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1 Partitive caseasa syntacticand semanticproblem

Currenttheoriesmakea distinction betweentwo typesof case,STRUCTURAL case
and INHERENT (or LEXICAL ) case(Chomsky1981),similar to the older distinction
betweenGRAMMATICAL andSEMANTIC case(Kuryłowicz 1964).1 Structuralcaseis
assumedto beassignedatS-structurein apurelyconfigurationalway, whereasinherent
caseis assignedat D-structurein possibledependenceon the governingpredicates’s
lexical properties.It is well knownthatnot all casesfall cleanlyinto this typology. In
particular,thereis a classof casesthatpatternsyntacticallywith thestructuralcases,
but aresemanticallyconditioned.Thesecaseshoweverdependon differentsemantic
conditionsthaninherentcasesdo: insteadof beingsensitiveto the thematicrelation
that the NP bearsto the verbalpredicate,they aresensitiveto the NP’s definiteness,
animacy, or quantificationalproperties,or to the aspectualcharacterof the VP, or to
somecombinationof thesefactors.TheFinnishpartitiveis aparticularlyclearinstance
of thisapparentlyhybridcategoryof semanticallyconditionedstructuralcase.2

The interestof partitive casegoesbeyondthe fact that it posesan apparentpuz-
zle for casetheory. The combinationof conditioningfactorsgoverningthe partitive
raisessemanticquestionsaswell. In its aspectualfunction,partitivecaseis assigned
to theobjectsof verbswhich denoteanunboundedevent,in a senseto bemadeclear
below. In its NP-relatedfunction,partitivecaseis assignedto quantitativelyindetermi-
nateNPs(includingindefinitebarepluralsandmassnouns),evenif theverbdenotesa
boundedevent.Moreover,in Slavic, thedistinctionbetweenperfectiveandimperfec-
tive aspecthasthevery sametwo functions(amongothers).How canthesefunctions

1This paperwasinspiredby C. Piñon’sdissertation.I amdeeplygratefulto him andto CleoCondoravdi
andHenriettedeSwartfor their searchingcommentson earlierversions,aswell asto Mary Laughrenand
DavidNashfor generouslyansweringmy questionsaboutWarlpiri. In addition,thepaperhasbenefitedfrom
thescrutinyof two reviewers.

2For evidencethat partitive caseis a structuralcase,seesection3, andVainikka 1993,who arguesthat
thepartitive is thedefaultcaseassignedto obligatorycomplementsof verbs,prepositions,comparativead-
jectives,caselessnumerals,andcertainquantifiers.SeealsoNikanne1990andMaling 1993. Thepresent
paperis concernedonly with the partitive asthe caseof the objectof verbs,the only function in which it
alternateswith theaccusativeaccordingto thesemanticconditionsinvestigatedhere.
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beunified?And how cancase,a nominalcategory, expressthesamemeaningsasthe
verbalcategoryof aspect?

Froma typologicalperspective,theaccusative/partitivecasealternationin Finnish
is intriguingbecauseits aspectualsideresemblestheso-calledconativecasealternation
betweenaccusativeanddativeobjectsfoundin AustralianandPolynesianlanguages,
amongothers(Hale1982,Laughren1988,Simpson1991).Thesemanticeffectof the
two casealternations,andtheclassof verbsthatparticipatein them,arealsosimilar.
And the conativedativealsoseemsto straddlethedistinctionbetweenstructuraland
inherentcase. The dativeobject is syntacticallytransitivein manyrespects,yet the
conativehasbeenarguedto bea kind of antipassiveconstruction,attributedby some
linguiststo NP-movementin thesyntax,by othersto theoperationof a lexical rule at
thelevelof argumentstructure.

Finally, thereis a historicalaspectto the problem,which hasbeenthe subjectof
muchdebateamongFinno-Ugrists.Partitivecaseoriginatedasapurelyadverbiallocal
casewith the meaning“from”. It developedfirst its NP-relatedfunctions,in several
stages.Theaspectualfunctionwasthelast to emerge.How is this stepwiseextension
of thepartitive’susesrelatedto its shift from asemanticcaseto a structuralcase?

In this paperI put forwardananalysisof theFinnishpartitive which shedssome
light oneachof theseissues.Thefunctionof partitivecaseis to licenseunboundedness
at the VP level. This unifies the aspectualandNP-relatedfunctionsof the partitive
at the level of theVP, andappropriatelygeneralizesto theconativeconstructions.By
separatingtheconfigurationalassignmentof structuralcaseat S-structurefrom its se-
manticconditioning,we preservethe spirit of the distinctionbetweenstructuraland
semanticcase.Theorigin of thestructuralpartitivecanthenbeseenasagrammatical-
izationprocessof theclassictype.

2 The semanticsof partitive case

The Finnishpartitive hastwo functions,which canbe termedASPECTUAL andNP-
RELATED. Theaspectualfunction,whichFinnishlinguistshavecharacterizedin terms
of resultativity(Itkonen1976,HakulinenandKarlsson1979:183,Larjavaara1991)or
boundedness(Ikola 1961,Heinämäki 1984,Leino1991),is illustratedin thesentences
of (1) with the verb meaning“to shoot”. It belongsto a classof verbswhich assign
caseto theirobjectsin two differentways,with adifferentaspectualinterpretation.3

(1) a. Ammu-i-n
shoot-Pst-1Sg

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
kah-ta
two-Part

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
karhu-j-a
bear-Pl-Part

‘I shotat the(a)bear/ at (the)two bears/ at (the)bears’

3The relevantobjectcasemarkingsareglossedin boldface. Thus,in (1a) andin (4b), in kaksikarhua
‘two bears’,thecaseof theobjectis accusative,markedon theheadkaksi, which in turn assignspartitive to
karhuainternally to theobject.
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b. Ammu-i-n
shoot–Pst-1Sg

karhu-n
bear-Acc

/
/
kaksi
two-Acc

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
karhu-t
bear-PlAcc

‘I shotthe(a)bear/ two bears/ thebears’

In theaspectuallyirresultative,unboundedversion(1a),theverbhasapartitiveobject,
anddenotesanactivity (in Vendler’ssense),“to shootat”. In theaspectuallyresultative,
boundedversion(1b), it hasanaccusativeobject,anddenotesanaccomplishment,“to
shootdead”.4 In contrast,the unboundedversion(1a) is non-committalas to what
happenedto thebear,andits useconversationallyimplicatesthattheshot(s)missed.

In addition to verbslike “shoot”, Finnish hasverbswhich are intrinsically un-
bounded,suchas“love”, “seek”,and“touch”, andverbswhichareintrinsicallybounded,
suchas“kill”, “get”, “find”. Themajority of Finnishverbs,in fact, belongto oneof
thesetwo classes.

To illustrate the NP-relatedfunction of partitive case,consideran intrinsically
boundedverbsuchassaada“get”. Theobjectsof suchverbsarepartitivewhenthey
arequantitativelyindeterminate(in particular,whentheyareindefinitebarepluralsor
massnouns),otherwiseaccusative:

(2) a. saa-n
get-1Sg

#karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
#kah-ta
two-Part

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
karhu-j-a
bear-Pl-Part

‘I’ll getthe(a)bear/ (the)two bears/ bears’

b. saa-n
get-1Sg

karhu-n
bear-Acc

/
/
kaksi
two-Acc

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
karhu-t
bear-PlAcc

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

Herethepartitivein effectmarkstheindefinitenessof barepluralor massnounobjects
(amorepreciseformulationwill begivenlater).

Aspectuallyunboundedverbs,on theotherhand,assignpartitivecaseto ALL their
objects.With suchaverb,apartitivebarepluralobjectis ambiguousbetweenadefinite
readingandanindefinitereading:

(3) a. etsi-n
seek-1Sg

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
kah-ta
two-Part

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
karhu-j-a
bear-Pl-Part

‘I’m looking for the(a)bear/ (the)two bears/ (the)bears’

b. etsi-n
seek-1Sg

#karhu-n
bear-Acc

/
/
#kaksi
two-Acc

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
#karhu-t
bear-PlAcc

‘I’m looking for the(a)bear/ two bears/ thebears’

Forexample,etsinkarhujacanmean“I lookedfor thebears”(aspectualpartitivity), or
“I lookedfor bears”(bothaspectualpartitivity andNP-relatedpartitivity).5

4Barring specialcontextualinformation, (1b) is understoodto meanthat I killed the bear, its English
counterpartsimply that my bullet hit the mark, with possiblybut not necessarilyfatal results. Contextual
informationcanyield theEnglish-typeinterpretationin Finnish(Heinämäki 1984),andit seemsthat it can
alsoyield theFinnish-typeinterpretationin English.

5But in theresultativemeaning,etsïa cantakeaccusativeobjects;thedictionaryNykysuomenSanakirja
citestheexample(presumablyfrom a mathproblem)Etsi luvunalkutekij̈at (Acc.pl.) “Determinetheprime
factorsof thenumber”.
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The propertyof verbssuchasampua“shoot, shootat” is that they shareboth of
thesepatterns.With sucha verb,a partitivebarepluralobjectthereforeyieldsa three-
way ambiguity: ammuinkarhuja (see(1b)) canmean“I shotat thebears”(aspectual
partitivity), “I shotbears”(NP-relatedpartitivity), or “I shotatbears”(both).

In theexamplescitedso far, boundednesscoincideswith resultativity. Onemight
be led to the conclusionthat boundedpredicatesaresimply thosethat denotean ac-
complishmentor achievement,andunboundedpredicatesarethosethatdenotestates
andactivities(processes).A closerlook showsthatresultativityis not thedecisivecri-
terion. A classof boundedirresultativeverbs,suchasomistaa“own”, nähdä “see”,
assigncaselike resultativeverbs:6

(4) a. omista-n
own-1Sg

#karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
#kah-ta
two-Part

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
karhu-j-a
bear-Pl-Part

‘I own the(a)bear/ (the)two bears/ bears’

b. omista-n
own-1Sg

karhu-n
bear-Acc

/
/
kaksi
two-Acc

karhu-a
bear-Part

/
/
karhu-t
bear-PlAcc

‘I own the(a)bear/ two bears/ thebears’

Eventhough“own” isnon-resultativelike “seek”,it assignscaselike achievement/accomplishment
predicatessuchas“get”.

Thefollowing diagnosticis helpful for building anintuition aboutthecategoryof
boundednesswhich determinesthecasemarkingof theobjectin Finnish.A predicate
is intrinsically unboundedif it canbemodifiedby degreeadverbssuchas(some)more,
a lot, verymuch,a bit, somewhatless,considerably, slightly, referringto theextentof a
singleeventuality. Whatis relevantis thegradabilityof theevent:boundedpredicates,
whethertelic or atelic, admit of no degree. However,boundedpredicatescan still
receiveanunboundedinterpretationasa resultof a durative/iterativereadinginduced
by adverbsor othermeans.Suchreadingscanalsoinducepartitivecase(e.g.reading
(3) of (11b)below, andsection6).

(5) Unboundedverbalpredicates:

a. Thesportsmanshotat abearsomemore.

b. I lookedfor thekeya lot.

c. Mary wantedthebookverymuch.

d. Thecustomertouchedthevasea bit.

e. Johnmodifiedthepasswordradically.

f. How muchdid youstudythetheorem?

g. Mary lovedBill up to apoint.

h. Fredusedthebooksomewhat.
6Thefisrt versionin (4a)(like (2a)saankarhua) is OK with ‘bear’ understoodasa massnoun,referring

perhapsto a quantity of bearmeat, viz. ‘I own bear’. Seesection6 on the circumstancesunderwhich
boundednesscanbecoerced.
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i. I expectedthispresentlessthanAlice did.

j. Theboxprotectsthenecklaceconsiderably.

Contrasttheverbalpredicatesin (6), which arebounded(abstractingawayfrom tem-
poralunboundedness).7

(6) Boundedverbalpredicates:

a. #Thesportsmankilled a bearsomemore.

b. #I foundthekeya lot.

c. #Maryownedthebookverymuch.

d. #Thecustomerboughtthevasea bit.

e. #Johnrecalledthepasswordradically.

f. #Howmuchdid youprovethetheorem?

g. #MarymarriedBill up to a point.

h. #Fredfinishedthebooksomewhat.

i. #I got thispresentlessthanthanAlice did.

j. #Theboxcontainsthenecklaceconsiderably.

Thesamediagnosticalsopicksout theclassof unboundedquantitativeindetermi-
nateNPsthatgetNP-relatedpartitivecasein Finnish:

(7) a. UnboundedNP predicates:A lot of bears,a lot of coffee.

b. BoundedNP predicates:#A lot of bear,#alot of thebear,#alot of a bear,
#alot of two bears,#alot of manybears.

TheNPcontrastatstakedoesnotcorrespondexactlyto definitenessor to anyother
familiar determinerfeature.Formally indefinitebareplural or massnounsdo not al-
waysget assignedpartitive casewith verbslike “get” or “seek”. Theydo so only if
they havea quantitativelyindeterminatedenotation. The examplesin (8) illustrate
how evenindefinitebarepluralsandmassnounsgetaccusativecaseif theydenotea
conventionallydelimitedset(of knownor unknowncardinality).

(8) a. Anu-lla
Anu-Adess

on
be-3Sg

loistava-t
brilliant-PlAcc

oppilaa-t
student-PlAcc

‘Anu hasbrilliant students’

b. Anu-lla
Anu-Adess

on
be-3Sg

loistav-i-a
brilliant-PlPart

oppila-i-ta
student-PlPart

‘Anu has(some)brilliant students’

c. Aki-lla
Aki-Adess

on
have-3Sg

iso-t
big-PlAcc

silmä-t
eyes-PlAcc

/
/
viikse-t
mustache-PlAcc

‘Aki hasbig eyes/ a mustache’

7Theimaginativereaderwill find unboundedconstrualsof someof theseverbalpredicates.To just that
extent,theyshouldalsoallow degreeadverbsin English,andpartitiveobjectsin Finnish.
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d. Aki-lla
Aki-Adess

on
have-3Sg

iso-j-a
big-PlPart

silm-i-ä
eyes-PlPart

/
/
viiksi-ä
mustache-PlPart

‘Aki hasbig eyes/ mustachesin hispossession’

e. Vauva-lla
Baby-Adess

on
have-3Sg

pitkä-t
long-PlAcc

hiukse-t
hair-PlAcc

‘The/ababy’shair is long’

f. Vauva-lla
Baby-Adess

on
have-3Sg

pitk-i-ä
long-PlPart

hiuks-i-a
hair-PlPart

‘The/ababyhas(some)longstrandsof hair’ (on its head,in its hand,etc.)

(8a)meansthatall of Anu’sstudentsarebrilliant, andimplicatesthateveryonein some
relevantcomparisonsethasstudents.(8b) is indeterminatein boththeserespects.8 In
[8c], theuseof accusativecasein effectimpliesinalienablepossession:theeyesmust
beAki’ sown two eyesandthemustachehisownmustache(thelattera pluraletantum
in Finnish).9 In contrast,[8d] suggestsanindeterminatenumberof alienablypossessed
objects,suchasglasseyesor anatomicalsamplesin a vat, falsemustaches(of which
theremustnow beseveral),etc. (8e)refersonly to thetotality of thebaby’s own hair,
(8f) couldbeaboutpartof thebaby’s own hair, or aboutan indeterminatenumberof
loosestrandsit hasin its possession.

Conversely, a singularor definiteNP getsthe NP-relatedpartitive if it is generic.
In (9), ‘this rose’is partitivebecauseit means“rosesof thisparticularkind”:

(9) Puutarhuri
gardener

istutt-i
plant-Past3Sg

kaikkialle
everywhere

täẗa
this-Part

ruusu-a.
rose-Part

‘The gardenerplantedthis roseeverywhere.’

Summarizing,we cansaythatanobjectis partitiveeitherif it governedby oneof
a classof unboundedverbalpredicates(the aspectualcondition),or if it is quantita-
tively indeterminate(theNP-relatedcondition). Therehasbeenmuchdisputeamong
Finnish linguistsaboutthe questionwhetherit is possibleto unify theseconditions.
Someclaim thattheaspectualandNP-relatedfunctionsof thepartitivearefundamen-
tally distinct(Itkonen1976,Larjavaara1991).Othersarguethatunboundednessis the
commondenominatorof both(Heinämäki 1984,Leino1991).Thereareprobablytwo
reasonswhy thelatter,unifiedanalysishasnotbeenmoregenerallyaccepted:thelack
of aprecisedefinitionof thecentralconceptof (un)boundedness,andthefact thatthere
are languagesin which the partitive (or anotherobliquecase)haseither just the as-
pectualfunctionor just the NP-relatedfunction. In this paperI attemptto overcome
boththeseobstacles,by providinga definitionof (un)boundednessthatcoversthefull
rangeof accusative/partitivecontrastsin Finnish,andby showinghowthedifferencein
therole this featureplaysin Finnishandin theotherlanguagescanbesystematically
characterized.

8Thecontrastis approximatelythatof “Her studentsarebrilliant” vs. “Shehassomebrilliant students”.
AnotherpossibleEnglishrenderingwould be“Shehasabrilliant groupof students”vs. “Shehasagroupof
brilliant students.”

9If we imaginethatAki hasmorethanonehead,then[8c] canof courserefercollectively to all thepairs
of eyesandto all themustacheswhich hemayhaveon thoseheads.
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It hasbeenknownfor a long time that thepartitivevs. accusativecasecontrastin
Finnishsharessomeof its functionswith the aspectcontrastin Russianandsomeof
theotherSlaviclanguages.In fact, theconceptof boundedness(Russianpredel’nost’)
is standardin Slavic aspectology. This parallelismhasbeenemphasizednotablyby
Dahl andKarlsson(1976)andby Dahl (1985). Theypoint out that if eitherthe verb
is atelic (doesnot denotea completedevent),or theobjectis anindefinitebareplural,
then Russianin generalrequiresimperfectiveaspect,and Finnish requirespartitive
case(see(10a)).Thus,in (10a)perfectiveaspect(in Russian)andaccusativecase(in
Finnish)requireboth that the verb is telic, andthat the object is plural anddefinite.
The samesentenceswith imperfectiveaspectand partitive case,respectively, are 3
waysambiguous(see(10b)):

(10) a. On
He

napisa-l(Perf.)
write-PstM3Sg

pis’m-a
letter-PlAcc

(Russian)

Hän
He/she

kirjoitt-i
write-PstM3Sg

kirjee-t
letter-PlAcc

(Finnish)

‘He wrotetheletters’(. . .andleft) (telic V, def.NP)

b. On
He

pisa-l(Imperf.)
write-PstM3Sg

pis’m-a
letter-PlAcc

(Russian)

Hän
He/she

kirjoitt-i
write-PstM3Sg

kirje-i-tä
letter-Pl-Part

(Finnish)

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

The contextsappendedin parenthesesto the translationsshowonecharacteristic
useof theaspectualopposition,thatof markingprogressiveversuscompletedevents.
However,the oppositionmarkedby objectcasein Finnishandby aspectin Russian
hasa muchwider rangeof interpretations,which againareoften parallel in the two
languages.Considertheexample“He openedthewindow” in (11). Theatelic imper-
fective/partitiveversionin (11b)canhave,in additionto its progressive-typemeaning
“He wasopeningthewindow(. . .asJohnwalkedin)”, severalothersensesof temporal
delimitationor incompleteness:“He openedthewindowfor awhile” (it remainedopen
for a limited time only), or “He openedthewindowa bit” (it wasnot fully opened),or
“He keptopeningthewindow” (iterative).10

(11) a. Russian:On
He

otkry-l (Perf.)
open-PstM3Sg

okno
window-Acc

Finnish:Hän
He

avas-i
open-Past3Sg

ikkuna-n
window-Acc

10Not all thesesecondaryusesof the imperfectivein Russianhavecounterpartsin the Finnishpartitive,
andvice versa;in section6 below I arguethat the verbalor nominalstatusof the categorylargely predicts
which onesoccur.
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‘He openedthewindow’ (in two seconds)

b. Russian:On
He

otkry-va-l (Imperf. )
open-Imperf-M3Sg

okno
window-Acc

Finnish:Hän
He

avas-i
open-Past3Sg

ikkuna-a
window-Part

(1) ‘He wasopeningthewindow’ (asJohnentered)
(2) ‘He openedthewindow’ (for a while)
(3) ‘He openedthewindow’ (partly)
(4) ‘He openedthewindow’ (againandagain)

Notethat in English“He openedthewindow somemore” allowseachof thereadings
correspondingto (2), (3), and(4).

What ties theseaspectualfunctionsof partitive caseand imperfectiveaspectto-
gether?And how do theyjointly relateto theNP-relatedfunction?Beforeattempting
to answerthesequestionslet us take a look at two recenttheoriesof partitive case
marking.

3 DeHoop: partitive asweak structural case

In an influential thesis,de Hoop (1992)proposedto resolvethe puzzleof the status
of the partitive by enrichingthe typologyof structuralcase.In additionto structural
caseof the traditionally recognizedtype, suchasaccusativecase,which shedubbed
STRONG structuralcase,de Hoop proposeda categoryof WEAK structuralcase,of
which theFinnishpartitiveis aninstantiation.Weakstructuralcasesaredefaultcases,
configurationallylicensedat D-structure.But (unlikestrongstructuralcases),theyare
notconfigurationallylicensedby all transitiveverbsbutonly by asubclassof them.

Syntactically, weakstructuralcasein deHoop’stheoryis configurationallylicensed
atD-structure.Its specialsyntacticpropertyis thatit canonly belicensedin theirbasic
D-structureposition.In consequence,NPsbearingweakstructuralcasedonotundergo
scrambling(which de Hoopassumesto be A-movement).Semantically, weakstruc-
tural casehasthe propertythat it inducesanexistentialreadingon the NP that bears
it. Accordingto deHoop,NPsthatbearweakstructuralcasearepredicatemodifiers,
which areassumedto combinesemanticallywith the verbalpredicate,restrictingits
denotationin the mannerof adverbialmodifiers. NPs that bearstrongcase,on the
otherhand,arearguments,interpretedasgeneralizedquantifiers.

De Hoop’s accountconstitutesa pioneeringattemptto connectthe syntacticand
semanticpropertiesof partitivecasein a principledway. However,it doesnot go far
enough.On the semanticside,it positsno intrinsic connectionbetweenverbclasses
andNP properties,therebyleavingtherelationbetweencaseandaspectunexplained.
And on the syntacticside, it glossesover the fundamentaldifferencesbetweenthe
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Finnish partitive caseand the other putativeinstancesof “weak” case,suchas the
Turkish bareaccusative,or the Inuit absolutive. Thesehaveto do with specificity
— not quantitativeindeterminacy— andunlike the Finnishpartitive havethe same
distributionin singularandpluralNPs.Also, while (accordingto deHoop)weakcase
in thoselanguagesblocksscrambling,in Finnishpartitiveobjectscanscrambleexactly
like accusativeobjects.For example,in (12) theobjectkarhuja “(the) bears”andthe
adverbialsusein“often”, Lapissa“in Lapland”, andhaulikolla “with the/ashotgun”
canbein anyof the24possiblemutualorders,regardlessof definitenessandtelicity:

(12) Matti
Matti

ampu-u
shoot-3Sg

usein
often

Lapi-ssa
Lapland-Iness

hauliko-lla
shotgun-Adess

karhu-j-a
bear-Pl-Part

‘Matti oftenshoots(at) (the)bearswith ashotgunin Lapland.’

Thus,althoughthe Finnishpartitive is supposedto be the prototypicalweakcase,it
actuallydoesnot conformto theallegedsyndromeof weakcasepropertiesidentified
by deHoop.

Otherthanthefalsepredictionaboutscrambling,it is notclearwhatconsequences
deHoop’stheoryhasfor thesyntaxof partitivecasein Finnish.Eventhebasicdistribu-
tion of thepartitiveseemsto bea problemfor it. As explainedin section1, partitiveis
assignedby anytransitiveverbto quantitativelyindeterminateobjects(theNP-related
partitive),andby a propersubclassof transitiveverbsto anyobject(theaspectualpar-
titive). De Hoop proposesto accountfor the formerby her principle (p. 90 ff.) that
objectsbearingstrongandweakcasehavestrongandweakreadings,respectively(i.e.
referentialvs. existentialreadings).But evenindefiniteNPswith accusativecasecan
haveexistentialreadings,so this cannotbe the relevantconditionfor NP-relatedpar-
titive case. To accountfor the aspectualfunctionof the partitive,de Hoop proposes
that “a partitiveobjectcanbe regardedprimarily aspartof a predicateratherthanas
anindependentargument”(p. 98), andthatobjectsof atelicverbsarereally predicate
modifiers,licensedby weakcaseat D-structure(p. 111). Shortof anaccountof how
predicatemodifiers,or NPswith weakcase,comeby their two interpretations(NP-
relatedandaspectual),this is hardlymorethana restatementof thegeneralizationto
beexplained.

In anycase,theideathatpartitiveobjectsarepredicatemodifiersfalls afoulof the
fact that theycanbe conjoinedwith accusativeobjects. In suchstructuresas(13), it
is hardto seehow the object in the secondconjunct,the partitive ‘books’, could be
analyzedasa predicatemodifierwhich restrictsthedenotationof theverbalpredicate
‘buy’, ratherthan as an argumentof it, parallel to the accusativeobjectof the first
conjunct,theaccusative‘newspaper’.

(13) Ost-i-n
buy-Pst-1Sg

lehde-n
newspaper-SgAcc

ja
and

kirjo-j-a.
book-Pl-Part

‘I boughtthe/anewspaperandbooks’

Thestatusof partitiveobjectsasargumentsis confirmedby animportantgeneral-
izationof FinnishsyntaxknownasSiro’s Law, which statesthat a simpleclausecan
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haveat mostoneobject.11 This generalizationholdsregardlessof whatthecaseof the
objectis. However,a clausecanhavean object(whetheraccusativeor partitive) to-
getherwith apredicatemodifier,in factwith anynumberof predicatemodifiers.Thus,
a partitive object is structurallyparallel to an accusativeobjectand not structurally
parallelto apredicatemodifier.

Moreover,partitiveobjects,like accusativeobjects,cannotbefreelyomitted,whereas
predicatemodifierscan.

(14) a. Matti
Matti

koskett-i
touch-Pst3Sg

kirja-a
book-Part

‘Matti touchedthe/abook.’

b. *Matti
Matti

koskett-i.
touch-Pst3Sg

‘Matti touched.’

Partitiveobjects(like accusativeobjects)canbesubjectsof predication,predicate
modifierscan’t.

(15) a. Käyẗa-n
use-1Sg

sohva-a
sofa-SgPart

sänky-n̈a.
bed-Ess

‘I usethesofaasabed.’

b. *Nuku-n
sleep-1Sg

sohva-lla
sofa-Adess

sänky-n̈a.
bed-Ess

‘I sleepon thesofaasa bed’.

Partitiveobjectsantecedeboundanaphorsunderthesameconditionsasaccusative
objects.Predicatemodifiersneverdo.

(16) a. Ve-i-n
bring-Pst-1Sg

vieraa-n
guest-SgAcci

huonee-see-nsa.
room-Illat-3Sgi

‘I broughttheguestinto his/herroom.’

b. Ve-i-n
bring-Pst-1Sg

viera-i-ta
guest-Pl-Parti

huone-i-sii-nsa.
room-Pl-Illat-3Pli

‘I broughtguestsinto their rooms.’

c. *Roiskut-i-n
splash-Pst-1Sg

kylpyhuonee-ssa
bathroom-Inessi

sein̈a-lle-en
wall-SgAll-3Sgi

‘I splashedin thebathroomontoits walls.’

The last two grammaticalfactsconstituteevidencethat the Finnishpartitive is a
structuralcase. de Hoop indeedrecognizesthe structuralstatusof the partitive on
thebasisof theevidenceadducedby Vainikka1993.But thefact thatthepartitiveis a
structuralcasewouldseemto undermineherclaimthatthepartitiveis apredicatemod-
ifier. Structurally, partitiveobjectsarecompletelyanalogousto accusativeobjects,and
differentfrom adverbialmodifiersor obliqueobjects.Thedistinctionbetween“weak”

11More generally,aVP canhaveonly onedirectargument(seesection7).

10



and“strong” structuralcase,andtheassignmentof NPsbearing“weak” structuralcase
to thecategoryof predicatemodifiers,might beexpectedto havesomesyntacticcon-
sequences.But asfar asI cantell, it hasnone.

I concludethatdeHoop’stheoryof casedoesnotaccountfor thedistributionor in-
terpretationof partitivecasein Finnish.Theideathatthepartitiveis a“weak” structural
casedoesnot shedanylight on its grammar. It hasneitherthesemanticpropertiesex-
pectedonthatanalysis,noranysyntacticpropertiesthatwouldshowthatit is anything
moreor lessthana directobject.

4 Krifka: a unified semanticsfor partitive case

A differentperspectiveon the Finnishpartitive is openedup by Krifka 1992. While
he doesnot addressthe syntacticaspectsof the problem,he formulates,for the first
time, an explicit semanticanalysiswhich unifies the meaningsof partitive caseand
imperfectiveaspect(his “progressive”),or at leastthe meaningsof someimportant
usesof them.

Theessenceof Krifka’s proposalis thatpartitivecaseandimperfectiveaspectare
predicatemodifiersthatmean“part of”:

(17) 1. PART = λPλx′∃x[P (x) ∧ x′ v x]
2. PROG= λPλe′∃e[P (e) ∧ e′ v e]

Thus,Part(Pred)andProg(Pred)denotethesetof entitiesthatarepartsof entitiesthat
havethepropertyPred.

Krifka showsthat, at the VP level, partitive objectmarking is equivalentto im-
perfectiveV markingprovidedthat certainadditionalconditionshold. First, V must
denoteapredicatewith DIVISIVE REFERENCE:12

(18) P hasDIVISIVE REFERENCEiff ∀x∀y[P (x) ∧ y v x→ P (y)]

Thatis,Pis closedunderthesubpartrelation.Forexample,write hasdivisivereference
becauseanypartof aneventof writing is alsoaneventof writing.13

Secondly, thethematicrelationR betweenanobjectin thedenotationof thenomi-
nalpredicateandaneventin thedenotationof V musthavethepropertiesin (19). This
conjunctionof propertiescharacterizesverbsof creation(suchaswrite) andverbsof
consumptionanddestruction(suchaseat).

(19) a. UNIQUENESSOF OBJECTS: ∀e, x, x′[R(e, x) ∧R(e, x′)→ x = x′]
(therecanbeno two distinctobjectswhichbearR to thesameevent)

12Nominal predicatesaswell asverbscanhavedivisive referenceor not: for example,gold hasdivisive
reference(for anypartof gold is alsogold), but thegold or a bookdoesnot havedivisive reference(for part
of thegold is not thegold, andpartof abookis not abook).

13We setasideherethe so-calledminimal partsproblem,that an eventcannotin fact be subdividedad
infinitum.
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b. UNIQUENESSOF EVENTS: ∀e, e′, x[R(e, x) ∧R(e′, x)→ e = e′]
(therecanbeno two distincteventswhichbearR to thesameobject)

c. MAPPING TO OBJECTS: ∀e, e′, x[R(e, x) ∧ e′ v e → ∃x′[x′ v x ∧
R(e′, x′)]]
(if aneventbearsR to anobject,anysubpartof theeventbearsR to some
subpartof theobject)

d. MAPPING TO EVENTS: ∀e, x, x′[R(e, x) ∧ x′ v x → ∃e′[e′ v e ∧
R(e′, x′)]]
(if aneventbearsR to anobject,anysubpartof theobjectbearsR to some
subpartof theevent)

In orderto get the partitive to yield the progressivereading,Krifka 1992:48sup-
plementsthe two mappingproperties[19c,d]with anadditionalassumptionwhich he
statesasfollows:

(20) If aneventbearsR to anobject,thenthewholeobjectis eventuallysubjectedto
theevent.

This is in factaproblematicassumption,asKrifka himselfpointsout,since“Johnwas
writing a letter” (or its counterpartin Finnish) in no way implies that Johnactually
finishedwriting thewholeletter.

An exampleof a verb that hasthe propertiesin (19) is write, in the “authorial”
sense.It satisfiestheuniquenessof objectsproperty[19a]: writing a letterandwriting
thefirst line of theletteraredifferentevents.It satisfiestheuniquenessof eventsprop-
erty [19b], providedwe assumethat you can’t authorthe sameletter twice (whereas
you canclearly “write” thesameletter twice in othersenses,for example,if you are
sendingthe identicalmessageto two people,or if you area professionalcopyist).14

And it clearlysatisfiesthetwo mappingproperties[19c,d].Let usfurthermoreassume
thatit alsosatisfiestheproperty[20] (settingasidetheabovementionedobjection).By
Krifka’s theoremit thenfollows thataneventof writing partof anobjectis partof an
eventof writing the object,andconversely. Theequivalencein (10) is thusa conse-
quenceof Krifka’s theory, at leastfor theverbwrite.

But asKrifka pointsout, his accountdoesnot generalizeto otherclassesof verbs
(suchas(1), (4), (21)), which lack oneor moreof thepropertiesin (19). Thus,verbs
like proveandbuy do not havedivisive reference:part of a provingor buyingevent
is not necessarilyitself a provingor buyingevent. Kiss, touch,andshootat lack the
uniquenessof objectsproperty:kissingMary andkissingMary’s lips canbethesame
event. And all theseverbs(aswell as suchverbsas want, love, read, andwrite in
manyof its senses)do not havethe uniquenessof eventsproperty:you cando these

14In truth, it is evenpossibleto author thesameletter twice, at leastbecausetwo textsthatyou compose
couldaccidentallyturn out identical.Thustheuniquenesspropertiesareproblematic.However,this maybe
unimportantbecausetheonly role theyplay in Krifka’s proof (1992:48)is to insurethat thesubpartrelation
in (19c) is not trivially satisfiedby thecasex′ = x. But presumablytherequiredproperpart relationcould
beobtainedby weakermeans.

12



thingstwice to the sameobject. Nevertheless,the equivalencebetweenpartitive and
imperfectiveis valid for suchverbsaswell. We havealreadyseenit for “shoot” in (1).
It holdsfor “write”, not just in theauthorialsense,but in all senses,asdocumentedin
[10]. In general,partitivecasecanbeusedin Finnishfor objectsof numerousverbs,
suchas“buy”, “eat”, “read”, andit mustbeusedfor others,suchas“kiss”, which fail
to meetoneor moreof the requisiteconditionsin [18]-[19], asthe examplesin (21)
attest:

(21) a. Matti
Matti-SgNom

ost-i
buy-Pst3Sg

maito-a
milk-SgPart

(tunni-n)
(hour-Acc)

‘Matti boughtmilk (for anhour)’

b. Matti
Matti-SgNom

ost-i
buy-Pst3Sg

maido-n
milk-SgAcc

(tunni-ssa)
(hour-Iness)

‘Matti boughtthemilk (in anhour)’

c. Matti
Matti-SgNom

luk-i
read-Pst3Sg

kirjo-j-a
book-Pl-Part

(tunni-n)
(hour-Acc)

‘Matti readbooks(for anhour)’

d. Matti
Matti-SgNom

luk-i
read-Pst3Sg

kirja-t
book-Pl-Part

(tunni-ssa)
(hour-Iness)

‘Matti readthebooks(in anhour)’

e. Anu
Anu

suutel-i
kiss-Pst3Sg

Esa-a
Esa-Part

/
/
#Esa-n
#Esa-Acc

(tunni-n
(hour-Acc

/
/
#tunni-ssa)
hour-Iness)

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

Krifka (1992,48) suggeststhat partitiveslike thosein [21] areanalogicalexten-
sionsof thecasesin (10). This couldmeanseveraldifferentthings,dependingonhow
weunderstandtheambiguousterm“analogy”.WhatKrifka probablymeantis thatthey
areidiosyncraticusageswhich havearisenhistoricallyby analogyto thesemantically
motivatedcorecasesin [10]. Anotherview, moreconsonantwith theideathatanalogy
is structuraloptimization,includingin particulartheprojectionof a grammaticalregu-
larity to newcases,would bethat the innovationsaresystematicusageswithin a new
grammarof Finnishthathasarisenby ageneralizationin therulesof caseassignment.
On this view, thecasesin [21] andthecasesin (10) areequallyregularusages,which
would meanthatKrifka’s analysisis not correctfor the currentstateof the language
(althoughit might havebeenfor an earlierstage).I believethe Finnishsystemis an
“analogical” innovationonly in this latter sense,and will presentsomeevidencein
favorof thatpositionin section8.

Krifka’s analysisrepresentsanidealizationwhich missessomesystematicaspects
of Finnishpartitivecaseassignment.Neverthelessit is quite illuminating,andindeed
comesremarkablycloseto characterizingthe partitive usageof anotherFinno-Ugric
language,whichrepresentsanancestralstagein theevolutionof partitivecase.In what
follows I will first presentanalternativeaccountof Finnish,andthen(section8) sketch
out thepathandcausesof its evolutionfrom theoriginalsystem.

13



5 Boundedness

We canunderstandhow thenominalcategoryof partitive casecanhaveanaspectual
function,andhowtheverbalcategoryof aspectcanhaveanNP-relatedfunction,if we
think of thembothaslicensedby the unboundednessof the VP predicate.This idea
is not new. In theFinnishtradition,Leino 1991hasemphasizedthatboundednessis a
propertyof situationsandnot just of individual predicatesin isolation. Verkuyl 1972
arguesexplicitly thatpropertiesof thedirectobjectinfluencetheaspectof the predi-
cate,andthattheoppositionbetweenimperfectiveandperfectiveaspectis notamatter
of the lexical categoryitself. Instead,aspectis constructedby thecombinationof the
verb and its object (the VP) andsubsequentlyof the VP and its subject. Verkuyl’s
(1989)categories“terminative”and“durative” areverysimilar to “bounded”and“un-
bounded”usedhere.

As a first approximation,we can say that if a VP denotesan unboundedevent,
then its object is partitive in Finnish,and its verb is imperfectivein Russian,and if
it denotesa boundedevent,they areaccusativeandperfective,respectively. In both
languages,theVP canhavethis semanticpropertyeitherin virtue of its headV or in
virtueof anominaldependent.But themorphologicalmarkingassociatedwith thisse-
manticpropertyis uniformly nominalin Finnish,anduniformly verbalin Russian.For
example,by thecriterionof boundednessmentionedin thefirst section,thatonly un-
boundedpredicatesaremodifiableby adverbsof degreesuchasa lot, theVP predicates
in [22] areunbounded,andthe VP predicatesin [23] arebounded.In (22a),the un-
boundednesscomesfrom theverbalpredicatehate(inducingthe“aspectualpartitive”
in Finnish),andin (22b),theunboundednesscomesfrom theNPpredicatebombs, with
quantitativelyindeterminatereference(inducingthe“NP-related”partitivein Finnish).

(22) a. Theyhatedthebombsa lot.

b. Theydroppedbombsa lot.

In (23),boththeverbalpredicatenor theNP predicatearebounded,andthepartitive

(23) a. #Theydroppedthebombsa lot.15

b. #Theydroppedmanybombsa lot.

The majority of telic verbs,suchas thosein (24), are bounded,and assignac-
cusativecaseto their objects(unless,of course,theseobjectsarequantitativelyinde-
terminate,in whichcasetheygettheNP-relatedpartitive):

(24) ostaa‘buy’, ottaa‘take’, pudottaa‘drop’, suorittaa‘carryout’, kadottaa,menetẗaä,
hukata‘lose (possession)’,hävitä ‘lose (game,fight)’, löytää ‘find’, hyv̈aksÿa
‘accept’, panna,asettaa‘put’, tappaa ‘kill’, antaa, lahjoittaa ‘give’, kaataa
‘fell’, mainita‘mention’,siepata‘catch’,omaksua‘appropriate’,ripustaa‘hang’,
istuttaa‘plant’.

15This is fineonaniterativereading,but recall from section2 thatpurelytemporalunboundednessgener-
ally doesnot sufficefor thepartitive.
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andthemajorityof atelicverbs,suchasthosein (25),areunboundedandassignparti-
tive caseto all theirobjectsregardlessof thelatter’s type:

(25) a. Psychologicalstates,attitudes:halveksia‘despise’,ihailla ‘admire’, ikävöidä
‘yearn for’, harrastaa ‘be interestedin (as a hobby)’, huvittaa ‘amuse’,
ikävystytẗaä ‘bore’, inhota ‘feel revulsiontowards’,kadehtia‘envy’, kart-
taa ‘avoid’, kehua,ylistää ‘praise’, kiinnostaa‘interest’, kiittää ‘thank’,
kunnioittaa‘honor’, moittia ‘blame, reprimand’,onnitella ‘congratulate’,
pelätä ‘fear’, rakastaa‘love’, sieẗaä ‘tolerate’,siunata‘bless’,toivoa‘hope
for’, valittaa ‘complainabout’,vihata ‘hate’, väsytẗaä ‘tire’.

b. Variousintensionalverbs:koettaa,yrittää ‘try’, pyyẗaä ‘ask for’, merkiẗa,
tarkoittaa‘mean’,ajatella,pohtia‘think about’,harkita ‘consider’,matkia
‘imitate’, paeta‘flee’, kysÿa ‘ask for’.

c. Continuousmotionor contact:heiluttaa ‘swing backandforth’, ravistaa
‘shake’, keinuttaa‘rock’, nyökytẗaä ‘nod’, suudella‘kiss’, hyv̈aill ä ‘ca-
ress’,koskettaa‘touch’, nussia‘fuck’, hieroa ‘massage’.

Verbs which take both partitive and accusativeobjectsdependingon the VP’s
boundednessincludeverbsof creationanddestruction(suchasthosein (26a)),other
verbsdenotingeventswhoseprogressis mappedoutinto thepartsof theobject((26b)),
andanumberof verbswith differentlexicalmeaningsdependingonthecaseof theob-
ject ((26c)).

(26) a. sÿodä ‘eat’ (partitive: söi piirakkaa ‘ate pie, someof thepie’, accusative:
söi 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’,siirtää ‘move’,
sekoittaa‘mix’.

c. lyödä ‘beat’ (partitive: ‘beator hit (at) someone’,accusative:‘beatsome-
one at something’),nimittää ‘name’ (partitive: ‘call (by a name)’, ac-
cusative:‘nominate’),muistaa‘remember’(partitive: ‘commemorate’,‘re-
membersomeonewith agift or greetingonaspecialoccasion’,accusative:
‘recall’).

Thefollowing contrastsaretelling (Itkonen1976:180,Hakulinen& Karlsson1979:225
ff. Leino1991,Ch. 8,9,Larjavaara1991):

(27) a. Muoti
fashion

lyhensi
shorten-Past3Sg

hameenhelma-a
hemline-Part

‘Fashionshortenedthehemline.’ [madeit shorter]

b. Muoti
Fashion

lyhensi
shorten-Past3Sg

hameenhelma-n
hemline-Acc

[madeit short]

(28) a. Siirsi-n
move-Past1Sg

isoäiti-ä
grandma-Part

‘I movedgrandma.’ [around,aways]
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b. Siirsi-n
move-Past1Sg

isoäidi-n
grandma-Acc

‘I movedgrandma.’ [to anotherplace]

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

(29) a. Matti
Matti

lainas-i
borrow-Past3Sg

kello-a
watch-Part

‘Matti borroweda watch.’ [temporarily]

b. Matti
Matti

lainas-i
borrow-Past3Sg

kello-n
watch-Acc

‘Matti borroweda watch.’

To summarize:theverbsin [24] takepartitiveobjectsjustwhentheNPis quantita-
tively indeterminate(the‘NP-related’partitive).Theverbsin [25] takepartitiveobjects
regardlessof thenatureof theobject(the‘aspectual’partitive).Theverbsin [26] work
in bothwaysdependingonthemeaning,e.g.‘eat (at) thesausage’(partitive),‘eat (up)
the sausage’(accusative).Whentelic, the verbsin [26] work like the verbsin [24],
suchas ‘kill’ (their object is accusativeunlessit is an indefinitebareplural or mass
noun).Whenatelic,theverbsin [26] work like theverbsin [25], suchas‘touch’ (their
objectis partitiveregardlessof its inherentproperties).

Although telicity (or resultativity)by andlargecorrelateswith boundedness,it is
not exactlythe right semanticcriterion for characterizingtheconditionsunderwhich
objectsareaccusative.Thereis botha classof boundedatelic verbswhoseobjectis
accusative(unlessit is quantitativelyindeterminate),anda classof unboundedtelic
(resultative)verbswhoseobjectis partitiveregardlessof theNP’snature.

With verbsof thefirst class,thepartitiveshowsonly its NP-relatedside,in spiteof
theirateliccharacter. Itkonen1976callssuchverbs“quasi-resultative”:

(30) omistaa‘own’, sis̈altää ‘contain’,käsittää ‘comprise’,muistaa‘remember’,tietää
‘know’ (‘savoir’), tuntea‘know’ (‘connâitre’), ymm̈artää ‘understand’(some-
thing), mÿontää ‘acknowledge”,katsoa ‘regard, consider’,oivaltaa ‘realize’,
uskoa‘believe’ (something),andsuchperceptionverbsasnähdä ‘see’, kuulla
‘hear’, huomata,havaita,keksïa ‘notice’.16

(31) a. Omist-i-t
Own-2Sg

nämä
theseAcc

talo-t
house-PlAcc

vuode-n
year-Acc

(*vuode-ssa).
(year-Iness)

‘Youownedthesehousesfor ayear(*in ayear).’

b. Omista-t
Own-2Sg

talo-j-a.
house-Pl-Part.

‘Youownhouses.’
16Many of theseverbstakepartitive objectsin relateduses,eg.ymm̈artää ‘understandsomeone’,uskoa

‘believe someone’katsoa‘look at’, andof courseall of themtakepartitive objectswhenthe object is un-
bounded,e.g.laatikkosis̈altää suklaata(Partitive) ‘the box containschocolate’.
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c. Näe-n
See-1Sg

häne-t.
himAcc

‘I seehim/her.’

d. Näe-n
See-1Sg

hän-ẗa.
himPart

‘I’m seeinghim/her,I seeabit of him/her.’

Andconversely, sometelic verbstakepartitiveobjects,irrespectivelyof theobject’s
NPlevelproperties.E.g.rangaista”’punish”, denotingwhatwouldappearto beatelic
events17 takepartitiveobjectsjustas“love” and“touch” do,aswouldbeexpectedgiven
thattheyoccurfreelywith degreeadverbs:

(32) Rankais-i-t
insult-Past-2Sg

he-i-ẗa.
they-Pl-Part

‘Youpunishedthem.’

Leino 1991:166ff. proposesthegeneralizationthatverbsdenotingstatestakeac-
cusativeobjects. This coversthe quasi-resultativesin (30), which includeverbsde-
noting relationslike “own”, “contain” andverbsof knowing andperceiving. But it
wrongly extendsto verbsof emotion,which takepartitive objects(see(25)). Leino
suggeststhat Finnish treatsemotionsas atelic activities rather than as states. This
couldnot bea peculiarityof Finnish,for on thestandardtests(e.g.Dowty 1979,Ch.
2) theseverbsbehaveexactlyasdo their Englishcounterparts.18 The distinction is
howeverconsonantwith gradability, in thatonecanhate,admire,andfearsomething
moreor less,whereasonenormallyeitherowns,contains,knows,or seessomethingor
not.19

(33) a. TrumplikesNewYork a lot.

b. FredadmiresMary verymuch.

(34) a. #TrumpownsNew York a lot.

b. #JohnknowsMary verymuch.

To capturethe notion of unboundednessfor verbal and nominal predicates,we
usethepropertiesof DIVISIVENESS andCUMULATIVITY , redefinedasin (36a,b),and
DIVERSITY:

(35) a. P is DIVISIVE iff ∀x[P (x) ∧ ¬atom(x)→ ∃y[y @ x ∧ P (y)]]

b. P is CUMULATIVE iff ∀x[P (x) ∧ ¬sup(x, P )→ ∃y[x @ y ∧ P (y)]]

c. P is DIVERSE iff ∀x∀y[P (x) ∧ P (y) ∧ x 6= y → ¬x @ y ∧ ¬y @ x]

17It passedthe standardaccomplismentdiagnostics:John punishedthe child in an hour, Johnfinished
punishingthechild.

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

19Of course,onemayown,contain,know,or seelargeror smallerpartsof something,whichsimplymeans
that theseverbscantakeNP-relatedpartitive objects.And in sofar asasthesestatesare matterof degree,
theverbsdenotingthemdo allow partitive,cf. (31d).
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(36) A predicateP is UNBOUNDED iff it is divisiveandcumulativeandnotdiverse.

In (36a,b)the requirementthat x not be the maximalelement(the supremum)or a
minimal (atomic)elementensuresthat,for example,aneventof paintinga housemay
be unbounded(with the objecthousein the partitive) evenif the whole houseor the
smallestpart of it was in fact painted.20 The diversity condition (36c) ensuresthat
predicatesthathaveonlyatomicelements(suchasFred), andpredicatesnoneof whose
elementsarerelatedto eachotherby thesubpartrelationarebounded(eventhoughthey
satisfy(36a,b)).

Thedefinition in (36) characterizesquantitativelyindeterminatepluralsandmass
nounsasunbounded.Quantitativelyindeterminatecountnounsandindefinitenouns
with a cardinalitypredicatearebounded.Certainmorphologicalelementsaffect the
boundednessof verbalpredicatesby changingtheir quantitativedetermination.In En-
glish, the particleat makesunboundedpredicates,andFinnishsuffixessuchas -ais-
andRussianprefixessuchaspo-makeboundedpredicates.

(37) a. Unboundedpredicates:
bombs,food,shootat, look for, touch,love,want,contemplate,doubt,use,
expect,protect

b. Boundedpredicates:

a. fewbombs,a little food,Russianpoplǎcet′ ‘to cry for awhile’, počitát′

‘to readabit of’, Finnishlukaista‘to read(something)in ashorttime’
(condition(36a)is metbutnotcondition(36b))

b. manybombs,a lot of food,Russiannačitát′ ‘to readalot of’ (condition
(36b)is metbutnotcondition(36a))

c. a bomb,two bombs,thefood,drop,find,kill, lose,marry, own,break,
solve, remember, finish, present,contain, own, finish, get, Russian
proboĺet′ ‘to beill for a certainamountof time’ (perfective!)(neither
condition(36a)norcondition(36b)is met)

Theunboundednessof a VP predicateis compositionallydeterminedfrom theun-
boundednessof its constitutentsasfollows:

(38) A VP predicateis unboundedif it haseitheranunboundedhead,or aunbounded
argument.

Presumablythis shouldfollow from a compositionalsystemof interpretation,perhaps
alongthelinesof Verkuyl1972,1989.

Herearetheexamplesof (22)and(23)again,with theunboundednessof thelexical
predicatesshown([–B] = unbounded,[+B] = bounded). UnboundedVP predicates
haveanunboundedheador object:

(39) a. Theyhated(–B) thebombs(+B).

20Becausethe accusativeobjectwould imply that the whole housewaspainted,the useof the partitive
carriesadefeasibleimplicaturethatonly partof thehousewaspainted.
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b. Theydropped(+B) bombs(–B).

BoundedVP predicateshaveneither:

(40) a. Theydropped(+B) thebombs(+B).

b. Theydropped(+B) manybombs(+B).

In (39a),theVP predicateis unboundedbecauseits headV hatedis unbounded,andin
(39b)theVP predicateis unboundedbecauseits objectNP is unbounded.In (40),on
theotherhand,neithertheheadnor theinternalargumentareunbounded,sotheVP is
notunbounded.

We cannow unify theaspectualandNP-relatedfunctionsof theFinnishpartitive
by thefollowing descriptivegeneralization:

(41) Theobjectof anunboundedVP is obligatorilypartitive.

[38] and[41] togetheraccountfor thetwo mainconditionsfor partitivecasediscussed
above,namelythatanobjectis eitheraquantitativelyindeterminateNP(anunbounded
nominalpredicate),or governedby anatelicverb(anunboundedverbalpredicate).If
the verb is unbounded,its objectmustbe partitive whetherthe object is unbounded
or bounded.E.g. touchedthe/aflower (part.sg.),touched(the) flowers(part.pl.). A
partitive object is ungrammaticalif the VP is bounded,and an accusativeobject is
ungrammaticalif theVP is unbounded.A ruleequivalentto (41)applies(togetherwith
others)to licenseimperfectiveaspectin Russian.

Verbswhich areaspectuallyambiguouscanbe treatedasunspecifiedfor bound-
edness;oncetheir boundednessis fixed they are treatedin exactly the sameway as
the aspectuallyunambiguousverbsin (22a)and(22b); see(1) and(10). Table [42]
illustratesthis for theFinnishandRussianexamplesin (10),with theprogressiveagain
servingasan (inadequate)shorthandglossfor theentirerangeof atelic verbalmean-
ings:

(42)
[+B] object [–B] object

[+B] verb(telic) napisal(perf.) pis’ma pisal(Impf.) pis’ma
kirjoitti kirjeet (Acc.) kirjoitti kirjeitä (Part.)
‘wrote theletters’ ‘wrote letters’

[–B] verb(atelic) pisal(Impf.) pis’ma pisal(Impf.) pis’ma
kirjoitti kirjeitä (Part.) kirjoitti kirjeitä (Part.)
‘waswriting theletters’ ‘waswriting letters’

The specialcasesin [8] also follow from the rule statedin (41); the Finnishac-
cusative/partitivecontrastherereflectsa semanticdistinction betweenboundedand
unboundedreferencewhich in this caseis not overtly expressedin English. Suppose
that “eyes” in the inalienablypossessedsense(e.g.the eyesin my face)is implicitly
quantified,perhapsmeaningsomethinglike “pair of eyes”,eventhoughit is formally
a bareplural. Thenthe expressionin this senseis bounded,andreceivesaccusative
case.In thealienablesense(anatomicalsamples,glasseyes)theexpressionis anormal
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bareplural, andthereforeunbounded.(Notethatonly in the lattersenseis it possible
to sayJohnhassomemoreeyes, cf. (5) ff.) This showshow thedistributionof parti-
tive versusaccusativecaseon theobjectdependson boundedness,ratherthanon the
morphologicalfeaturesof definitenessandnumber,or onthepresenceor absenceof an
overtquantifier.

The samepoint canbe madefor imperfectiveaspect,oneof whosefunctionsis
to mark unboundednessat the level of the VP. Considerthe abovementionedverbal
predicatessuchaspoplǎcet′ ‘to cry for a while’, počitát′ ‘to reada bit of’, načitát′ ‘to
reada lot of’ proboĺet′ ‘to beill for a certainamountof time’ (see(37)). Theseverbs
are[+B] themselves,andtheyimposeaquantifiedreadingontheircomplement,which
makesit [+B], evenif it is morphologicallyan indefinitebareplural. The resulting
VP is therefore[+B] andrequiresperfectivemorphology. For example,in theRussian
sentence

(43) nabrali(+B)
Pref-gather-PAST-3Pl (Perf)

grybov(+B)
mushrooms-GenPl

‘they pickeda lot of mushrooms’(Forsyth1970:22)

theverbalprefixna-combinessemanticallywith thebarepluralobjectgrybov“mush-
rooms”([–B] by itself) to makea quantified(andtherefore[+B]) expression“a lot of
mushrooms”.

Theobjectof aVP complementgovernedby anunboundedverbis optionallyparti-
tive. Forexample,when“try” and“begin” takeaVPcomplementcontainingabounded
verb,theobjectof thatverbis optionallypartitive:

(44) a. Matti
Matti

koett-i
try-Pst-3Sg

tappa-a
kill-Inf

karhu-n
bear-SgAcc

‘Matti tried to kill a/thebear’

b. Matti
Matti

koett-i
try-Pst-3Sg

tappa-a
kill-Inf

karhu-a
bear-SgPart

‘Matti tried to kill a/thebear’

Thiscasevariationcanbeobtainedby assigningcaseeitherat thelevelof thelower
VP or at the level of thehigherVP. Thelower VP ‘kill thebear’ is bounded(cf. *kill
thebearsomemore), if thecaserule (41) appliesto it theobjectgetsaccusativecase;
thehigherVP ‘try to kill thebear’is bounded(cf. try somemoreto kill thebear), if the
caseruleappliesto it is assignspartitivecaseto theobject.

Negatedverbsassignpartitivecaseto theirobjectsobligatorily(see(45a)),andop-
tionally to certainmeasurephrases(adverbialsof timeandextent)whichareotherwise
accusative(see(45b,c)).

(45) a. Matti
Matti-SgNom

e-i
not-3Sg

myy-nyt
sell-PstPart

talo-a
house-SgPart

(#talo-n).
(house-SgAcc)

‘Matti didn’t sell the/ahouse’
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b. Matti
Matti-SgNom

odott-i
wait-Pst-3Sg

#tunti-a
hour-SgPart

(tunni-n)
(hour-SgAcc)

‘Matti waitedanhour’

c. Matti
Matti-SgNom

e-i
not-3Sg

odotta-nut
wait-PstPrtc

tunti-a
hour-SgPart

(tunni-n)
(hour-SgAcc)

‘Matti didn’t wait anhour’

Thecasechange“goesdown” arbitrarily far into nonfinitecomplements:

(46) a. Aki
Aki(Nom)

sa-i
get-Past(3Sg)

Jari-n
Jari-Acc

pakotta-ma-an
force-Inf-Ill

Sake-n
Sake-Acc

lukema-an
read-Inf-Ill

kirja-n
book-Acc

(loppu-un)
(end-Ill)

‘Aki gotJarito forceSakereadthebook(through).’

b. Aki
Aki(Nom)

e-i
not-3Sg

saa-nut
get-PP

Jari-a
Jari-Part

pakotta-ma-an
force-Inf-Ill

Sake-a
Sake-Part

lukema-an
read-Inf-Ill

kirja-a
book-Part

(loppu-un)
(end-Ill)

‘Aki didn’t getJarito forceSaketo readthebook(through).’

It is not only overt negationthat selectspartitive case. Like a negativepolarity
item,partitivecasecanappearin implicitly negativecontexts.For example,a speaker
expectinga negativeanswer,or trying to bepolite,mightprefer(47b)to (47a).

(47) a. On-ko
Be-Q

sinu-lla
you-Adess

kynä?
pencil-Nom

‘Do youhaveapencil?’

b. On-ko
Be-Q

sinu-lla
you-Adess

kynä-ä?
pencil-Part

‘Do youhaveapencil?’

6 Coercion

Both partitive and imperfectivemorphologycanmark different semanticvariantsof
unboundedness.Although theserun parallel in Finnish and Russianin many cases
(recallthediscussionaround(11)) this is not alwaysthecase.Differencesin how lan-
guagesinterpretunboundednessresultfrom differentcoercionof boundedexpressions
into unboundedexpressionsandviceversa.

We haveseenthatexpressionsdenotingboundednonpunctualevents(accomplish-
mentssuchasshootthebear) haveunboundedcounterpartsthatdenoteprocessescon-
stitutingsuchevents(suchasshootat thebear). Punctualevents(achievements,such
asdrop theball) areatomic(i.e., not constitutedby processes,Piñon1995,p. 91), so
theirunboundedcounterpartscannotdenotesuchprocesses.Theycan,however,denote
processesthatarecomposedof punctualevents.With imperfectiveaspector partitive
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caseon theobject,drop theball canthusdenotea processof repeatedball-droppings,
i.e.aniterative:

(48) Taitamaton
unskilled

koripalloilija
basketballplayer

pudott-i
drop-Past3Sg

jatkuvasti
continually

pallo-a.
ball-Part

‘The unskilledbasketballplayerkeptdroppingtheball.’

Similarly, an intrinsically boundedpredicatecanget a secondarydurativeinterpreta-
tion, asanongoingactivity, againwith partitivecaseon theobject:

(49) a. Tapo-i-n
kill-Pst1Sg

juuri
just

karhu-a.
bear-Part

‘I wasjust killing thebear.’

b. Matti
Matti

ost-i
buy-Pst3Sg

(juuri)
(just)

auto-a,
car-SgPart,

(kun.. . )
(when.. . )

‘Matti was(just)buyinga car,(when.. . )’

In additionto the iterativeanddurativeinterpretations,basicallyboundedpredi-
catescanget a rangeof otherunboundedinterpretations,dependingon whetherthe
languageexpressesVP unboundednessby aspectualmorphologyon the verb or by
casemorphologyon theobject.Thegeneralizationseemsto beasfollows:

(50) a. Aspectcancoerceshiftsin thelexicalmeaningsof verbs.

b. Casecancoerceshiftsin thelexicalmeaningsof nouns.

An exampleof aspectualcoercionin the lexical meaningof verbsis that theRussian
imperfectivevyigryvat’, like theEnglishprogressivebewinning), candenote(in addi-
tion to asequenceof winningevents,i.e. theiterativemeaning)aprogressivestateof a
processthatprecedesthepunctualeventof winning, i.e. “be ahead”.Partitivecasein
Finnishdoesnot inducethis meaning:in a VP headedby thecorrespondingverbvoit-
taa “win”, a partitiveobjectcannotcoercethemeaning“be ahead”;Finnishrequires
theprogressiveverbconstructionin (51b)“be (in theprocessof) winning” to convey
it.

(51) a. #Matti
Matti

voitt-i
win-Past3Sg

kilpajuoksu-a.
race-Part

‘Matti waswinning therace.’

b. Matti
Matti

ol-i
was

voitta-ma-ssa
win-Prtcpl-Iness

kilpajuoksu-a.
race-Part

‘Matti waswinning therace.’

Anotherinterpretationof imperfectivizedpunctualtelic predicatesin Russian,un-
availablein English,is conative(“try”):

(52) a. On
He

da-va-l(Impf.)
give-Pst3SgM

mne
me

den’gi,
money,

a
but

ja
I

ne
not

vzja-l (Perf.)
take-Pst3SgM

‘He wastrying to givememoney, but I refused.’ (Leinonen1984)
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b. Ja
I

vas
you

obman-yva-l(Impf.) ,
deceive-Pst3SgM,

no
but

mog
could-Pst3SgM

li
Q

obman-u-t’
deceive-Inf

(Perf)?

‘I tried to deceiveyou,butcouldI deceiveyou?’ (Unbegaun1969)

Theconativeshadesinto a varietyof otherrelatednuancesof incompleteaction:

(53) a. Čto
What

že
so

delal
did-IpfPstM

Bel’tov
B.

v
in

prodoľzenie
course

ètix
these

desjati
ten

let?
years?

Vsë
Everything,

ili
or

počti
almost

vsë.
everything.

Čto
What

on
he

sdelal?
did-PrfPstM?

Ničego,
Nothing,

ili
or

počti
almost

ničego.
nothing

‘So what did B. do in the courseof theseten years? Everything,or al-
mosteverything.What did he accomplish?Nothing,or almostnothing.’
(Forsyth1970:71)

b. Kolumb
Columbus

by-l
be-PstM

sčastliv
happy

ne
not

togda,
then,

kogda
when

otkry-l Prf
discover-Impf-PstM

Amerik-u,
America-Acc,

a
but

kogda
when

otkry-va-l(Impf )
discover-PstM

eë
it-Acc

‘Columbuswashappynot whenhediscoveredAmerica,but whenhewas
aboutto discoverit (in theprocessof discoveringit)’ (Unbegaun1969)

Further,in the pasttensethe Russianimperfectivecanalsobe usedto assertthe
occurrenceof a pastevent,with currently relevantconsequences.For example,On
pisa-l pis’m-a(imperfective)couldhaveroughlythesenseof English“He haswritten
the letter (already)”. This is the “simple denotation”or “statementof fact” meaning
(Forsyth1970:82,Smith1991:312).

Suchaspectual/temporalmeaningshiftsinducedonverbsby imperfectiveaspectin
Russianhaveno counterpartsin theaspectualuseof theFinnishpartitive. In Finnish,
on the otherhand,the accusative/partitiveoppositionis exploitedto yield a rangeof
specialNP-relatedinterpretations,which in turncannotbereplicatedby aspectin Rus-
sian.

Thus,partitivecasecancoerceacountnouninto amassnoun,whichis notpossible
in Russian,in spiteof thefact thatthedistinctionbetweenperfectiveandimperfective
aspectcaneffectivelymarkthedefinitenessof NPobjectsin caseslike [10] (Larjavaara
1991:382):21

(54) Sitä
That-Part

käsikirjoitusta
manuscript-Part

oli
be-Past3Sg

sängy-n
bed-Gen

alla-kin
under-even

‘(Partsof) thatmanuscriptwereevenunderthebed.’

A pervasivephenomenonis the coercionof a telic meaning. Boundednessin
Finnishcanbelicensedby resultativitythroughexplicit or implicit locativeor resulta-
tive predication.For example,potkaista“kick” takesa partitiveobjectin themeaning

21Larjavaaranotesthat thecorrespondingusageis impossiblewith theLatviangenitive,which otherwise
hasfunctionssimilar to that of the Finnishpartitive (bareplural andmassnounobjectsandobjectsunder
negation),or with theFrenchde-partitive construction.TheRussianpartitive (secondgenitive)alsocannot
beusedin this way.

23



“kick at”, andan accusativeobjectwhena directionalcomplementis added,or even
implied. In (55b),theverb“rub”, atelicin (55a),takesanaccusativeobjectlicensedby
the(explicit or implicit) resultativepredicate.A particularlycreativeusageof thiskind
are(55j), wheretheatelicintransitive“love” is construedasresultative.22

(55) a. Hiero-i-n
rub-Pst-1Sg

si-tä
it-Part

‘I rubbedit’

b. Hiero-i-n
rub-Pst-1Sg

sen
it-Acc

pehmëa-ksi
soft-SgTrnsl

‘I kneadedit soft’

c. Ravist-i-n
shake-Pst-1Sg

mato-n
carpet-SgAcc

(#käde-n)
(hand-SgAcc)

‘I shook(out) thecarpet(my hand)’

d. Äiti
mother-SgN

makas-i
lie-Pst-3Sg

lapse-nsa
child-SgAcc-3Sg

kuoliaa-ksi
dead-SgTransl

‘The motherlay herchild dead(i.e.killed it by lying ontopof it)’

e. Jussi
Jussi(NOM)

maalas-i
paint-Pst3Sg)

talo-n
house-Acc

(punaise-ksi)
(red-Transl)

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

f. Jussi
Jussi(NOM)

maalas-i
paint-PAST(3SG)

talo-a
house-Part

(punaise-ksi)
(red-Transl)

‘Jussiwaspaintingthe(a)house(red)’

g. Luin
read-PAST-1SG

kirja-n
book-Acc

(loppu-un)
(end-Illat)

/
/
(repale-i-ksi)
(shred-Pl-Transl)

‘I readthebook(to theend)/ (to shreds)’

h. Luin
read-Pst-1sg

kirja-a
book-Part

‘I wasreadingthebook.’

i. Rakast-i-n
love-Pst-1Sg

tei-tä
you-PlPart

‘I lovedyou’

j. Rakast-i-n
love-Pst-1Sg

te-i-dä-t
you-PlAcc

rappio-lle
ruin-Adess

‘I lovedyou into ruin’ (EinoLeino)

The upshotis that the aspectualuseof partitive casein Finnish,while certainly
forming oneof its two corefunctions,is not asrichly elaboratedasthatof theverbal
categoryof aspectin Russian.Conversely, theNP-relateduseof aspectin Russianis
not asrichly elaboratedasthatof thenominalcategoryof casein Finnish.Thegener-
alizationseemsto bethata morphologicalfeatureinducesextendedinterpretationson
thecategoryonwhich it is marked.

22It is aquotefrom thepoetEinoLeino. Example[55c] is from Leino(1991).(55d)is astandardexample
which appearsin Finnishgrammarsfrom Setälä 1884onwards.
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If the languagepossessescorrespondingovert morphologicaldistinctions,these
extendedinterpretationswill not develop,presumablyin consequenceof the princi-
ple thatspecificmorphologicalelementsblock generalmorphologicalelementsin the
overlappingdomain.Forexample,in modernGreek,imperfectiveaspectseemsto have
no NP-relatedfunctionat all, thedistinctionsin questionbeingexpresseddirectly by
meansof thechoiceof thedefiniteor indefinitearticle,whichRussianlacks.Thus,cor-
respondingto thetwo sentencesin [10], of which thesecondis threewaysambiguous,
Greekhasthefour unambiguoussentencesin (56).

(56) a. e
rap-s-e (Perf.)
write-Pst.3Sg

ta
the


rama-ta
letter-PlAcc

‘He wrotetheletters’(. . .andleft) (telic V, def. NP)

b. e
rap-s-e (Perf.)
write-Pst.3Sg

(merika)
(some)


rama-ta
letter-PlAcc

‘He wrote(some)letters’(. . .andleft) (telic V, indef. NP)

c. e
raf-e (Imperf.)
write-Pst.3Sg

ta
the


rama-ta
letter-PlAcc

‘He waswriting theletters(. . .whenI came) (atelicV, def. NP)

d. e
raf-e (Imperf.)
write-Pst.3Sg


rama-ta
letter-PlAcc

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

Morphologicaleconomy(No VacuousAffixation, Marantz1984)would preclude
redundantaspectualmarkingby partitive case,andredundantmarkingof NP-related
functionsby aspect. In fact, when [–B] is morphologicallymarkedon the verb in
Finnish,theobjectneednot bepartitive.Thus,frequentativeverbscantakeaccusative
objectsin Finnish. Eventhoughthe VP is [–B] in virtue of the frequentativeverb,
that featureis licensedby the verbalaffix andthereforeneednot be licensedby the
partitive. In this context,thepartitive/accusativecase-markingdistinctionrevertsto its
purelyNP-relatedfunction:

(57) Lue-skel-i-n
read-freq-Past-1Sg

sen
that-Acc

kirja-n
book-Acc

(loppu-un)
(end-Ill)

‘I readthatbookoff andon (through).’

By thesametoken,we would expectthat in caseswhere[–B] is morphologically
markedonthenoun,theRussianperfective/imperfectivedistinctionwould revertto its
purelyaspectualfunction. Russianconfirmsthis prediction,but with a curioustwist.
Theevidencecomesfrom thequantificationalgenitive,a casemostlyusedwith mass
nouns,which in certainparadigmsis morphologicallydistinct from the regulargen-
itive. This so-called“secondgenitive” casehasbeenarguedto be a partitive case
(Jakobson1936,Neidle1988,Franks1995). ThusRussianhas,undercertaincondi-
tions, two morphologicalmeansof marking[–B] at its disposal:imperfectiveaspect
for aspectualfunctions,andpartitivecasefor NP-relatedfunctions.And indeed,in just
thosecaseswherethenominal[–B] featurecanbemarkedby partitivecase,theverb
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appearsin the perfectiveaspect,ratherthanin the imperfective,as it would with an
accusativeobject(Klenin 1978).Thepattern,asI havebeenableto reconstructit from
theciteddiscussions,is shownin (58),with thetabulardisplayin (59); theseshouldbe
respectivelycontrastedwith (10)andwith (42),illustratingthepatternwithoutpartitive
case.

(58) a. On
He/she

kupi-l (Perf.)
buy-PstM3Sg

čaj
tea-Acc

(Acc)

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

b. On
He/she

kupi-l (Imperf.)
buy-PstM3Sg

čaj-u
tea-Part

(Part)

‘He bought(some)tea’ (. . .andleft) (telic, indef.)

c. On
He/she

pokupa-l(Imperf.)
buy-PstM3Sg

čaj
tea-Acc

(Acc)

(1) ‘He wasbuyingtea(. . .whenI came) (atelic,indef.)
(2) ‘He wasbuyingthetea(. . .whenI came) (atelic,def.)

(59)
[+B] object [–B] object

[+B] verb(telic) kupil (perf.) čaj (acc.) kupil (perf.) čaj+u(part.)
[–B] verb(atelic) pokupal(impf.) čaj (acc.)

The unexpectedwrinkle, however,is that partitive casenormally appearsjust on
objectsof perfectiveverbs,not on objectsof imperfectiveverbs(Dahl andKarlsson
1976:44,Klenin 1978).23 We might haveexpectedthepartitive/accusativedistinction
to be fully exploitedto yield a four-wayparadigmwhereunboundedreferencein the
nominalandverbaldomainareseparatelymarked.

The generalizationin (50) seemsto be confirmedby aspectuallyinterpretedcase
alternationsof Warlpiri andseveralPolynesianlanguages.

In Warlpiri, a classof verbshaveabsolutive(i.e. nominative)objectswhenthey
denoteatelic event,anddativeobjectsotherwise,in whathasbeendubbedtheconative
construction(Hale1982,Laughren1988,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-jintakangaroo-Datshoot-Nonpast
‘The manis shootingat thekangaroo’

Theconativealternationis foundwith verbsof impact(“strike”, “chop”, “carve”,“cut”,
“”dig”, “pierce”, “grind”) andwith perceptionverbs(“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,mysteriously,imperfectiveverbsseemto behavelike perfectivesundernegation.
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associatedwith thecaseframeitself, ratherthanwith a putativederivationalprocess.
It seemsthat this casealternationshouldbe analyzedalongthe lines of the Finnish
partitive/accusativealternation,ratherthanasa lexical rule24 (Laughren1988)or by a
transformationalprocessin thesyntax(BittnerandHale1993).25

TonganandSamoan‘middle verbs’(‘describinganeventwhichdoesnotaffectthe
directobjectimmediately’)marktheirobjectswith adativeprefix(Chung1978,47ff.,
216ff.). Theyincludeperceptionverbs(‘see’, ‘listen to’), verbsof emotionandother
psychologicalstates(‘love’, ‘want’, ‘understand’),verbsnormally selectinganimate
directobjects,includingsomecommunicationverbs(‘meetwith’, ‘help’, ‘call’), and
verbssuchas‘follow’, ‘wait for’, and‘visit’.

(62) a. Na’e
Past

taa’i
hit

’e
Erg

Mele
Mary

’a
Abs

Sione.
John

‘Mary hit John.’

b. ’Oku
Prog

manako
like

ia
he

’i
at

he
the

ta’ahińe.
girl.’

‘He likes thegirl.’ Tongan(Chung1978,53-54)

Like theWarlpiri conative,theTonganmiddle is transitive,andthedativeobjects
in this constructionaresyntacticallyfull-fledgeddirectobjects,undergoingprocesses
which are restrictedto direct objects(incorporationand passivization),or to direct
arguments(quantifierfloat),andthatanumberof constraintsvalid for transitiveclauses
applyto middleclausesaswell (Chung,p. 216-234).Chungargueson this basisthat

24Laughrenproposesthat the conativeform of the verb (the atelic one,which takesa dative object) is
derivedby thefollowing rule:
(61) (x produceeffect on y) by ((entity comeinto contactwith y) by (x manipulateentity))→ ((x ma-

nipulateentity) in order that (entity comeinto contactwith y)) in order that (x produceeffect on
y).

This rule could becontestedon severalgrounds.First, the conativealternationis not associatedwith an
affix on theverb. (Conceivablyit couldbeonethesuffixeson theauxiliary. However,thatseemsdoubtful,as
neitherof themseemsto bespecialto theconativeconstruction.-rla “registers”thepresenceof anydative
object whatever,while -jinta marksa third singulardative object (Hale 1982).) We would either haveto
assumea “spontaneous”lexical derivationalprocess,or postulatea triggering morphemewhich is always
null (cf. Pesetsky1995). Secondly,by erasing/respecifyinginformation in lexical conceptualstructure,the
derivationalprocessin [61] violatesa basicpropertyof monotonicitythat canotherwisebe maintainedfor
lexical processes.In general,derivationalruleseitheraddpredicatesor featuresto thebase(e.g.causatives,
diminutives),or specifytheway theargumentsaresyntacticallyexpressed(e.g.passives,antipassives).The
proposedlexical rule would not do either of thesethings. Third, the rule doesnot expressany intrinsic
relationbetweentheconativemeaningof the“derived” verbandthedativecasethat it governs.

25Bittner andHaletaketheconativeconstruction[60b] to beanantipassive,i.e.aninstanceof theprocess
usually analyzedasdemotionof the direct object. The absenceof a morphologicaltrigger is if anything
evenmoreof a problemfor theantipassiveaccountthanit is for thelexical rule account,because“relation-
changing”processesalmostalwaysdependon diathesis-changingverbalaffixes, indeed,as far asI know
thereareno casesof systematic“spontaneous”antipassivization.Moreover,theWarlpiri conativeconstruc-
tion is transitive.(Theevidenceincludesthefollowing: (1) thesubjectbearsergativecase,(2) thereis object
agreementin theAUX (see[60b]), and(3) thedativeobjectcancontrol -kurra clauses,which musthavean
objectcontroller.) But transitiveantipassivesareotherwiseunattestedin languages;their absencefollows
from a principledtheoryof valencychange(demotionandadditionof argumentsastheonly mechanisms).
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these‘middle’ verbsarenotantipassives,andproposesarulewhichassignsdativecase
to theobject.

The translationalequivalentsof all Warlpiri conativeverbsmentionedby Laugh-
ren,Hale,andSimpson,of all Tonganmiddleverbslisted by Chung(e.g.[62]), take
partitiveobjectsin Finnish(with theexceptionthatperceptionverbslike ‘see’ takeac-
cusativeobjectsin Finnish). Theconverse,of course,is not true: partitiveobjectsare
usedmuchmorewidely in Finnish.

It seemsclearthat theWarlpiri conativeandTonganmiddlecasealternationsare
essentiallyaspectual,andakinto theFinnishpartitive/accusativealternation.However,
no analogto the Finnish NP-relatedfunction of partitive caseis reportedfor these
languages,seeminglycontradicting(50b).

But in both languages,theNP-relatedfunctionof thecasealternationis arguably
blockedby explicit morphology, asdiscussedabove.This is clearestin Tongan,where
definitenessis morphologicallymarkedby thearticlehe. ThusTonganwould be like
theGreekcasementionedaboveunder(56). As for Warlpiri, it hasa specialdefinite
plural suffix -patu (Nash1980:167).This suffix would presumablymakethedefinite-
nessdistinctioncorrespondingto (56a,c)vs. (56b,d).26 Nevertheless,it is not clear
to me why the conativecaseoppositionshouldnot distinguishbetweendefiniteand
indefinitereadingsof singularmassnounsin Warlpiri.27

Thematerialdiscussedin thissectionsuggeststhatcoercionis in mostcasesalocal
accommodationof aV or NPto therespectivemorphologythatit bears(generalization
(50)). In thiswayit differsfrom thebasicdeterminationof boundedness,whichis done
at theVP levelasdiscussedin earliersections.

7 Partitive subjects

In additionto partitiveobjects,Finnishalsohaswhataretraditionallycalledpartitive
subjects.Theyshowonly theNP-relatedfunctionof partitivecase,nevertheaspectual
function.Thus,only bareindefinitepluralsandmassnounscanbepartitivesubjects:28

(63) a. Karhu
bear-SgNom

kuol-i
die-Pst-3Sg

‘The beardied’

b. #Karhu-a
bear-SgPart

kuol-i
die-Pst-3Sg

26Thanksto Mary LaughrenandDavid Nashfor pointingout this crucial fact.
27TheScottishGaelicsystemstudiedby Ramchand(1993)is alsointerestingin this respect.Ramchand

arguesthatScottishGaelicusesgenitivecaseto markbothananindefiniteobject,anda definitepostverbal
objectof anirresultativeverb.Thegenitivethusdeterminestheinterpretationof theVP asin Finnish.Unlike
Finnish,however,ScottishGaelichasamorphologicaldistinctionbetweendefinitesandindefinites.

28Allowing againfor coercion,asin (54).
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c. Karhu-t
bear-PlNom

kuol-i-vat
die-Pst-3Pl

‘The bearsdied’

d. Karhu-j-a
bear-PlPart

kuol-i
die-Pst-3Sg

‘Bearsdied’

Partitivesubjectscanbeeitherpreverbalor postverbal.Theirbasicpositionis VP-
internal.Theyonly occurwith intransitiveverbs(see(64a)),andonly with thesubclass
of so-calledPRESENTATIONALVERBS(EXISTENTIAL VERBS, in thetraditionaltermi-
nologyof Finnishgrammarians).Thus,“play” (see(64b,c))is a presentationalverb,
but “smile” (see(64d,e))is notapresentationalverb.29

(64) a. #Karhu-j-a
bear-Pl-Part

sö-i
eat-PAST-3Sg

hunaja-a
honey-SgPart

‘Therewerebearseatinghoney’(transitiveverb)

b. Piha-lla
courtyard-Adess

leikki-i
play-3Sg

laps-i-a
child-Pl-Part

‘Therearechildrenplayingin thecourtyard’

c. Laps-i-a
child-Pl-Part

leikki-i
play-3Sg

piha-lla
courtyard-Adess

‘Therearechildrenplayingin thecourtyard’

d. #Piha-lla
courtyard-Adess

hymyile-e
smile-3Sg

laps-i-a
child-Pl-Part

‘Therearechildrensmiling in thecourtyard’

e. #Laps-i-a
child-Pl-Part

hymyile-e
smile-3Sg

piha-lla
courtyard-Adess

‘Therearechildrensmiling in thecourtyard’

Examplesof presentationalintransitiveverbsarelistedin (65). All theseverbsal-
low partitivesubjects,regardlessof whethertheyarebounded,asin (65a),unbounded,
asin (65b),or bounded/unbounded,asin (65c).

(65) a. [+B]: kuolla ‘die’, syntÿa ‘be born’, ilmaantua ‘appear’,karata ‘escape
(run away)’, tunkeutua‘intrude’, pelastua‘escape,be saved’, luhistua,
sortua ‘collapse’, syttÿa ‘catch fire’, välähtää ‘flash’, kuoriutua ‘hatch’,
hukkua‘drown’, haaraantua‘branch’, ehtiä ‘get (somewhere)on time’,
lohjeta,katketa‘breakoff ’, nääntÿa ‘die from deprivation’,takertua‘get
stuck’,särkyä ‘break’,pys̈ahtÿa ‘stop’, tarttua ‘stick’.

b. [–B]: asua‘dwell’, kasvaa‘grow’, kiehua‘boil’, kilpailla ‘compete’,kokoon-
tua ‘gather’, lymyillä, piill ä ‘lurk’, mahtua‘fit’, opiskella‘study’, leikkiä
‘play’, riitt ää ‘suffice’, seisẗa ‘stand’, tapahtua‘happen’, tippua ‘drip’,
työskennell̈a ‘work’, vaeltaa‘wander’,hiipiä ‘sneak’,roikkua,riippua ‘hang’,

29Presentationalverbsareoftencalled“unaccusatives”,but thetwo classesarequitedistinct.
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kiehua, ‘boil’, liikkua ‘move’, madella‘crawl’, riitt ää ‘suffice’, sijaita ‘be
located’,vilkkua,välähdell̈a ‘flash (repeatedly)’,puuttua‘be lacking’, is-
tua ‘sit’, kellua ‘float’, kiipeillä ‘climb’, kokoontua‘gather’,vaeltaa‘wan-
der’.

c. [±H]: kukkia ‘(comeinto) blossom’,hävitä ‘disappear’,roiskua ‘splash’,
aueta‘open’, selviẗa ‘becomeclear(er)’,kiivetä ‘climb’, hajota ‘disinte-
grate’.

Non-presentationalintransitivesdo not takepartitivesubjects,againwhetherthey
aretelic, asin (66a),or atelic,asin (66b).

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

b. [–B]: kelvata‘to begoodenough’,hymyillä ‘smile’, neuvotella‘negotiate’,
naureskella‘chuckle’, jutella, keskustella‘converse’,riemuita ‘rejoice’,
hallita ‘reign’, suostua‘agree’.

c. [±H]: sulaa ‘melt’, puhdistua‘get clean(er)’,pieneẗa ‘get small(er)’, ly-
heẗa ‘get short(er)’,vanheta‘get old(er)’.

Syntactically, partitivesubjects(andpresentationalsubjectsin general)differ from
regularsubjectsin their word order. Theyappeareitherpostverbally((67a,b),contrast
(68a,b)), or preverballyin Spec-VPposition((67c,d)).If theyareplacedpostverbally,
andthesentencebeginswith alocativeadverbial,theSpec-VPpositioncanbeoccupied
by aclitic pronounsitä “it” in thepartitivecase((67e),contrast(68e)).

(67) Presentationalintransitives:

a. Nyt
now

on
be-3Sg

synty-nyt
born-PP

lapsi
child-SgNom

(lapsi-a)
(child-PlPart)

‘Now achild hasbeenborn’

b. Sytty-i
breakout-Pst-3Sg

sota
war-SgNom

‘War brokeout’ (Vilkuna1989,165)

c. Lapsi
child-SgNom

(lapsi-a)
(child-PlPart)

on
now

nyt
be-3Sg

synty-nyt
born-PP

‘The/achild (children)has(have)beenbornnow’

d. Sota
war-SgNom

sytty-i
breakout-Pst-3Sg

‘War brokeout’

e. Siellä
there

si-tä
that-Part

synty-y
beborn-Pst-3Sg

(lapsi-a)
child-PlPart

‘Therechildrenarebeingborn(all thetime)’

Non-presentationalintransitives:
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(68) a. #Hymyil-i
smile-Pst-3Sg

lapsi
child-SgNom

(lapsi-a)
(child-PlPart)

‘The/achild (children)smiled’

b. #Voitt-i
#win-Pst-3Sg

ruotsalainen
Swede-SgNom

(ruotsalaisia)
(Swede-PlPart)

c. Lapsi
child-SgNom

(#lapsi-a)
(child-PlPart)

hymyil-i
smile-Pst-3Sg

‘The/achild (#children)smiled’

d. Ruotsalainen
Swede-SgNom

(#ruotsalais-i-a)
(#Swede-PlPart)

voitt-i
win-Pst-3Sg

‘The/aSwede(#Swedes)won’

e. #Siell̈a
There

si-tä
that-Part

hymyile-e
smile-3Sg

laps-i-a
child-SgNom(child-PlPart)

‘Therechildrenaresmiling (away)’

Thesedatacan be accountedfor on the following assumptions.First, partitive
caseis assignedonly inside VP; NPs in Spec-Inflget nominativecaseobligatorily.
By the basicconstraintof Finnishsyntaxthat a VP cancontainonly a singledirect
internalNP argument(Siro’s Law, seep. 10 above),VP-internalsubjectsoccuronly
with intransitiveverbs.Therefore,partitivesubjectsarerestrictedto intransitiveverbs.

The secondassumptionto be madeis that VP-internalsubjectsare licensedby
locativearguments,whichmaybeexplicit or implicit. Verbswhichhavesuchlocative
argumentsconstitutethe classof “presentationalverbs”. Therefore,VP-internalsub-
jects,andpartitivesubjectsin particular,arerestrictedto presentationalverbs,andcan
alwaysco-occurwith locatives.

Thesubjectof a presentationalverbis partitiveif it is unbounded:

(69) a. Poika
Boy (Nom)

saapu-i
arrive-Pst3Sg

‘The/aboy ([+B)] arrived([+B]).’

b. Poik-i-a
Boy-Pl-Part

saapu-i
arrive-Pst3Sg

‘Boys ([–B]) arrived([+B]).’

Partitivesubjectsdiffer from partitiveobjectsin oneimportantrespect:theydonot
mark unboundednessat the VP level. Eventhoughthe VP in (70) is unbounded,in
virtueof theverbalpredicate,thisdoesnot licensea partitivesubject:

(70) a. Karhu
Bear

lymyile-e
(Nom) lurk-3Sg

‘A bear([+B]) is lurking ([–B]).’

b. *Karhu-a
Bear-Part

lymyile-e
lurk-3Sg

‘A bear([+B]) is lurking ([–B]).’
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On subjects,partitivecasemarkstheunboundednessof theNP itself. In otherwords,
subjectsof all presentationalintransitivespatternlike objectsof boundedverbalpredi-
cates,in thatpartitivecaseonthemhasonly theNP-relatedfunction.

8 The evolution of the aspectualpartitive

Thepartitivecasewasoriginally a spatialcasewith separative(“from”) meaning.Its
unboundedness-markingfunctionsdevelopedwithin Balto-Finnic. The original nu-
cleusof the innovationhasbeenthoughtto bea 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
proposeda hypotheticalscenarioof theevolutionfrom separative(“from”) case,via a
quantificationalmeaning(similar to Frenchdeasin mangerdupain ‘to eatbread’),to
theaspectualfunctionof Finnishandits closerelatives.

Outsideof theBalto-Finnicsubfamily, limited aspectualfunctionsof partitivecase
areattestedin theearliestrecordsof thenow extinctSoutherndialectof Lappishonce
spokenin Sweden(E. Itkonen1972,1973).30 But by far themostimportantevidence
evidencefor theoriginal systemcomesfrom Mordvinian(Itkonen1972:166,Larsson
1983:124).

Mordvinianhasarich systemof inflectionalcategories.Nounsmaybeinflectedfor
eitherpossessionor definiteness.Verbsagreein personandnumberwith thesubject,
andmayagreealsowith anaccusativeobject(the“objectiveconjugation”);verbswith
inessiveandpartitiveobjects(andof courseintransitiveverbs)showsubjectagreement
only (the“subjectiveconjugation”).Objectsinflectedfor possessionarenormallyas-
signedaccusativecase,31 andtheyshowobligatoryobjectagreement.

(71) Mäsaj́t
Why

śiménd́ä
drink-Past2Sg3Sg

šapam
strong

vinańeń
vodka-AccSg-1Sg

‘Why did youdrink my strongvodka?’

Objectsinflectedfor definitenesscanalsogetaccusativecase;if thesentencehasa a
telic (resultative)interpretation,thereis thenoptionalobjectagreement(Itkonen1972,
166).

(72) a. ved́e-́nt́
water-Acc-Def

kand-i-ja
bring-Pst-1SgSubj3Obj

‘I broughtthewater’

30In modernLappish,theold partitive formsnow serveasaccusativein theplural; theaccusativeendings
havebeenretainedin thesingular(Korhonen1981:214-215).

31Accusativecaseis morphologicallyidenticalwith thegenitive. In somedialectsa possessedobjectcan
alsobealsonominativeif it is inanimateandthepossessoris third person(Itkonen1972:167).
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b. ved́e-́nt́
water-Acc-Def

kand-i-́n
bring-Pst-1SgSubj

‘I broughtthewater’, ‘I (always)broughtwater’

Objectswhichareinflectedneitherfor possessionor definitenessdonotagreewith the
verb.32 Theyarenormallyaccusative,and(if indefinite)canalsobenominative.

In additionto accusativeandnominativecase,objectsmayalsobearpartitivecase33

or inessivecase.TheMordvinianpartitivecaseending-da is cognatewith theFinnish
partitive-ta, andits syntaxoffersaglimpseof theancestralsystemto whichtheFinnish
usescanbe traced.Mordvinianpartitive objectscanbe morphologicallyandseman-
tically eitherdefiniteor indefinite,andtheydo not triggerobjectagreement.Partitive
occursasa “quirky” caseon the objectsof certainintensionalverbssuchas “fear”,
“be ashamed”,“mourn”, “see”, “hear”, “listen to”, “notice”, “know”, “need”, “want”,
“think about”, “talk about”, “avoid”, “promise”, “escape”(see(73a)). Some,but not
all, of theseverbsgovernpartitivecasein Finnishaswell. As in Finnish,thecomple-
mentof certainmeasurephrasesis partitive(see(73b)).

(73) a. iĺa
not-Imper2Sg

péle
fear

dušman-do-t,
enemy-Part-2Sg,

śex
rather

pél-t́
fear-Imper2Sg

eśi-́t
own

pola-do-t
spouse-Part-2Sg(quirky

partitive)

‘Don’t fearyourenemy, ratherfearyourownspouse.’ (Zorin 220)

b. tasa
‘here

lama
lot

ṕenga-da
firewood-Part

‘there’sa lot of firewoodhere’

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

(74) a. jarsa-n
eat-1SgSubj

kal-do.
fish-Part

sima-n
drink-1SgSubj

vét-t́e.
water-Part.

mon,
OK,

ad́a,
fine,

sim-́t-t́an
drink-caus-1SgSubj/2SgObj

vina-do.
vodka-Part

‘I’m eatingfish. I’m drinkingwater. OK, soI’ll let youdrink vodka.’

b. jarsa-k
eat-Imp

pŕaka-do-n
pie-Part-1Sg

‘eatsomeof my pies’

c. jarsa-ms
eat-Inf

práka-do-́nt́
pie-PartSg-Def

‘to beeatingthepie’

32Exceptfor personalpronounsandpropernames,which mayremainmorphologicallyindefiniteandstill
showobjectagreementlike definitely inflectednouns(Itkonen1972:164).

33Mordviniangrammarscall it “ablative” case,thoughto avoidconfusionwith theFinnishablativeI will
notusethat termhere.
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d. vana
look

kit́
who

sálčit́
steals

mon
my

pŕaka-do-n
pie-PartSg-Indef

‘Look who’sstealingmy pies’

Verbsof thetype“eat”, “drink”, and“smoke”havethepropertiesin (18)and(19).
They arethe prototypicalmembersof the verb classwhich is privilegedby Krifka’s
theoryof thepartitive(section4). We canin fact saythattheMordvinianpartitivehas
themeaning“part of” asdefinedin (18a).Accordingly, it hasa muchmorerestricted
distributionthat the Finnishpartitive,andin particularis not triggeredby mereirre-
sultativity (“shotat a bear”getsaccusative).As a complementto verbsof therelevant
class,it yieldsanindefinitebareplural or massobjector atelic interpretation(process
or iteration).

Thedistributionof inessive(sometimescalledinessive-instrumental)objectscon-
tributesanotherpieceto the puzzle. Inessiveobjectsaremorphologicallyindefinite,
anddo not triggerobjectagreement,but theyaresemanticallyinterpretedasdefinite.
Theyareassignedby the atelic versionof verbsthat areintrinsically unspecifiedfor
telicity, suchas “carry”, “hit”, “chew”, “seek”, “read”, “wait for”, “send”, “chide”,
“suckle”, “bring”:

(75) a. śov-ni
chide-3Sg

Vańa-so
Ivan-InessSg

‘He chidesIvan’

b. davaj
So

čavmo
beat

esnende
he-InessSg

‘So, hebeganto beathim’

In the telic version, the sameverbsassignaccusative(or nominative)caseto their
objects.Thecorrespondingverbsin Finnishalternatebetweenpartitiveandaccusative
objects,dependingon telicity. This is in effect the Mordvinian instantiationof the
conativealternation,involving theaspectualfunctionof objectcasemarking.

Thefact thatpartitiveandinessiveobjectsneveragreewith theverbsuggeststhat
unlike the Finnishpartitive, which is syntacticallya structuralcase,the Mordvinian
partitiveandinessivearesyntacticallyinherent(lexical,oblique)cases.Theyalsocan-
notbesubjectcasesin Mordvinian(unlikewhatis thecasein Finnish).

ThusMordvinianusesseparatelexicalcasesfor thetwo functionsof Finnishparti-
tive case:partitivefor theNP-relatedfunction,andinessivefor theaspectualfunction,
eachrestrictedto a lexical subclassof verbs.TheFinnishpartitivecombinesandgen-
eralizesthefunctionsof thesetwo Mordvinianlexicalcasesin asinglestructuralcase.

Thefirst stagein theevolutionof theBalto-Finnicaspectualpartitiveobjectwasthe
partitive’s changein statusfrom a strictly locative(“from”) caseto casewith quantifi-
cationalforce.Thiswasevidentlytriggeredby thedevelopment,earlyin Finno-Ugric,
of a systemof six specializedlocal casesfrom combinationsof essive-na, lative -n,
andpartitive-ta with -s- “inside” and-l- “outside”.
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(76)

internal external
place s+na (Finnish-ssa) l+na (Finnish-lla)
motionto s+en(Finnish-hen,seen) l+ne (Finnish-lle)
motionfrom s+ta (Finnish-sta) l+ta (Finnish-lta)

Thenewcompositeelativeandablativecasestook over the local functionsof theold
partitive-ta. It retainedonly themeaning“part of”, thusbecominga strictly partitive
case(ateapples,ateporridge,ateof theporridge).

Partitivecasemusthavethendisplacedinessivecaseasamarkerof definiteobjects
of atelic(unbounded)verbsin theconativeconstructionshownfor Mordvinianin (75).
With this change,the old functionof partitivecaseof markingNPswith unbounded
referencebecamegeneralizedto markingVPs with unboundedreference(carriedthe
firewood(aways),hit at theman,chewedon thebone).

Now partitivecasecouldbeextendedto definiteandcountNPsof atelic verbsin
general(loved the woman,neededa knife, tendedthe reindeer). Thus the partitive
comesto simplymarkunboundednessat theVP level.

Why did the aspectualfunctionof partitivecaseemergeonly in the Balto-Finnic
branch?(Elsewherein Finno-Ugrictheconativeconstructionremainedunchangedor
wassimply lost.) AnotheruniqueBalto-Finnicdevelopmentwasthegrammaticaliza-
tion of partitive into a structuralcase.34 It is temptingto makea causalconnection
betweenthesetwo changes.Recall that theFinnishpartitive licensesunboundedness
at the VP level, irrespectiveof whetherthe unboundednesscomesfrom the headV
or from the object. Let us supposethat a lexical casemustbe interpretedin a local,
compositionalfashion.If thatis thecase,thentheBalto-Finnicfunctionof thepartitive
couldnothaveemergedin theotherFinno-Ugriclanguages.Thegrammaticalizationof
partitivecasewouldbeapreconditionto its developmentasamarkerof unboundedness
at theVP level.

9 Conclusion

The commonfactor of the aspectualand NP-relatedfunctionsof partitive caseand
imperfectiveaspectis markingaVP’sunboundedness.A VP hasthispropertyin virtue
of havingeitheranunboundedheadoranunboundedargument.Historical-comparative
evidencesuggeststhat thepartitive’s emergenceasa structuralcaseis a precondition
for theriseof its aspectualfunction.

34Presumablythis developmentis relatedto the fact that only the Balto-Finnicbranchhaspartitive sub-
jects;seesection7.
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DAHL , ÖSTEN AND FRED KARLSSON. 1976.“Verbienaspektitjaobjektinsijamerkinẗa.”
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