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Abbreviations

Cases

NOM       Nominative

ACC       Accusative

PART      Partitive

GEN       Genitive

INE       Inessive (Location, “in”)

ADE       Adessive (Location, “on, at”)

ELA       Elative  (Source, “out of”)

ABL       Ablative (Source, “from”)

ILL       Illative (Goal, “into”)                          

ALL       Allative (Goal, “to, onto”)

ESS       Essive   (State or duration, “as, during”)

TRANS     Translative (Result)

Other nominal suffixes

pl.        Plural

1SGposs    Possessive pronoun (“my”)

2SGposs      “         “     (“your”)

3SGposs      “         “     (“his, her, its”)

1PLposs      “         “     (“our”)

2PLposs      “         “     (“your”)

3PLposs      “         “     (“their”)        

Verbal affixes

PAST      Past tense                   

NEG       Negation (verb of)    

INT       Interrogative suffix  

INF1      First Infinitive (“to V”)

Pcple     Participle

PASS      Passive

IMP       Imperative 

POL       Polarity

COND      Conditional 

SG        Singular

PL        Plural

1, 2..    1St, 2nd person, etc  

PERF      Perfective aspect

IMPF      Imperfective aspect

M         Masculine

N         Neuter 

A note on vowel harmony and consonant mutation

The phenomena of vowel harmony and consonant mutation both occur in Finnish. They have no syntactic significance, but I will give a brief outline of them here, in order to avoid any confusion that they may cause.

(i) Vowel harmony
Only vowels from certain groups may occur together in a single Finnish word. A word may contain: (a) only back vowels (b) only front vowels, or (c) a mixture of front and neutral vowels, or back and neutral vowels. These vowel groups are as follows:

(a) Front vowels: a (as in “father”, but shorter), o (as in “law”, but shorter), u (as in “book”)

(b) Back vowels: ä (as in ”cat”),  ö (as in French ”jeune”), y (as in French ”une”)

(c) Neutral vowels: e (as in ”bet”), i (as in ”sit”)

(These can occur with either of the above groups of vowels).

Vowel harmony makes a difference to case-endings, when they are to be added to words. For example, the Inessive case, when it is to be added to talo, ”house” is –ssa,giving us talossa, ”in the house”, but when it is to be added to kylä, ”village”, is –ssä, giving kylässä, ”in the village”. When it is necessary to discuss case-endings separate from words, a capital letter will be used for the vowel, e.g, the Inessive will be given as –ssA, where A can indicate either a or ä.

(ii) Consonant mutation
Certain consonants undergo mutation when an otherwise open syllable is closed by the addition of a consonant, such as the Nominative plural –t, the Accusative –n, the Inessive --ssA etc. The consonants affected are: tt, t, pp, p, kk, k, and the basic rules are:

tt    t             pp   p          kk    k

t     d              p   v           k disappears

Examples: katto, roof, katolla, on the roof

kauppa, shop, kaupassa, in the shop

kirkko, church, kirkolle, to the church   

pöytä, table, pöydällä, on the table

kylpy, bath, kylvyssä,  in the bath

aika, time,  aiat, times

There are other rules apart from the above – for example –t can be assimilated to a preceding consonant under certain circumstances – aalto, wave, aallot, waves – but the above should enable the reader to recognise the phenomenon when it occurs.  
Introduction

The Partitive case is a long-standing problem for both traditional grammarians and theoretical linguists. Traditional grammarians have found it difficult to characterise precisely the circumstances under which it alternates with Accusative case on direct objects (Denison, 1957), and from the point of view of modern case theory, it is not clear exactly how or where it is checked, or even if it is structural or inherent. Belletti (1988) for example, has regarded it as an inherent case assigned by the verb. However, in many languages there is evidence against this and Lasnik (1995) simply regards it as checked in (spec, AGRo) in the same way as Accusative case is checked, without further consideration. However, no reasons are given as to why two different cases should be checked in the same place. Thus the Partitive remains a puzzle.

This thesis will concentrate on the Partitive in one particular language, Finnish, though its occurrence in other languages will also be referred to. In Finnish, the Partitive case has four main manifestations:(i) on a direct object, a bare Partitive indicates an unbounded quantity (ii) its occurrence on a direct object can indicate Imperfective aspect (iii) it occurs on the complements of certain quantifiers, the “weak” quantifiers (iv) it occurs on the direct object of a negated transitive verb.

Approaches to the Partitive generally focus on one or more of these uses, but cannot account for all of them. For example, Kiparsky (1996) unifies the uses mentioned in (i) and (ii) to make unboundedness at the predicate level a criterion for the occurrence of Partitive case. However, this cannot account for its quantificational uses. Another hypothesis unifies (i) and (iii) by suggesting that bare Partitives and those that occur with overt quantifiers are Quantifier Phrases (the QP hypothesis). However, this cannot account for its aspectual uses. Its uses in negation are rarely mentioned.

This thesis will take the view that the quantificational uses of the Partitive provide the key to its understanding. It will be proposed that by combining the insights of the QP hypothesis with the well-known theory of indefinites proposed by Heim (1982) and further developed by Diesing (1992a, 1992b), it is possible to account for the uses of the Partitive described above. It will be proposed that the weak quantifiers can license case, and that a weak quantifier is always present whenever Partitive case occurs, either overtly, as in its quantificational use, or as a null quantifier heading a QP dominating VP, Diesing’s nuclear scope. This null quantifier will be Heim’s operator of existential closure.

Chapter One will begin by giving an account of the principle occurences of Partitive case in Finnish, and will go on to look briefly at its occurrences in some other languages, chiefly Russian. It will then go on to consider some influential theories of Partitive case, such as that of Belletti (1988), indicating both their strong and weak points. Chapter One will then give an account of the Heim/Diesing theory of indefinites, and its applications to Finnish. The question of what precisely constitutes the nuclear scope will be looked at, and it will be proposed that above VP there is a vP headed by an eventive light verb where an event argument is merged. It will also be suggested that this event argument occurs explicitly in existential sentences as an expletive. 

Chapter Two will consider Partitive objects in affirmative sentences. Both the unbounded quantity (bare Partitive) and aspectual uses of the Partitive give rise to what are traditionally called “partial” objects. It will be argued that all partial objects occur in predicates in which a variable which requires binding by the operator of existential closure is present. This variable may be either the direct object itself (this will be the case when a bare Partitive is present) or a “period of time” variable, when the Partitive is used aspectually. Since the operator of existential closure heads a QP dominating VP, it will be proposed that Partitive case is checked against this. 

Then Chapter Two will consider the quantificational uses of the Partitive, which can easily be accounted for on the basis of the hypothesis that weak quantifiers can license case. Some consideration will be given to why the weak quantifiers should be able to do this while the strong quantifiers cannot. 

Finally, Chapter Two will look at some occurrences of Accusative case where Partitive case might otherwise be expected to occur. We will consider how Accusative case is checked, and then see how the obligatory occurrence of Accusative case with the Russian Imperfective (a state of affairs which is the opposite to that which occurs in Finnish) can be accounted for. Then the problem of the singular indefinite article in Finnish will be considered, though here it will not be possible to draw any final conclusions.

Chapter Three will go on to consider the Partitive of negation. First, an account of negation and negative quantification in Finnish will be given, as this is likely to be unfamiliar to most speakers of English. It will then be proposed that a Partitive is obligatory on the objects of negative sentences because of the presence of an event argument within the nuclear scope, which must again be quantified by the operator of existential closure, again present in a QP dominating the nuclear scope. Finally, some differences between negation in Finnish and Russian will be considered, and it will be seen that in Russian, too, the occurrence of Partitive case on the object of a negative sentence is linked to the presence of an event argument within the scope of negation.

Chapter Four will deal with Partitive subjects. The problems here will be somewhat different to those dealt with in the previous three Chapters. Here the problem is movement, not case. 

In Chapter Four, we will first consider the absence of agreement with Partitive subjects, and its occurrence with Nominative subjects. It will be proposes that Nominative case is indeed checked against AGRs. This will lead onto the  question of where Partitive subjects are to be found – is it necessarily the same place as Nominative subjects? We will consider what subject positions are available in Finnish, and see evidence that Finnish is a topic-prominent language. We will also consider evidence from Finnish for Rizzi’s (1997) “split CP” hypothesis, and propose that topics in Finnish are likely to be found in the lower of Rizzi’s Topic Phrases. 

However, given that indefinites are unlikely to be topics, the possibility of a lower subject position will need to be considered. Evidence from the Finnish Passive will be brought to bear to establish what this is, and it will be proposed that both expletive pro in existentials and indefinite Partitives move to this position. Finally, some outstanding problems will be considered.

Some general points should be raised here. The first is that Finnish is a free word order language. I will not for the most part concern myself with issues of word order (it will become an issue in Chapter Four) but  confine myself to the most “neutral” word orders, with their most normal meaning. I will also confine myself to the standard language, and not take into account colloquialisms.

Many of the examples used in the thesis are taken or adapted from compilations of Finnish literary texts in Whitney (1971) and Aaltio, Vol.3 (1975). I have also taken or adapted many examples from traditional grammars such as Whitney (1956), Collinder (1957) Aaltio (1963), Leney (1993) and Karlsson (1999).  

