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CASE-MARKING AND 6-MARKING IN MALAYALAM:
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE PROJECTION PRINCIPLE

K.A. Jayaseelan

Central Institute of English & Foreign Languages
Hyderabad (India)

In section 1 of this paper, I shall examine some in-
stances of Case-marking in Malayalam which have a
bearing on the claim of the theory of Government and
Binding (GB) that Tense (and not the Verb) Case-marks
the subject of a sentence (Chomsky 1981). I shall show
that Case-marking of the subject in Malayalam is deter-
mined by either the Verb or Tense/Aspect, or both,
depending on inherent properties of these elements; but
in the unmarked case, the verb Case-marks the subject.
I shall suggest how GB might try to accommodete itself
to this fact.

In section 2, I shall present Malayalam examples
of & phenomenon which I shall call "dual projection",
where the ©-frame and the Case-frame of a sentence are
determined by different lexical items. The Case-frame
is determined by the head of the VP (as is normal); but
the 6-frame is determined by the head of an NP which is
embedded in the VP. I shall suggest that this can be
partly explained if we claim that selection may be 'non-
local', whereas Case-marking mst be 'local'. I shall
show that the "dual pro jection" sentences have serious
implications for the Projection Principle (Chomsky 1981).

1

Evidence that the lMealayalam verb mus?® be allowed to Case-
mark the subject has been presented in Mohansn (1982a).
The evidence is very straight forward. Malayalam has &
smell class of verbs, such as wiBakk 'be mngry'! and
weedanikk 'have pain', which induce Dative Case-marking
of the s%bject as opposed to the normal Nominative Case-
marking:

(1) a. awalkks wiSakkunnu
she-d be hungry-Pres.Ind.
'She is hungry.'
b. awal pookunnu
she-n go-Pres.Ind.
*She goes.'
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The Dative Case on the subject shows up in asgociation
with the wiSakk-class of verbs, irrespective of whether
the sentence is tensed or non-tensed:

(2) a. awan [awalkke wiSakkuwaan] praarttBiceu
he-n she-d be hungry-Inf. pray-Past
'He prayed for her to be hungry.!'
b. awan [(awa] pookuwaan] praartthiceu
he-n She-n go-Inf. pray-Past
'He prayed for her to g0.'

Obviously, it is the Verb, and not Tense, which Case-
marks the subject in these cases.
However, the Tense/Aspect System also plays a role
in the Case-marking of the subject. Thus Malayalam has
an aspect-marker -—aam (signifying permission) which
requires a Dative squect:

(3) a. ninalkk» pookaam

you-d go-Permission
'You may go.'
b.* ninal pookaam
you-n 8o-Permission
(4) a. ninalkks wiSakkaan
you= be hungry-Permission
'You are permitted to be hungry.!*
be* ninal wiSakkeam
you-n be hungry-Permission

Notice that the difference between wiSakk and pook as
regards the Case they assign to the subject (cf.(fa)
and (1b)) is neutralized here by -aam, which giv
invariable Dative Case to the subject. We can de
this situation b Saying that the Case assigned bj
Aspect (or Tense¥ overrides the (Case assigned by the
Verb, a fact which can be formally encoded as follows.
Suppose we say that every verb stem is associated| with
a feature (or set of features) Sspecifying a Case-]
and that some of the tense- and aspect-markers are also
associated with such features. The Feature Percolation
Conventions motivated in Lieber (1980) say that (1
lexical structure) it is the features of the affigs
not of the stem) which percolate upward to the domina-
ting branching node; but that if the affix does ng
Specify a value for a certain feature, the value given
to it by the stem will percolate upward. Given t ese
conventions, the Case-marking of the subject will [take
place correctly, as shown below:
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(5) wiSakk-unnu
[Dative sub ject]

i8 -unnu ;
*{pative Sub ject | (#-case Sub ject)

(6) pook=unnu
(Nominative Sub ject]

i pook -unnu ,
| Nominative Sub ject] [#-case Sub ject)
(7) wiBakk-aam

|Dative Subject] €~

wisakk 3 ) -aam -
[Dative Subject} (Dative Subjecﬁ}

(8) _ pook-aam )
[Dative Subject) &m

LNominatggg Sub ject] [Dati;:agubje;;?

If a tense- or aspect-marker has its own values for the
Case-assignment features, it blocks the values of the
corresponding features of the verb; otherwise it is
'transparent' and lets the verb's Case-assignment fea-
tures go through.

However there is an interesting instance of Case-
marking in Melayalam which argues that the feature
percolation mechanism is inadequate for expressing the
way the lexical features of complex forms are determined.
The verb istappet 'like' tekes a Nominative sub ject
normally, but takes a Dative subject in the past tense:

(9) a. awa]l awane iStappetunm
she-n he-a like-Pres.Ind.
*She likes him.'
b.* awalkks awane i8tappetunnu
she-d he-a like-Pres.Ind.
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€. awalkks awane i¥tappettu
she-d he-a like-Past
'She liked him.'

d.? awal awane i§§appe§tu
shein he-a like-Past

The point to note is that the feature of taking a
Dative subject cannot be associated either with the
verbal stem iStappet (which takes & Nominative subject
normally) or With The past tense-marker (which is
normally a 'transparent' affix in lial ayalam, indueing
no Case-marking of its own on the subject). This fea-

ture, therefore, will have to be generateq by means of

Ini other words, we need g mechanism to associate fea-
tures directly with complex forms. Thig should not be
Veéry surprising when we consider that such a mechanism
is needed anyway for lexical semantics; since the

ponent elements.

I now wish to Suggest that there is an example
closer home (for English Speakers) of a Case-frame
being associateq directly with complex verbal forms.
It is well-known that the introduction of Passive
the verb; this change has been variously analyzed as a
change in the verb's grammatical relations (Relational

a little, we can think of Passive morphology as con-
Sisting of an auxiliary be and a suffix -en which gets
attached to the verb. - Neither the auxilTary nor the
Suffix is peculiar to the Passive, The auxiliary
occurs also with the Present Participle of the verb,
which governs the Same grammatical (or Case) relations
as the simple active verb. The -en suffix also forms

auxiliary.

Whether (or not) the above observation about the
English Passive is correct, we can make the following
generalization on the basis of the Malayalam data
alone: both the verb and the Auxiliary play a role in
determining the Case-frame of @ sentence. There are
three ways in which they may do this: the Auxiliary
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may be ttransparent', letting the verb's inherent pro-
perties dictate the Case-marking entirely; the Auxi-
liary may be partially topaque' — it may modify the
verb's Case-marking in terms of its own Case-marking
feature;o the verb and the Auxiliary may compositely
determine Case-merking.

We may also make another observation in the 1light
of the Melsyalam data: in the unmarked case, the verb
determines the Case-frame of the sentence, including
the Case of the subject. If we extend this observation
to English, we can see that there is a better alter-
native to the GB claim that Tense Case-marks the sub-
ject: we can say that Tense in English 1is *transparent’
and lets the verb Case-mark the subject; but that
Infinitive and -ing block the verb-induced Case, and
assign no Case of their own.

2

Malayalam has several instances of the relation exem-
plified in English by the sentence pairs:

(10) a. I permitted him to leave.
b. I gave him permission to leave.

I give below some Melayalam examples:

(11) a. reaJaaws mentriye ajiccu
king-n minister-& beat-Past
'The king beat the minister.'
b. reajaaw> mantrikks oru ati® koduttu
king-n minister-d one beating-a give-Past
'The king gave the minister a beating.'
(12) a. raajaawa awane rakSiccu

king-n he-a protect-Past
'The king protected hgm.'
b. raajJaawa awana raksa nalki

king-n he-d protection-a give-Past
'The king gave him protection.'
(13) a. raajaawa awane sneehikkunnu
king-n he-a love-Pres.
'The king loves him.'
b. raajaawine awanood» sneeham  unto
king-d he-d2 love-n have-Pres.
*The king has love towards him.'
(14) a. raajaawa mantriye pookkuwaan anuwadiccu
king-n minister-a go-Inf. permit-Past
'The king allowed the minister to leave.'




109

b. raajaaws mantrikks pookuwaan
king-n minister-d go-Inf.
anuwaadam  koduttu
peérmission-a& give-Past
'The king gave the minister permission to
leave.!

There are some very interesting facts about Case-

marking and 8-marking in these Ssentences; but before
we begin to examine them I wish to establish two points,
First, in the (b) sentences of (10)-(14), the deverbal
nominal - e.g. rakSa in (12b) - is not part of a [y N-V]
compound, but an NP which is a sister of V. This should
be obvious in the English eXample (10b), since gave and

ermission are not contiguous; also in a case like (11b),
where the nominal takes an article as a modifier — oru
ati 'a beating'. But in the other cases also, the
nominal can take a modifier (an adjective), cf.

(12b') reajaaw, awans puurnamaeya
king~-n he-4 complete
raksa nalki

protection-a give-Past
'The king gave him complete protection. !
(13b') raaYeawin awanoods walutaaya

king-d he-d2 great

Sneeham  unto

love-n have-Pres,

'The king has great love towards him.*
(14b') raajaaws mantrikks pookuwaan

king-n minister-d go-Inf.

takkataaya anuwaadam koduttu
@ppropriate permission-a give-Past
'The king gave the minister appropriate
permission to leave.'

And the nominal can be moved away from the V by the
application of Scrambling:

éleb") raksSa awany raajaaws nalki

13b")  sneeham  raajaawins awanoods unty

(14b") raajaaws pookuwaan anuwaadam mantrikks
koquttu

The second point I wish to make is that none of
the arguments of the deverbal nominal is within the NP
containing that nominal . The arguments are realigzeg
as complements of the V or (as the case may be) as the
subject of the sentence. E.g., (10b) has the structure
(15a), and not (as one might Suppose) (15b); ang (13b)
has the structure (16a),6 and not (16b).
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(15) a. S
/\
NP VP
/////M\\\\\\ S (or VP)
NP NP

¥
| |

I gave him permission to leave

b ,///ji\\\\
\ v NP ?P
I | +
I gave him N
S TTTe— -
N S (or VP)

permission to leave

(16) =a. S

T

raajaawin»awanood> sneeham unto

be S
A\‘
NP NP v
/////\\‘\.ﬁ
T

raajaawins awanoods sneeham unto

Evidence in support of the structure (152)
(rather than (15b)) comes from the fact that the sen-
tence in question shows the Dative Alternation:

(17) a. I gave him permission to leave. (= (10D))
b. I gave permission to him to leave.

If permission to leave were & single constituent
(constituting an NP), as shown in (1L5b), it is dif-

ficult to imagine how to him could be introduced into
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the middle of it. Consider also a sentence which is
similar to (17b), namely (18):

(18) He received permission from me to leave.

Now, to-NP is a PP for which give is Subcategorized,
and from-NP is a PP for which receive is subcatego-

rized (cf. I gave a book to him; I received a book
from him). “(18) makes the Same point as (17b),

NP complements.,

In the case of the Malayalam example, we can
choose (16a) over (16b) on the ground that awanooda
can be moved away from sneehan by Scramblings

(19) awanood> raajaawins sneeham unta

In Nelayalam, Scrambling cannot move g part of an NP
outside that NP:

(20) a. Ttaan (ypawante penpyale)  sneehiceu
I-n he-g sister-a 1love-Past

'T loved his sister.!
b.* awante fiaan pennale sneehiceu

Having establisheg the correct structure of the
(b)tsentences of (10)-(14), let us note the following
facts:

(1) The Case-frame of the sentences is deter-
mined by the verb. This is more apparent in the
Malayalanm eéxamples, since lialayalam has a more deve-
loped Case System. The 'normal ' Case-frames of the
Zerbs which occur in (11b) and (12b) are illustrated

elows

(21) a. raajaawa awan> oru  toppi koduttu
king-n he-d one cap-a give-Past
'The king gave him & cep.'
b. raajaaws awans oru  toppi nalki
king-n he-da one cap-a give-Past
(same as above)

Compare (21a) ang (21b) with (11v) ang (12b), respec-
tively. Note that one of the positions in the Case-
frame of the verb is occupied by the deverbal nominal;
the position it chooses seenms (invariably) to be that
of the Theme-argument of the verb. The arguments of
the deverbal nominal are accommodated in the remaining
positions of the verb's Case-frame. 1In making this
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tgccommodation', the trematic frame of the deverbal
nominal is ‘'aligned' (in ways which I cannot yet
formalize) with the thematic freme of the verb; this
is best illustrated Dby the two related sentences,
(17b) and (18). In forming the se sentences, the
subject and the direct object of permit are inter-
preted as Source and Goal, respectively; and they are
assigned to the positions of Source and Goal in the
Case-frames of give and receive.

(1i) The sentences (13b) end (14b) illustrate
the situation where the Case-frame of the verb cannot
accommodate all the arguments of the deverbal nominal.
The 'normal' Case-frame of kodukk is illustrated in
(21a); that of untais illustrated below:

(22) raajaawin» oru  foppi unta
king-4d one cap-n  have-Pres.
"The king has a cap.'

Compare (2la) and (22) with (14b) and (13b), respec-
tively. The extra argument in (14b) presents no prob-
lem for Case-marking, since it is sentential and there-
fore needs no Case. In (13b), the extra argument is
marked Second Dative.? The general Case-marking stra-
tegy in such situations seems to be to give the extra
argument a Case which is determined by its thematic
role.

But the fact of there being an mextra" argument
highlights an important aspect of the structure of
(13b) and (14b) (and indeed, of all the (b) sentences
of (10)-(14)); namely that in each of them, the selec-
tional frame (thematic structure) which underlies the
sentence is that of the deverbal nominal. Thus,
kodukk 'give' is not strictly subcategorized to take
a sentential complement; yet in (14b) it must take
such a complement, because a sentential argument is
part of the selectional frame of anuwaadam ‘permis-
sion'. Similarly, unt> 'have' doeS TOt take an argu-
ment in the Second Dative; yet (13b) is incomplete
without this argument, because it is required by the
g-frame of sneeham ‘'love'. I.e., in sentences of
this type, the selectiongl frame is pro jected by the
deverbal nominal, whereas the Case-frame is projected
by the verb.8 Let us call this phenomenon "dual pro-
jection".

"Dual projection" sentences have several impor-
tant consequences for the Projection Principle of
Chomsky (1981). This principle claims that syntactic
representations at all three levels — D-structure,
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S—structure, and LF — are pro jections of the thematic
structures (hence the subcategorizations) of lexical

items. The Projection Principle is stated as follows
(see (5) and (69 of chapter 2, Chomsky (1981)):

(23) Given either of the following structural con-
figurations, where A 1is an immediate consti-
tuent of y

(y-ow o P-]
[YP,,,Q]

(1) If B is an immediate constituent of Y
at Ly, an? Y =% , then « 6-marks
in
(ii) if % selects P in ¥ as g lexical pro-
perty, then « selects B in Y at I
(1ii) if & selects B in ¥ at Li, then 4
selects P in Y at Lj.

(The variables Li and Lj range over the "syntactic
levels": LF, D-structure, S-structure.) Case (i) of
(23) claims that a lexical category O-marks all its
complements., This is clearly untrue of the "dual
bprojection® sentences, where the verb's complements
are not ©-marked by the verb, but by the head of one
of its complements, (The most Striking cases of this
type are sentences like (13b) ang (14b), where there
are more arguments in the operative O-frame than the
verb's Case—frame can accommodate.) Case (ii) says
that if a lexical or phrasal category is lexically
Specified ag O-marking a certain position (which it
c-commands), it does this at every syntactic level.
This condition is irrelevant to the "dual projection®
sentences, since the deverbal nominal does not
C-command the positions it 8-marks; also, it is dif-
ficult to imagine how the "quirky" 8-marking that we
are considering can be expressed by a lexical Speci-
fication. (Case (iii) Simply stipulates that O-mark-
ing is the same at alil three syntactic levels.)

We see that "dqual projection" sentences pose a
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structure is a trivial one. To determine the exact
nature of this mepping will be a challenging task for
future research.

I wish to suggest that we can make & beginning
by consideri again ean insight expressed in Aspects
(Chomsky 1965); neamely that selectional restriction is
not "strictly local'. Suppose we sSay that one of the
importent differences between Case-marking and 6-mark-
ing is the following: Case-marking by a lexical cate-
gory must be "1ocal' with respect to the maximal pro-
jection of that category; but p-marking by a lexical
category may be ‘non-local'. Of course, the next
most pressing (and interesting) question is: in what
precise ways may 9-marking be non-local?

Notes

1. n = Nominative; & = Accusative; 4 = Dative;
d2 = Second Dative; g = Genitive.

2. This conclusion can be avoided only by claiming
that English has two homophonous verb forms, a
perfect Participle and a Passive Participle, each
governing a different Case-frame (or set of gram-
matical relations). This (indeed) is the proposal
of Lexical Functional Grammar (Bresnan 1982).

(The invariable identity of form of the Perfect
and Passive participles can perhaps be explained
by positing a morphological process of zero-
affixation which derives one from the other.)

3., The Auxiliary is never totally 'opaque'. Thus,
the lalayalam aspect-marker —aam imposes its own
Case on the subject but otherwise lets the verb's
Case-marking features go through. In fact, I have
not been able to find an auxiliary element which
affects the Case-marking of more than one position
in the sentence. A thought which may be relevant
at this point is the following: Suppose my obser-
vation about the English Passive is incorrect.
Then we have no counterexemple (that I am aware
of) to the following generalization: the Auxiliary
can affect the case only of the subject, not of
any position in the vP. It would be interesting
to find en explanation for this.

4. Such a move has the following implications. If
the positions which a category Case-marks must be
a subset of the positions it governs, we must now
say that the verb also governs the subject. Mohanan
(1982a) discusses some facts about pronominal




115

interpretation in HMalayalam which (in fact) sug-
gest this conclusion. While there is no diffi-
culty in devising a way to make the verb govern
the subject (one can Simply treat S ags a projec-
tion of V), this move (in turn) has implications
for the distribution of PRO, which may neces-
sitate an extensive revision of GB theory.

Another tack to pursue would be to delink
Case-marking and government. This would make it
possible for the Subject to be Case-marked by
the verb but not governead by it. (But see, again,
the evidence of Mohanan (1982a).)

5. The Accusative is overtly marked only in the case
of an animate NP. Since the Nominative Case-marker
is '@#', oru ati in the exXample above is indistin-
guishable from the Nominative.

6. Malayalam probably has a "flatn structure; see
liohanan (1982b) for some evidence.

7. The Second Dative is used in Malayalam for the
Goal of certain types or directional verbs, e.g.
naan  awanoods oru kaaryam parannu
I-n he-d2 one matter-a say-Past
'I spoke to him about a (certain) matter.!

8. This fact has been independently noted by K.P.
Mohanan (liohanan 1982c).
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