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1. Introduction

In languages displaying overt case morphology, case-assignment on
direct objects has been shown to correlate with the interpretation of the
Noun Phrase. Eng (1991) notes, for instance, that in Turkish the direct object
may appear with or without an overt accusative case as shown below, but the
interpretations obtained in the two instances are different. In (1), the object
carries overt accusative case and the sentence refers to a specific book,
whereas the caseless object in (2) indicates a nonspecific book.

@) Ali  bir kitabi aldi
Ali  one book-Acc bought
‘A book is such that Ali bought it.’

(2) Ali  bir kitap aldi
Ali  one book bought
‘Ali bought some book or other.’

Similar data have been discussed by Mahajan (1990) for Hindi, Butt (1995)
for Urdu and Karimi (1996) for Persian. Based on such examples, de Hoop
(1992) distinguishes two types of case (strong vs. weak) which correspond
to the semantic interpretation obtained on the object NP. Thus, an accusative
(strong) case in Turkish would give rise to a ‘strong’ (i.e., referential or
generic) reading, and the lack of overt case morphology (weak case) would
signal a ‘weak’ (i.e., existential) reading.

De Hoop tries to extend this analysis to the distinction in object case-
marking in Finnish. At first sight, Finnish data seem to correlate with this
hypothesis as illustrated in the examples below, where the ‘weak’ partitive
case denotes an indefinite interpretation whereas the ‘strong’ accusative case
gives rise to a definite reading.

3) Ostin leipaa
| bought breadRart
‘| bought (some) bread.
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4) Ostin leivan
| bought breadAcc
‘I bought the bread.’

Similarly, Belletti (1998) treats the Finnish partitive as an inherent case, and
she refers to the “intrinsic” incompatibility of the partitive with definites.

But the Finnish case system presents a problem for the analyses suggested
by de Hoop and Belletti, since it does not show a one-to-one correspondence
between case morphology and the strength of the objects. The following
example illustrates that a direct object carrying the ‘weak’ partitive case in
Finnish can have a definite (i.e., strong) interpretation in an irresultative
sentence.

(5) ammu-i-n karhu-a
shoot-Past-1sg be&art
‘| shot at the/a bear.’

| propose a syntactic analysis to capture the distribution of partitive case
in Finnish. | show that the realization of partitive case correlates with the
strength of the object NP as well as the aspectual interpretation of the
predicate.

2. Aspect and Partitive Case

Kiparsky (1998) shows that there exists a correspondence between the
boundedness of the predicate and the case assigned to the object. He
proposes that, when the event is unbounded, the object appears with partitive
case. Thus, in (6a), the object receives accusative case and the predicate is
interpreted as bounded, as shown by its compatibility with the ‘in an hour’
adverbial. (6b), on the other hand, has a partitive object and is interpreted as
an unbounded predicate.

(6) a. Matti luk-i kirja-t (tunni-ssa)
Matti-Sg/Nom readPst/3sg book-Pl-Acc (hour-Iness)
‘Matti read the books (in an hour).’
b. Matti luk-i kirjo-j-a (tunni-n)
Matti-Sg/Nom readPst/3sg bookPI-Part (hour-Acc)
‘Matti read books (for an hour).

Similarly, the direct object in (7a) has accusative case and the VP is
bounded, whereas the partitive case on the object in (7b) gives rise to an
unbounded reading. The object in this example can be interpreted either as
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an indefinite as in (i) or as a definite object in the progressive reading in (ii).

(7) a. Han kirjoitt-i kirjeet bounded
He/she writePst/m/3sg lettersAcc
‘He wrote the letters.
b. Han kirjoitt-i kirje-i-ta unbounded
He/she writePst/m/3sg letterPI-Part
() ‘He wrote letters.’
(i) ‘He was writing (the) letters.

Case-assignment in Finnish, however, does not depend on the strength
or definiteness of the object as has been suggested in the literature, but
correlates rather with what Kiparsky caldgiantitative determinacyThis
notion is equivalent tguantizationof Krifka (1992) orspecific quantity of A
(+sQA) of Verkuyl (1993). It is used to refer to an object that represents a
specific quantity or cardinality and is closely related to VP aspect: An event
is bounded if the direct object refers to a specific quantity (i.e:s@s) as
illustrated in the contrast in (8).

(8) a. They ate cheese. unbounded
b. They ate from the cheese. unbounded
c. They ate sandwiches. unbounded
d. They ate three sandwiches. bounded
e. They ate a sandwich. bounded

So far, | have proposed, following Kiparsky (1998), that the distribution

of accusative vs. partitive case on Finnish objects depends on boundedness,
since the direct object of an unbounded Verb Phrase is obligatorily partitive.
In addition, it was argued that objects representing a specific quantity give
rise to bounded predicates. We would then expect not to have partitive case
on a quantitatively determinate esQA object, but only onsQA objects as
illustrated in the example below. In (9a), partitive case appears orsthe

object meaningwo bearsand the sentence is ungrammatical. The accusative

case, however, is felicitous in (9b).

(9) a. *saa-n kah-ta karhu-a
get-1sg  twoPart  bear-Part
b. saa-n kaksi karhu-a

get-1sg  twoAcc bear-Part
‘I'll get (the) two bears.’

1. The relevant case in this example is the one appearing on the numeral.
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This correspondence does not always hold since the partitive case can
and must appear orsQA objects with certain verbs, which indicates that the
properties of the lexical verb play an important role in constraining the
aspectual interpretation of the predicate:

(10)a. etsi-n kah-ta karhu-a
seek-1sg twdRart  bear-Part

‘I'm looking for (the) two bears.’

b. *etsi-n kaksi karhu-a
seek-1sg twdAcc bear-Part

According to Kiparsky (1998), Finnish verbs can be classified into three
categories based on their aspectual properties. Kiparsky classifies the
Finnish verbs as intrinsicallyoundedr unboundedThe same distinction is
used to refer to the aspectual interpretation of the predicate (or VP). It
should be noted, however, that the verbs Kiparsky refers to as ‘intrinsically
bounded’ could actually form unbounded predicates in Finnish depending
on the properties of the object. Perhaps a better way of looking at Kiparsky’s
distinction is to consider an ‘intrinsically bounded’ verb as one that allows
the formation of bounded predicates in contrast with ‘intrinsically
unbounded’ verbs that can never appear in a bounded predicate. In this
paper, | will use a different terminology in order to distinguish the intrinsic
aspectual properties of a verb, which | will refer to rasult-orientedness
(following Ghomeshi and Massam 1994), and the aspect at the VP level,
which | will continue to termboundednessHere, result-orientedness
denotes whether the verb emphasizes the result of the action and
boundedness determines whether the event has a temporal endpoint.

The first category of Finnish verbs then consists of verbs sudbtvas
touch, kiss, seek, hate, waaniddoubt which can be classified as not result-
oriented. These verbs always give rise to unbounded predicates and do not
allow accusative case on the direct object regardless of the strength of the
NP or its quantitative determinacy as illustrated below:

(11)a. etsi-n karhu-a [/ karhu-j-a unbounded
seek-1sg bedrart /bear-PlPart
‘I'm looking for the (a) bear / (the) bears.
b. etsi-n *karhu-n / *karhu-t
seek-1sg beakcc/ bear-PIAcc
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(12) Rakast-i-n  tei-ta unbounded
love-Pst-1sg you-HPart
‘I loved you’

In these predicates, a bare plural suchkashuja in (11a) is therefore
ambiguous between a definite reading athimmbearsor an indefinite plural
reading such asears

A second category of verbs consists of result-oriented verbs, such as
buy, take, kill, get, losandfind, which give rise to resultative predicates.
These verbs are able to assign both cases depending on the properties of the
object. Hence, the quantitatively determinate objects are assigned accusative
case, while the quantitatively indeterminate objects receive partitive case, as
illustrated in (13) and (14). Note that the distinction is not one of specificity
but rather one of quantitative determinacy, which distinguishes bare plurals
and mass nouns from the other NP types based on the case they receive.

(13)a. Matti ost-i maito-a unbounded
Matti-Sg/Nom buy-Pst/3sg milk-sgart
‘Matti bought milk.’
b. Matti ost-i maido-n bounded
Matti-Sg/Nom buy-Pst/3sg milk-s§cc
‘Matti bought the milk.’

(14)a. Matti luk-i kirjo-j-a unbounded
Matti-Sg/Nom read-Pst/3sg book-Phrt
‘Matti read books.
b. Matti luk-i kirja-t bounded
Matti-Sg/Nom read-Pst/3sg book-REc
‘Matti read the books.’

These examples suggest that the two aspectual notions of result-orientedness
and boundedness are distinct, since the same result-oriented verb can give
rise to a bounded or unbounded reading based on the object properties. Thus,
in (13a), there is a correspondence between the mass interpretation of the
object, the unboundedness of the VP (e.g., ‘Matti bought milk for an hour’)
and the partitive case. Similarly, in (13b), the definite object NP gives rise to
a bounded event (e.g., ‘Matti bought milk in an hour’) and accusative case-
marking.

The third category of verbs are unspecified for resliootand kick
belong to this group of verbs in Finnish. These verbs allow the partitive case
to appear on definite NPs when the sentence is interpreted as an
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irresultativé. Consider the following example:

(15) Ammui-n karhu-j-a

I-shot bear-PPart

1. | shot at the bears. irresultative; unbounded
2. | shot at bears. irresultative; unbounded
3. | shot bears. resultative; unbounded

This sentence actually has three possible readings, each giving rise to an
unbounded event. The sentence can be interpreted as an irresultative event
which is best translated in English as ‘to shoot at’, denoting an activity. In
this interpretation, the result is not known and usually implies that the shots
missed. In the irresultative sentence, the object receives a partitive case
regardless of its quantitative properties or definiteness, represented in the
readings in 1 and 2. But the sentence can also be interpreted as a resultative
event, with the meaning ‘shot’ (vs. the irresultative ‘shot at’) as shown in
reading 3. Note that the sentence is still unbounded (e.g., ‘I shot bears for
hours/*in an hour’). Contrast the readings in (15) to the one obtained in (16)
below, where the accusative case has been assigned to the object. Here, the
sentence is interpreted as a resultative and it is bounded.

(16) Ammui-n karhu-t
I-shot bear-PAcc
‘| shot the bears.’ resultative; bounded

To sum up, it was argued, following Kiparsky, that partitive case and
unbounded VP aspect correlate. In addition, the examples show that
resultativity and boundedness do not always coincide. This can be seen in
(13) where resultatives allow both bounded and unbounded VP aspect based
on the object properties, and in the readings of examples (15) and (16),
which show that irresultatives do not allow bounded events to form at the VP
level (regardless of the properties of the object).

Table 1 shows how the verbal and object properties interact to
contribute to the formation of VP aspect in Finnish. If the lexical verb is
result-oriented, then it depends on the object properties (i.e., whether it
represents a specific quantity) to determine the aspect at the VP level. Thus,
a +SQA object will delimit the event giving rise to a bounded VP aspect,
whereas asQA object will form an unbounded event. If the lexical verb is
not result-oriented, however, the VP event is always unbounded, regardless

. In this Baper | use the term@ot) result-orientedand (ir)resultativity
|nterchangea
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of the object properties. Case-marking on the object correlates with the
boundedness of the predicate.

Table 1: Correlation between case and aspect in Finnish

VP Object
Verb Object || Aspect Case example

Matti luki kirjat
‘Matti read the books’

Matti luki kirjoja
‘Matti read books’
etsin karhuja
‘I am looking for the bears’
etsin karhuja
‘I am looking for bears’

1| +result +SQA || +bounded Accusatiye

2| +result -SQA || -bounded Partitivey

3| -result +SQA || -bounded Partitive)

4 | -result -SQA || -bounded Partitile

3. Aspect and Syntactic Structure

The correspondence shown in Table 1 is very similar to Kiparsky’s
results. These generalizations capture the correct distribution of partitive
case, but they do not go far enough in explaining the close interaction that
emerges between the quantitative properties of the object, the aspectual
interpretation at the VP level, the intrinsic aspectual property of the verb,
and the resulting case on the object. In this paper, | offer a syntactic analysis
that captures the compositionality of VP aspect by taking into account the
contributions from the lexical verb and the object NP properties. This
approach derives the aspectual interpretation of the predicate and its
interaction with case-marking at the syntactic level.

| assume the presence of the Aspect Phrase functional projection
(AspP), which is responsible for delimiting the event when the direct object
appears in its specifier position (Travis 1991, Borer 1994, Ritter and Rosen
1998). In Finnish, AspP is the functional projection that assigns accusative
case. Thus, if the object appears in the specifier of AspP, the predicate is
bounded and the object receives accusative case. | argue that the projection
of AspP is determined by the aspectual properties of the lexical verb. Thus,
certain verbs, such dsve, touch, kissandseekare intrinsically marked for
irresultativity. These verbs can only form unbounded predicates and never
allow the assignment of accusative case. In contrast, verbgillkendbuy
are considered intrinsically result-oriented. | suggest that the aspectual
information provided by the verb in Finnish consists of specifying whether
Aspect Phrase is projected with or without a specifier in syntax. In the case
of result-oriented verbs, AspP is selected by the lexical item and has to be
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fully projected in the syntactic structure. Verbs that are not result-oriented do
not license the projection of a full AspP and project an Aspect Phrase
without the specifier position. In predicates containing verbs suchast
which may be interpreted either as a resultative or as an irresultative, AspP is
not specified. Indeed, in this approach, the default case is for the AspP
projection to be unspecified. Certain verbs, however, may constrain the
aspectual possibilities of the predicate by licensing the full projection (e.g.,
kill) or disallowing the specifier position from projecting (daue).
Case-assignment in Finnish can now be captured as follows: For
accusative case to be assigned, the direct object has to be in the specifier of
Aspect Phrase since | postulate that AspP is responsible for case-assignment
in this language. In order for this to take place, the specifier of Aspect Phrase
must be projected, but additionally, the object must be quantitatively
determinate. If either of these factors is not met, the object receives the
partitive case. These conditions are given in (17).

@ann Accusative case iff
» AspP is fully projected
» Object NP is quantitatively determinate
Partitive case otherwise

Note that the projection of AspP and the quantitative values of the NP are
determined by the semantic properties of the verb and the object NP,
respectively.

First consider the result-oriented veboy repeated in (18). In these
sentences, case-marking distinguishes the quantitatively determinate and the
guantitatively indeterminate objects, as well as the bounded and unbounded
predicates.

(18)a. Maitti ost-i maito-a unbounded
Matti-Sg/Nom buy-Pst/3sg milk-sBart
‘Matti bought milk.’
b. Matti oSt-i maido-n bounded
Matti-Sg/Nom buy-Pst/3sg milk-s§ycc
‘Matti bought the milk.’

As shown in Table 2, result-oriented verbs allow the full projection of
AspP. In these cases, if the object represents a specific quantity as in the
structure marked (1), the direct object can move to [spec, AspP], thus
delimiting the event and forming a bounded predicate. The object is assigned
accusative case in this position. If the object does not represent a specific
guantity, however, it remains within the VP. The resulting structure is shown
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in (2) with an unbounded event and partitive case on the object.

Table 2: A syntactic analysis for case-assignment in Finnish

+ SQA object -5QA ohject
(Specific Quantity) (Mot Specific Guantityj
L] 2]
AspE AspP
Spec Ag’ Spec A’
b /\
+50h
h
verdh 3 W :
result-ariented pes Sper ¥
W Lo v Obi
-sqﬁ
| +FPar|
WP aspect = bounded WP aspect=unbounded
ex. 18a ex 18h
3] 4]
AgpF AgP
AN AN
verd Hpec W Spec k'
not result-
urie:lrlged /\ /\
¥ ; v Obj
% W
+Part +Fart
VP aspect= unbounded WP aspect=unbounded
ex 19a ex. 15b

If the verb is not result-oriented, as shown in the example in (19), the
specifier of AspP is not projected. Thus, the accusative case cannot be
assigned to the object regardless of its quantitative properties as illustrated in
the configurations (3) and (4) in Table 2.

(19)a. etsi-n karhu-j-a unbounded
seek-1sg bear-Fart
‘I'm looking for bears.’
b. etsi-n karhu-i-a / *karhu-t
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seek-1sg bear-Fart / bear-PlAcc
‘I'm looking for the bears.’

If the verb is not specified for result, it may or may not project the
specifier of Aspect Phrase in syntax. This gives rise to four possibilities as
shown in the configurations in Table 3 and exemplified in (20).

Table 3: Verbs unspecified for result

+ SQA dhject -SQA ohject
{Specific Quantity) {Not Specific Quantity)
L] 2]
aspE AspP
Spec Ag’ Spec A
b7 /\
+50k
thee |4 VP AspA VP
L
verh .
reault-ariented Spec /V,\ Spec /V\
W Lo v Obi
-sqﬁ
| +Farl

WP aspect=unbounded

WP aspect = bounded
ex. 20b

ex 20a

a 1]

AgP AspF

i N i N
PN AN

b Bpec W Bpec W

ot resut- N N

oriented v Obi v ohb ‘g
ISPg%t flgﬂrl

WP aspect = unbounded

WP aspect = unbounded
ex 20d

ex 20c
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(20)a. Ammui-n karhu-t full AspP projected; resultative
I-shot bear-PAcc  definite NP[+SQA]
‘| shot the bears.’ O Accusative case; Bounded prediat
b. Ammui-n karhu-j-a full AspP projected; resultative
I-shot bear-PPart indefinite NP[-SQA]
‘| shot bears.’ O Partitive case; Unbounded predicate
c. Ammui-n karhu-j-a partial AspP; irresultative

I-shot bear-PPart definite NP[+SQA]
‘| shot at the bears.” [ Partitive case; Unbounded predicate

d. Ammui-n karhu-j-a partial AspP; irresultative
I-shot bear-PPart indefinite NP[-SQA]
‘| shot at bears.’ O Partitive case; Unbounded predicate

For a verb likeshoot the projection of AspP is not specified in the
lexical entry of the verb thus it may or may not project the specifier position.
In the configurations in (1) and (2) of Table 3, AspP is fully projected into
syntax and case-assignment depends on the quantitative properties of the
object. If the object expresses a specified quantity, it can move to the [spec,
AspP] position, where it delimits the event resulting in a bounded predicate.
AspP also assigns accusative case to the direct object (configuration 1). If
the object lacks quantitative determinacy, however, it cannot move to AspP;
it remains in VP and appears with partitive case (configuration 2). Note that
since a full AspP is projected, the verb’s resultative readgip@) obtains
in both structures as shown in the corresponding English translations. If
AspP is not projected, as in (3) and (4), the quantitative properties of the
object do not matter, since the object cannot move. The event is not
delimited and the object appears with partitive case, regardless of its
guantitative determinacy. Since full AspP is not projected, the verb has the
irresultative readinghoot at

4. Conclusion

In this paper, | have distinguished the two notions of result-orientedness
and boundedness. These two aspectual properties are represented differently
in the syntactic structure. Resultativity correlates with the projection of
Aspect Phrase, whereas boundedness is determined by the presence of a
guantitatively determinate object in the specifier of Aspect Phrase. If AspP is
fully projected in syntax, a quantitatively determinate object moves to the
specifier position of the projection, thus giving rise to a bounded
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interpretation. If AspP is only partially projected and/or the object is
guantitatively indeterminate, the specifier of the AspP can not be filled and
the event is interpreted as unbounded. This analysis can give an account for
the close relation of the direct object and the delimited interpretation of the
event. In addition, an account is provided for the case-assignment in Finnish
based on the combination of several independent factors: quantificational
properties of the object, aspectual properties of the verbal entry, and their
relation to syntactic structure.
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