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¡  NOT: an attempt to extend the empirical 
coverage of Case Theory or its empirical 
adequacy. 

¡  BUT: to make sense of classical, GB/
Minimalism style Case Theory, asking the 
explanatory question of why it exists in the 
first place. 
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I saw me/*I 
I saw him/*he. 
I believed her/*she to be right. 
I believed she/*her was right. 
¡  Case ‘must be assigned to every lexical 
NP’ (Chomsky, 1980: p.24). 
I saw Peter. 
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¡  Case Filter: 
§  Lexical NPs must have Case.  
▪  *N, where N has no Case. 

¡  Case assignment: 
a. NP is oblique when governed by P and certain 

marked verbs.  
b. NP is objective when governed by V.  
c. NP is nominative when governed by Tense.  



(1)  prove the theorem 
(2)  *proof the theorem 
(3)  resent Harry 
(4)  *resentful Harry 
(5)  John decided [for Bill to leave] 
(6)  John decided [*Bill to leave] 
(7)  Mary is likely [ t to solve the problem] 
(8)  *It is likely [Mary to solve the problem] 
(9)  Mary was liked t 
(10)  Mary arrived t 
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(1) He killed him    NOM = SUBJECT and Agent 
(2) He arrived     NOM = SUBJECT and Theme 
(2) He was kicked by John   NOM = SUBJECT and Patient 
(3) John kicked him    ACC = OBJECT and Patient 
(4) I believe [him to have killed her]  ACC = SUBJECT and Agent 
 
¡  No one-to-one mapping. 
¡  Not clear conceptually why theta-assignment should be parasitic on Case. 
¡  Non-arguments can carry theta-roles. 
¡  Arguments can carry theta-roles but no Case. 
¡  Shot through with other empirical problems (Lasnik, 2008) and abandoned 

in Chomsky (2000, 2001), along with the view of Case as driver of 
movement (redundancy of Case with EPP and phi-feature checking). 
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¡  Any more than grammar does: 
§  Case Theory is a ‘module’ of UG providing apparently 

purely formal constraints on the licensing of NPs, 
irrespective of semantics or ‘interface’ requirements. 

¡  No such thing as Case in logical systems. 
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¡  Indirectly ‘motivated…by legibility conditions’ 
insofar as Case renders DPs ‘active’ as goals 
for Agree.  

¡  Case as the ‘uninterpretable feature’ par 
excellence, to be ‘deleted’ in syntactic 
representations before ‘transfer’ to the semantic 
interface takes place.  
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¡  Svenonius (2006:20): ‘attempts to […] reduce structural cases to 
semantically-based feature systems […] go back hundreds of 
years and have invariably failed’.  

¡  Pesetsky&Torrego (2011:52): principles of Case assignment ‘look 
quite specific to syntax and morphology, with little apparent 
connection to external cognitive systems’.  

¡  Bobalijk&Wurmbrand (2008:9): ‘At first blush, Abstract Case seems 
problematic for the SMT, in the sense that there is no obvious 
interface pressure for its existence.’  

¡  Chomsky (2000:127): ‘[s]omething like θ-theory is a property of any 
language-like system, whereas [Case] checking theory is specific 
to human language…’. 

¡  A tradition I will NOT talk about claims that ACCàTelicity/
Boundedness (e.g. Borer, 2005; Travis, 2010; Kratzer, 2004). 
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Case is 
‘irrational’  

à  
grammar is 
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Could 
grammar have 

a meaning, 
too?  

 



¡  ‘In general, one should not expect to be able to delimit a 
large and complex domain before it has been thoroughly 
explored. A decision as to the boundary separating 
syntax and semantics (if there is one) is not a 
prerequisite for theoretical and descriptive study of 
syntactic and semantic rules. On the contrary, the 
problem of delimitation will remain open until these fields 
are much better understood (…).’ (Chomsky, 1965, ch.
4.1; p.159) 
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¡  There is nothing conceptual or a priori that 
forces the form/content distinction, in the 
case of human language. 

¡  If there is a certain kind of content only 
because and when there is a linguistic 
form, the distinction becomes incoherent. 

¡  (Of course, you can study and describe 
ANY contentful domain formally, if you 
decide to do so.) 
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¡  “grammar”: uncontroversially, a domain of 
inquiry, for thousands of years. 

¡  “syntax”: what this domain has become, in the 
last 50 years, after we decided to study it purely 
formally. 
§  It’s a coherent question to ask whether the 

organization of grammar includes a ‘semantic 
component’. 

§  It’s not a coherent question to ask whether syntax 
does. 

§  So the two are distinct. 
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What 
difference to 

meaning 
does 

grammar 
make? 



¡  None. 
¡  That is: the grammaticalization of the 

hominin brain 200,000 ya made no 
difference whatsoever to how meaning is 
organized and what kinds of thought exist. 

¡  Clearly far too radical. 
¡  So grammar impacts on what kind of 

meaning exists (see Hinzen&Sheehan, 
2013). 
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¡  Case-marking systems, where they exist in a 
language, are a reflection of grammatical 
relations that are intrinsic to a sapiens-specific 
way in which meaning is organized in language.  

¡  More specifically, they reflect the cyclic 
licensing of canonically object-referential 
arguments when these are interpreted 
relationally with respect to higher heads that 
intuitively encode events, propositions, and 
speech events, of which the referents in 
question have become parts. 
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I love you. 
≠the speaker loves you  

   [even if I am the speaker] 
≠PRO to love you 

   [cf. ‘I want PRO to love you’] 
¡  1stP: the agent of a certain event of loving that 

is co-contemporaneous with the speech event, 
as and when that speech event takes place, is 
also the subject of an assertion, and also the 
agent of that speech event. 
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¡  Whenever we use words to refer (disregarding 
interjections), the referent falls into one of a 
small number of distinct formal-ontological 
classes: it is, in metaphysical terms, an ‘object’, 
a ‘property’, an ‘event’, a ‘proposition’, etc. 

¡  This form of reference is sapiens-specific and is 
not known to occur independently of grammar 
(not e.g. in functional reference), or in non-
grammatical psychology. 



¡ Filtering environmental data (Leiss, 2009): percepts 
group stimuli into classes under perceptual 
equivalence. 

¡ Perceptual features: TWO-LEGGED, HAIRY, 
MALE… 

¡ Collections of these that correspond to single 
percepts: MAN 

¡ Percepts can be lexicalized, becoming stimulus-free. 
¡ Hierarchical relations of hyponymy and 

hyperonymy now form.  



¡  Lexical meaning makes no predictions for the specific forms of referentiality 
that we find in human language: 

 
men exist     GEN 
men were seen     EXIST 
a man likes his wife/hung around   GEN/EXIST/INDEF 
some men like their wives    INDEF/QUANT 
the men like their wives    REFER/DESCR 
this man…     REFER/DEIC 
my manhood is crucial    ABSTR 
mankind will die out    ABSTR 
man comes from Africa    KIND-REF 
I had man     MASS 
 
¡  ‘Composing’ lexical meaning does not yield such meanings either: 

§  bank-robber 
§  stir-fry 
§  etc. 



(1)   MAN 
(2)   the man 

 
(1) cannot be used to refer (in any of the 

foregoing ways). 
(2) can be. 

(1) is a lexical item. 
(2) is not. 



DOG 
 DOG 
 DOG-s 
a DOG 
the DOG 
this/that DOG 
those kinds of DOG-s 
those three kinds of DOG-s there 
¡ Embedding a (i.e. the same) lexical root into 

deictic space. 
¡ More expansion, more deixis. 



¡  Taking ‘N’ as ‘1st phase’, the same 
happens with regard to deictic time 
(Aspect) and discourse in the 2nd (‘v’) 
and 3rd (‘C’) phase, respectively. 
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D 

v 

T 

C 

object 

event 

proposition 

speech act 



¡  Words can be compounds, but none can 
encode a predication, or make an 
assertion.  

¡  The grammatical meaning in question is 
referential in addition to purely relational.  
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¡  Appropriate grammatical positions are 
required: 

1.  Proper names 
2.  Definite descriptions 
3.  Pronouns and clitics 
4.  Clauses 



1.  John likes no other Johns. 
2.  I love wine.  
3.  [DP  [NP wine] 
4.  [DP wine [NP t] 
5.  I [ T vP love [DP wine [NP t]] 
 
 
Cf. Longobardi, 1994, 2005; Sheehan&Hinzen, 2011 
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¡  Case would be irrational only if grammar wasn’t 
meaningful. 

¡  But it is inherently meaningful, in terms of the 
referential meaning of given lexical roots. 

¡  The grammatical relations that Cases mark, 
and the formal ontology of semantics, are 
correlative.  

¡  The idea that Case is uninterpretable arises 
against a lexical, non-relational and non-
grammatical conception of meaning.  



¡  Why would specifically nominals, and indeed 
DPs, require such licensing?  

¡  DPs are nominals with a potential for 
referentiality. 

¡  Perhaps relatedly, Case shows up in English 
and German only on pronouns and 
determiners, respectively.  
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(1) It was proved [that Mary is a genius] 
(2) Jack’s attempt [PRO to finish on time] 
(3) *John is proud [his son]  
(4) John is proud [that his son won]  
¡  Clauses in predicative position, which do 

not refer to objects (such as tables or 
people), are not subject to the Case filter. 
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1.  ??I believe [[subject that John loves Mary] to be 
surprising] 

2.  *It is likely [[subject that John loves Mary] to be 
surprising] 

3.  *It was believed [[subject that John loves Mary] to be 
surprising]    

¡  Kitagawa, 1986, Boskovic, 1995: Only a ‘nominal’ CP 
(=DP) can satisfy EPP and has to obey the Case Filter: 
thematic role is not the point. 

¡  But this is a lexicalist misunderstanding of reference. 
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¡  The containing clause is referentially too weak 
to license referential DPs within it, lacking 
finiteness and deictic anchoring in the 
speech context. 

 
John wants [him/*he to buy a lollypop] 
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Weak  
phase boundary 



¡  Where the embedded clause is projected further and 
includes a C-layer, such marking becomes impossible 
again: 

I v hope [CP C (*John) to be at the door]  
John tries [CP C (*Mary) to like French toast]  
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¡  Kiparksy (1998:1): ‘in its aspectual function, partitive 
case is assigned to the objects of verbs which denote 
an unbounded event’.  

Ammu-i-n            karhu-a  
shoot-PAST-1Sg bear-PART 
 ‘I shot at the (a) bear’   ACTIVITY 
Ammu-i-n       karhu-n  
shoot–PAST-1Sg bear-ACC  ACCOMPLISHMENT 
‘I shot the bear’ 
 [Kiparsky, 1998: 3; cf. Travis, 2010]  
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¡  ACC‑marking reflects a shift in reference: an 
object is licensed to an event in both cases, as 
part of the v‑DP dependency, reflected in Case 
assignment in both cases.  
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¡  ACC and DAT morphology tend to show up in 
the relational interpretations of strongly 
referential (deictic and personal) object clitics, 
rather than in the case of weakly referential or 
predicative clitics, such as those standing in for 
embedded clauses or NPs that function as 
predicates. 

 
(joint work with Txuss Martin) 
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¡  A progression towards more referentiality in 
Romance clitic pronouns is mirrored in Case: 
 
Predicative clitics < Accusative clitics  < Dative clitics  
non-referential         can be referential    must be referential 
Non-personal   3rd personal            personal 
 
¡  So there is a correlation between:  

§  Referentiality 
§  Person 
§  Case marking 

 



[Voice…NP3…[Appl…NP2 …[v-V… NP1]]] 
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(1)  We [VOICEACT-v killed himACC] 
(2)  HeNOM [VOICEPAS-v was killed]. 
(3)  HeNOM [VOICEUNACC-v died] 

¡  What do ‘NOM’ and ‘ACC’ mean?  
§  The DP has undergone relational licensing with 

respect to relevant higher phase(s) denoting states, 
events, or propositions.  

§  It has become a part of referential expressions, with a 
different formal ontology. 



¡  This if true would immediately rationalise Case, if 
phases are as such interpretable. 

¡  BUT this still assumes that ‘NOM’ and ‘ACC’ are 
names of entities (features) that figure in ‘narrow 
syntax’ (and UG). 

¡  Sigurðsson, 2012:193:  
§  ‘Syntax does not operate with case features’. 
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¡  ‘High’ movement of DP follows from an 
independent rationale:  
§  NPs need to be evaluated, not only as event 

participants, but also as to whether they are Persons, 
and if so, whether they are one of the speech event 
participants. The process involves the high left 
periphery of the C-phase (Sigurðsson, 2012). 

¡  Only in this way, a propositional claim will arise, 
rationalizing the movement. 
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¡  There are not two referents now, an event 
and an object (a killing and a male 
person), but one referent, an event of 
killing, of which the object has become an 
inherent part.  
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(1) I saw Jim, who was holding a teddy 
bear. 
¡  Jim is a part of the event in a different way 

than the bear. (1) entails (2) but not (3): 
(2) I saw Jim 
(3) *I saw the bear 
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¡  Lacks arguments. 
¡  Nothing is ever an inalienable part of an 

event, in the above sense. 
¡  There is no (sentential) predication or 

truth. 
¡  So Case is just about the most rational 

thing on earth. 
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¡  If Case-features mark argument-relations 
established cyclically in the grammar, Case-
features are interpretable to exactly the extent 
that these argument-relations are interpretable. 
But they are fully interpretable, in terms of the 
part-whole structure of the formal ontology of 
reference that arises systematically as DP cross 
phasal boundaries, and cross-phasal 
grammatical relations fall into place.  
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¡  What morphological Case features 
mark is not ‘abstract Case’ in narrow 
syntax, but cross-phasal dependencies 
that we know independently exist, to do 
with the establishment of a formal 
ontology that proceeds phase-by-phase. 
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¡  Solved in many languages in many 
different ways. 

¡  Licensing relations in question need not 
show up as Case-features in morphology 
at all (100 of 261 languages studied by 
Iggesen, 2008). 

¡  If they do, it makes sense that markers 
will show up in two places, like on a noun 
and a verb, if grammar is relational. 
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¡  Any single morphological Case-marker can 
express a great number of different underlying 
relations. 

¡  ACC in Icelandic (Sigurðsson (2012:199) can 
mark: ‘some subjects; most direct indirect (‘first’) 
objects (…); regular ECM subjects; most ECM 
predicative NPs; subjects in some experiencer 
ECM complements; some raised NPs; 
complements of certain prepositions; some 
dislocated NPs; certain adverbial NPs’ objects’. 
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Hún  kastaði  steininum/*steininn.  ICELANDIC 
she  threw   stone.the.DAT/stone.the.ACC  
Sie  hat  den  Stein/*dem  Stein  geworfen.  GERMAN 
she  has  the.ACC stone/the.DAT stone thrown   
‘She threw the stone.’  
¡  Case-assignment proves to be sensitive to:  

§  lexical idiosyncrasies 
§  the DP in question’s thematic role 
§  sociolinguistic factors 
§  the syntactic position/dependencies of said DP, and 
§  the presence and status of other DPs in its local domain (cf. 

Marantz, 1991; Baker, 2010).  
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¡  Kabardian: 2 (NOM/ACC) 
¡  Modern Greek: 3 (NOM/ACC/GEN 
¡  Ancient Greek: 4 (NOM/ACC/GEN/DAT) 
¡  Latin and Old High German: 5  
¡  Turkish and Slavic languages: 6 
¡  Central Armenian: 7 
(Calabrese, 1996:86). 
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(1) I saw him 
(2) I saw Peter 
¡  Same syntactic dependency. 
¡  Not evidence for the presence of an ‘abstract 

ACC-feature’ in (2). 

56	  



¡  ‘Vergnaud’s now very familiar basic idea was 
that even languages like English with very little 
case morphology pattern with richly inflected 
languages in providing characteristic positions 
in which NPs with particular cases occur’. 

¡  But much research on such languages has 
broken the correlation between morphological 
Cases and ‘characteristic positions’.  
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¡  Originally a morpho-phonological requirement 
on lexically realized NPs.  

¡  Extended to NP-chains. 
¡  wh-chains: 
(1)  Who does it seem [ __ is a nice fellow] 
(2)  *Who does it seem [ __ to be a nice fellow]  
¡  To traces of wh-movement (variables) (Lasnik 

and Freidin, 1981). 

¡  PRO 
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¡  The ‘Visibility’-approach: Case renders an 
argument (chain) ‘visible’ for theta-role 
assignment. 

¡  PRO has a thematic role, and no Case: 
Susan tried [PRO to solve the problem] 
è ‘Null’ or ‘minimal’ Case, in Control constructions 
(Chomsky and Lasnik, 1993). 
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¡  Also seem to require Case: 
§  Weather-it (‘quasi-arguments’). 
§  ‘True expletive’ it and there 
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1.  *Susan tried [it to rain] 
2.  *It is likely [it to rain] 
3.  *My belief [it to be raining] 
4.  *Susan tried [Mary to win the race] 
5.  *It is likely [Mary to solve the problem] 
6.  *My belief [Mary to be a genius] 
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¡  It turns out that Case must be assigned to: 
1.  ‘Lexical NPs’/chains 
2.  Variables (traces of wh-movement) 
3.  PRO 
4.  Some clauses 
5.  ‘Quasi-arguments’ like weather-it 
6.   ‘True expletive’ it 
7.  ’there’ 

¡  But it also turns out: 
1.  Only lexical NPs that are referential DPs must bear Case. 
2.  Variables compare to names in being R-expressions. 
3.  PRO has the reference of the controlling DP and even some ref. independence. 
4.  Only clauses in grammatically referential positions require Case. 
5.  Weather-it is not truly pleonastic and quasi-referential. 
6.  ‘True expletive’ it requires Case in referential positions. 
7.  there may have the reference of their ‘associates’ (‘Case transmission’ sensu Chomsky, 

1986), it may be deictic (Martin, 2012), or it may be an SC-predicate (Moro, 1997).  
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¡ Licensing referentiality in argument 
positions, within a referentially 
independent phase (hence not 
nominality, not thematic content, and 
not theta-role) is key to the 
grammatical relations reflected in 
Case. 
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Case is a manifestation of the 
essential relationality of 

grammar, which is interpretable 
in grammatical semantics, as 

giving rise to a formal ontology, 
in a species-specific format of 

reference. 



¡  John believed [the story] 
¡  John believed [that she was right] 
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Ara-n       Siran-in       hamp’uyr-um  e 
Ara-NOM Siran-ACC kiss-IMPF         be-PRES/3SG 
‘Ara is kissing Siran.’ 
 *Ara-n        Siran  hamp’uyr-um  e 
    Ara-NOM Siran        kiss-IMPF   be-PRES/3SG 
‘Ara is kissing Siran.’ 
Ara-n        ašxat-um e   mi  hat dzi-an        bəәRni 
Ara-NOM try-IMPF  be-PRES/3SG   one CL horse-ACC catch-

Subj/3SG 
‘There is a specific horse such that Aran is trying to catch it.’ 



(1) I love you 
1SG = LOGOPHORIC AGENT (and also the ‘loving one’)  
(2) John said to me: ‘I love you’ 
1SG = John = LOGOPHORIC AGENT (and also the ‘loving one’) 
(3) You are such an idiot!   [self-talk] 
2SG = LOGOPHORIC PATIENT (and also the idiot) 
(4) I hate you!    [self-talk] 
(5) *You hate me!   [self-talk; p.c. Holmberg] 
(6) I’m the only one around here who can take care 

of my/his children.   [Partee] 
(7) Only you prepared a handout for our first 

appointment.    [Kratzer] 



I am me.  [=that sort of guy] 
 



(1) Gianni è monarchico e anticlericale; se anche Maria 
lo/*la/*li/*le fosse… 

Gianni is monarchical and anticlerical; if also Maria 
CL(3SgM)/*CL(other forms) were… 

(2) Se Gianni fosse te o anche solo se Maria lo/*ti fosse… 
If Gianni were you or even just if Maria CL(3SgM)/

*CL(2Sg)-were… 



¡  Predicative nominals lack referentiality, cannot express definiteness, have 
lowest scope, and do not support backward anaphora (Picallo, 2007; 
Dechaine & Wiltschko, 2002): 

a. El president necessita escorta     Sp 
‘The president needs bodyguard-MASC’ 

b. Hay silla para todos      Cat 
‘there is chair-FEM for everybody’ 
 
c.*Como ya     lai       he  arreglado,  podemos  conservar el whisky en barrica 
     as    already it-FEM have.1.SING fixed,   can.1.PLU preserve   the whisky in 

cask-FEM 
   ‘As I have already fixed iti, we can keep the whisky in caski ’ 



El president en /*la necessita 
The presidentPART/ACC.3FS need.3S 
‘The president needs it’  (a set of bodyguards) 
 
¡  ‘en’ lacks any ϕ-features, as well as Case 
morphology.  

¡  Cf. also CAT ‘ho’: 
 
El cotxe sembla bo 
the car seems good 
El cotxe ho sembla 
the car it seems 
 



En Pere es un idiota 
The Peter is a idiot  
En Pere ho/*el és 
The Peter NEUT/ACC.3M is 
En Pere és el porter 
The Peter is the Porter 
En Pere ho/*el és 
 
 
 
 



No entenc el que vols dir    CAT 
NEG understand.1S the that want.2s to-say 
‘I don’t understand what you mean’  
 
No *el/ho entenc 
NEG ACC.3SM NET understand 
‘I don’t understand it’ 
 
 
 



¡ Act as bound variables lacking definiteness/referentiality 
(Kayne, 2000; Picallo, 2007): 

a. Vol       conèixer     un príncepi i    convertir-loi       en granota  
    want.3S meet.INF a prince     and turn-ACC.3SM in frog 
b. Vol conèixer un príncepi i      convertir-loi      a ell#i/j      en granota  
want.3S meet.INF a prince and turn-ACC.3SM to STR.SM in frog 
‘She wants to meet a prince and turn him into a frog.’  
c. Un/el parisenci compra plaça de parking si proi /ell#i/j té          cotxe 
    a/  the Parisian buy.3S     space a parking  if pro /STR have.3S car 
‘Parisians buy a parking space if they have a car.’  



¡ Specified for Gender and often said to be 
referentially specific (Suñer, 1988; Uriagereka, 
1988; 1995; Roca, 1992, 1996; Sportiche, 1996; 
Fernández-Soriano, 1999; or Ormazábal & Romero, 
2010). 
§  Out with negative phrases, nonspecific indefinites, or interrogative 

elements. 
§  Specificity restriction on accusative doubling. 

¡ Nonetheless, direct object nominals can have 
referential OR quantificational OR predicative 
interpretations. 



(*A) una secretariai todos lai buscan 
to a secretary all.PL ACC.3SF look-for 
‘They all look for a secretary’ (quantificational) 

§ So the referentiality of ACC is again not lexical. 

§ When occurring with quantificational or 
predicative interpretations, the accusative clitic 
does not support backward anaphora either. 

 



¡  Weak: non-specific objects 
Un helado     me         lo             comería encantado         [SP]  
an ice-cream DAT.1s ACC.3SM eat.1S   delighted 

‘I would be happy to eat an ice cream’  
¡  Strong: specific objects 
a la chica, la             vi         ayer  
to the girl ACC.3SF saw.1S yesterday  
‘I saw the girl yesterday’  
¡  Cf. differential ACC-marking in Turkish, Finnish, where specificity 

readings require ACC-marking. 
 



¡ There is a progression, in terms of 
referential import, from the predicative, 
neuter, and partitive clitics to the weak and 
then the strong accusative ones. 

¡ This progression is mirrored by an increase 
in grammatical complexity (e.g. Gender, 
obligatory [a]-marking, Case-marking). 



¡  Pattern with strong ACC in terms of referentiality; extra [a]-
marking in both cases.  

¡  Also share a number of properties with personal clitics (e.g. 
doubling, [a]-marking, deictic interpretation). 

¡  Cannot double bare (i.e. predicative) nominals. 
¡  Doubling is obligatory with referential nominals, which 

themselves can then be dropped. 
¡  Like personal clitics, are directly base-generated in inflectional 

positions, hence in an edge position (Roca, 1992, 1996, or 
Sportiche, 1996). 

¡  Martín (2012) suggests that dative clitics are internally 
composite, built out of the accusative clitic plus a locative 
(deictic) element, and involve an extra D-layer and D-to-D 
movement in the phasal edge.  



Li       dono      els llibres [a [la noia]ACC]DAT        [CAT] 
DAT.3s give.1s the books to the girl 
     [l  – i] 
 
Definiteness  DAT    (Bonet, 1991) 
 
ACC    +   [i]  
ACC    +   deictic = DAT   (Martin, 2011) 

Cf. French: Jean y pense or Jean pense à Marie. 
  



       DxP 
 
 
Dx            DP 
 
        
          D           NP [GENDER 

  ,NUM] 
         [l] 

     D 

   DP 

•  Lat. dative pronoun tibi: second person [t] + deictic [i] + place [bi]. 
•  Leu (2008) on this man as [DP [this here t NP] [DP the [NP man]]]]. 
•  Greek determiner doubling: afta ta nea fenomena. 

ACC* 
 DAT 

Weak 
ACC 

[l,m,t] 

[hi/a] 



¡ There is a progression in grammatical complexity 
from a lexical root to predicative, potentially 
referential, necessarily referential, and personal 
clitics, until the content of the clitic is essentially 
exhausted by the indexicality of the phrase they 
double, without which they can now appear.  

¡ This progression is tracked by Case morphology. 



‘With this shift of perspective [to an Agree-based system 
based on the need to check ϕ-features], structural Case 
is demoted in significance. The Case Filter still functions 
indirectly in the manner of Vergnaud’s original proposal, to 
determine the distribution of noun phrases. But what 
matters primarily are the probes, including ϕ-features of T, 
v. That reverses much of the recent history of inquiry into 
these topics and also brings out more clearly the question 
of why Case exists at all […] [U]ninterpretable features 
activate the goal of a probe, allowing it to implement 
some operation (Agree or Move).’ (Chomsky, 2000b:127) 
Ø  There are no ‘Case-positions’. 



¡  Case-features, like ϕ-features, are only 
‘uninterpretable’ if we ignore the relational 
nature of grammar. 
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1.  What ‘agrees’ are two morphological features. Such 
Agreement reflects a grammatical relation, but this 
does not mean that, in syntax, two ‘features’ exist that 
are related via ‘Agree’.  

2.  Agree is designed precisely to eliminate 
uninterpretable features. So it lacks an independent 
rationale.  

3.  Agree is purely descriptive. It yields no restrictive 
account of grammatical relations: it will connect 
whatever features we posit.  
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¡  Preminger (2011): Agree is actually a fallible 
operation. Even where T/v bear ϕ-features, 
Agree must only take place if possible.  

¡  In the absence of any visible/active goal to 
agree with, Preminger argues, the ϕ-features on 
T/v receive a default value.  

¡  This makes them different from Case features, 
which by the Case filter must always be 
checked.  
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¡  Hartman, to appear: ‘inactive’ DPs lacking unvalued 
Case features can act as defective interveners:  

¡  Agree is triggered even where a goal is inactive:  

(1) Jean semble      (??à Marie     avoir  du talent    FRENCH 
      Jean seems.3SG    to Marie   have.INF some talent 
       ‘Jean seems to Mary to have talent.’  
(2) a. Cholesterol is important (*to Mary) to avoid.   
      b. John was claimed (*to Bill) to have stolen the art. 
      c. The hurricane threatened (*me) to destroy my house  
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(1) Ivan          pokljalsja druzjam [PRONOM/DAT sdelat’ eto sam/samomu zavtra].  
      Ivan.NOM vowed       friends            to.do   it   himself.NOM/.DAT tomorrow 
    ‘Ivan vowed to his friends to do it alone tomorrow.’  
    NOM OK—73%; DAT OK—45%  
(2) Ona      poprosila ego            [PROACC/DAT ne   ezdit’ tuda odnogo/odnomu zavtra].       
     she.NOM asked   him.ACC            not to.go there alone.ACC/DAT tomorrow 
      ‘She asked him not to go there alone tomorrow.’    
     ACC OK—60%; DAT OK—90%   

¡  So Case can be licensed by a dependency with non-finite T.  
¡  But ‘Case independence’ of this kind is limited to tensed 

infinitival contexts, where an embedded clause can be modified 
by a temporal adverb which indicates a different temporal 
anchoring from the matrix clause. 
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*Yesterday Johni managed/began [[-T] PROi to solve the 
problem tomorrow]. 
 Yesterday Johni proposed/preferred [[+T] PROi to solve the 
problem tomorrow]. 
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¡  Predicates such as meet/kiss/part company require a 
plural subject: 
§  *John met/kissed/parted company early this morning  

¡  When such verbs occur in tensed infinitival contexts, but 
not non-tensed ones, however, the same verbs are 
legitimate even where their controller is singular: 
§  *Johni managed/began [PROi+ to meet/kiss/part company  
§  Johni proposed/preferred [PROi+ to meet/kiss/part company].  

Ø  So again, a tensed infinitival clause licenses its own 
subject.  
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¡  Sheehan (2012) (cf. Raposo, 1989 Sitaridou, 2007) shows 
that inflected infinitives in Control contexts are also only 
possible in tensed environments, as is partial control, which 
requires inflection on the infinitive. 

O professor obrigou os alunosi  [a PROi ler(em)            o 
livro]. the teacher  obliged  =me/ the students  to read.INF.3PL 
the book 
 ‘The teacher obliged the students to read the book.’ 
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¡  When a clause is tensed, it has its own temporal 
reference, and it is to that degree referentially 
complete, and hence it needs and can take a subject. 

¡  ‘High’ or NOM-case associated with ϕ-features in the 
high left field of C requires finite Tense: without it, there 
is no proposition, and there is no speech event. 

¡  Hence plausibly, the connection between the licensing of 
subjects and finiteness/Tense is an aspect of ϕ-feature 
checking as well, or a presupposition for it. 
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¡  Partial control, Case independence and inflected 
infinitival control all suggest that tensed infinitival 
clauses differ from untensed infinitival clauses in 
that the former but not the latter license PRO.  

¡  Moreover, PRO enters the kind of dependencies 
morphologically marked through Cases. 

¡  The crucial factor is Tense, and only tensed T, can 
assign Case. 
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