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Despite the initial claim that “there is no separate theory of case (or Case)” and that case
should be “simply treated as part of subcategorization” (Pollard and Sag, 1994, ch. 1, p. 30) it
soon became clear that a separate Case Principle is needed not only for Icelandic (Pollard and Sag,
1994, p. 30, fn. 25), but also for German (Heinz and Matiasek, 1994)!, Polish (Przepiérkowski,
1996) and, indeed, English (Grover, 1995, ch. 2). In the first part of this paper we reiterate these
arguments for a separate case module within HPSG.

The second, crucial part of this paper concerns ways of formalizing such a Case Principle.
Pollard (1994) notes that this principle would have to either be configurational (i.e., refer to the
DTRS attribute) or apply defaults, neither of which seems to be desirable. Indeed, the analyses
of German, Polish and English cited above are configurational, while the one presented in Sag
et al. (1992) conceptually employs defaults. Another problem faced by the analyses of Heinz and
Matiasek (1994) and Przepidrkowski (1996) is making them compatible with the traceless dialect of
HPSG, cf. e.g. Sag (1995) and Sag and Fodor (1994), without introducing considerable redundancy
in the formulation of the Case Principle.? In this paper we present a non-configurational, traceless
and non-redundant formalization of HPSG case theory, specifically, we propose that the locus of
the Case Principle be ARG-S (i.e., SUBCAT). Our analysis is based on the observation that the
Case Principle, which assigns morphological case to structural NP arguments, can be stated as
a constraint on ARG-S as long as for each such NP it is known whether it has been ‘cancelled’
(syntactically realized) from the corresponding VALENCE feature. Crucially, the case marking does
not depend on the way a given NP has been realized, be it via the Subcat Principle, or via an
extraction lexical rule (cf. (5) below).

We formalize these observations by introducing a type arg, appropriate for features ARG with
values of type synsem, and REALIZED with values of type BIN (i.e., + or —). Moreover, we
assume that the VALENCE features take values of type listof(arg), and that ARG-S is canonically
the concatenation of the VALENCE values.

(1) ara: ARG synsem
g REALIZED bin
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(2) lexical cat: VALENCE SPR istof(arg)
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We assume that the basic descriptions of lexical entries do not specify the REALIZED value
of their complements, although the CELR and SELR specify the arguments they remove from

1 Also Gerdemann (1994) and Pollard (1994) give arguments for a Case Principle for German.
2Such a partly redundant extension is provided for English in (Grover, 1995, ch. 2).



VALENCE as REALIZED+. Also the Subcat Principle specifies as REALIZED+ these VALENCE argu-
ments, which are realized through the schemata. On the other hand, any lexical item subcatego-
rizing for an unsaturated phrase marks the unrealized arguments of this phrase (i.e., those present
in its VALENCE) as REALIZED—. In all three cases these specifications “percolate” to ARG-s via
structure sharing between ARG-S and VALENCE, cf. (2).

In the remainder of the paper we show how the case phenomena from Polish, German and
English described in the initial part of this paper can be accounted for by the mechanism pre-
sented above. For example, the clause of the Case Principle for Polish responsible for structural
complements of verbs (cf. Przepidrkowski (1996)) can be formalized® as in (3-4) below.*
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With these constraints, the only difference between the case assignment of (5b) and (5c¢) below is
a different way of checking REALIZED+ feature on the NP[str] complement: in (5b) it is through
the Subcat Principle, while in (5c¢) it is via the CELR.

(5) a. Janek  lubi Marie.
Johny, om likes Mary,...

b. Janek nie lubi Marii.
Johng,om NEG likes Mary ep, .

c. Mari Janek  nie lubi.
Marygen John,om NEG likes.

The REALIZED feature is used similarly to account for the case of subject-to-object raised
complements in English.

(6) Mary expects him to be promoted.

In examples such as (6) the postulates found in the HPSG literature that the case of the subject
of verbum infinitum is underspecified or accusative fall out from the theory presented above. The
matrix verb which takes an unsaturated complement marks the unrealized VALENCE (and, through
structure sharing, ARG-S) elements of this complement as REALIZED — making them immune to the
Case Principle and in this sense underspecified; this is so with the subject of the copulain (6). On
the other hand, the matrix verb also takes the NP[sir] complement, which is marked as REALIZED+
by the Subcat Principle. Now the Case Principle comes into play and assigns accusative case to
this NP, and—via structure sharing of synsems—also to the subject of the copula; in this sense
this subject is accusative. Note that on this account the case values of complements of verbs
never depend on verbal form; e.g., subjects of English verbs are always marked in the lexicon as
structural. It is only the Case Principle that is responsible for the accusative case of the raised
subject in (6) above and the nominative in (7) below.?

(7) It was decided that he be promoted.

In summary, we present a formalization of the Case Principle as used, e.g., by Heinz and
Matiasek (1994), Przepiérkowski (1996) and Grover (1995), which avoids the drawbacks of those

analyses, i.e., which is non-configurational, traceless and non-redundant.

3The type str (structural) is a supertype of snom, sacc and sgen in Polish; see Przepiérkowski (1996) for details.
4Note that (4) takes care of the genitive of negation here.
5See (Grover, 1995, ch. 2).
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