presentationaverb,
but“smile” (see(64d,e))is notapresentationalerb?®

(64) a.

#Karhu-j-aso-i hunaja-a
bear-PlPart eat-FRAST-3Sghoney-S@art
‘Therewerebearseatinghoney’ (transitiveverb)

. Piha-lla leikki-i laps-i-a

courtyard-Adesplay-3Sgchild-Pl-Part
‘Therearechildrenplayingin thecourtyard’

. Laps-i-a leikki-i piha-lla

child-Pl-Part play-3Sgcourtyard-Adess
‘Therearechildrenplayingin thecourtyard’

. #Piha-lla  hymyile-elaps-i-a

courtyard-Adessmile-3Sg child-PlPart
‘Therearechildrensmiling in thecourtyard’

. #Laps-i-a hymyile-epiha-lla

child-Pl-Part smile-3Sg courtyard-Adess
‘Therearechildrensmiling in thecourtyard’

Exampleof presentationahtransitiveverbsarelistedin (65). All theseverbsal-
low partitivesubjectsregardlessf whethertheyareboundedasin (65a),unbounded,
asin (65b),or bounded/unboundedsin (65c).

(65) a. [+B]: kuolla ‘die’, syntya ‘be born’, iimaantua‘appear’, karata ‘escape

(run away)’, tunkeutua‘intrude’, pelastua‘escape,be saved’, luhistua,
sortua ‘collapse’, syttya ‘catch fire’, valahta ‘flash’, kuoriutua ‘hatch’,
hukkua‘drown’, haaraantua’branch’, ehtia ‘get (somewherepn time’,
lohjeta, katketa'break off’, naantya ‘die from deprivation’,takertua‘get
stuck’, sarkya ‘break’, pysahtya ‘stop’, tarttua ‘stick’.

. [-B]: asua'dwell’, kasvadgrow’, kiehuaboil’, kilpailla ‘compete’ kokoon-

tua ‘gather’, lymyilla, piilla ‘lurk’, mahtua‘fit’, opiskella‘study’, leikkia
‘play’, riitt&a ‘suffice’, seist ‘stand’, tapahtua‘happen’, tippua ‘drip’,
tyoskennel‘work’, vaeltaa'wander’, hiipia ‘sneak’,roikkua,riippua‘hang’,

29presentationaterbsareoften called“unaccusatives”put the two classesarequite distinct.
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kiehua ‘boil’, liikkua ‘move’, madella‘crawl’, riitt &a ‘suffice’, sijaita ‘be
located’,vilkkua, valahdelk ‘flash (repeatedly)’ puuttua‘'be lacking’, is-
tua‘sit’, kellua‘float’, kiipeilla ‘climb’, kokoontudgather’,vaeltaa'wan-
der’.

c. [£H]: kukkia‘(comeinto) blossom’,havita ‘disappear’ roiskua‘splash’,
aueta‘open’, selvifd ‘becomeclear(er)’, kiiveta ‘climb’, hajota ‘disinte-
grate’.

Non-presentationahtransitivesdo not take partitive subjects againwhetherthey
aretelic, asin (66a),or atelic,asin (66b).

(66) a. [+B]: voittaa‘win’, suuttua‘get angry’, tehota‘have an effect’, loppua
‘end’, pettya ‘get disappointed’pelastyd ‘becomescared’.

b. [-B]: kelvata'to begoodenough’ hymyilla ‘smile’, neuvotelldnegotiate’,
naureskella‘chuckle’, jutella, keskustellaconverse’, riemuita ‘rejoice’,
hallita ‘reign’, suostudagree’.

c. [£H]: sulaa‘melt’, puhdistua'get clean(er)’,pienet ‘get small(er)’, ly-
het ‘get short(er)’,vanhetdget old(er)’.

Syntactically partitive subjectgandpresentationaubjectdn generaldiffer from
regularsubjectsn theirword order Theyappeareitherpostverbally((67a,b),contrast
(68a,b)), or preverballyin Spec-VPposition((67c,d)).If theyareplacedpostverbally
andthesentencdeginswith alocativeadverbialtheSpec-VPositioncanbeoccupied
by aclitic pronounsita “it” in thepartitivecase((67e),contrasi(68e)).

(67) Presentationahtransitives:

a. Nyton synty-nytlapsi (lapsi-a)
now be-3Sgborn-PP  child-SgNom(child-PIPart)
‘Now achild hasbeenborn’

b. Sytty-i sota
breakout-Pst-3Sgvar-SgNom
‘War brokeout’ (Vilkuna1989,165)

c. Lapsi (lapsi-a) on nyt synty-nyt
child-SgNom(child-PIPart) now be-3Sgborn-PP
‘The/achild (children)has(have)beenbornnow’

d. Sota sytty-i
war-SgNombreakout-Pst-3Sg
‘War brokeout’

e. Siellasi-ta  synty-y (lapsi-a)
there thatPart beborn-Pst-3Sghild-PIPart
‘Therechildrenarebeingborn (all thetime)’

Non-presentationahtransitives:
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(68) . #Hymyil-i lapsi (lapsi-a)
smile-Pst-3Sghild-SgNom(child-PIPart)

‘The/achild (children)smiled’

b. #\oitt-i  ruotsalainerfruotsalaisia)
#win-Pst-3Sgswede-SgNon(Swede-Hpart)

c. Lapsi (#lapsi-a) hymyil-i
child-SgNom(child-PIPart) smile-Pst-3Sg
‘The/achild (#children)smiled’

d. Ruotsalainer#ruotsalais-i-ayoitt-i
Swede-SgNom (#Swede-Apart)  win-Pst-3Sg

‘The/aSwede(#Swedesjvon’

e. #Sielasi-ta  hymyile-elaps-i-a
There thatPart smile-3Sg child-SgNom(child-PIPart)
‘Therechildrenaresmiling (away)’

Thesedatacan be accountedor on the following assumptions.First, partitive
caseis assignedonly inside VP; NPsin Spec-Inflget nominativecaseobligatorily.
By the basicconstraintof Finnish syntaxthata VP cancontainonly a singledirect
internal NP argument(Siro’s Law, seep. 10 above),VP-internalsubjectsoccuronly
with intransitiveverbs.Therefore partitive subjectsarerestrictedo intransitiveverbs.

The secondassumptiorto be madeis that VP-internalsubjectsare licensedby
locativeargumentswhich maybe explicit or implicit. Verbswhich havesuchlocative
argumentgonstitutethe classof “presentationalerbs”. Therefore VP-internalsub-
jects,andpartitive subjectsn particular,arerestrictedto presentationalerbs,andcan
alwaysco-occurwith locatives.

Thesubjectof a presentationalerbis partitiveif it is unbounded:
(69) a. Poika saapu-i
Boy (Nom) arrive-Pst3Sg
‘The/aboy ([+B)] arrived([+B]).’
b. Poik-i-a saapu-i
Boy-PI-Part arrive-Pst3Sg
‘Boys ([-B]) arrived([+B]).’

Partitivesubjectdiffer from partitiveobjectsin oneimportantrespecttheydo not
mark unboundednesat the VP level. Eventhoughthe VP in (70) is unboundedin
virtue of theverbalpredicatethis doesnotlicensea partitive subject:

(70)  a. Karhulymyile-e
Bear (Nom) lurk-3Sg
‘A bear([+B]) is lurking ([-B]).’
b. *Karhu-alymyile-e
BearPart lurk-3Sg
‘A bear([+B]) is lurking ([-B]).’
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On subjectspartitive casemarksthe unboundedness the NP itself. In otherwords,
subjectof all presentationadhtransitivespatternlike objectsof boundedrerbalpredi-
catesjn thatpartitive caseonthemhasonly the NP-relatedunction.

8 The evolution of the aspectualpartitive

The partitive casewasoriginally a spatialcasewith separativg“from”) meaning.Its
unboundedness-markirignctionsdevelopedwithin Balto-Finnic. The original nu-
cleusof theinnovationhasbeenthoughtto be a classof intensionalverbsthatgovern
“quirky” lexical partitivein Mordvinianandin certaindialectsof Lappish(E. Itkonen
1972,1973,T. Itkonen1976). It hasalso beenarguedthat the usesof the partitive
areborrowedfrom the Baltic genitive (Larsson1983,1984). Larjavaara(1991)has
proposed hypotheticakcenarioof the evolutionfrom separativg“from”) caseyiaa
guantificationameaning(similarto Frenchde asin mangerdu pain ‘to eatbread’),to
theaspectualunctionof Finnishandits closerelatives.

Outsideof the Balto-Finnicsubfamily limited aspectuatunctionsof partitivecase
areattestedn the earliestrecordsof the now extinct Southerrdialectof Lappishonce
spokenin Sweden(E. Itkonen1972,1973)3° But by far the mostimportantevidence
evidencéor the original systemcomesfrom Mordvinian (Itkonen1972:166 Larsson
1983:124).

Mordvinianhasarich systenof inflectionalcategoriesNounsmaybeinflectedfor
eitherpossessioor definitenessVerbsagreein personandnumberwith the subject,
andmayagreealsowith anaccusativebject(the“objectiveconjugation”);verbswith
inessiveandpartitive objects(andof coursentransitiveverbs)showsubjectagreement
only (the“subjectiveconjugation”). Objectsinflectedfor possessiomarenormally as-
signedaccusativeease3! andtheyshowobligatoryobjectagreement.

(71) Masaf simenda Sapamvinahen
Why  drink-Past2Sg3Sgtrong vodkaAccSg-1Sg
‘Why did you drink my strongvodka?’

Objectsinflectedfor definitenesganalsogetaccusativeease;if the sentencéasaa
telic (resultative)nterpretationthereis thenoptionalobjectagreementitkonen1972,
166).

(72) a. vedefit  kand-i-ja
waterAcc-Def bring-Pst-1SgSubj30bj
‘I broughtthewater’

3%In modernLappish,the old partitive forms now serveasaccusativen the plural; the accusativeendings
havebeenretainedin the singular(Korhonen1981:214-215).

31Accusativecaseis morphologicallyidenticalwith the genitive. In somedialectsa possessedbjectcan
alsobe alsonominativeif it is inanimateandthe possessais third person(ltkonen1972:167).
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b. vedefit  kand-if
waterAcc-Def bring-Pst-1SgSubj
‘I broughtthewater’,‘l (always)broughtwater’

Objectswhich areinflectedneitherfor possessionr definitenesslo notagreewith the
verb3? Theyarenormallyaccusativeand(if indefinite)canalsobenominative.

In additionto accusative@ndnominativecase pbjectsmayalsobearpartitivecasé®
or inessivecase.The Mordvinianpartitive caseending-dais cognatewith the Finnish
partitive-ta, andits syntaxoffersaglimpseof theancestrasystemto whichtheFinnish
usescanbe traced. Mordvinian partitive objectscanbe morphologicallyand seman-
tically eitherdefiniteor indefinite,andthey do not trigger objectagreementPartitive
occursasa “quirky” caseon the objectsof certainintensionalverbssuchas “fear”,
“be ashamed”ymourn”, “see”, “hear”, “listen to”, “notice”, “know”, “need”, “want”,
“think about”,“talk about”, “avoid”, “promise”, “escape”(see(73a)). Some,but not
all, of theseverbsgovernpartitive casein Finnishaswell. As in Finnish,the comple-
mentof certainmeasurghrasess patrtitive (see(73b)).

(73) a.ila pde dusman-do-t,sex pé-t esi-t pola-do-t
not-Imper2Sdear enemyPart-2Sg,ratherfear-lmper2Sgwn spousePart-2Sg(quirky

partitive)

‘Don’t fearyourenemyratherfearyourown spousé.(Zorin 220)
b. tasalamapenga-da

‘herelot  firewoodPart

‘there’salot of firewoodhere’

Most revealingly partitive occurson indefinite bareplural or massnounobjectsof a
smallclassof verbs,mostcommonly“eat”, “drink”, and“smoke”, lessoftentransfer
verbslike “give”, “bring”, “take”, and“steal” (Itkonen1972:170Larsson1983:125
ff.):

(74)  a.jarsa-n kal-do.sima-n  vef-fe. mon,ada,simi-fan
eat-1SgSubfish-Part drink-1SgSubjvaterPart. OK, fine, drink-caus-1SgSubj/2SgObj
vina-do.
vodkaPart
‘I'm eatingfish. I'm drinkingwater OK, sol'll let youdrink vodka.

b. jarsa-kpfaka-do-n
eat-Imp pie-Part-1Sg
‘eatsomeof my pies’

c. jarsa-m9raka-doat
eat-Inf  piePartSg-Def
‘to beeatingthepie’

32Exceptfor personapronounsandpropernameswhich mayremainmorphologicallyindefiniteandstill
showobjectagreementike definitelyinflectednouns(ltkonen1972:164).

33Mordvinian grammargall it “ablative” case thoughto avoid confusionwith the Finnishablativel will
notusethattermhere.
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d. vanakit sdgit monpfaka-do-n
look whosteals my pie-PartSg-Indef

‘Look who'’s stealingmy pies’

Verbsof thetype“eat”, “drink”, and“smoke” havethe propertiesn (18)and(19).
They arethe prototypicalmembersof the verb classwhich is privilegedby Krifka’s
theoryof the partitive (section4). We canin fact saythatthe Mordvinianpartitive has
the meaning'part of” asdefinedin (18a). Accordingly, it hasa muchmorerestricted
distributionthat the Finnish partitive, andin particularis not triggeredby mereirre-
sultativity (“shotat a bear”getsaccusative)As a complemento verbsof therelevant
class,it yieldsanindefinitebareplural or massobjector atelicinterpretation(process
or iteration).

Thedistributionof inessive(sometimesalledinessive-instrumentat)bjectscon-
tributesanotherpieceto the puzzle. Inessiveobjectsare morphologicallyindefinite,
anddo not trigger objectagreementbut they are semanticallyinterpretedasdefinite.
They are assignedy the atelic versionof verbsthat are intrinsically unspecifiedor

"o " o ” o, "

telicity, suchas“carry”, “hit’, “chew”, “seek”, “read”, “wait for”, “send”, “chide”,

” ou

“suckle”, “bring™:

(75) a. Sov-ni Vaha-so
chide-3Sgvan-InessSg
‘He chideslvan’

b. davajcavmoesnende
So beat he-lnessSg

‘So, hebegano beathim’

In the telic version, the sameverbsassignaccusativeglor nominative)caseto their

objects.Thecorrespondingerbsin Finnishalternatebetweerpartitiveandaccusative
objects,dependingon telicity. This is in effectthe Mordvinian instantiationof the

conativealternationjnvolving theaspectualunctionof objectcasemarking.

Thefact that partitive andinessiveobjectsneveragreewith the verb suggestshat
unlike the Finnish partitive, which is syntacticallya structuralcase,the Mordvinian
partitiveandinessivearesyntacticallyinherenf(lexical, oblique)casesTheyalsocan-
notbesubjectcasesn Mordvinian(unlike whatis the casein Finnish).

ThusMordvinianusesseparatdexical casedor thetwo functionsof Finnishparti-
tive case:partitivefor the NP-relatedunction,andinessivefor theaspectuatunction,
eachrestrictedto a lexical subclas®f verbs. The Finnishpartitive combinesandgen-
eralizeghefunctionsof thesetwo Mordvinianlexical casesn asinglestructuralcase.

Thefirst stagan theevolutionof the Balto-Finnicaspectuagpartitiveobjectwasthe
partitive’s changdn statusfrom a strictly locative(“from”) caseto casewith quantifi-
cationalforce. Thiswasevidentlytriggeredby the developmentegarlyin Finno-Ugric,
of a systemof six specializedocal casefrom combinationf essive-na, lative -n,
andpartitive -ta with -s-“inside” and-I- “outside”.
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internal external

(76) place s+na(Finnish-ssg I+na (Finnish-lla)
motionto s+en(Finnish-hen,seen I+ne (Finnish-lle)
motionfrom s+ta (Finnish-sta) [+ta (Finnish-Ita)

The new compositeelativeandablativecasedook overthe local functionsof the old
partitive-ta. It retainedonly the meaning‘part of”, thusbecominga strictly partitive
case(ateapplesateporridge,ate of theporridge).

Partitivecasemusthavethendisplacednessivecaseasa markerof definiteobjects
of atelic(unboundedyerbsin the conativeconstructiorshownfor Mordvinianin (75).
With this changethe old function of partitive caseof markingNPswith unbounded
referencebecamegeneralizedo markingVPs with unboundedeferencgcarriedthe
firewood(aways),hit attheman,chewedonthebone).

Now partitive casecould be extendedo definiteandcountNPsof atelic verbsin
general(loved the woman,neededa knife, tendedthe reindee). Thusthe partitive
comego simply markunboundednesat the VP level.

Why did the aspectuafunction of partitive caseemergeonly in the Balto-Finnic
branch?(Elsewheren Finno-Ugricthe conativeconstructiorremainedunchangear
wassimply lost.) AnotheruniqueBalto-Finnicdevelopmenwasthe grammaticaliza-
tion of partitive into a structuralcase®* It is temptingto makea causalconnection
betweerthesetwo changes.Recallthatthe Finnish partitive licensesunboundedness
at the VP level, irrespectiveof whetherthe unboundednessomesfrom the headV
or from the object. Let us supposehata lexical casemustbe interpretedn alocal,
compositionafashion.If thatis thecasethentheBalto-Finnicfunctionof the partitive
couldnothaveemergedn theotherFinno-UgriclanguagesThegrammaticalizatioof
partitivecasewould beapreconditiorto its developmenasamarkerof unboundedness
attheVP level.

9 Conclusion

The commonfactor of the aspectuabnd NP-relatedfunctionsof partitive caseand
imperfectiveaspects markingaVP’sunboundednes# VP hasthis propertyin virtue
of havingeitheranunboundedheador anunboundedrgumentHistorical-comparative
evidencesuggestshatthe partitive’s emergencasa structuralcaseis a precondition
for theriseof its aspectuatunction.

34presumablythis developments relatedto the fact that only the Balto-Finnic branchhaspartitive sub-
jects;seesection?.
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