Can Case Be Semantic?
Within the minimalist framework, case is often treated as a purely grammatical phenomenon. Checking the uninterpretable case feature, or, originally, case-assignment, constitutes a condition on the syntactic licensing of a nominal phrase. This licensing is strongly interrelated with the position occupied by the nominal in the structure and the syntactic relations into which it enters with other elements in the sentence. However, it is also well-known that (morphologically realized) case can be interrelated with meaning. To illustrate, the accusative is linked to aspectual boundedness in Finnic languages, dative is associated with such thematic roles as recipient, beneficiary and experiencer, translative is related to the notion of change, etc. In order to capture the contrast between purely grammatical cases and ones that accompany theta-role assignment, a distinction is made between inherent and structural case (Chomsky 1986). Later the two-way distinction was found insufficient; Butt&King (2005) propose the existence of a third type, semantic case; also, a distinction is made between inherent and lexical case (Woolford 2006). Svenonious (2006) argues that case features can be interpretable.
	The goal of the present paper is to determine whether we are ever required (even within the minimalist framework) to conclude that case has semantic meaning. In other words, does a case morpheme ever contribute to the truth conditions of a sentence, or does it, alternatively, fulfill a purely (morpho-)syntactic role, with any relations to semantic components being indirect? In order to answer this question, I consider a wide range of cross-linguistic phenomena in which case is associated with meaning, building both on the existing linguistic literature and on my own research. I classify the case-related phenomena associated with semantics into four types and argue that while in three of these types, a direct relation between case and meaning need not be postulated, the fourth type does pose a challenge to the claim that case belongs to the domain of grammar but not semantics.
Type I. Meaning via a Functional Projection. Within this type, structural case is checked by a particular functional projection which hosts a particular feature. While the checking process is purely syntactic, the nature of the projection has a semantic correlate, and the feature in question is interpretable and reflects a particular meaning component of the sentence. The case morpheme is thus related to meaning, but only in an indirect way. Case on its own does not make a semantic contribution; rather, it is checked under a particular syntactic configuration. This configuration, in turn, has consequences for semantic interpretation.
For instance, in Finnic languages, accusative object-marking is a sign of telicity or boundedness. Thus, (1), unlike its partitive counterpart, entails that the speaker finished drinking a contextually specified amount of water. Further, in numerous languages, situation-delimiting adjuncts (e.g. durational ones) appear in structural accusative case (2), cf. Wechsler and Lee (1996).
(1)	Join 	     veden.		(2)	Tom-i     kongwu-lul twu sikan-tongan-ul  hay-ss-ta
	drank1st SG waterACC			TomNOM studyACC        two  hours.periodACC doPST DEC
	‘I drank the water.’ (Finnish) 		‘Tom studied for two hours.’ (Korean)
As argued e.g. by Pereltsvaig (2000), in such instances, accusative case is checked by the Asp(ect) head in the presence of the [+B(ounded)] feature. The relation between case and meaning is thus indirect, mediated by the syntax. A particular functional head and a feature it carries correlate with a certain semantic characteristic. Additional examples will be discussed, including dative case and Applicative head(s) (e.g. Pylkkänen 2008), as well as Slavic instrumental nominal predicates and an extra functional projection in the small clauses in which they appear (e.g. Matushansky 2000).
Type II. Meaning via a Lexical Head. Case is associated with a particular meaning component, but this component is contributed to the truth conditions by a lexical head, generally, V or P. This head, in turn, selects the case of its complement. To illustrate, in Russian, all source prepositions (iz, ot, s, iz-za, iz-pod) require genitive complements. Here, we deal with a lexical case linked to a particular thematic role, but the relation is not direct: it is mediated by the P. Case accompanies the theta-role assignment; it does not contribute the SOURCE meaning on its own. Another example is Finno-Ugric translative, associated with the notion of change (or force exertion, cf. Kagan 2017) but systematically assigned in the presence of heads that independently contribute these components (e.g. the verb muuttua ‘change’ in (3).)
(3) 	Hän	muuttu-i		(touka-sta)	perhose-ksi.
s/he	change-past.3s		caterpillar-ela	butterfly-tra
‘S/he changed (from a caterpillar) into a butterfly.’		(Fong 2003)
Type III. Differential object marking (DOM) stands apart. This is a phenomenon whereby some of the more prominent objects (animate / definite / specific etc.) receive overt case-marking, whereas their less prominent counterparts remain unmarked. However, there are theoretical and empirical reasons to believe that both types of DPs get abstract accusative case (e.g., empirically, even the unmarked ones block accusative-marking on other nominals in such DOM languages as Turkish and Uzbek). Concentrating on morphological case, its relation to semantics is not direct either. Cross-linguistic studies reveal that accusative marking in DOM does not entail e.g. animacy or specificity. For instance, in Kannada, both animate non-specific objects and inanimate specific ones can be accusative (Lidz 2006); in Hindi, human non-specifics are marked and so are non-human specifics (Butt 1993). Rather, we deal with a more general principle whereby objects that are atypical in terms of their characteristics (prominent) are also morphologically marked (Comrie 1979, Aissen 2003). The form of the object is informative but it does not change truth conditions. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Type IV. Empty P or Semantic Case? Finally, in certain instances, the case form seems to make a semantic contribution that is not supplied independently by other overt elements or functional projections. The contribution is often analogous to that made by Ps in languages like English. For instance, instrumental case may specify that an adjunct carries the role of an instrument, and a spatial case causes for a DP to be interpreted as a goal, source or location (e.g. yeruSalaima ‘to Jerusalem’, Hebrew; laatikosta ‘out of a box’, Finnish). One solution is to claim that these cases are checked by a phonologically empty P, which makes the perceived semantic contribution. In some instances, a phonologically empty head is well-motivated (cf. e.g. Pesetsky 1982 on an empty quantifier assigning partitive genitive). However, a problem emerges when no independent evidence for such heads is present and the number of Ps that have to be postulated is high. To illustrate, Finnish has six spatial cases (internal and external goal, source and location), and verbs like juoksaa ‘run’ are compatible with all of them. Under the empty head approach we would have to postulate six empty P heads with different semantic and syntactic properties. In Daghestanian languages, the problem becomes even sharper: we can get around 15 empty Ps. This is highly unlikely. Although the final decision may be a theory-internal matter, it is much more plausible that spatial cases do carry semantic meaning of their own; in other words, they make (roughly) the same contribution to truth conditions as their prepositional counterparts in other languages. For instance, the suffix -sta in laatikosta has the semantics in (4). The phrase combines with a verbal projection via Event Identification (Kratzer 1996).
(4)	[[-sta]] = λPλe. Ǝx [P(x) & SOURCE (e,x)]
I have proposed a classification of semantically relevant cases which is based on the relation holding between case and meaning, within the minimalist approach. While in many instances, this relation is indirect and case-marking can be accounted for by morpho-syntactic processes, the existence of meaningful case-markers cannot be completely eliminated. 
