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PartitiveCaseTheoryandtheMinimalistProgram

HisaoYAMAMOTO

1Jntroduction

lnastructuresuchas(1),therearetwocompetinganalysesasto

thedealingwiththeconstituentstatusofα.Oneapproachclaimsthatα

doesnotconstituteoneunit,andtheotherthatαisasingleconstituent.

Thelatteriswhatiscalledthe"smallclause"(SC)analysis:

(1)Iconsider[αJohnhonest]

Schein(1995),forexample,standsbythenon-constituenttheory,and

analyzes(1)as(2):

(2)Ⅰ[Ⅴ′considerJohnhonest]

Ontheotherhand,Stowell(1995)arguesforthesmallclauseanalysis,

claimingthatthecategoryofαin(1Hsamaximalprojectionofits

predicate.(He,however,suggestsapossibilitythatinsomecases,αis

amaximalprojectionofthefunctionalcategoryI(nil).)Accordingto

him,theO-roleassignmenttothesubjectofasmallclauseisperformed

inthestrictlylocaldomain,aclausalstructure,inwhichasubjectanda

predicatecombinewitheachothersyntacticallytoformaclause.

Rothestein(1995)alsoclaimsthatαin(1)isasmallclause,and

furthermore,saysthatonetypeofthecopulabetakesasmallclauseas

itscomplement.1

0nepropertiyofthecopula,underhertheory,isthatbeisnota
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Caseassigner.Ifso,asentencewhosematrixverbisthepredicational

bewillbederivedfromanunderlyingstructuresuchas(3):

(3)[e]is[scJohnhonest]

(4)Johnis[scthonest]

In(4),thematrixsubjectJohnhasbeenmovedfromthesubjectposition

ofSC,sincetheoriginalpositioncannotbeassignedCasebyis,whichis

noCaseassignerinRothstein(1995).Thus,thepredicationalberesem-

blesaralSlngVerblikeseem inthatittakesasmallclauseasits

complement,anddoesnothavetheabilitytoassignCasetothesubjectof

thesmallclausecomplement.

Now,Wehaveanotherconstructioninwhichbeoccursasamatrix

verb- the71e-construction:

(5)Thereisamaninthegarden

Iftheexistentionalcopulabebelongstothepredicationaltypeofbeand

behaveslikearaisingverb,thenitfollowsthatin(5),thesequenceaman

inthegardenconstitutesasmallclause,anditssubjectamancannotbe

assignedCasebyis.ButtheNPinquestionmusthaveCasetosatisfy

theCaseFilterorvisibilityconditionfor♂-roleassignment,ifitisan

argument.NoticethatinRothstein(1995),argumentsmusthaveCase

whilepredicativeNPsneednot.HowcanthepostcopularNPreceive

CasewhenitsadjacentbeisnotaCaseassigner?

Belletti(1988),bycontrast,presentsananalysisinwhichthecopula

i.Rothstein (1995)dividesthecopulabeintotwotypes- equativeand
predicational.Onlythelattertakesasmallclausecomplementinher
framework.



PartitiveCaseTheoryandtheMinimalistProgram 145

assignsCasetoitsadjacentNP.TheCaseassignedby∂βispartitive,

whichisaninherentone,underBelletti'stheory.Thismeansthatin(5),

istakesamanasitscomplementandassignsa8-roletoitbecause

assignmentofinherentCaseiscloselyconnectedwith ♂-marking.

However,thepartitiveCaseanalysisraisesseveralproblemsandwillnot

becompatibleinsomewayswiththeMinimalistProgramproposedby

Chomsky(1995).

In thispaper,On theassumption thattheexistential(and

predicational)copula∂gisaraisingverbwhichtakesasmallclause

complement,IpointouttheproblemsarisinginthepartitiveCasetheory,

anddrawacoclusionthatbeisnotapartitiveCaseassigner,ormore

strictly,notanyCaseassigner.2

2 SomeProblemswithBeLletti

SupposethatthecopulabeassignspartitiveCase,which,under

Belletti(1988),isinherent.Thisapproachcantakecareoftheproblem

pointedoutbyChomsky(1986b):

(6)*Thereseems[aunicorntobeinthegarden]

Chomsky'smechanismcannotaccountfortheungrammaticalityof(6),

sinceheassumesthattheexpletivethereanditsassociateconflateatLF;

theNPaunicorncanbearCasebymeansoftheconflationwith there,

thelatterbeinginthepositonthatreceivesnominativeCase.The

partitiveCasetheorycandealwith(6)straightforwardly.SinceBelletti

2.Onereasonformetorejectthenon-constituentanalysisofsmallclauseis
thatitsarguedstructurehasatripartite-branchingnode,[V,VNPXP],
violatingthebinarybranchingcondition,whichlassumeiscorrect.



146 人 文 研 究 第 92 輯

doesnotaccepttheconflationdevice(orCasetransmissionsystem),α

unicom cannotinheritCasefrom theyle.BealsocannotassignCaseto

thesubjectoftheembeddedclause,becauseitisaninherentCaseas-

signer,anditsassignmentiscloselyassociatedwith♂-markingrelation.

TheNPconcernedisnotintheposition♂-markedby毎.Noticethat

seemsisnotaCaseassigner,either.Then,thereisnopossibilityfora

unicom togetCase.Thus,Wecanhaveanaturalexplanationforthe

ungrammaticalityof(6)withinthepartitiveCaseapproach.

Atthispoint,OneproblemariseswithrespecttotheCaseassign-

mentbybe.Lookatthesentencein(5),repeatedhereas(7)below:

(7)Thereisamaninthegarden

Belletti(1988)arguesthatin(7),theNPamanisassignedpartitiveCase,

sowehavenoviolationoftheCaseFilter.ButrecallthatpartitiveCase

isinl1erent,anditsassignmentisdeterminedbythe0-markingrelation

betweenaCaseassignerandaCaseassignee.Then,itmustbethatthe

postcopularNPisanargumentofand6-markedbyis.Thisgivesrise

toaquestion:Whetherornotisthepostcopularstringin there-

constructionaconstituent?

Keepingthisinmind,letusturntothefollowingsentence:

(8)Amanisinthegarden

Aswesawin(3)and(4),ifbeisaraisingverbwhichtakesaclausal

complement(inourcase,smallclause),theunderlyingstructurewillbe(9):

(9) [e]is[scamaninthegarden]

Notethatin(9),theelementwhichis8-marksisthewholeSC,notaman

itself.Ratheramanwillbean(external)argumentofthepredicatein
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thegardeninthesmallclause.Therefore,atleastin(9),theNPcannot

beassignedCasebyis,eventhough theverbhascapabilityofassigning

inherentpartitiveCase.

Nowoneimportantthingrelevanthereisthat(7)and(8)havethe

samemeaningorinterpretation.Then,theyappeartohaveacommon

structureatacertainstageofderivation,andIassumethisisright.If

so,(7)Willhavethefollowingstructureinwhichthepostcopularsequence

consistsofoneconstituent,namely,asmallclause:

(10)Thereislscamaninthegarden]

Then,mydiscussiongivento(8)appliesto(10).In(10),thecomplementof

isisnotamanbutthewholeSC.Thus,theassociateNPshouldnotbe

assignedinherentpartitiveCasebyis,contrarytoBelletti'S(1988)argu-

ment.

HowdoesBelletti'stheoryresolvethisproblemP Againletus

returntothesentencein(8)anditsunderlyingstructure(9).In(9),ifis

assignspartitiveCasetoaman,assumingthatinherentCasecanbe

assignedtothesubjectorspecifierpositionofasmallclause,asisdone

intheExceptionalCaseMarkingconstruction,thenwewillhaveno

reasonfortheNPtomovetoaCaseassignedposition,sinceitcanbear

Caseinsitu,yieldingthefollowingsentenceasgrammatical:

(ll)*Isamaninthegarden(adeclarativereading)

Indeedthisisnotthecase.OnepossiblesolusionwouldbethattheCase

assignmentbybeisoptional.Belletti(1988)suggeststhispossibility,

basedontheassumptionthatoptionalityisanidiosyncraticpropertyof

inherentCase,Oneofthecharacteristicsdistinguishinginherentfrom

structuralCase.Ifsheiscorrect,thenin(1B,whenischoosesanoptional
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alternative,amanmustmovetothematrixsubjectpositiontohaveCase,

andwewillhaveagrammaticalandwell-formedsentence.However,

notethat(10)alsocanemploythisprocess.In(10),whenisdoesnotassign

Case,whichisapermissablechoice,amanlacksCaseandmustraiseto

aCase一markedposition.Thematrixsubjectpositioncannotbeits

landingsite,sinceitisalreadyfilledwiththere.So(7)shouldbeungram-

matical.Infact,itisnot.Summarizingsofar,theoptionalalternative

ofCaseassignmentmustbemadeuseofinonecase,whilemustnotin

another,(8)and(7)respectively.Doessuchakindofoptionalityhave

theoreticaljustification? Evenifwecanincorporateoptionalityintothe

theoryinsomeway,thekindintroducedinBelletti(1988)Seemsadhoc,

andwillhavenosupport.Therefore,Wewillhaveevidencethatthe

copulabeisnotaninherentCaseassigner.

SupposethatbecanassignCaseoptionallyinaccordancewith

Belletti'ssuggestion.Inthiscase,itwouldbeplausiblethatberetainsits

Case-assigningfeature,evenifitindeeddoesnotexerttheability.Then,

theCasefeatureofberemainsatLF,checkingnoCasefeatureofitsNP

complement.AssumingthatanyCasefeatureoftheCase-assigning

categorymustbeinvisibleforthesatisfactionofinterpretabilityatLF,

theCase-assigningfeatureof∂βmustbedeleted(anderased)atthislevel,

whetheritsCaseisinherentornot.OrwewillhaveaviolationofFull

InterpretationinthesenseoftheMinimalistProgram.Toavoidthat,be

necessarilyhastoassignCaseinanyconstruction.Then,asmentioned

above,㈹willbederivedincorrectly.Sohereagain,thepartitiveCase

theoryraisesanotherconceptualproblem.

NowwehaveseenthatBelletti'spartitiveCasetheorydeosnot

workwellbecauseitrequiresunnaturaloptionality:weareforcednotto

assignCase(obligatoryprohibitionagainsttheoptionalchoiceofCase
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assignmentprocedure)ontheonehand,andwemustassignCase(obliga-

toryadoptionofCaseassignmentoperation)Ontheother.Ⅰneithercase,

Weencounterproblemswhenweassumethesmallclauseanalysisofthe

postcopularsequence.Atthispoint,onemightarguethatBelletti'S

theorycanbesupportablebyclaimingthatinfact,thecopuladoesnot

takeasmallclause,butanNPalone,asitscomplement.Butnotethat

theargumentcouldbeapplicableonlyinonecase- there-construction.

AssumingthatbetakesanNPcomplementin(7),amanisassigned

partitiveCasebyis,sincetheverbe一markstheNP,probablythePPin

thegwdenbeinganadjunctdominatednotbyV'butsomehighernode.

NoviolationoftheCaseFilter.Sofarsogood.Now lookatthe

sentencein0.2):

(12)Therearesomemenavailable

Truly,Wemaybesafetosaythatalocativephraseisanadjunct,nota

predicate,inthere-construction.Butthisideawillnotbecarriedoverto

(12),whereitseemsmoreappropriatetopostulatethattheadjectival

phraseavailableisapredicateandtheNPandAPconstituteoneunit-

asmallclause.IfthislineofreasonlnglScorrect,thepossibilitythata

locativephraseinthere-Sentenceisapredicatewillnotbegivenup

entirely.Theapproachthatanalyzestheconstituentstatusofthepost-

copularstringasdifferentbetween(7)and(12)willcauseustodealwithbe

asdistinctinsubcategorizationinthesameexistentialthere-construction.

Theuniformtreatmentofalexicalitemisobviouslypreferableifpos-

sible,andoursmallclauseanalysysisthatone.Inthistheory,∂galways

takesasmallclausecomplementbothinordinarypredicativesentences

andthere-constructions,allowingustoconcludethatthecopulabeisnot

aCaseassigner.
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3Lasnik'sProposa一

lnSection2,wefoundthatBelletti'S(1988)partitiveCasetheoryis

inadequateandgivesrisetosometheoreticalproblems.Oneofthem,

whichisseriousandcrucialinherframework,isthat∂gtakesaclausal

complementand,therefore,ShouldnotbeabletoassignCasetothe

postcopularNPintheβ-markingrelation.Lasnik(1992),assuming

partitiveCasetheory,presentsasolutionforthatdifficultybyarguing

thatpartitiveCaseisnotinherentbutstructural.Ifheiscorrect,the

abovementionedproblemswilldisappear.Whatinterestsushereisthat

heregardsthepostcopularsequenceasasmallclause.

Nowagainletusconsiderthesentence(7)anditsstructure(川:

(7)Thereisamaninthegarden

(10) Thereislscamaninthegarden]

UnderLasnik'sanalysis,thereceptionofCasebyamanisstraightfor-

word.SincepartitiveCaseisstructural,itcanbeassignedtotheNP

regardlessofβ一marking.ButthisstructuralpartitiveCasetheoryalso

raisesaproblem.ItcontradictsBelletti'sobservationthatthereisa

definitenessconditionbetweenacopulaanditsfollowingNPinthere-

construction.RecallthatonereasonforBelletti'sproposalofinherent

CaseisthatanindefiniteNPalwaysoccurswiththecopulainsuch

existentialsentences:thatis,thefactthatthereisalwaysasemantic

restriction(or,inasense,thematicrelation)betweenthem.Ifwegivea

structuralratherthaninherentstatustopartitiveCase,asLasnikdoes,it

willfollowthatstructuralCaseisalsosensitivetosemanticproperty.

Thisimpliesthatwemuststrikinglydepartfromagenerallyacknowled一

gedassumptionthatstructuralCaseassignmentisirrelevantto β-
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markingrelation.Lasnik(1992)saysthatthereisstrongevidencethat

semanticpropertyisnotlimitedtoinherentCase.

Suppose∂βisaCaseassigner,whethertheCaseisstructuralor

inherent.ThekeypointisthattheNPfollowingaCOpularorunac-

cusativeverbisalwaysassignedpartitiveCaseonly.Chomsky(1995),by

theexamplesbelow,pointsoutthatthisisnottrue:

(13)a.Thereisabookontheshelf

b.TherearrivedyesterdayavisitorfromEngland

c.Iexpected[theretobeabookontheshelf]

ChomskyarguesthatanassociateNPmusthaveaCasewhichtherewill

have,sinceinhisMinimalistProgram,there,apureexpletive,lacksCase.

Then,in(13a),abookwillhavenominative,in(13b),theassociateNPwill

bearnominative,andin(13C),abookwillreceiveaccusativeassignedby

expectedexceptionally.Ifheiscorrect,wecannotaccepttheclaimthat

∂gassigns(structuralorinherent)partitiveCaseuniformly.Thisinturn

suggestsapossibilityofexcludingthecopulaandunaccusativefrom a

classofCaseassigners.

LetusdiscussLasnik'S(1992)analysisalittlebitmore.Consider

thefollowlngSentences:

(14)*Weconsiderlthereamanintheroom] (Lasnik1992,(17))

(15)Weconsiderltheretobeamanintheroom](Lasnik1992,(18))

LasnikarguesthatChomsky'S(1986b)Casetransmissionwronglyallows

(14)asgrammatical,sincethe71eisexceptionallyassignedCasebyconsider

andthroughtransmission,amancanultimatelybearthatCase,satisfying

theCaseFilter.UnderLasnik'sapproachwithnoCasetransmission,α

manin(14)canbeaccessibletonoCaseassigner,explainingitsilll
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formednesscorrectly.In(15),amanisassignedpartitiveCasebybe,so

wehavenoviolationoftheCaseFilter.(14)and(15)raisenoproblemin

Lasnik'spartitiveCasetheory.Sinceweargueagainstthattheory,We

mustgiveanalternativeaccount.

Howcanweaccommodate(14)and(15)? Notethattheexpletive

therealwaysappearsinthesubjectposition,notinanyother.Basedon

thisfact,Iassumethatwehaveaspecialconditionthatrequiresthereto

occurwithanovertverbalelement(finiteornonfinite).Whatthismeans

isthatontheVp-internalsubjecthypothesis,therealwaysfunctionsasa

Vp-specifierofanovertverb.Ifmyassumptioniscorrect,theungram一

maticalityof㈹ isaccountedforwithease.Itisruledoutbecausethe

smallclausehasnoovertverbalitemwhichshouldbeneededbytherein

theminimalcontainingclause.Alsonodifficultywith(15).In(15),therein

thesubjectpositionoftheembeddedclausesatisfiestheExtendedProjec-

tionPrinciple(EPP);theNPamanraisestothespecifierpositionofthe

matrixAgroPatLF,hasitsCase-featurecheckedbyconsider,and

deletes.Thederivationdoesnotcrash.

Whatabout(16)? (17HsitsstructureassumedbyLasnik(1992):

(16)Weconsidertherelikelytobeamanintheroom

(17)Weconsider[thereilikely [titObeintheroom]]

HisCase-basedtheoryhasnotroublehere.Butanapparentproblem

concerningourpresentanalysisisthatthereoccursinasmallclausewith

noovertverbalitemasitspredicate.However,thisisnotqualifiedasa

counterexampletomyclaimhere.In(17),asthetraceshows,theyleis,in

fact,generatedinthecomplementclauseoflikely,inwhichtheovertverb

bealsoappears.AtLF,theassociateNPraisestothespecifierposition

ofthematrixAgroP,havingitsCasefeatur=echeckedbyconsider,the
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sameoperationaswesawin個.Somyassumptionfortheidiosyncratic

propertyofthereneedinganovertverbalelementisnotweakenedby(16).

Thus,wecanhaveanappropriateaccountfor(14)Withnorecoursetothe

partitiveCasetheory.

IcontinuemydiscussionofLasnik(1992)further.Recallthathe

assumesbeassignspartitiveCasestructurally.Hisanalysisdependson

hisclaimthatbeisno0-roleassigner.Isthistheoreticallysupportable?

AsIsaidbefore,hethinksofbeasaralSlngVerbwhichtakesasmall

clausecomplement.Thisimpliesthatthesmallclauseisassignedno

O-rolebybe.Butitseemslikelythatsmallclauseshavethesame0 -role

asfullclausesdo,suchas"Proposition." Indeed,therearesomestate一

mentstotheeffectthattheformerhavethesamestructureasthelatter,

thatis,themaximalprojectionofan(empty)Inflnode.Seelntroduction.

Giventhatbeisnota0-roleassigner,thatittakesasmallclause

complement,andthatthesmallclausehassomesortofthematicrole,

thenhowcantheSCcomplementbeassigneda♂-rolewhichanargument

shouldhave? Thisamountstosayingthatbesubcategorizesasmall

clausewithoutasslgningany♂-role.Byextension,itwillbethatwe

seperatesubcategorizationfrom ♂-roleassignmentorargument-taking

property,adistinctprocessindependentofeachother.Butiftheclaim

thatsubcategorizationisredundantandcanbereducedtocanonical

realizationofasemanticcategory(CRSC)iscorrect,Lasnik'sapproach

willtakeanoppositestandagainstCRSC.AssumethatCRSCistheoret-

icallyadequate.Then,underCRSC,∂gwills-selectProposition,andthe

thematicpropertywillberealizedasasmallclause,whichcanbea

canonicalrealizationof"Proposition,"justasafullclausecanbe.This,

atthesametime,meansthatbehasa8-roletoassigninitsown0-grid.

Inotherwords,itisa♂-roleassigner.Therefore,wecannotsupport
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Lasnik'sassumptionthatbeisanon-0-roleassigner.Atthispoint,one

mightobjecttomyscenario,argulngthattherecanbeacategorywhich

takesacomplementbutassignsno♂-role.Apotentialcandidateislnfl,

whichtakesaVp-complementbutdoesnotβ一markit.Perhapslnfl

couldbeclassifiedassuchanelement.However,noticethatlnflisnot

alexicalitembutafunctionalcategory.Thecategorialdistinctionis

verysignificanthere.Eventhoughwepermitthatlnflisanon-♂-role

assigner,wewillhavenoconceptualgroundonwhichtogeneralizeits

propertytolexicalitems,ifβ一markingisprimarilydeterminedbyL

marking,asisdefinedbyChomsky(1986a).Thus,Iconcludethatbeis

a ♂-roleasslgner,keeplngtOtheassumptionthatovertlexicalitems,

whentakingarguments,have♂-roleassigningproperty,andtheclassof

non-♂-roleasslgnerSisrestrictedtothefunctionalcategory.Ifso,

Lasnik'S(1992)partitiveCasetheorycanbefalsifiedagain.

4LasnikRevisited

Sofar,WehavebeenpayingattentiontoLasnik'S(1992)treatment

oftheCaseassignmentbythecopulabe.Hearguedthatbeassigns

partitiveCasestructurally,differingBelletti'S(1988)partitiveCaseinthis

respect,whichsheclaimsisinherent.Lasnik(1995),however,puts

forwardasysteminwhichinherentCasecanbeassignedinthesame

mannerasstructuralCase,maintainingBelletti'Sargumentthatpartitive

isinherent.Hestatesthatinthere･construction,thepostcopularNP

raisestothespecifierpositionofAgroPatLF,andinthatposition,itis

assigned(inherent)partitiveCaseby毎.Thisconfigurationderived

afterLF-movementoftheNPalsosatisfiestheconfigurationalcondition

for♂-roleasslgnment.Thus,hearguesthathisnewapproachiscompat-

iblewithBelletti:partitiveCaseisinherent.
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LetusinvestigateLasnik'S(1995)mechanism ofpartitiveCase

assignment.Lookatthefollowingsentence:

(18)Therehasbeenabookputonthetable(Lasnik1995,(37))

Hisexplanationof(lS)isasfollows:beisa"lightverb,"whichhasno

O-rolesofitsowntoassign;Putraisestothelightverbbeen,mergedwith

it;thewholecomplexraisestoAgro;andabookraisesto lSpec,Agro].

TheconfugurationistheapproapriateoneforCaselicensing,andsince

thecomplexpredicateassignsa8-roletoabook,itisappropriateforthe

licensingofinherentpartitiveCase.Ⅰnaddition,inordertoaccountfor

theill-formednessof(助 hesuggeststhatthepassivemorphemeisa

functionalheadwithastrongNPfeaturedrivingtheovertmovementof

abookin(18):

(19) *Therehasbeenputabookonthetable(Lasnik1995,(26))

Furthermore,hetakesthepassivemorphemetoheadthesmallclauseof

毎.Now,Iconsiderwhattheoreticalconsequencehisapproachhasfor

theMinimalistProgram.

Ifthepassivemorphemehasastatusoffunctionalheadin(18),then

theconceptshouldbeextendedtothenormalpassiveconstructionin

general- passivesentenceswithoutthere.Assumethatthisisright,

andeverypassivemorphemehasastrongNPfeature.Therelevant

substructureofthefollowingexamplewouldbeoftheform蝕
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(20)Amanwaskilled

(21) VP
JiiE!

Ⅴ′
電ヨii～欝

be SC(-ed)
電 i i;欝

α ed′
/･〈＼＼

ed VP
電i iE!一
Ⅴ′
Eii工

kill aman

In(21),aisalSpec,ed]Position,whichmustbefilledovertlytosatisfy
EPP,sinceedhasastrongNPfeaturetobecheckedanddeleted.Two

problemsariseatthispoint.Oneiswiththeobligatoryoccupationofα

bysomeelement.TheNPamanmustmovetoαtocheckthestrong

featureofed.Atthestageofthismovement,amanhastoremaininthe

positionifweallownofurthermovement,whichisbannedbacauseofthe

obligatoryoccurrenceofanovertiteminα.Theresultingderivationis

ill-formed,asthenextsentenceshows:

¢2)*Wasamankilled(adeclarativereading)

Toderiveawell-formedsentence,(20),wemustmovetheNPamantothe

matrixsubjectposition,Butthisoperationviolatesthestrictovertness

condition.Onepossiblesolutionforitwouldbetorelax"overtness"in

suchamanneras:aphoneticallyemptyelementcansatisfyEPP.

Assumethisrevisedversioniscorrect.Andsupposethatamanleaves

atraceintheαpositionafteritsralSlngtOthespecifierpositionofthe

matrixlnfl.ThistracesufficestoserveasacheckerofthestrongNP

featureofed.
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Supposeoneofthetwoproblemscouldbehandledbytherelaxa-

tionofovertnessconditionalongthelinesabove.Butthesolusionofthe

otherisnotsostraightforward.Recallthatthestrongfeatureofthe

matrixlnflalsomustbechecked,orwewillhaveaviolationofEPP,and

itsderivationwillcrash.Forthederivationtoconverge,weneedtwo

raisingoperations- firsttothe[Spec,ed]position,andsecondtothe

matrix [Spec,Infl]position.3Puttingitdifferently,eachofthetwo

specifierpositionsmusthaveitsstrongfeaturechecked.Notethata

possiblecandidateforacheckerisamanin(21).Thisimpliesthataman

musthavetwostrongfeaturestocheckαandthematrix[Spec,Infl].

Dowehaveanyjustificationforaclaimthataslngleelementhasmultiple

storngfeaturesofthesamecategory,inthiscase,twoNPfeatures?

Assumingitispermissable,considerthenextexamplecitedfromLasnik

(1995):

(23) *Thereseemsto[αastrangeman][thatitisrainingoutside]

NoticethatundertheMinimalistProgrambyChomsky(1995),theexple-

tivetherehasnoCasefeaturetobecheckedbythematrixInfl.Ifa in

(23)hastwostrongCasefeatures,Wewillincorrectlypredictthat(23)hasa

convergentderivation,sinceoneofthefeaturesischeckedbythepreposi-

tionわandtheotherbythematrixlnfl.Thus,Wehavestrongempirical

eidencethatasingleitemcannothavemultiplestrongfeatures.

Nowonemightarguethatevenifthesinglestrongfeaturecon-

straintisvalid,onefeaturecanfunctiontwicein(蝕 Thatis,astrong

3.Infact,theorderoftheoperationisirrelevanttoourdiscussionhere,since
evenifthederivationalprocessisinreverseorder,thesameproblemcannot
beescapable.
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NPfeatureofamanchecksthestrongfeatureofedinthefirststep,and

remainingtothenextstepofthederivation,checksthatofthematrix

lnfl,deletedthere.Butthisapproachcouldnotbeworkable.Since

Chomsky(1995)arguesthatastrongfeaturemustbedeleted(anderased)

afterhavingplayeditscheckingrole,itshouldbeconsistentwiththe

Minimalistspirittothinkthatin(21),theNPfeatureofamanisdeleted
atthestageofthefirstcheckingoperation.Eventhoughthefeaturein

questioncouldbecarriedtothesecondstageandavailableforchecking

there,itmustbedeletedaftertheoperationanyway,orthederivationwill

crashatLF.AremalnlngStrongfeaturecausestheviolationofFIinthe

Minimalist.Ifso,thereisnoreasontopostulatethatthestrongNP

featureofamanin(21)cannotbedeletedatthefirststageofmovement

butcanbeonlyatthesecondmovement.Thus,wehavenoproper

resolusionforthesecondproblempositedabove.Then,Iconcludethat

wehaveevidencetoreject,ratherthanaccept,Lasnik'S(1995)analysis,

andhispartitiveCasetheory(orforthatmatter,Belletti'saswell)canbe

problematic.ThecopulabeisnoCaseassigneratall,atleastinEnglish.

5Conclusion

Inthepresentpaper,Idiscussedthepossibilityofthecopulabe

assigningCase,andfoundthatitisnotfeasibletoaddittotheclassof

Caseassigners,whetheritspartitiveCaseisinherentorstructural.

Basedontheassumptionthat∂gisaraisingverbwhichtakesasmall

clausecomplementinthere-constructionaswellasinordinaryexistential

predicativesentences,IpointedoutthatBelletti'S(1988)partitiveCase

theoryfacesseriousproblemsfromaTheta-andCase-theoreticalpointof

view.Particularly,Wesaw thatherintroductionofoptionalityinto

partitiveCaseassignmentwouldbeadhocandunsupportableinthatit
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requiresasortofobligatorychoiceoftheoptionalalternativeinonecase,

andobligatorychoiceofnon-optionalityintheother.Wealsofoundthat

Lasnik'sapproachwouldnotbecompatiblewithChomsky'sMinimalist

Program,contrarytoLasnik'S(1995)claimthatitis.Theseconsidera-

tionsledmetodrawaconclusionthatthecopulabeisnoCaseassigner.

Thesamewillholdofunaccusativeverbs.
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