Floating Quantifiers and Possessor Raising:
Case Copying Phenomenon in Tatar and Korean

Quantifiers in Tatar may be used similar to adjectives, in this case they precede other
modifiers except genitives and do not agree with the head noun (1). Another way to use
quantifiers is to put quantified noun phrase in genitive and to make quantifier the head of
noun phrase, (2). I will call this construction Inverted Genitive (IG). The third type of
constructions with quantifiers consists of the quantified and the quantifier, both bearing the
case marker, (3). This latter type will be addressed to as Double Case (DC) constructions.

The main properties of DC noun phrases are following: DC head always bears the person
affix; (pro)nominal part of this construction obligatory precedes quantifier (4); two parts can
be detached by the subject or an adverb, (5).

In IGs, quantifiers with person marker must also follow genitive marked noun phrase (6).
Insertion of subjects or other material is less grammatical, than in DCs, (7).

“Adjectival” quantifiers can have generic interpretation. Syntactically they are DP
adjuncts. On the contrary, IG and DC constructions must be referential. I will argue that the
latter two types of quantifier constructions are (subsequently) derived from this “adjectival”
quantification that results in such a narrowing in interpretation. To explain the derivation of
IG and DC, let me consider Korean possessor raising.

Possessors in Korean can copy the case of the possessum, see (8) for accusative (the same
is possible with other cases). To my views, this is due to possessor raising in Spec, KP (see
[Cho, 2005] among others for similar approach). Unlike Turkic, Korean noun phrases are
KPs. Moreover, case in Korean is expressed by particles, which may not only take DP
complement but also project Spec position.

Possessors are originated in Spec, NP (9.a). To get genitive case, possessive KPs must
raise to Spec, DP where they agree with D and receive genitive if D is ¢-complete (9.b). If
not, possessors will move further and seek for another probe, which will be the “matrix” K,
(9.0).

Concerning Tatar floating quantifiers, one of the strangest things with both DC and IG
constructions is that instead of one, they have two 3" person possessive markers on the head.
The same holds for substantivized quantifiers, which also have -ysy complex instead of -y.
This complex morpheme has the restrictive (‘of them’) and not the possessive (‘his / her /
theirs’) meaning. In the same time, quantifiers can never receive 1-2 person markers, (10). On
these grounds one can conclude that the complex morpheme -ySy is not an agreement or
possessive affixes, but soon a 3™ person plural pronoun coreferential with the quantified DP.

Tatar DC constructions are derived in the following manner: first, a quantifier is merged
as DP adjunct, (11.a). Then quantified DP moves higher in Spec, DP, leaving -ySy pronoun.
Then, DP in Spec, DP position may or may not receive genitive. If it does, the derivation
stops and we thus have the IG construction (11.b). If not, quantified DP moves further into
adjunct position to the main noun phrase. Thus, when the whole DP is construed, quantified
phrase occurs without case and outside the genitive assignment domain of the “matrix” DP.
Here both DPs get the same case value from the case assigner dominating them (11.c).

Once occurring in Spec, DP quantified noun phrases receive specific reading. Moreover,
either marked with genitive or copying the case of the head, they have to establish anaphoric
relations with the -ysy marker on the quantifier, this is why the whole construction must be
referential.

As was argued for Korean double case possessive constructions, the main reason for
possessor raising in them is topicalization. The same holds for Tatar DC constructions, in
which the quantified DP is usually interpreted as a topic: (As for the sheep, Zufar feed all of
them). In the same time IG constructions have definite restrictive interpretation (Zufar feed
every one of the sheep).

In the rest of the paper I will consider in more detail other properties of Tatar IG and DC
constructions (both of which are not restricted to quantifiers) as well as the syntax of floating
quantifiers in Tatar and Korean (in the latter quantificational noun phrases also display DC
marking).



(1) Tatar

(a-nyn) beten awyr  kasta-lar bet-a-r.

(he-Gen) every hard disease-Pl finish-St-Pot

Every (his) hard disease will go away.

(2) Tatar

zufdr  birdn-ney beten-e-se-né rizyk  bir-de

Zufar  sheep-Pl-Gen  every-3-3-Dat feed give-Pst

Zufar gave fodder to all sheep.

(3) Tatar

zufdr  bédrdn-gi beten-e-se-nd rizyk  bir-de

Zufar  sheep-Pl-Dat every-3-3-Dat feed give-Pst

Zufar gave fodder to all sheep.

(4) Tatar

*zufdr bar-y-sy-n-da a-lar-ny iter-de

Zufar  all-3-3-Acc-DA he-Pl-Acc kill-Pst

Zufar kill all (of) them.

(5) Tatar

kica zufir  a-lar-ny (?zufér, 7kica) bar-y-sy-n-da  {iter-de
yesterday Zufar  he-Pl-Acc Zufar yesterday all-3-3-Acc-DA  kill-Pst
Yesterday Zufar kill all (of) them.

(6) Tatar

*zufdar bar-y-sy-ny-da a-lar-nyq iiter-de

Zufar  all-3-3-Acc-DA he-Pl-Gen kill-Pst

Zufar kill all (of) them.

(7) Tatar

kica zufar  a-lar-nyny (?7zufér, ?7kici) bar-y-sy-n-da iiter-de
yesterday Zufar  he-Pl-Acc Zufar yesterday all-3-3-Acc-DA  Kkill-Pst

Yesterday Zufar kill all (of) them.
(8) Korean (Kim 1990)

Chelswu-ka Yenghi-uy / Yenghi-lul son-ul cap-ess-ta
C.-Nom Y.-Gen / Y.-Ace hand-Acc catch-Pst-Dec
Chelsoo caught Yenghi on the hand.
(9) Korean
a. [np [Yenghi] son]
b. [op [kp Yenghi-uy]e [xpt son] D ]

Yenghi-Gen hand
c. [kp [Yenghi-ul]; [ppt [np t son] D Jul ]

Yenghi-Acc hand  Acc
Yenghi’s hand
(10) Tatar
minem at-lar-ym matur a beten-e-se / *beten-ex) juk
I.Gen horse-Pl-1Sg beautiful but every-3-3 / every-2.Sg not
My horses are beautiful and all (the others/ *his, *theirs, *yours) are not.
(11) Tatar
a. [spec, bar [bpat]]

all horse

b. [spec, pp [Dp at]-nyn ; bar [pp-ysyi] ]-na

horse-Gen all they-Dat
C. [pp at]-ka; bar [pp-ysyi] ]-na

horse-Dat all they-Dat
to all (of) the horses
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