Inherent Case and Locality Requirement:
Evidence from Ditransitives and their Nominalizations

Véra Dvorak
1 Background

The distinction between structural and inherent Case duited in Chomsky 1986 belongs nowa-
days to one of the well-established dichotomies in genarditiguistics. Chomsky (1995) attribu-
tes the “structuralness” of Case to the observation thédt €lase is “assigned solely in terms of
S-structure configuration” while Case “inherentness” soasated withG-marking. This distinction
was utilized as an explanation of the behavior of ECM verligiglish as illustrated in the following
contrast:

1) a John believes [the rumor to be false].
b. *John’'s belief of [the rumor to be false].

While Accusative can be assigned to the external argumeheatmbedded infinitival clause,
Genitive cannot because the noun can neither assiginade to it nor has it a structural Case to
assign:

(2) Inherent Case is assigned &yto NP only if a 6-marks NP. (Chomsky 1995:114)

2 Thesis

e There aretwo types of ditransitives in Czechdue to two Dative-assigning heads: a higher
applicative head and a lower P head incorporated into V (sefeaiden 2004 for the parallel
distinction in German). Each of the two Datives is assodiatith a different6-role. The same
inherent Dative assigning heads can be foundnaccusativestructures, irmonotransitive
structures with a dative object, and also in tieeninalized structures.

e When ditransitives are nominalized, an underlying dirdxjeot always bears Genitive while an
indirect object always retains its Dative. | show that thetpominalGenitive assignment is
similar to Dative assignment in terms of structural requirements (locality)

e On the other handzenitive behaves like structural Caseegardingd-roles because its assig-
nment does not have to be accompaniedbkgssignment. Moreover, the locality requirement
on the assignment of Genitive can be derived from the fat¢tkianominalized vP constitutes
a Spell-Out phase. | conclude that Chomsky’s definition bement Case and and an analysis
of the Czech postnominal Genitive as inherent Case do nogfither.

3 Two Types of Ditransitive Verbs

3.1 Data

In Dvorak (in press) | have shown that Czech ditransitiggg belong to two distinct classes exem-

plified in 3a and 3b. | label the two classesfa-Dat verbsandDat-Acc verbs because of their

underlying word order.

(3) a. Karel podfridil Marii svoje plany. /... podridil svoje plany Marii.
CharlesnomM adjustedMary.DAT his plansacc/  adjustechis plansacc Mary.DAT
‘Charles adjusted his plans to Mary.
b. Karel poslalMarii dopis. /Karel poslaldopis Marii.

Charlesnom sent Mary.DAT letteracc / CharlesNoM sent  letteracc Mary.DAT
‘Charles sent Mary a letter.’
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3.1.1 Word Order

One of my arguments for the existence of two types of dittaves is based on a default word
order. Both word orders, Acc before Dat as well as Dat befare, Are possible in Czech for all
ditransitives as shown in 3. However, in neutral contexés,dontexts where all information is new
and equally important, only the AgeDat word order is unmarked for the verbs like 3a while the
Dats>-Acc word order is unmarked for 3b verbs. The other order ixpaeted in the all-new context
below. It is associated with the presupposition that thaetrof the clause is known except for the
last argument which represents the prominent/unexpeaed pf information.

(4) context: “Copak se stalo?” ‘What happened?’

a. Karel podridil svoje plany Marii. [ #... podfidil Marii svoje plany.
Charlesadjustedhis plansacc Mary.DAT / adjustedMary.DAT his plansacc
‘Charles adjusted his plans to Mary.

b. Ugitel vystavil déti nebezpeci/ #... vystavil nebezpeci déti.
teacheexposedhildrenAacc dangemAT / exposediangemAT childrenAcc
‘The teacher exposed the children to a danger.’

c. Karel poslalMarii dopis. /#... poslaldopis Marii.

Charlessent Mary.DAT letteracc/ sent letteracc Mary.DAT
‘Charles sent Mary a letter.’

d. Petr opravil Lence pocitac. [ #... opravil pocitac Lence.
PetrNoMm repaired_enkaDAT computercc / repairedcomputercc LenkaDAT
‘Peter repaired Lenka’s computer.’

3.1.2 Dative Argument Obligatoriness

Acc-Dat verbs cannot appear without their dative DP. Theyolree either ungrammatical, as in 5a,
or they receive a different, often nonsensical interpi@tatOn the other hand, ditransitives pre-
ferring Dats>Acc word order in neutral context are always grammaticahefgheir indirect object
is missing. If a dative argument corresponds to an intendeipient, it is existentially quantified,
i.e. interpreted as “somebody”, as it would be in 5b if the @&ii was missing.

(5) a. Kralpodridil obyvatelstvo *(synovi)a tahl dal.
king subordinatedhabitantsacc sonDAT andmovedon
‘The king subordinated the inhabitants to his son and mowed o
b. Karel predal (Marii)  knihu a odesel.
Charlesnom handed oveMary.DAT bookAcc andleft.
‘Charles handed over a book (to Mary) and left.

3.1.3 Animacy and Further Evidence

Notice that all dative arguments of Dat-Acc verbs are arémdtile dative arguments of Acc-Dat
verbs can be both animate and inanimate. Also, the animaieeB&ave typically aecipient orin a
broader sense,l@nefactive/malefactivaneaning while the other ones havdieectional meaning
(in an abstract sense). Further support for separatingnditives into two classes, presented in
Dvorak (in press), comes from the different productivitiythe two classes, from their different
preference for constituent fronting under topicalizatio from passivization data.

3.2 Structural Difference between Acc-Dat and Dat-Acc Verb

The distinctions summarized in 3.1 show that there is a dés®rbs in Czech that have an ob-
ligatory dative argument which linearly follows an accisaargument in the verbal structure. In
Dvorak (in press) | proposed that Acc-Dat verbs containlapreposition which values dative Case
on a DP and which is associated with a p@ttole. Since the preposition is phonologically defective,
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it conflates with the verbal head taking a PP as a complemedtitee whole constituent projects
further. | adopted Harley's 2004 view of the conflation of elgtfve p-sig features (“phonological
signature”) of one head into another one under merge.

In this concrete case, the projecting verbal head contamp-sig of V as well as the defective
p-sig of the null Dative-case marking P, as indicated in tilefing tree.

(6) a. Karel podfFidil svojeplany Marii.
CharlesnomM adjustechis  plansacc Mary.DAT
b. vP

Marii

Notice that even though both a theme and a path argumenttaoeluiced within a VP, they
differ substantially in the way they get their Case valuedhild/Dative is assigned to a DP imme-
diately after its merge with P (which makes the DP inactivetfe purpose of further checking),
the introduction of a theme DP and its Case valuation arevdiiaged. Therefore the DP receives
an objectf-role first, independently of Case assignment. Only if anvadittle v is merged sub-
sequently, does it probe down for a suitable goal to satisfunvaluedp-features in exchange for
valuing accusative Case-feature on an object DP, undereA@r€nhomsky (2000, 2001).

We made two important observations as to what distinguiBlasicc from Acc-Dat verbs: an
indirect object of Dat-Acc verbs precedes a direct objearirunmarked word order, cf. 3.1.1, and
the overt presence of an indirect object is optional, cf.IBlmrder to capture these generalizations
| assume that in the case of Dat-Acc verbs, the accusativeragt and the verb form a constituent
to the exclusion of the dative argument. | propose that tiieege high Dative position in Czech
introduced by the applicative functional head which takeswhole VP as its complement.

(7) a. Karel poslalMarii dopis.
CharlesnoM sent  Mary.DAT a letteracc
b. vP
DP
—_
Karel _Viacg VapplP

VP
/\

Vposla DP

Vappl[Dat|

dopis

Positing two independent Dative-checking heads is indégethy supported by the fact that all
dative DPs of Dat-Acc verbs have to be animate, while them®isuch requirement for Datives of
Acc-Dat verbs. Such a distinction would be unexpected ifélveas only one Dative in Czech.
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4 Two Types of Dative in General

The intermediate conclusion of my proposal is that therehaoeclasses of ditransitives in Czech
due to two types of Dative-checking configuration: low Datassigned by a non-overt P, present
in Acc-Dat verbs, and high Dative assigned by M present in Dat-Acc verbs. However, neither of
the two dative arguments hinges on the presence of an an@B#t in the structure. Low Dative is
assigned even before the direct object DP is merged, andgh@he is assigned after the formation
of the VP for which yp is subcategorized. Therefore, we would expect to find the Datives
independently of their occurrence with Accusatives in ald@wbject structure.

4.1 Unaccusative Verbs

If unaccusative verbs like ‘arrive’ or ‘fall’ appear with ative argument with a benefactive or male-
factive meaning, this argument precedes the DP bearing iNaiivé. Such data support the structure
proposed in 7b in which the applied argument is introduced/althe internal argument, and there-
fore it is this argument that moves to check an EPP feature dfofeover, such an argument can
be omitted on par with the higher Dative of ditransitives:

(8) a. (Petrovi)prijel vlak. b. (Lence) spadlo pfipojeni.
PetemAT arrivedtrainNOM LenkaDAT fell connectionnom
‘Peter’s train arrived. ‘Lenka’s connection got down.’

We also expect to find unaccusatives with the low dative aspinThey should have the unmarked
word order opposite from the one in 8 because their undeylghject is merged higher than the
dative argument, cf. 6b. The Acc-Dat class of verbs is mushpeoductive. Howevepafit ‘belong’
seems to instantiate one such example. According to ouysieathe structure with low Dative
should be ungrammatical if only the theme argument is ptdméithe path-like argumentis missing.
This prediction is borne out:

(9) a. Tahlekniha patfi Marii. b. *Tahlekniha patfi.
this booknoM belongsMary.DAT this  bookNoOM belongs

‘This book belongs to Mary.
4.2 Monotransitive Verbs with Object in Dative

In the previous section, we discussed verbs which have anniat argument associated with an
object 8-role but which do not assign Accusative to such an argumeattd a missing external
argument. But what about verbs that do not have an intereat¢hargument at all? According to
our prediction, such verbs (containing only an externaliargnt and a dative argument) should
again be found with either high or low Datives.

One of the tests showing that Dat-Acc verbs pattern with ensubclass of inherent Dative
verbs is based on the possibility of the implicit argumeramfification. We saw in 3.1.2 that Dat-Acc
verbs allow an implicit quantification of a dative argumethil Acc-Dat verbs are ungrammatical
if their dative argument is missing on the surface. Now soerbw likepormahat‘help’ or ublizovat
‘hurt’ with a sole dative argument do allow the argument'plitit existential quantification while
others likeholdovatrevel or zabraiovat'prevent’ are ungrammatical without an overt dative DP:

(10) a. Petr pomahd.ence. b. Petr pomaha.
PetemnoMm helps LenkaDAT PetemnoMm helps
‘Peter helps Lenka.’ ‘Peter helpsomebody
(11) Petr ublizuje(Lence) a nevi 0 tom.

PetemioM hurts LenkaDAT andnot-knowsaboutthat
‘Peter hurts Lenka and doesn’t know about that.’
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(12) a. Dino holdujesportu. b. *Dino holduje.
Dino.NOM revels sportDAT Dino.NOM revels

‘Dino revels in sport.

(13) Policisté zabranujF(nasili) naulicich.
policemenNoM prevent violenceDAT in streets
‘Policemen prevent the occurrence of violence in the sireet

The class which | label as high Dative on account of its paittgywith Dat-Acc verbs is again
much more productive than low Dative class patterning witik-®at verbs. Also the animacy requi-
rement on the dative argument of Dat-Acc verbs is presehigti:dative DPs can only be animate,
while low dative DPs can be either animate or inanimate. fibésclosely to the different semantics
of the two classes. As McFadden (2004:127) puts it, thenialearguments of high Dat verbs are
instantiated as “beneficiaries, recipients, experiermedspertinence possessors” while low Datives
correspond to locations, directions, goals, or referendagtp of motion. In terms of-roles, the dis-
tinction between the recipient role versus the path rol®thiced during my analysis of ditransitives
gets repeated at the level of inherent Dative verbs.

5 Nominalized Ditransitives

When ditransitives are nominalized, an underlying dirdsject always bears postnominal Genitive
while an indirect object always retains its dative Case. diigements appear in the GeiDat order

for both Acc-Dat as well as Dat-Acc verbsif we expected the parallelism between the verbal and
nominal structure, the word order under nominalizationssgpected for Acc-Dat verbs but the
opposite from the expected one for Dat-Acc verbs:

(14) Acc-Dat verbs
a.  Prizplsobovarmivikl studentim (se uditeli nevyplatilo.)
adjustingNoM exerciseSGEN student®DAT REFL teacheDAT not-paid-off
‘Adjusting exercises to students (didn’t pay off for a teaic)i
b. ?7? Prizplisobenistudentlim cvikl (se uciteli nevyplatilo.)
adjustingNom studentDAT exerciseGEN REFL teacheDAT not-paid-off
(15) Dat-Acc verbs

a. Darovani knihy Marii (se Karlovi nevyplatilo.)
giving.NOM book GEN Mary.DAT REFL CharlesbAT not-paid-off
‘Giving a book to Mary didn't pay off to Charles.’

b. ?? Darovani Marii knihy (se Karlovi nevyplatilo.)

giving.NoM Mary.DAT book GEN REFL CharlesbAT not-paid-off

The nominalization data in 14 and 15 enable the refinementrafinderstanding both structural and
inherent Case licensing in syntax. Dative arguments caarrggypear in Genitive under nominali-
zation. More precisely, if they do, they lose th@irole and are interpreted as themes/patients:

(16) Karlovo darovani  knihy Marii /#Karlovo  darovani Marie
Charlespossgiving.NOM book GEN Mary.DAT / Charlespossgiving.NOM Mary.GEN

‘Charles’ giving of a book to Mary / Charles’ giving of Mary’

Such data support the analysis which associates dativelmlogy on a DP with the DP’s merge
with the Dative-checking head {y or Pp) or its projection so that it becomes immediately inactive
for the purpose of further Case-checking. If such categdike va,p Or Py are present in the no-
minalized verbal structure, it explains not only the presdrdative morphological marking but also
that dative DPs are associated with the s#hreles as they were in the purely verbal structure.

On the other hand, | assume that the active little v introglgiain external argument and respon-
sible for the accusative Case checking is missing in nonzia@bns. The fact that nominalizations
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contain an-n/t- morpheme which is present in passive structures might stipipie assumption.
However, | am reluctant to claim that the/t- is exactly the same morpheme with the same function
in both structures because only transitive verbs can gassichile all three types of verbs (transiti-
ves, unaccusatives) and unergatives can nominalize.

On a par with many other authors (Abney 1987, Borer 1999, iatipu 2001, Alexiadou et al.
2008, among others) | assume that the nominalized verbsahaveninalizing head attached to the
extended verbal projection with a defective v (a v that ha€ase-marking capacity). As a result,
the DP merged in the internal argument position of compldrEY gets only the objec-role but
not the canonical object Case-marking. Conforming to tfieed version of UTAH (Baker 1997),

I conclude that the thematic argument has to receive itscobBjeole under merge with V, but is
Case-marked later, as a result of the movement that leadetDR’s local relationship with the
Genitive-valuing nominal head. The simplistic view woulel that such an object DP raises in the
spirit of the Case Filter (Chomsky 1981) to a postnominaltfmsto receive genitive Case. In order
to understand accurately the way in which postnominal Genig assigned we need to examine the
nominalizing structure in more detail.

5.1 Postnominal Genitive Adjacency

In Czech, adverbials can freely adjoin at (or move to) vagiparts of the verbal structure (the
unmarked position between a dative and an accusative D)

(17) (Uprostfed prednaskyjarel (uprostfed pfednaskyjaroval(uprostfed prednasky)
(in the middle of lecturelCharleg(in the middle of lecturegpave (in the middle of lecture)
Marii (uprostred prednasky) knihu (uprostfed pfednasky).
Mary (in the middle of lecturelpook (in the middle of lecture).
‘Charles gave Mary a book in the middle of the lecture.

The positions to which adverbials can attach in the nongedlstructures are much more limi-
ted. They can appear at the right edge or between the nontrmgllements (in which case the last
constituent is contrastively focused) but never betweemtiminalized verb and the Genitive DP:

(18) a. pfepadeni stafenky zlodéjem uprostred noci

robberyNnoM grandmaGEN thief.INST in the middle ofnight
‘the robbery of a grandma by a thief in the middle of the night’

b. ?pfepadeni stafenky uprostred noci zlodéjem
robberynoM grandmaGEeN in the middle ofnightthief.NsT
‘the robbery of a grandma in the middle of the night BY A THIEF’

c. *pfepadenuprostfed nocistafenky zlodéjem
robberyNoM in the middle of night grandmaeN thief.INST

In the prenominal position, adjectives rather than advinbstion as modifiers:
(19) nocni pfepadeni stafenky Zlodéjem
nightADJ.NOM robberyNoM grandmaGEN thief.INST
‘the night robbery of a grandma by a thief’

Similarly, even though adverbs intervening between theiDB&nitive and Dative are possible,
they can not interfere between the nominalized verb andt@erdP. The structure in 20b is again
limited to marked contexts where “Mary”represents the oy or contrastive piece of information.

(20) a. darovani knihy Marii b&hemceremonie
giving.NOM book GEN Mary.DAT during ceremonyGEN
‘giving of a book to Mary during the ceremony’
b. ?darovani knihy béhemceremonie  Marii
giving.NOM book GEN during ceremonyGEN Mary.DAT
‘giving of a book TO MARY during the ceremony’
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c. *darovani béhemceremonie knihy Marii
giving.NoM during ceremonyGEN book GEN Mary.DAT

These data suggest that Genitive does not behave like wtaliddominative and Accusative
which can be checked under Agree at a distance. Ratheritssieebe parallel to (inherent) Dative
which is assigned only in a local relationship to its Cassepeer, cf. the treesin 6 and 7.

If the derivation proceeds by phases (Chomsky 2000, 200&yetdy Spell-Out applies to the
complements of phase heads, the DP merged as a complemeritasf 8 move to the edge of a
vP phase right before VP is sent to Spell-Out. Otherwise th&ation won't converge due to the
unchecked Case feature on the object DP. This movementtddgor Acc-Dat verbs in (23a) and
for Dat-Acc verbs in (23b), complies with the Last Resortdaition because it is a necessary step to
eliminate unchecked Case features on a DP that could noirbmated otherwise:

(21) Last ResorfChomsky 1995:256)
Movement ofa targeting K is permitted only if the operation is morpholzaly driven, by
the need to check some features.
(22) Nominalizations corresponding to the tree diagransin
a. Podrizeni plant Marii (se Karlovi nevyplatilo).
adjustinghoM.sG plansGEN Mary.DAT REFL CharlesDAT not-paid-off
‘Adjusting plans to Mary (didn’t pay off to Charles).’
b. Poslani dopisu  Marii (se Karlovi nevyplatilo).
sendingNoM letterGEN Mary.DAT REFL CharlesDAT not-paid-off
‘Sending Mary a letter (didn't pay off to Charles).’

(23) a. NP b. NP
N[Gerj vP N[Gerj vP
| |
_| _I
DR DP;
planti  V[-activg VP dopisu  V[-active VapplP

-n- -n-
t t VapplP

V podrid—0 PP
Popat DP

Marii

The DP movement depicted above explains why direct objemts to precede indirect objects in
both types of nominalized ditransitives, as shown in 14 abdOative DPs stay in situ because
their 8-marking and their Case-assignment are simultaneous. Bw@#tlso need to explain why no
adverbial can intervene between a Genitive assigning heéd &P that needs to be Case-marked.
Prochazkova (2006:74-75) shows that not all types of dab/ean go together with Czech deverbal
nouns. While manneqickly, precisely, temporal this year, the day agand aspectuahfonthly,
for/in an houl) adverbs can be occasionally used to modify them, maatab@bly, possibly, certa-
inly) and speaker-orientetbftunately adverbs never appear under nominalization. Importaatly,
adverbs that appear in nominalizations are VP-adverbs ewet 15-adverbs which is the distinction
coined in Jackendoff 1972. On the basis of this evidencepp@se that all adverbials that appear
in nominalizations are first merged as VP adjuncts, cf. tHaweposition in 17, and they cannot
move out of the verbal part of the structure into the nomiraat pf the structure, i.e. they cannot
move outside of vP. The furthest position any adverbial camerio is a left adjunct to vP. On the
assumption that adverbials that remerge as vP adjunctetamave further up within the same pro-
jection (Ko 2005), the limitations of adverbial placemeanhbminalizations follow if the object DP

PN
Marii ' ApplDal

VP
N
Vposla t
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moves out of the to-be-spelled-out VP to the escape hatcltertdoy vP only after the adverbial
movement. Support for my proposal could come from furthseagch on the ordering restriction at
the edges of syntactic domains in Czech, especially wheamies to adverbial scrambling.

5.2 Structuralness vs. Inherentness of Postnominal Genit

There is one important difference between the way Geniticke Rative are assigned in the nomi-
nalized structures in 23. While the Dative DP merges diyestth Case-assigning head 23a or its
projection (23-b), Genitive is assigned to a DP that is erdbddvithin a vP. Recall that the DP had
to move “only” to the edge of a vP phase before the verbal siraavas submerged by the nominali-
zing suffix! Genitive assignment thus does not obey the “strict localiyciple” to the effect that a
Case-assignee is not contained within the same maximagiiop as its Case-assigner, cf. Radford
1992:242. This has one important consequence: an objecaBotbef-marked by N because it
merges with the whole vP that the DP is only a part of. Moreg®eples can be assigned only un-
der Merge (and not under Move), as stated in TRAP (Theta-Rsdggnment Principle) (Hornstein
et al. 2005:54) but the DP has to move to get in the local aeiatiip with N. This is the reason why
the Genitive DP can keep its original patient/theflaele without violating Theta Criterion.

| suggest that the Czech postnominal Genitive is a struldiase which is simply assigned by
a noun to the first DP that it c-commands, and that this kindageZassignment does not need to be
accompanied b@-assignment. On par with Nominative or Accusative, it cambsigned after the
movement of a DP that already got 8srole assigned. Support for this proposal is provided by the
behavior of nominalized constructions with small claudgjescts discussed below.

First of all, the argument for the inherentness of the pasinal Genitive in English in Section
1, based on the behavior of prototypical ECM verbs under naliziation, cannot be replicated in
a language like Czech, which does not have a genuine caseMfieehs with infinitival comple-
ments Reza& 2005:108). The closest relative seems to be vensroéption. However, according
to Rezat, these verbs should be analyzed as containing tiebed PRO argument:

(24) Marie vidélaKarlg PRQ bézZet.
Mary.NoM saw Charlesacc PRQ run.

On the other hand, postnominal Genitten be assigned into a small clause, i.e. in a configu-
ration where it is clearly not associated wllkrole assignment:

(25) a. Shledani Martina  vinnym (matku rozplakalo).
findingNOM Martin.GEN guilty.INS motheracc made cry
‘Finding Martin guilty (made the mother cry).’
b. Pokladani Martina  za dobrého ucitele (se ukazalgjakoomyl).
consideringyom Martin.GeN for goodAcc teachencc REFLturned as mistake
‘Considering Martin a good teacher (turned up to be a migtake

The relation between the Case assigner and the Case assigriemore direct/thematic than
the relation between the verb and the Accusative objectrttiiresponding verbal structures:

(26) a. Shledali Martina  (byt) vinnym.
found.3PL Martin.AcC belINF guilty.INS
‘They found Martin (to be) guilty.’
b. Pokladali Martina  za dobrého ucitele.
considered.3L Martin.Acc for goodAcc teachencc
‘They considered Martin (to be) a good teacher.

1The derivation in (23-b), in which the Dat-Acc verb is nonlined, raises certain locality issues. The object
DP moves across another Case-position, Spgg,on its way to Spec,v. If xpp heads a phase, as McGinnis
(2001, 2002) argues, the object has to move to the edge gitthise first, and then on to the position in which
it actually receives Case. McGinnis suggests it is an EPRife®n ) that triggers the movement of the
direct object across the indirect one. | assume that theaakell Case feature on the DP can be the triggering
force itself so we do not need to posit an extra formal featgsociated with the high applicative head.
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At the same time, Genitivean be associated with a specifttrole in case of non-eventive
nominals. This role might be labeled as “appurtenance’{®t992) or “possessor” in a broad sense
(Barker 1995), including not only ownership but also ausihip or another inalienable connection:

(27) a. kniha  moji  matky b. namésti  Miru
bookNOM my.GEN motherGen squareNOM peaceGEN
‘the book of my mum’ ‘the Square of Peace’

Under the proviso that the noun merges directly with a DPdbat not have -role yet, Genitive-
assignmenis accompanied by-marking. This would suggest that N h@lsmarking capacity that
does not always have to be put into effect, which seems to gimstgTheta Criterion. Alternatively,
we could assume that there are two types of nominal head. AaNg present only in non-eventive
nouns and tha-marks a DP that merges with it, and a “little n” that is preserall nominals and
that has Case-marking capacity. This nominal counterpéttie v would function as a nominalizing
suffix in the trees in 23.

6 Summary and Consequences

The following chart summarizes the Case-assignment ptiepaf the four major Cases discussed
or mentioned in this paper:

Case assigned: atadistance toan alréhdyarked DP requires surface adjacency
Nom v v X
Acc v v X
Gen in nominalizations X v v
Gen in simple nouns X X v
Dat X X X

It clearly shows the twofold behavior of postnominal Gexgtiln this paper, | focused on the pro-
perties of Genitive in nominalizations in order to show ttlas Case behaves in many ways like
structural Case, which is something that is often undemnedéd. If we advocate Chomsky’s charac-
terization of inherent Case in 2, we have to conclude thanpasinal Genitive in Czech is structural
Case because it can be assigned to a moved element andgtsnasst does not have to be accom-
panied byB-assignment. The next natural step in the research stagredWwould be in the area of
the interaction between Genitive assignment in nomingdina and in simple nouns.

The chart also shows that there is a seeming similarity betv@enitive and inherent Dative in
terms of the local relationship between a Case-assigniad aed its Case-assignee. In this paper, |
have argued that this locality requirement has a differesthration in each case. There are two types
of Dative DPs (recipients and paths) whereby each tyje &nd Case-marked at the same time by
a single head (yp Or Pp). On the other hand, the adjacency of a Genitive DP to its @asigner
is explained as a result of the interaction between the Varighthe nominal part of the structure,
namely the fact that the vP embedded in nominalizationessmts a Spell-Out phase which forces
the movement of a thematic DP to the postnominal positiorerevlit receives Case. My analysis
therefore suggests that there are at least three typed®WitAn active little v assigns Accusative
and creates a phase, a passive little v does not assign Aiweuaad is generally assumed not to
create a phase, and a little v in nominalizations which issn@ase assigner but is a head of a phase.

The last mentioned property, the surface adjacency of postral Genitive to its Case-assigning
head was discussed in 5.1. But it also relates to the fac@baitive cannot move much farther in
the nominalized structure (the following examples are résgient of Old Czech which had a preno-
minal Genitive):

(28) a. ??dortu darovani c. *mamince dortu darovani
cakeGEN giving mMomDAT cakeGEN giving
b. ??dortu  darovanimamince d. *mamince darovandortu

cakeGENgiving momUDAT MOMDAT giving cakeGEN
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The impossibility of Genitive fronting follows from the neristence of other landing sites for a Ge-
nitive DP above the position at which the nominalizing headérged. Even though both Accusative
and Dative arguments can “freely” move within the clausesarambling language like Czech (with
implications for information structure, cf. Ku¢erova®q), Dative DP fronting within nominalizati-
ons is excluded as well, as exemplified in 28d. The prenonpiasition can be occupied only by
adjectives, possessives and demonstrative pronouns ichCize. only by elements that agree in
their g-features with the matrix noun.
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