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Abstract:
This paper proposes that a proper understanding of the syntax and semantics of small clauses necessitates an understanding of the topic structure of such clauses.  The focus here is on two observations (i) the lack of passive for verbs which take bare infinitival complements and (ii) the lack of an narrow scope interpretation for subjects raised from adjectival small clauses.  This papers shows that with bare infinitival complements, the subject of the small clause is not the topic, in contrast to adjectival small clauses where the subject must be a topic.  The differences between verbal and adjectival small clauses are then made to follow.  Finally, a comparison is made between raising verbs with adjectival small clause complements and raising verb with infinitival complements, showing again that the differences in the syntax and semantics of such constructions is related to whether or not the subject of the embedded clause must be a topic.
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1.0 Introduction.


The term ‘small clause’ refers to a string of XP YP constituents which enter into a predication relation, but the predicate YP, rather than containing a fully inflected verb, contains an adjective phrase, noun phrase, prepositional phrase or an uninflected verb phrase.  The underlined strings in (1) exemplify two such small clauses, where the XP ‘the guard’ enters into a predication relation with an ADJP ‘intelligent’ in (1a) and the bare stem VP ‘leave’ in (1b).


(1a)
We consider the guard intelligent.


(1b)
We saw the guard leave.

There remains considerable debate on the proper syntactic treatment of such small clauses.  First, there is the question of constituency.  In Stowell’s (1981, 1983) small clause theory, the underlined strings in (1) form constituents, while others, such as Williams (1983, 1984) do not consider these items to be a constituent.  Second, there is question of complex predicate formation.  Some researchers maintain that the verb and the small clause predicate form a complex predicate at some level of structure (Stowell 1991).  Third, there is the question of the presence or absence of functional structure.  For those who do maintain that the small clause is a constituent, there remains the question of what types of functional projections, if any, are present in such a clause.  Stowell’s original hypothesis about small clauses considered them to be projections of a lexical head, but since then other authors have postulated various functional projections within the small clause (see, for example, Raposo and Uriagereka 1990, den Dikken and Naess 1993, Sportiche 1995).


Those who adopt Stowell’s small clause approach posit a similar (though not identical) syntax between these small clause complements and infinitival clause complements, as in (2)


(2)
We consider [the guard to be intelligent].

Here, the postverbal NP ‘the guard’ forms the subject for the embedded infinitival clause.  Similarly, the postverbal NP in (1) would also form the subject for the embedded small clause.  In addition, both subjects receive their case marking from the matrix verb.  Thus, the syntax of the small clauses of (1) is assimilated to the syntax of the ECM clause in (2).  

In a similar way, the syntax of raising verbs with an adjectival complement, as in (3a), is assimilated to the syntax of such verbs with infinitival complements (3b).  In both cases, the surface subject would originate within an embedded clausal constituent (small or infinitival) and then raises to the matrix subject position.

(3)
a.
The prisoner1 seems [ t1 intelligent ]


b.
The prisoner1 seems [ t1 to be intelligent ]


Though certainly there are similarities between ECM/raising and small clauses, there are certain peculiarities of small clauses that are not shared by ECM/raising clauses and have resisted a satisfactory explanation.  First, while the subject of an ECM clause can raise to the matrix subject position when the matrix verb is passivized, the subject of a verbal small clause cannot do so.
  This is even more surprising when we realize that the subject of an adjectival small clause can.


(4)
a.
The prisoner is considered to be intelligent/to have left.

 

b.
*The prisoner was seen leave.



c.
The prisoner is considered intelligent.

These passive facts thus split small clauses in two, suggesting that the syntax of verbal small clauses and adjectival small clauses are quite different. Note that this lack of raising from within a verbal small clause is not specific to the passive; raising never occurs with a verbal small clause either.  Thus, we see contrasts such as the following.

(5)
a.
The prisoner seems/appears to be intelligent/to leave everyday



at noon.



b.
The prisoner seems/appears intelligent.



c.
*The prisoner seems/appears leave everyday at noon.


Second, while raising verbs allow an adjectival small clause complement, Williams (1984) has observed that there is a difference range of meanings for raising verbs with a small clause complement and raising verbs with an infinitival complement.  With the infinitive, the raised subject can take both wide and narrow scope with respect to the main verb.  However, with the adjectival complement, only the wide scope is possible.


(6)
a.
Children seem to be sick.



b.
Children seem sick.

Williams (1984) uses these facts to argue against the idea that the subject and predicate of the small clause form a constituent at some level of structure.  If we accept May’s (1977, 1985) analysis that the subjects of raising verbs with infinitival complements can lower at LF back into the clause from which they originate, then it is unclear why the subject in (6b) cannot do the same, if they also involve raising from within the (small) clause.  Williams proposes an analysis in which the subject of (6b) originates in its surface position.


In this article, I argue that an understanding of these small clause peculiarities can only come from an understanding of the topic structure of these small clauses.  By considering what forms a topic in these small clauses, we can understand why verbal small clause complements do not allow raising and adjectival small clause complements to raising verbs do not allow lowering.  In doing so, I will show that (1) the matrix verb and small clause predicate in some instances must form a complex predicate at LF (2) that there is functional structure within the small clause, specifically there is a Topic Phrase within the small clause and (3) the data in (4) and (6), although pointing to differences between ECM/raising and small clause constructions, do not necessarily argue against the small clause hypothesis.  Thus, the analysis I provide gives further evidence that small clauses do form constituents.

2.0 A Difference in Predication


To solve the verbal/adjectival asymmetry, it should be observed that verbal and adjectival SCs differ in more ways than part of speech.  Verbal SCs involve a thetic predication, while adjectival SCs involve a categorical predication. This distinction is predication forms, developed in the nineteenth century by Brentano and Marty, has received considerable attention in linguistics recently (Sasse 1987, Ladusaw 1994, Lambrecht 1994, Raposo and Uriagereka 1995 and others), though Kuroda (1972) established early on the linguistic usefulness of this distinction in his analysis of ‘wa’ and ‘ga’ marking in Japanese.  With a categorical predication form, the subject is ‘singled’ out from the event itself, with the predicate ascribing a property to this subject.  Here, the subject forms the ‘topic’ of the clause.  With a thetic predication, the subject is not singled out.  It is introduced as one of the event participants; the thetic predication form can be seen as an ‘event reporting’ sentence that involves introducing an event into the discourse.  The subject here is not a topic; in fact, such clauses are typically considered to be topicless, containing all-new information.

The fact that verbal and adjectival small clauses differ in the type of predication forms they show can be demonstrated in the following way.  Raposo and Uriagereka (1995), Ladusaw (1994) and J(ger (1995) have been observed that sentences with what Carlson (1977) calls stage level predicates involve a thetic predication while sentences with what Carlson (1977) call individual level predicates involves a categorical predication.  What is interesting in this regard is that verbal SC complements allow only eventive, SL predicates while IL predicates, such a 'know', do not occur.
 


(7)
a.
The burglar saw the prisoner escape.



b.
*The burglar saw the prisoner know French.


On the other hand, adjectival SC complements to verbs such as 'consider' allow (and even require) an IL predicate adjective.


(8)
a.
The guard considers the prisoner intelligent.

b. The guard judged the work acceptable.

This difference in predication can be supported when we look at the possible interpretations for the postverbal NP.  Bare plural categorical subjects receive a generic interpretation, while bare plural thetic subjects can get an existential interpretation (Ladusaw 1994, Raposo and Uriagereka 1995).  With a bare infinitival, the postverbal NP receives an existential reading (see also Felser 1998).  However, with an adjectival small clause, the postverbal NP receives a generic reading.

(9)
a.
The guard saw prisoners leave.


b
The guard considers prisoners intelligent.

Thus, the difference in passive correlates with a difference in predication.  Passive is possible when the embedded SC involves a categorical small clause, but it is not possible when it involves a thetic small clause.

This conclusion is further supported when we look at SCs which have an NP as a predicate.  Nominal predicates always behave as IL, so they always involve a categorical predication.  We should expect passive to be allowed with a nominal predicate, and this is indeed the case.

(10)
a.
The governori is considered [SC ti a fool ].

b. Johni was made [SC ti a linguist ] (by all the hardwork).

2.1 Differences in Subject Position


This difference in predication form correlates with a difference in syntactic position for the subject of these types of small clauses.  This should not be that surprising; Diesing (1990, 1992) and Kratzer (1995) have established that subjects can be found either internal or external to the VP, and that this correlates with the type of predicate; the subjects of stage level predicates appear VP internally, but the subjects of individual level predicates appear VP externally.  Since stage level predicates can be involved in a sentence expressing a thetic judgement, while individual level predicates are found in sentences expressing a categorical judgement, we should find that these small clause subjects in different positions.  This will be established by observing contrasts with respect to extraction from the small clause subject.

First, it has long been observed that extraction from the postverbal NP with opinion verbs is difficult, which has given some force to the claim that these postverbal NPs are in subject position, since extraction from phrases in typical subject position is uniformly bad (Kayne 1984, Stowell 1991).  However, what has not been so widely discussed is that extraction from the postverbal NP with perception and causative verbs is much better.

(11)
a.  ?? Which subjecti do you consider [a book about ti ] too boring for your class?



b.  ?? Whoi did you find [ a photograph of ti ] rather unattractive?



c.  ?? Whoi did you judge [ a rumor about ti ] false?

(12)
a.  Which planeti did you see [ a picture of ti ] appear on your computer screen?

b.  Whoi did you let [ a rumor about ti ] spread around the entire department?



c.  Which presidenti did you watch [ a picture of ti ] burn in the 




wastebasket?

  
The subjects of adjectival small clauses show a violation of the Subject Condition—subjects typically do not allow extraction. The subjects of verbal small clauses, on the other hand, do not.  In this light, the subjects of verbal small clauses are behaving more like objects, which allow extraction:

(13)
a. *Who did [ a picture of t ] anger you?

b. Who did you see [a picture of t ]?

We must consider now how the subjects of verbal small clauses are like typical objects, and how adjectival small clauses are like typical subjects.  If we adopt the following representations for verbal and adjectival small clauses, in which the subject is located in different positions, we can begin to explain the differences between them.

(14)      a. [FP NPi [AP ti A] ] ]

b. [FP [VP NPi  V ] ] ] 

 
With adjectival small clauses, the subject has moved out of the domain of the theta-assigning head of the SC into a functional projection (FP) associated with the small clause.  With verbal small clauses, the subject has not moved out of the domain of the theta-assigning head of the SC.  In these representations, the subject of a verbal small clause is like a typical object is that it has not moved out of the domain of the head that assigns it a theta-role; similarly the subject of an adjectival small clause is like a typical subject in that it has moved into a functional category.

The above representations provide two ways for explaining the difference in the Subject Condition.  The subjects are different in (i) one has moved while the other has not moved and (ii) one is within the domain of the theta assigning head while the other is no longer within that domain.  In a sense, choosing which difference upon which to build an explanation involves either a representational difference (i) or a derivational difference (ii).  Given current theoretical practice, I will base an explanation based on (ii), borrowing from Takahashi’s (1994) treatment of Subject Condition violations. 

Takahashi (1994) gives a derivational account of Subject Condition violations by exploiting two principles developed in the Minimalist Program: the Condition on Chain Uniformity and the Shortest Move Condition.


(15) Condition on Chain Uniformity: Chains must be uniform

This condition prevents adjunction to a member of a nontrivial chain.  For example, given a chain (a1,…,an), an element would not be able to adjoin to the head of the chain a1 because the chain would not be uniform; the head of the chain would have an adjoined element, but the rest of the chain would not.



(16) Shortest Move Condition:  Make the shortest move.

This condition requires that movement of an element be to the closest asymmetrical c-commanding position for that element, relativized to the type of movement involved (an A’-position for A’-movement, an A-position for A-movement and a head position for head movement).


Takahashi (1994) remarks that with these two conditions, movement out of a subject (or any phrase) that has moved would not be possible, while movement out of a subject (or any phrase) that stays in-situ will be possible, since the former movement will involve either a violation of Chain Uniformity of the Shortest Move Condition.  To see why this is so, consider the following.  Here, a subject phrase has moved out of the VP into a higher functional projection.


(17) [ IP NPi [ VP ti V ] ] 

Movement of the wh-phrase contained within the subject must proceed by adjoining to the subject DP; this adjunction site is the closest c-commanding A’-position.  However, because the subject has moved out of the VP, adjunction to the subject DP would violate the Chain Uniformity Condition, and the sentence would be ruled out.  If the wh-phrase moves without adjoining to DP, this would violate the Shortest Move Condition and the sentence again would be ruled out.  However, if the subject remains within the VP without moving, then the wh-phrase could adjoin to the subject DP without violating the Chain Uniformity Condition.


This analysis immediately carries over to explain the difference between extraction from subjects of verbal and adjectival small clauses, if we consider that the subjects of the former remain in situ and the subjects of the later move.  Because the subject of an adjectival small clause has moved, the wh-phrase contained inside it cannot be extracted without violating either the Chain Uniformity Condition or the Shortest Move Condition, as discussed above.  Since the subject of a verbal small clause remains within the VP, extraction does not violate the Chain Uniformity Condition if the wh-phrase adjoins to the subject.


Takahashi (1994) recognizes that there are two alternative derivations which might allow extraction from subjects which have been moved.  In the first, the extraction of the wh-phrase takes place first, before the subject has moved.  Because the subject has not moved, the wh-phrase can adjoin to it without violating the Chain Uniformity Condition.  The wh-phrase then moves on to CP. Next, the subject moves out to IP.


(18)
a.
[CP [ IP [VP [NP whi [NP…ti …] V ] ]


(18)
b.
[CP whi [ IP [VP [NP ti [NP…ti …] V ] ]


(18)
c.
[CP whi [ IP [NP ti [NP…ti …]j [VP tj V ] ]

This does not violate the Chain Uniformity Condition, because under the copy theory of movement, once the subject moves and leaves behind a copy, both the head and the tail of the chain will have something adjoined to it.  However, this derivation is out because it is not cyclic; the landing site for movement of the subject, which occurs second, is lower than the landing site for movement of the wh-phrase, which occurs first.


A second possible derivation is like the previous one in that the wh-phrase adjoins to the subject before it has moved, but unlike the previous one it is cyclic.  In this derivation, after the wh-phrase adjoins to the subject, the subject moves out to its functional projection.  After this step, the wh-phrase moves to CP.


(19)
a.
[CP [ IP [VP [NP whi [NP…ti …] V ] ]


(19)
b.
[CP [ IP [NP whi [NP…ti …]j [VP tj  V ] ]



(19)
c.
[CP  whi [ IP [NP ti [NP…ti …]j [VP tj  V ] ]

Takahashi (1994) rules this derivation out by adopting Chomsky’s (1993) formulation of movement as Form-chain.  Here, chains are formed in one-step; it is not possible to form part of a chain at one time and the rest of the chain at another time, as Collins (1994) argues.  But this is exactly what occurs in the derivation in (19); part of the chain headed by the wh-phrase is formed at one time (the first part is adjunction to the subject) and the next part is formed after the subject  moves.  This type of derivation is not possible.


Thus, we see here how adopting a difference in the position of subjects of verbal and adjectival small clauses allows us to explain the difference in extraction between verbal and adjectival small clause subjects.


At this point, let me discuss one piece of data which suggests that the subject of the bare infinitival small clauses must move out of the VP projection.  This data concerns ‘floating’ quantifiers.  A floating quantifier can appear to the right of the small clause subject.


(20)
The guard saw the prisoners all leave.

Sportiche’s (1988) theory of floating quantifiers argues that an NP is raised from the position of the floated quantifier; the floated quantifier is then associated with the trace of the moved NP.  If we adopt Sportiche’s approach to floating quantifiers, the example above might suggest that ‘the prisoners’ has been raised from within the VP to some functional position outside the VP, leaving the quantifier behind.


(21)
[FP the prisonersi [VP all ti leave ]

If this is so, then we do not have an explanation for the asymmetries observed above, since the explanation crucially depends on the subject of the verbal small clause not to move.

However, I do not think that the data from floating quantifiers militates against an analysis in which the subject stays within the VP.  This is because there are certain problems with the raising analysis of floating quantifiers itself.  We need to be careful in using floating quantifiers as a diagnostic of movement and the position of the subject trace.  Sportiche’s analysis is not uncontroversial (Bobaljik 1998); data such as the following from passive and unaccusative verbs show that the position of the quantifier does not always diagnose the position of the trace of movement.


(22)
a.
*The children were seen all

(22)      b.
*The ice cubes froze all.

(22)      c.  
The children were all seen.

(22)      d.
The ice cubes all froze.

Given standard assumptions that the subjects of these sentences start out in object position and then are raised, we would expect the sentences in (22) to be grammatical, since the quantifier is supposed to be left stranded in the base position of the raised nominal.  But this is not what we observe; the quantifier appears preverbally.

In addition, Sportiche (1988) does recognize certain instances where a quantifier appears immediately to the right of its associated noun phrase that cannot be explained by a movement analysis. For example, in the following sentence, we cannot explain the appearance of the quantifier to the right of the subject by postulating that the subject noun phrase has been raised from the position associated with ‘all’; there is no position to which the subject ‘the children’ could move.

(23)      The children all are sleeping.

If we do consider a raising analysis, then we would have to admit that there is at least one projection higher than the projection associated with the auxiliary to which the subject can move.  The quantifier then could appear in the specifier of the phrase associated with the auxiliary. 


(24)
[IP [ The children ]i [ XP [all ti ]j [ X’ are [ VP tj sleeping ] ] ]

But note that in such an analysis, we would have to require the auxiliary not to move all the way to the top of the tree.  Typically, however, auxiliaries are assumed to be at the highest level.  Therefore, even if we accept a raising analysis for floating quantifiers that appear after the auxiliary and before the verb, it would be hard to adopt it for the cases when the quantifier is to the right of the subject but to the left of the finite auxiliary.


Sportiche notes that these cases pose a problem for the raising theory.  He also shows that there is a difference between the floating quantifiers that can appear immediately after the subject and before the finite auxiliary and those that can appear elsewhere.  In the former case, the floating quantifier cannot be modified by ‘all’, while in the latter it can.  Thus, sentence (25a) sounds worse than sentence (25b).


(25) 
a.  ??The children almost all are sleeping.


(25) 
b.  The children are almost all sleeping.

But note that floating quantifiers that appear within the verbal small clause also pattern this way; they allow the bare ‘all’ but not ‘almost all’.


(26) 
a.  ??The guard saw the prisoners almost all leave.


(26) 
b.  The guard saw the prisoners all leave.

Thus, there is a difference between those quantifiers that appear immediately to the right of the subject and those that appear separated from the subject by additional material.  In addition, those floating quantifiers that appear immediately to the right of the subject in a tensed clause with an auxiliary are also difficult to explain within a movement analysis, as Sportiche notes.
 Thus, even if one does accept the raising analysis for sentences such as (25b), there is something special about quantifiers that appear immediately to the right of the subject that suggests a movement raising analysis here may not be on the right track.


While I do not wish to give an analysis here of floating quantifiers, or of the difference between (25/26a) and (25/26b), I do bring up this discussion to show that the appearance of floating quantifiers to the right of the verbal small clause subject does not force us to conclude that the subject must have moved out of the verbal small clause.  Given the contrast in extraction mentioned above, there is sufficient support for the position that the subjects of verbal small clauses remain within the VP.  

2.3 Differences in Topic


Why is there such a distinction in the position of the SC subject?  Recall that the adjectival SC involves a categorical predication while the verbal SC involves a thetic predication.  With a categorical predication, recall that the subject is singled out from the predicate.  This subject becomes the topic for the clause, or what the clause is about.  With a thetic predication, on the other hand, the subject is not singled out; it is not the topic of the clause.  The difference in the positioning of the subject then correlates with whether or not the subject is the 'topic' of the SC, or what the SC is about.  With adjectival small clauses, which involve a categorical predication, the subject is the topic of the predication.  In such a case, the subject is raised out of the lexical head of the SC to become the topic. The claim here is that in this case, the subject of the adjectival small clause occupies a distinct topic position.  With verbal small clauses, on the other hand, the subject does not form a topic.  For these small clauses, the subject is not raised into a distinct topic position.


Raposo and Uriagereka (1995) consider that there is a functional F position in which the topic of the clause resides.  Given the above contrast, the subject of the adjectival SC would reside in the specifier of this F position.  For concreteness, I will take this function projection to be TopicPhrase.  If the subject of the adjectival small clause is located in the specifier of TopicPhrase, then it would be located outside the projection of the adjective, accounting for the syntactic effects seen above.  

But what about verbal SCs, which involve a thetic predication and which do not have their subject in a topic position.  Here, the subject would be inside the VP; the subject does not raise into TopicPhrase.  But do such clauses project a TopicPhrase?  It is generally assumed that thetic clauses are ‘topicless’. However, a number of authors have pointed to the possibility of thetic clauses having topics.  Raposo and Urigereka (1995) claim that with a thetic predication, the entire predicate becomes what the sentence is ‘about’, and hence the topic of the clause.  In such sentences, auxiliaries function as topic markers. J(ger (1995) comes to a similar position.  He notes that thetic clauses in conditional statements can act as the restrictor for adverbs of quantification; in these cases the quantification is over temporal slices.


(27)
a.
If SNOW is falling, it is usually winter.



b.
usuallyt [snow fall'(t) ] [winter' (t) ]

Following Chierchia (1992), he notes that the topic of such a clause provides the restriction for an adverb of quantification.  If thetic clauses can act as restrictions, then there must be some element that is the topic of the clause to provide the restriction for the adverb of quantification.  He concludes that there is some functional element present in thetic clauses--perhaps Tense--which acts as the topic.  

Others have suggested that it is the ‘event’, ‘situation’ or ‘spatiotemporal’ argument of the verb which functions as either an external argument (Kratzer 1989, Ramchand 1997) or a topic (Erteschik-Shir 1997).  Erteschik-Shir characterizes her ‘stage topic’ as follows (note that she adopts a file card system that interprets a level of ‘f structure’ that mediates between the syntax and PF/semantics):

“spatio-temporal arguments (a la Kratzer) may play the role of a topic...a card which signifies the ‘here and now’ of the discourse situation is always located on top of the file.  It follows that spatiotemporal arguments may play the role of topic and that the truth value of sentences with such topics is determined by examining a card with a spatiotemporal heading.  Such topics I call Stage topics....the term ‘stage’ here does not refer to stages of individuals (as in Carlson’s (1977) use of the term) but rather to the Time/Place at which the event expressed by the sentence takes place.  The model therefore includes a card which has the heading Time/Place and the index t where the index reflects the reference time and the proposed location of the stage.” (pgs. 26-27).


Thus, there seems to be a consensus that thetic sentences have a topic.  In this paper, I will adopt Erteschik-Shir’s notion of ‘stage topic’.

If such sentences have a semantic topic, then it is reasonable to suppose that this semantic topic has a syntactic representation.  We could consider that Tense or some verbal functional element is the topic of such sentences, but the problem comes when we look at verbal small clauses.  Here is that an important characteristic of these verbal SCs is that they lack any sort of verbal functional element; they do not occur with any tense marking, modals or auxiliaries.


(28)
a.
*The policeman saw the prisoner left. 



b.
*The policeman saw the prisoner can leave.



c.
??The policeman saw the prisoner be arrested.



d.
*The policeman saw the prisoner be leaving.

If these small clauses have topics, it is unlikely that there will be some verbal functional element that acts as the syntactic representation of such a topic. 

Instead, I suggest that there is a null pronominal element which functions as the stage topic for this SC.  This null topical element will provide the predication base, with the entire verbal small clause predicated of that topical element. Here, it will be the spatiotemporal (event) argument that is the topic, expressed in the syntax as a pro, with the verbal small clause acting as a property for the stage topic and supplying the predicate for that stage topic.


The differing structures for adjectival and verbal small clauses would thus be as follows.
  Note that the pro will have an index ‘t’, which will give the time and location of the stage.


(29)
a.
[ VP saw [ TopicP prot [ TpP' [ VP Mary wash the dishes ] ] ] ]



b.
[ VP consider [ TopicP Maryi [ TpP' [ AP ti  intelligent ] ] ] ]

With the verbal small clause, the VP forms a predicate of events for a stage topic.  With an adjectival small clause, the AP forms a predicate of individuals for an individual topic.  In (24a), the VP will denote the set of events in which Mary washes the dishes, while in (24b) the AP will denote the set of individuals who have the intelligence property.

3.0 Explaining the lack of passive


The lack of passive is now a consequence of the pro in topic position.  This pro, though it refers to an event, does have a nominal [D-] feature.  When the matrix verb is passivized, the closest nominal element to be attracted by the strong nominal feature of Tense would be pro in (30a) and 'Mary' in (30b).  This will generate an acceptable sentence in the latter, but not in the former case.  If pro is attracted to the specifier of TP, it will be able to check the strong nominal feature there, but then there is the question of case. I will follow Baker (1990) and consider that because pro is not phonologically overt, it does not need case; therefore, it cannot check case features.  If it cannot check case features, then the nominative case features of T would not be checked, and the derivation would crash.  If 'Mary' is overtly moved to Spec, TP, as in (30c), this would violate economy conditions, as it is not the closest element attracted by T.  The presence of pro, then, in Topic position of the embedded SC prevents the formation of an acceptable passive.  Raising of the SC subject now becomes a superraising violation, akin to the violation in (31)


(30)
a.
*[TP prot was [ VP seen [ TopicP tt [ TpP' [ VP Mary wash the dishes ]]] ]



b.
[TP Maryi is [ VP considered [ TopicP ti [ TpP' [ AP ti  intelligent ] ] ] ]



c.
*[TP Maryj was [ VP seen [ TopicP pro [ TpP' [ VP tj wash the dishes ]]]]

(31)
Johni seems it is certain ti to be here.

4.0 Previous Explanations

This problem of the lack of passive with perception verbs that take a bare infinitival complement has been noticed for quite some time, and there have been many different proposals put forth, encompassing morphological, syntactic and semantic explanations.  I will briefly survey these approaches, and note the problems each one faces.

Williams (1983) rules out (2a) by positing a filter that prohibits V VP sequences in which the V and VP are alike with respect to the feature PrP (for present participle).  Thus, with passivized perception verbs, both the V (the passive participle of see) and the VP (the bare infinitive) are both –PrP (they are not present participles); the filter would rule such strings out.

 However, such a filter could not explain why it is possible to question the postverbal NP.  Here, we would also derive a V VP sequences in which both V and VP are –PrP.  Thus, although sentence (27a) does show some decrease in acceptability, it is much better than its passivized counterpart (27b).

(32)
a.
?Who did you see steal the wallet?

 
b.
*Who was seen steal the wallet?

Both sentences contain a V VP sequence that are –PrP, so it is unclear why there should be a contrast in grammaticality.


Higginbotham (1983) posits that the verbal small clause introduces an existentially quantified event which undergoes QR at LF.  In the resulting LF structure for the passive case, the raised verbal small clause will contain a trace that is not A-bound by the matrix subject.  Here, the matrix subject in an A-position will not c-command the trace.


(33) 
[IP  [VP  tj leave ]i [IP Johnj was seen ti ] ] 

The problem here is given by such sentences as (34), with a wh-expression that contains an A-bound trace (Barss 1986, Huang 1993).


(34)
[How likely tj to win]i do you think Johnj is ti ?

The structure for this sentence is similar to the above, in that the A-trace of ‘John’ is located within an expression that has been moved to a position that ‘John’ does not c-command.  Since this sentence is grammatical, it is unlikely that the lack of the passive form results because of a lack of A-binding.

 Kayne (1984) posits that in such structures, the postverbal NP does not get case from the verb but from some (possibly abstract) head within the SC itself.  The lack of passive would result from the inability of NPs to move from one case position to another case position, however this constraint on movement from case position to case position should be formalized.


There are several problems with this explanation.  First, we do not really solve the verbal/adjectival asymmetry.  We would now have to find some explanation for why adjectival small clauses can lack such a case assigning head, and why such a head is obligatory with the verb.


Second, we would expect a much wider distribution for verbal SCs.  As has been commonly observed (Chung and McCloskey 1987, Koopman 1993), SCs are typically restricted to verbal complement position.


(35)
a.
*Mary wash the dishes is surprising.



b.
*I finished my work Mary help me.

Chung and McCloskey (1987), in their analysis of SCs in Irish, note that in this language, SCs have a much wider distribution than in English.  In Irish, SCs can occur in subject and adjunct position.  They attribute this fact to a difference in case marking between SC subjects in Irish and English--in Irish, SC subjects can be licensed by a default accusative while in English SC subjects are licensed by a external case assigner--the matrix verb.  If we try to attribute the difference to whether or not the subject of the SC can get case internally to the SC, then we would expect a much larger distribution for these types of SCs in English.


Turning to the proposal of Kroch, Santorini and Heycock (1988), they consider the lack of passive to result from the lack of an AGR node within the verbal small clause complement.  They take passive to be a lexical rule which involves externalization of an internal argument.  With perception verbs with a verbal small clause complement, the postverbal NP is not an argument of the matrix perception verb.  Passive is blocked because the verb has no internal theta role to externalize.


However, passive is allowed with ECM verbs, which also lack an internal theta role to externalize.  In these cases, the presence of ‘to’ signals that INFL, with tense and agreement, is present.  They reason that a verb’s external theta role is assigned to AGR in INFL, with the subject being coindexed with AGR.  With ECM verbs, the presence of ‘to’ indicates that AGR is present in the subordinate clause.  However, this INFL in the nonfinite clause is coindexed with the matrix INFL; in this way, the agreement and tense values of the nonfinite clause can be specified.  Passive is allowed because of this coindexation.  The lower verb assigns its theta role to AGR within the subordinate clause.  Since this AGR is coindexed with the matrix AGR, the passivized subject in the matrix IP can receive its theta role by being coindexed with the matrix AGR.


Problems remain with this approach.  First, if passive is a lexical rule, it is still unclear how an ECM verb should ever appear with passive morphology; at the lexical level, it simply does not have an internal argument to externalize; their coindexation algorithm is part of the syntax, so it is unclear how this allows the passive lexical rule to apply.  Second, presumably bare infinitival small clauses are not able to undergo the coindexation algorithm because they lack an AGR.  However, AGR is necessary for external theta role assignment.  If this is the case, it is unclear how the bare infinitival small clause subject ever gets its theta role in the active case.


Bennis and Hoekstra (1989) explain the ungrammaticality of the passive by requiring that verbs be identified with Tense.  A verb can be identified with tense if it forms a T-Chain with Tense.  In such a chain, each position in the chain must antecedent govern the next link.  With bare infinitivals, there is no embedded Tense for the verb to be linked with.  In this case, the bare infinitival can either raise to the matrix verb by head movement (Verb Raising) or by the verb can be linked with the matrix Tense by index percolation.  In this manner, the verb can be identified with Tense.  Perception verb passives are ungrammatical not because of some failure of NP movement, but because passive participles do not allow verb raising or percolation.  With a matrix passive participial, the embedded bare infinitival is not identified with Tense, and so the sentence is ungrammatical.


While this explains the tense problem and the structure class category problem, it is problematic because it links the ungrammaticality of the passive with bare infinitivals directly to the presence of passive morphology.  If this were the case, then we would expect raising verbs to allow bare infinitival complements, since no passive morphology is present here.  However, as seen above, this is not the case.


Finally, Felser (1999) offers a representation for perception verb small clauses that are very similar to the representation suggested here, in that the event argument of the verb is projected into the syntax within an AspP (Aspect Phrase) category.  This event argument is a PRO, which is bound by the event argument that is projected for the matrix verb.  In this passive case, she reasons that passivizing the matrix verb removes the event argument for the matrix verb; it is no longer projected so it can no longer bind the PRO associated with the bare infinitival.  Since this PRO is no longer bound, the sentence will be ungrammatical.


The strength of this argument for the lack of passive rests on two points-whether or not the event associated with the bare infinitival is bound by the matrix event argument, and whether or not the event associated with the matrix is lost through passivization.  In support of the idea that the event argument of the bare infinitival is bound by the matrix event, Felser notes that the time of the event of the expressed by the bare infinitival is the same as that of the matrix, as seen in the following.


(36) Kim saw Sandy leave.

While I agree with this judgement, this does not necessarily mean that the subordinate event argument is controlled and coindexed with the matrix event argument.  Note that coindexing typically means that the two arguments are identical in reference, as seen with, for example, a PRO that is bound by a nominal argument, as in ‘Kimi tried PROi to leave.’  In this example, the PRO subject of ‘to leave’ is bound and coindexed with Kim, the subject of the matrix verb ‘try’.  Here, the actor who is trying and the actor who is leaving are identical.  If we apply this notion to the event PRO analysis given above, then we must say that the ‘seeing’ event and the ‘leaving’ event are identical.  The problem here is that most speakers see these two events as distinct, though occurring at the same time.  Further support for the notion that these two events are distinct comes from the following, where it is clear that the locations of the two events are different.


(37)
While sitting in my office, I saw the car hit the pedestrian in the street.

Here, the location of the event of seeing is in the office, and the location of the event of hitting is in the street.  Since events typically are associated with locations in space and time, it is hard to see how the two events could be coindexed, and thus the same, if they involve different locations.


Secondly, Felser does not give any independent evidence for the claim that passives lack an event argument.  Note also that she follows Kratzer (1995) in considering that individual level predicates lack an event argument.  So, given the proposal that passives lack an event argument, we expect passives to behave like individual level predicates.  But this is clearly not the case.   For example, it is well known that individual level predicates do not appear in ‘there’ existential sentences.  Passives, on the other hand, do appear in such contexts.


(38)
*There are linguists tall.


(39)
There were warnings issued to the residents.

It is also clear that individual level predicates are not tied to a certain time and place, but passives are clearly are eventive.  This can be seen most clearly when we compare passives to middles.  Verbs in the middle construction behave more like individual level predicates, in that they describe permanent qualities to their subjects and their bare plural subjects are interpreted generically.


(40)
a.
passive: Stephen King novels were sold yesterday.

b.       middle: Stephen King novels sell easily.

Thus, even if we accept the view that the event argument of the bare infinitival is bound by the event argument associated with the matrix verb, it is much harder to accept the explanation for the lack of passive. The evidence presented above suggests that passives do have event arguments.

3.0 The syntax of the event argument

Above, I have shown how the introduction of the event argument pro prevents the formation of an acceptable passive.  But the introduction of this event argument raises a number of questions, since it is somewhat different than the other arguments of the verb.  In this section, I discuss the syntax of the event pro.

3.1 Introducing the Event Argument into the Syntax

To begin this discussion, for concreteness purposes, I will adopt Higginbotham’s (1985) representations for lexical items.  Here, a transitive verb such as ‘eat’ takes three arguments, the two typical arguments which are the agent and patient of the verb and an event argument.

(41) eat <e, x, y>

For Higginbotham (1985), these arguments must be saturated in order to have a well formed representation.  The ‘x’ and ‘y’ arguments are saturated by the NPs which appear in the subject and objects positions of the syntactic representations.  The event argument, on the other hand, is saturated by combining with INFL in a process called ‘theta binding’.  This argument, then, can be saturated in a different way than other arguments.

  But in the small clauses we have been discussing, I have argued that INFL is not present.  If INFL is indeed responsible for saturating the event argument position of the verb, in this case, the event argument must not be saturated.  It is because of this lack of theta binding that the event argument is obligatorily represented in the syntax with verbal small clauses.  Here, the pro argument serves to saturate the event position of the verb.  In the following tree diagram, I show the position of the subject, object and event argument and a representation of the theta grid associated with the verb.  Following usual practice, a star by the argument position in the theta grid shows that that particular argument position has been saturated.
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This lack of INFL, therefore, is the reason why verbal small clauses must be involved in a thetic predication in which the event argument serves as the topic.  Without INFL, there is no way to saturate the event argument position by theta binding; another possibility needs to be found.  The event argument must be introduced syntactically in order for this saturation to occur. 

Characterizing the relationship between the lack of INFL and the obligatory presence of the stage topic allows us to explain certain questions which are raised by this analysis.   First, if passivization requires that the SC subject be present in the specifier position of the topic position associated with the SC, and the topic position is associated with an NP feature, then it is unclear why the verbal SC subject within the VP cannot move to the specifier position, in effect becoming the topic of the clause.  Why can't verbal SCs express a categorical predication?


(43) 
*[VP saw [ TopicP [the prisoner]i [VP ti leave the cell ] ] ]

It is not the case that all sentences with verbal predicates must be thetic predications, as seen in the following sentences (examples and discussion adapted from Sasse (1987)).


(44)
a.
The DINNER burned.



b.
The dinner BURNED.

In (44a), with the accent only on 'the dinner', we have a thetic predication; this statement can be used as a response to the question 'what happended?'.  But in (44b), with accent just on the verb, we have a categorical predication in which 'the dinner' is the topic of the clause; this statement can be used as a response to the question 'what about dinner'.  This shows that verbal predicates can be used in categorical predications in a finite clause.  Why isn't such an ambiguity seen with verbal SCs? 


We might attribute this lack of a categorical predication within the verbal small clause to some selection properties of the matrix verb that only allows for a thetic SC complement.  This may be feasible for a verb such as 'see', which does seems to require that its complement be some sort of event.  But there are other verbs, such as 'make', which allow both a thetic and categorical SC complement. 


(45)
a.
The guard made the prisoner leave.



b.
*The prisoner was made leave.


(46)
a.
The guard made the prisoner unhappy.



b.
The prisoner was made unhappy (by the guard).

The acceptability of (46b) shows that 'make' allows for a categorical predication in its SC complement, according to the proposal made here.  If 'makes' allows a categorical SC as its complement, why can't the verbal SC function as a categorical SC?  We might say that in fact 'make' does not allow a categorical SC, and the acceptability of (46b) results because 'the prisoner' is direct object of the verb, and the adjective 'unhappy' is an adjunct in a 'secondary predication' type structure.  However, if this is the case, then the NP would receive a theta role from the verb; but in (46a) above, this NP does not have a theta role consistent with its being a direct object.  Contrast the interpretation of the postverbal NP in (46a) with the direct object in (47); these NPs are not interpreted in the same way.


(47)
The guard made the prisoner.


The above analysis solves the problem of verbal small clauses requiring a thetic predication because verbal small clauses lack INFL.  Without INFL, the event argument cannot be saturated.  In order to have a well formed structure, the event argument must be expressed syntactically.

In finite clauses, on the other hand, INFL is present.  Because INFL is present, the event argument can be saturated by theta binding and the event argument does not need to be syntactically present.  When this occurs, the subject noun phrase can move to TopicPhrase and we will have a categorical predication.


(48) 
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Note that INFL need not obligatorily saturate the event argument position, for clauses with INFL can still express a thetic predication.  If we take theta binding to be optional for INFL
, then in those cases where the event argument in not theta bound, the event argument must be expressed syntactically and it will appear in TopicPhrase.
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In essence, what this says about clauses with verbal predicates is that in the absence of INFL, verbal predicates will always express properties of events; verbs are inherently predicates of events.  In order for verbs to express properties of individuals, and participate in a categorical predication, INFL needs to be present.  However, for adjectives the situation is quite different.  As we have argued above, they can express a categorical predication within a small clause in the absence of INFL.  Adjectives, then, must express basic properties of individuals. Furthermore, if the above is on the right track, then adjectives must not have an event argument; if adjectives did have an event argument, then that argument would need to be present in small clauses.  In this way, we tie the lack of INFL and the verbal status of the SC to the lack of passive, certainly a welcome result since no verbal small clause allows the passive, while adjectival small clauses do.

Before moving on, let me address two outstanding issues that this particular analysis raises.  The first problem has to do with verbs that are considered to be individual level.  Above, I suggested that verbal SC complements never participate in categorical predications due to the lack of INFL; verbs cannot inherently act as individual properties but only do so in a derived manner. The problem is that there are a number of verbs which are thought of as individual level, such as 'know', 'like', 'hate' etc.  If individual level predicates express only a categorical predication, we would expect these verbs to act not as properties of events, but as properties of individuals.  How are the presence of these verbs dealt with in this system?


I will adopt a pragmatic approach to the apparent lack of a thetic reading.  Raposo and Uriagereka (1995) suggest that pragmatic considerations favor or force an SL or IL reading.  If we take this view, then we can suppose that the verbal individual level predicates are in fact descriptions of eventualities, but that it is difficult to find a context which would allow such descriptions to form the basis for a thetic judgement.  Note that we can find case where these IL verbal predicates do behave in a more stage-like manner.

(50)
a.  Right now, I know how to solve these kinds of problems but in a few days I won't.



b.  I really hate you right now.
  

Thus, it is not the case that these verbs cannot participate in a thetic predication; if a suitable context can be found, they get an eventive reading. 


The second problem concerns adjectives that are considered to be stage level.  For example the adjective ‘available’ expresses a thetic predication, because its bare plural subject can be existential; this sentence can be paraphrased as ‘there are firemen available’.


(51)
Firemen are available.

If thetic predications involve an event argument as topic, and if adjectives do not have such an event argument, how do we account for the above example?


First, let me point out that there are few prototypical stage level adjectives in English, as Kiss (1998) has observed.  In addition to ‘available’, Kiss lists only the adjectives ‘visible, sick, drunk, naked and hungry’ as stage level adjectives, though she notes that the latter appear somewhat marginally as stage level adjectives.  Since most adjectives appear to be individual level, this would support the idea that the basic type of adjectives are properties of individuals.

Second, Rothstein (1999) points out certain differences in the ability for modifiers to appear in adjectival and verbal small clauses.  Modifiers which express a temporal location can appear in verbal, but not adjectival, small clauses.

(52)
a.
Yesterday, the witch made John know the answer last night and forget it

 this morning.

b.       *Yesterday, the witch made John clever last night and stupid this morning.

Also, modifiers that express adverbial quantifiers over events such as ‘every time’ can appear in verbal, but not adjectival, small clauses.


(53)
a.
I made Jane worry every time the bell rings.

b.     *I made Jane nervous every time the bell rings.

In the (a) example, the adverbial modifies the embedded small clause verb ‘worry’ because it cannot modify the matrix verb ‘made’; this is because the tense of the matrix verb and the tense of the verb within the relative clause must be the same (Rothstein 1995).  The (b) example is ungrammatical because the adverbial cannot modify either the adjective or the matrix verb.


Both of the constraints can be explained if adjectival small clauses do not contain an event argument.  Without an event argument, there is no appropriate unit for these elements to modify.


To account for apparent ‘stage level’ adjectives, I suggest instead that it is not the adjective which introduces the event argument, but some other element.  The likely candidate is the verb ‘be’, since it is verbs which are inherent predicates of events.  I suggest that eventive interpretations with adjective arise through combination ‘be’, which shifts adjectives from properties of individuals to properties of events by introducing an event argument.

3.2 Licensing pro.


While English allows the event argument to be expressed as a null pro, it does not allow any other argument to expressed as a null pro, in contrast to other languages such as Italian.


(54) 
*has sung.

(55)      ha cantato

She/he has sung

This raises the question of how this event pro is licensed in the syntax, and why a pro which refers to individuals cannot be licensed in English.  

To begin this discussion, let me point out that many approaches to the appearance of pro in the syntax consider there to be two separate licensing conditions: a formal licensing requirement and a identification requirement (see Jaeggli and Safir, 1989 and the references therin). The former allows pro to appear in the syntax, while the latter allows it to determine its reference.


With regards to the formal licensing condition, it appears that there is a close connection between pro drop and topic.  As Grimshaw and Samek-Lodivici (1998) show, null subjects can be used in Italian when the antencedent of the null subject is the topic of the discourse.  Thus, in the following mini discourse, the antecedent of the null subject is within a ‘by’ phrase of a passive. This NP is not a topic, and the subject pronoun of the following sentence cannot be null.  


(56)
Questa
nittina, 
la 
mostra 

e stata
visitata da Gianni



this
morning
the
exhibition
was
visited
by John



Piu tardi,
*e/egli/lui 
ha 
visitato

l’universita



Later

he

has
visited

the university



This morning, the exhibition was visited by John.  Later, he visited the university.

In the active, when ‘Gianni’ appears as the subject, the following sentence can appear as a null subject.

(57)
Questa nittina, Gianni ha visitato la mostra. Pui tardi, e/?egli/?lui ha visitato l’universita.

In addition, Dimitriadis (1996) shows that null pronouns are used only when their antecedent in maximally prominent in the discourse; the use of other pronouns occurs for antecedents which are not prominent.  If we consider that elements which are maximally prominent are topical, then again we see that there is a close relationship between individual pro and topics.  

So even for a pro which refers to individuals, as well as a pro that refers to events, we see that there is a close connection between pro and topics. This data suggests that in order for pro to be licensed, pro must be in a topic position.  Thus, we can consider that the formal licensing of pro requires that pro appear in a TopicPhrase, licensed by the head of TopicPhrase.


As for the identificational requirement, it is typically assumed that there is some way that pro acquires the person, number and gender features which are responsible for establishing its reference.  One way to achieve this is by rich agreement in the verb; by coindexing the pro with agreement, the pro acquires its phi-features. In this way, a pro that refers to individuals can be distinguished in terms of whether or not it is first, second or third person, singular or plural, masculine or feminine. English does not allow a pro which refers to individuals because English has no way to set the phi features of the individual pro; its agreement is not ‘rich’ enough to determine the content of pro.

Now, event pro is different from pro that refers to an individual in that event pro does not need to set its person, number and gender features. In this way, event pro can exist in English even though English does not normally allow pro; such a pro which lacks phi-features will be interpreted as an event pro.  In this way, we can understand that interpreting pro as an event is the default interpretation for pro, in the absence of any licensing requirement for pro.

3.2 LF Raising and Restructuring


The above explains why passive is unacceptable, but this structure should also rule out movement of the SC subject at LF to the matrix to get case.   As mentioned above, in both instances, the subject gets its case from the matrix verb.  This means that both subjects must raise to the matrix clause to an AGRo position (or adjoined to the verb) to have their case features checked against those of the verb.  This is no problem with the adjectival SC case, but with perception verbs we expect pro to block raising of the SC subject, just as it would to block raising to subject in the passive case.


Stowell (1991) considers that the embedded predicate of adjectival SCs in English undergoes head movement at LF and incorporates into the matrix verb; in these cases, these clauses undergo restructuring at LF.  If we accept Stowell’s position, and extend this to verbs as well (see also Hoekstra and Bennis (1989)), then at LF the verb moves first into the head of TopicPhrase and then into the head of TopicPhrase with the adjoined verb would move to the matrix V0 position.


(58)
[VP [saw-[Tp wash]j [ TopicP pro [ TpP'  tj [VP Mary tk the dishes ] ] ] ]


After this LF movement, the pro in TopicPhrase can be skipped over, given Chomsky’s (1993) notion of equidistant.  This is because once the head of TopicPhrase moves onto the head of the verb, the specifier of TopicPhrase and the specifier of VP become equidistant from ‘Mary’, since they are now in the same minimal domain of the chain created by movement of the head of TopicPhrase. The specifier of VP is a possible landing site, since this is not a theta position.  ‘Mary’ can then move up into the matrix VP, and then ultimately to the specifier of AGRo, to check its case. Note that here, the subject argument is generated in the specifier of an upper light verb, following Chomsky (1995).

(59)
[TP Johns [AGRP Maryl [AGR' [vP ts [VP  tl [saw-[Tp wash]j [ TopicP proi [ TpP'  tj [VP tl tk the dishes ] ] ] ]


The difference between overt and covert raising has to do with the timing of restructuring.  Because restructuring does not occur until LF, it is not until LF that the pro in TopicPosition can be skipped over.

Some Cross-Linguistic Comparsion


If it is the case that covert raising into the matrix clause allows covert raising of the subject of the small clause into the matrix clause, then we would expect overt raising of the verb into the matrix clause must be a necessary (though not sufficient, see below) condition to warrant overt raising of the small clause subject into the matrix.  Thus, this study makes the following predication: raising out of verbal small clauses which lack INFL can only take place if the verb itself has moved into the matrix.  We expect that all cases of perception verb passives from bare infinitivals would require movement of the infinitive into the matrix.


And indeed, cross linguistically, we do see grammatical instances of perception/causative verb passives.  For example, in Italian, perception verb passives are grammatical (The examples in this section come from Rosen (1989)).

(60)      Quei brani furono fatti leggere (a/da Giovanni)

These passages were made to read (to/by Giovanni).


Though at first there doesn’t appear to be any raising of the embedded infinitive into the matrix, a number of studies have suggested that there is some type of ‘clause union’ effect with these sentences.  These authors have noted that clitics which are arugments of the embedded verb appear associated with the matrix verb, and not the embedded verb.

(61)      Maria lai fa riparare ti a Giovanni.

Maria made Giovanni repair it.

Dutch, though, seems to provide a counterexample to the claim that verb raising of the bare infinitive allows for passive to take place.  Dutch is similar to English in that a bare infinitive is used as the complement of a perception, in contrast to the te infinitive.  In addition, verb raising applies, shifting the bare infinitive to the right of the matrix verb.  This data is from Bennis and Hoekstra (1989).  They analyze verb raising as an instance of head movement of the bare infinitive into the matrix clause.


(62)
dat 
Jan 
Marie 
een
appel
hoort/zeit/laat
eten



that
John
Mary
an
apple
hear/see/let
eat


that John hears/sees/lets Mary eat an apple.

Given that the embedded verb moves into the matrix clause, we expect passive to be allowed, as raising over the embedded pro in topic position should be possible.  However, this is not the case, as seen in the following.


(63)
*Kaatje
werd 
enn 
liedje 
gehoord
zingen.



Kaatje

was 
a
song
heard

sing



*Kaatje was heard sing a song.

Bennis and Hoekstra (1989) give independent evidence that verb raising cannot apply when the matrix verb has been passivized.  This evidence comes from the phenomenon of Infinitivus Pro Participio (IPP).  IPP is when an infinitive is used in Verb Raising constructions where a participle is expected.  In the following, the infinitive te eten ‘to eat’ has undergone verb raising, but the matrix verb is not the expected participle geprobeerd ‘tried’ but the infinitive form proberen.


(64)
dat 
Jan 
dese 
kaas 
heeft 
proberen 
te eten.



that
John
this
cheese
has
try

to eat.

Bennis and Hoekstra (1989) state that IPP only occurs with Verb Raising, and is obligatory in such a context.  Thus, with perception verbs which require Verb Raising, the IPP effect appears.


(65)
dat 
Jan 
mij 
een liedje
heeft
gehoord/horen zingen



that
John
me
a song

has
heard/hear
sing



that John has heard me sing a song.

This data indicates that Verb Raising cannot move a verb into a participle.


The reason for the ungrammaticality of (63) above now follows from the IPP effect.  Verb Raising cannot apply in the passive, because the matrix verb is a (passive) participle, and as shown above, Verb Raising cannot move the verb into a participle.  Because there is no overt verb raising, there can be no overt movement of the subject into the matrix clause.


Of course, even if we found a language in which verb raising did occur, and passive was still not allowed, this would not necessarily invalidate the claim verb raising is necessary for passive to occur; it would only show that verb raising is not sufficient to allow passive.  Thus, we expect that all cases of grammatical passives from infinitivals which lack INFL will have verb raising, not that all ungrammatical passives will lack verb raising. Indeed, we do see some cases where apparently verb raising is allowed (there have been no arguments put forth that there is no verb raising) and passive is ungrammatical.  French is such an example.  Like Italian, it appears to have verb raising into the matrix, if the presence of clitic climbing onto the matrix is a diagnostic of raising.


(66) 
Jean lesi a fait reciter ti a Pierre.



Jean made Pierre recite them.

Yet passive is still ungrammatical.  

(67) *Ces passages ont ete faits lire (a/par Jean).

These passages were made to read (to/by Jean). 

5.0 Raising Verbs


Above, we noted that raising verbs never occur with a verbal SC complement, although they do occur with an adjectival SC complement.  This is expected given the analysis presented, since in order for the SC subject to raise into the matrix in the verbal case, we would have movement across pro
But this only explains part of the syntax of raising verbs that have small clause complements.  Above, we noted that a subject raised from within a small clause complement cannot be interpreted within the scope of the matrix verb ‘seems’, although this is possible if the subject is raised from an infinitival complement.

We can explain the contrast if we consider that with the adjectival small clause complement, the embedded small clause must participate in a categorical predication.
  In this case, the small clause subject which raises must be a topic.  We can then explain why the raised NP has wide scope over the matrix verb.  Erteshick-Shir (1998) has suggested that topics get widest scope.  Since this NP is a topic and must have widest scope, it will not be interpreted within the scope of ‘seems’.

Further support that the raised NP in this instance is a topic and that the small clause complement must be a categorical small clause comes from two places.  First, if a bare plural appears in this position, it can only get a generic reading. 

(68) Children seem sick.

As a topic NP, this NP will not get an existential interpretation; bare plural subjects in a categorical predication receive a generic interpretation (Ladusaw 1994).

Second, it is well known that in copular sentences with an individual level predicate, ‘there’ existential sentences are disallowed.  Since the presence of an individual level predicate points to a categorical small clause complement, it appears that categorical small clause complements are not allowed in ‘there’ existential sentences.


(69)
*There are linguists tall.

Now, if the SC complement to the raising verb ‘seems’ is acting as a categorical small clause (just as the SC complement to the raising verb ‘be’ is categorical when there is an individual level predicate), then we predict that ‘there’ sentences will be disallowed.  This is exactly the case.


(70)
*There seem firemen available.


Stowell (1991) explains the lack of a narrow scope reading by exploiting a process of restructuring with such small clauses.  He allows the adjectival small clause predicate to move into the matrix at LF.  The subject then cannot lower because there is no longer a predicate within the small clause for the quantified NP to take scope over.  He adopts the following principle.

(71)      Predicate Scope Principle

a. A quantifier phrase QP must takes scope over a predicate P.

b. For any predicate head P appearing in a chain of linked positions (P, ti,…,tn), QP takes scope over P if and only if QP c-commands P.


If the small clause predicate had raised into the matrix, then we have the following representation.

(72)     [ NPi  [VP [V [V seems [ADJ sick ]j ] ] [SC ti tj ] ] ]

If the Predicate Scope Principle holds, the raised NP would not be able to lower and adjoin to the SC and be in the scope of ‘seems’.  In that position, it would not c-command the head of the chain of the raised adjective, in violation of the Predicate Scope Principle.  Since it cannot lower because the small clause predicate has raised into the matrix, it will not be able to get an interpretation in which it is within the scope of ‘seems’. 

The problem with this approach is that we expect all arguments within the small clause to take wide scope with respect to the matrix verb.  However, this is not the case, as Williams (1983) observes.  In the following example (modified from Williams’ (1983) example), we see that the indefinite ‘something’ can be within the scope of the matrix verb.


(73)
He seems proud of something.

If the adjective ‘proud’ moves into the matrix, we would expect ‘something’ to have wide scope, because there would no longer be a predicate within the small clause.  Note that it is unlikely that ‘of’ can count as the predicate here; this preposition is typically thought to be inserted to function as a case assigner and not as a predicate.


Though we have provided a good analysis for small clause complements to raising verbs, the challenge now comes to provide an analysis for infinitival complements to such verbs.  How is the subject in this case allowed to raise into the matrix?  At first, we might expect that this is allowed because the presence of 'to' signals that INFL is present, and in this way we can bind the event argument and have the NP subject of the infinitival in TopicP.  Here, there would be no impediment to raising.  While this is certainly a possibility, additional facts suggest that this cannot be the sole reason raising is allowed.  If raising depends only on having an NP in topic position, we would expect that these clauses would only allow for an embedded categorical predication.  This would make the syntax similar to what we proposed above with small clause complements.  But the interpretation of the subject clearly shows that it need not be a topic.  First, it can occur within the scope of ‘seems’ and second, a bare plural subject can get an existential reading.  Contrast again the interpretations with the infinitival and the adjectival small clause complement.


(74)
a.
Firemen seem to be available.



b.
Firemen seem available.

These facts point to the presence of an embedded thetic predication within the infinitival clause. These distinctions suggest that with a to-infinitival complement, raising into the matrix is possible for a thetic subject.   If the raised subject is a subject of a thetic predication, then how is it possible for the NP to raise into the matrix, since we expect the stage topic to block raising?


Given the system proposed above, the only way to move beyond the embedded pro is for there to be head movement through TopicPhrase overtly to allow for domain extension.   We could posit that the verb moves into the matrix, but then we cannot explain why raising is impossible when ‘seems’ takes a bare infinitival VP as its complement; why would verb raising be allowed in one instance but not the other? The difference between bare infinitival VPs and ‘to’ infinitival VPs involves the presence of ‘to’; this element should be exploited to explain the asymmetry.  Above, we suggested that verbs do not move overtly into the matrix with a perception.  It seems reasonable to conclude that it is ‘to’ which moves into the matrix.


Now, it is clear that some verbs do involve raising of ‘to’ into the matrix; these are the verbs that undergo ‘to’ contraction, which involves head movement of ‘to’ into the verb, as explained in Goodall (1991), Hornstein (1994) and Roberts (1997).


(75) 
a. The strikers are {gonna/going to} riot.



b. The children {usta/used to} visit more often.


Of course, it is one thing to argue that a particular subset of raising verbs involve ‘to’ movement, and another to argue that the whole class can involve ‘to’ movement.  But there is other evidence for a ‘to’ raising account. 

Note that if there is some way that we can block head movement through TopicPhrase, then we predict not necessarily ungrammaticality, as with perception verbs, but that there could be no embedded thetic predication.  This is because without overt movement, a thetic subject could not ‘skip’ pro. However, an embedded categorical predication will be possible, because this does not require overt head movement in order for the embedded subject to raise.  And ‘to’ infinitivals do have Tense, so we can get a categorical predication, in contrast to the bare infinitival small clause of perception verbs.  So if head movement can be blocked in to infinitivals, we predict that only a categorical predication form will be available.


One way to block head movement would be if overt material intervenes between the raised element and its target.  As van Riemsdijk (1998) shows, V to V head movement from infinitival clauses occurs only under string adjacency; if a PP intervenes between the subordinate infinitival and the matrix clause, V raising is not possible. Simplifying his discussion somewhat,  example (76) shows that V-raising is possible with the PP to the right of the base position of the subordinate verb.  If the PP intervenes, V-raising is not possible.


(76)
dat 
hij [
de 
emmer met 
een 
lepel [ei] ] 
probeert
te

 

that
he
the
bucket
with
a
spoon

tries

to



scheppeni


scoop



that he tries to scoop the bucket with a spoon

(77)
*dat 
hij [
de 
emmer [ej] 
leej
[ei] 
met 
een 
lepel ] 


 

that
he
the
bucket

empty

with
a
spoon




probeert
te 
scheppeni


tries

to
scoop



that he tries to scoop the bucket empty with a spoon

van Riemsdijk (1998) formulates a constraint on head movement that allows head movement from one head adjoined to another head to occur only if the elements are string adjacent.

Turning to the problem addressed in this paper, if material intervenes between the matrix verb and the subordinate clause, we expect that head movement would not be able to occur, since ‘to’ and the matrix verb would no longer be adjacent.  If there is no head movement, the raised NP must be a topic.  We expect, then, that in this situation, the NP will take wide scope.  The evidence comes from an interesting scope asymmetry with raising verbs that express overtly an experiencer. The following sentence, which contains a raising verb without an intervening prepositional phrase, is ambiguous; either ‘a planet’ or ‘every star’ can take wide scope.


(78)
A planet seems to be orbiting every star.

However, if material intervenes between the raising verb and the infinitive, this ambiguity disappears.  In the following sentence, ‘a planet’ must take wide scope over ‘every star’; furthermore, ‘a planet’ must take wide scope with respect to ‘seems’.


(79)
A planet seems to the scientists to be orbiting every star.

This is true for other raising verbs.


(80)
a.
A daredevil appears to have jumped over every canyon.

b.
A daredevil appears to the judges to have jumped over every canyon.


Here, the infinitival marker ‘to’ and the raising verb ‘seems’ are not adjacent, so head movement does not occur.  Since there is no head movement, we cannot have an embedded thetic predication.  The only possibility here is for ‘a planet’ to be a topic in an embedded categorical predication that then moves into the matrix clause.  The scope facts then fall out because topics take widest scope, as shown above with adjectival small clauses.


The derivation for raising in sentences will be as follows.  The subject will start out within the VP of the subordinate verb.


(81)
[ IP seems [ TopicP pro [ IP to be [ VP a planet orbiting every star ] ] ] ]

Since there is no overt phonological material separating ‘to’ and ‘seems’, ‘to’ can move through the head of TopicPhrase to ‘seems’. 


(82) [ IP seems-toi [ TopicP pro ti [ IP ti be [ VP a planet orbiting every star ] ] ] ]

Then, the NP ‘a planet’ can move into the matrix clause.  Since there has been head movement through the head of TopicPhrase, pro can be skipped over.


(83) [ IP [a planet]i [VP seems toj [ TopicP pro [IPi  ti be [VP ti orbiting every star ] ] ] ]


Note that in this derivation, I will follow Chomsky (1999) and consider that there is no EPP feature associated with the embedded IP.  If there were such a feature, then at the following intermediate stage in the derivation, the subject would be required to raise to the specifier of IP, as it would be attracted by the EPP feature associated with the embedded IP


(84)
a.
[IP to be [VP a planet orbiting the sun ] ]

b. [IP a planeti to be [VP ti orbiting the sun ] ]

After this point, the matrix verb will be merged with this infinitival.  But the position of the subject in the embedded IP position will prevent the embedded ‘to’ from raising into the matrix, because the matrix verb and ‘to’ will no longer be adjacent; the subject will intervene.


(85)
[VP seems [IP a planeti to be [VP ti orbiting the sun ] ]

However, if we let the subject remain within the VP, and raise into the matrix in one fell swoop, then there will be no problem with adjacency. 



It may be problematic to consider ‘to’ to be adjoined to the matrix verb here, since there is no contraction in this sentence.  In fact, these elements appear to be separate units.  However, there is evidence that head movement does not always result in a unified word.  This is clear from discussions of Romance restructuring, where it has been argued that the embedded verb moves into the matrix verb.  In these constructions, the two verbs remain separate.  The following example, from Italian, shows a restructuring verb (Roberts 1997).

(86) 
Questi libri 
si 
volerano
leggere.


this
book
SI
want

to read

It is clear here that ‘volerano’ and ‘leggere’ do not form a morphological word, although many argue that in such a case, the lower verb moves into the upper verb.  The restructuring data shows that not all cases of head movement must result in a morphological word.  To account for these facts, Roberts (1997) proposes the following conditions on head movement:

(87)
a. 
Head movement is copying.


b. 
*[W1 W2] where Wn is a morphological word.


c. 
A head is spelled out in the highest position in a



tree, subject to b.


Applying this analysis to the raising verb structures considered above, we can consider that ‘to’ leaves behind a copy within the subordinate clause after movement.  If the matrix verb and ‘to’ can form a morphological word (those cases where contraction is possible, such as ‘wanna’), we do get one morphological word created after movement of ‘to’ into head position, so spellout can occur at the highest position in the tree, within the matrix clause.  However, when the V+to cannot be spelled out as one morphological word, the ‘to’ must be spelled out in its base position, within the lower clause.  Thus, it is possible to have head movement of ‘to’ into the matrix without ‘seems’ and ‘to’ forming one morphological word.

 
Additional support for the requirement that head movement is necessary for a non-topic NP subject to move into the matrix subject position comes from an interaction between negation and raising verbs.  Chomsky (1993) notes that when negation is present in the lower clause, a raised subject cannot be interpreted within the scope of ‘seems’.  If negation is present on the matrix verb, a lowered interpretation is possible for the subject.  However, with negation on the subordinate verb, a lowered interpretation is not possible.


(88)
a.
A planet doesn’t seem to be orbiting every star.

b.
A planet seems not to be orbiting every star.

If we consider that negation blocks raising of ‘to’, in the same way that negation blocks the raising of verbs to INFL in finite clauses, then again we can explain this contrast.  If ‘to’ cannot raise into the matrix clause, then the only way for ‘a planet’ to raise into the matrix would be if ‘a planet’ were a topic. As a topic, it would take wide scope.

6.0 Infinitivals with perception and causative verbs


Passives are allowed with perception and causative verbs when there is an infinitival clause.


(89)
a.
The prisoner was seen to leave.



b.
The prisoner was made to leave.

This is not unexpected in the system presented here. INFL is present allowing for passive to occur.  This would result either because the presence of INFL licenses the verb to express a property, allowing a categorical subject or that INFL can move into the matrix, allowing for a thetic subject to move across the topic pro.  While the presence of a passive is not ruled out, I will argue that these structures are not typical ‘raising’ structures in which the passive subject is an NP which has been raised from an embedded clause.  Instead, I propose that these subjects are raised objects; we have a typical control structure.  This is supported in the following way.  

As a preliminary to this discussion, it is important to note that the active form does not allow the infinitive.  I take this to indicate that we have two separate lexical items, ‘made’ and ‘was made’, with the latter listed as a separate lexical item which can take an NP and an infinitival complement.  Both these lexical items have a different subcategorization frame.

(90)
made [VP the prisoner leave ] 

(91)
was made [NP the prisoner] [CP PRO to leave ] 

In this case, ‘was made’ would be more like ‘force’, as in ‘We forced the prisoner to leave’.

Support for this position comes from causative sentences in which the embedded infinitival is also passivized.   There is an interesting shift in meaning when the embedded infinitival is passivized (92).  


(92)
The prisoner was made to clean the floors.

(93)
The floors were made to be washed.

In (92), with passive on the matrix verb alone, the embedded infinitival is interpreted as a caused event, being a complement to the verb ‘was made’.  In (93), however, we lose this complement interpretation; instead, the infinitival receives an adjunct, purpose clause interpretation giving the reason why the floors were created. In fact, in this interpretation, ‘the floors’ originates not as the complement to ‘be washed’ but as the complement to ‘made’; here ‘the floors’ get interpreted as a created object.  


This is surprising if we have a raising structure here.  If the above is a raising structure, then before movement we have the following representation.


(94)
[IP was made [IP to be cleaned [the floors]]]

We expect ‘the floors’ to move successively cyclically into the matrix.  In fact, ECM verbs with passive on both the matrix and subordinate verb do not show a shift to the purpose clause interpretation for the infinitive.


(95)
a.
The guard expects the prisoner to wash the floors everyday.



b.
The guard expects the floors to be washed everyday.



c.
The floors are expected to be washed everyday.

Adopting a raising, rather than a control, analysis, we cannot explain why we get a shift in the interpretation of the infinitival clause.  However, if we take the view that the passivized matrix clause has a control structure as shown in (91), it would be impossible for the embedded object to raise into the matrix; this would be passive movement out of a CP.  

For the sentence to be grammatical, the NP ‘the floors’ must start out as the matrix object and then move to subject position.  Now, if this NP is the matrix object, then there are two possibilities for the structure of the matrix clause.  The first is that the matrix verb is the passivized version of the lexical item ‘made’ which does not select the infinitive as a complement; in this case, we get a creation sense for the sentence.  The infinitival can only be an adjunct with a purpose clause interpretation, as seen in this active sentence.


(96) The company made the floors to withstand heavy traffic.

This is the interpretation that we get.


The second possibility is to have the NP ‘the floors’ to be the complement of the lexical item ‘was made’ that takes both an NP and an infinitival as its complement. In this case, though, the selection restrictions on ‘was made’ are similar to that of ‘force’, in that the NP that is caused to do something must be animate; it is pragmatically odd to force an inanimate object to do something.


(97) #The floors were forced to be washed.

Because ‘the floors’ is not animate, sentence (97) is odd. The same would be true when ‘was made’ is present, since I propose that this has a similar semantics to ‘force’.  Since this interpretation is ruled out, we only get the interpretation where the infinitival has an adjunct, purpose clause interpretation.

7.0 Summary and Conclusion


Though the differing restrictions seen in verbal and adjectival small clauses may appear to be the result of independent properties, this study shows that these restrictions are tied to the same basic phenomenon—that of topic placement.  Adjectival small clauses have individuals as topics, while verbal small clauses have events or stages and their topics.  Because the subject of the adjectival small clause is a topic, it can move into the matrix clause under passivization.  Furthermore, since it is a topic, it will have wide scope over the matrix raising verb.  The subject of verbal small clauses is not a topic; this explains why they cannot move into the matrix under passivization.  The presence of INFL in the subordinate clause allows for passivization, because this allows for either (1) the subject to be a topic or (2) head movement of INFL into the matrix, allowing the subordinate topic to be skipped over.   The notion that small clauses do form constituents can be maintained if we consider the topic structure of small clauses.

Furthermore, this study suggests all clauses have a topic.  Clauses which express thetic judgements are not topicless; a topic is present but it is not an individual but an event or stage.  Furthermore, this event or stage topic is present in the syntactic representation.  It is this presence of an event topic that prevents passive from occurring with passive or causative verbs with a small clause complement.

Finally, A-movement across clause boundaries is now further restricted.  The prototypical element that can A-move across clause boundaries is a topic.  Only if there is reanalysis can a non-topic move across a clause boundary.

�.  Raposo and Uriagereka (1990) consider that some small clauses have functional structure, while other small clauses do not. 


�.  This lack of passive with perception and causative verbs that have a bare infinitival complement has received a great deal of attention in the literature.  See section 3.1 below for some previous approaches to this problem. 


�.  Higginbotham (1983) also remarks that the verbal SC complement involves an event.


�.  With raising verbs such as ‘seems’, we do not, in general, see a NP predicate nominal, as expected.  However, Williams (1983) states that British, but not American, English allows sentences such as ‘He seems a good man’.  Stowell (1995) considers ‘Ron seems a smart guy’ to be acceptable.  Even for speakers who judge examples with NP complements to raising verbs awkward, they find such sentences much better than those with bare VP complements.


	(i)	?He seems a good leader. 


 	(ii)	*He seems left the building.


The lack of NP complements appears to be an accidental, and not a principled, gap.


�.  Sportiche (1988) casts his theory of floating quantifiers before the introduction of Pollock’s (1989) split INFL hypothesis.  For him, one possible representation for this sentence involves the appearance of the auxiliary in the head of IP, with the subject in the specifier of IP.


[IP [the children]i all [I’ are [VP ti sleeping ] ] ] 


In this representation, the subject raises from the VP to the specifier of IP.


�. Noting this difference, Sportiche (1988) postulates that the appearance of the floating quantifier to the right of the subject is the result of a rule that moves the quantifier to the right; these cases, then, are not the result of movement of the noun phrase to the left.  He considers that this rightward movement of the quantifier involves only heads, explaining the difference noted in the text because ‘all’ but not ‘almost all’ would count as a head.


	Since ‘almost all’ does not appear to the right of small clause subjects, we might also be able to adopt this rightward movement analysis here.  If we do, then again the appearance of the floating quantifier to the right would not necessarily support the claim that the subject of the verbal small clause has moved out of the VP; the appearance of the quantifier to the right of the subject would be explained by movement of the quantifier, and not by movement of the NP.


	An anonymous reviewer, though, points out that this head movement rule is suspicious, considering that in some cases it would adjoin the quantifier to INFL and in other cases it would adjoin the quantifier to V.  Usually, head adjunction is more selective with regards to which type of element it adjoins. 


�.  Felser (1999) gives a similar representation for verbal small clause complements to perception verb.  She suggests that the event argument is projected into the syntax, as I do here, but she does not adopt the notion that the event argument is projected as a topic; she considers it to be projected as the specifier of an aspect phrase.  See below for more discussion of this approach.


�. Note that this optional rule is in accord with general economy considerations that optionality is possible only to yield a different structure/interpretation (Chomsky 1999, Fox 1999).  Here, this optional rule will yield either a thetic or categorical predication. 


�.  There might seem to be a complication in this representation, in that the subject is moved from the VP internal position to the specifier of INFL before pro is inserted into the syntax.  Chomsky (1995) considers that merger of an element is less costly than movement of an element, so that if there is a choice of movement or merger at a particular stage in the derivation, merger is chosen.  In this case, we would expect merger of pro at the level of IP, generating an ungrammatical structure in which the subject would stay VP internal.


	However, there are other cases where it appears that a subject moves to IP instead of another element merged into that position.  Thus, the analysis of transitive expletive constructions given in Bobaljik and Jonas (1996) has the subject generated VP internally and moved to the specifier of TP.  The expletive occurs in the specifier of AGRP, which dominates TP.  This analysis is parallel to the one given here, except that instead of an expletive merging with AGRP, we have an event pro merging with TopicPhrase.


	It should also be noted that one of the major empirical motivations for the notion that merge is preferred to move is based on contrasts such as the following


therei is likely [IP ti to be a proof discovered ]


*there is likely [IP a proofi to be [ ti discovered ]


At the level of the embedded IP, a preference for merge over move will require that the expletive merge with the specifier of IP and then raise into the matrix, rather than movement of the embedded subject ‘a proof’ to the specifier of IP, with later merge of the expletive at the level of the matrix clause.  The preference for merge over move will explain the contrast between (i) and (ii).


	However, if we take the position of Chomsky (1999), then the embedded IP will be defective and not contain an EPP feature.  At the level of the embedded IP, there is no EPP feature to attract the subject; thus there is no conflict between merge and move at this point.  Thus, the difference between (i) and (ii) provides no support for merge over move if the embedded clause lacks an EPP feature.


	Finally, it should also be noted that some argue that Merge is more costly than Move.  For example, Freidin (1999) states that “Move F is preferred to Merge…Presumably, the computational system for human language (CHL) tries to make maximal use of what is already in a P-marker before incorporating additional material…”(pg. 108).


�. Baker (1996) also considers there to be an underlying semantic difference between verbs and adjectives.  In his analysis, adjectives are special kinds of individuals (following Chierchia and Turner 1988) but verbs are propositional functions.  The subject argument of a verb is generated internally to the maximal projection of the verb while the subject argument of an adjective is not an argument of the adjective but of a functional category Pred, which heads a predicate phrase (see Bowers 1993).  This is similar to the analysis given here, in that the subject argument of the verb is generated inside the projection of the verb but the subject argument of the adjective is found outside the projection of the adjective.  However, I consider verbs and adjectives to be alike in that they are both properties, but differ in that adjectives are prototypically properties of individual while verbs are prototypically properties of events.


� .  Rothstein (1999) suggests that the difference between adjectives and verbs is that adjectives denote states while verbs denotes eventualities; verbs come with event arguments while adjectives come with state arguments.  Event arguments are countable and temporally locatable while states are mass entities and not temporally locatable.  It is this intrinsic difference between events and states that accounts for the different modificational properties discussed above. Rothstein argues against the view that adjectives simply lack an event or state argument because adjectives can be modified by locative adverbials.  


The psychologist considers the child well behaved at school.


Following Parsons (1990), Rothstein considers that the extra Davidsonian argument is used in such adverbial modification.  Since the adjective can be modified by a locative, there must be some Davidsonian argument present with adjectives.  Unlike verbs, however, this argument is a mass entity rather than a count entity.


	Complications arise with this example, though.  There are important differences between this type of modification with adjectives and with verbs.  One of the reasons in favor of the Davidsonian approach to this type of adverbial modification is that we can explain the entailment patterns seen with sentences which contain adverbials and those that don’t.  With verbs, we can get entailments from clauses with the adverbial to clauses without the adverbial.  For example, if (iia) is true, then (iib), which lacks the adverbial, is true as well.


a.	The psychologist saw the child behave at school.


The psychologist saw the child behave.


But this is not the case with adjectives; sentence (iiia) does not entail sentence (iiib).


a. 	The psychologist considers the child well behaved at school.


The psychologist considers the child well behaved.


Since verbs and adjectives are not parallel in this respect, it is unclear whether the presence of locative adverbials supports the claim that there is some sort of Davidsonian argument with adjectives. 


�.  Likewise, for Rothstein (1999), it is ‘be’ which is a function from the denotation of adjectives into the denotations of verbs.  In this way ‘be’ maps from states, which are mass-like, to eventualities, which are count-like.


�.  In making this claim that the small clause complement to ‘seems’ is a categorical small clause, I do not suggest that the adjective within this small clause must be an individual level predicate, ascribing a permanent property to the subject.  In the examples, the adjective ‘sick’ is not used as ascribing a permanent property to the subject, but only a transitory one.  While individual level predicates must participate in a categorical predication, it is not the case that every categorical predication involves an individual level predicate.  For example, Lambrecht (1994) gives examples of thetic/categorical pairs which involve what would be considered a stage level predicate.  The distinction here has to do with whether or not the subject is singled out; with ‘seems’, the SC complement involves a predication in which the subject must be singled out, whether or not there is an IL predicate. This ‘singling out’ creates the categorical predication.  Also, while stage level predicates typically express temporary properties, not all predicates expressing temporary properties are stage level. For example, Diesing (1992) shows that certain adjectives expressing temporary psychological states are individual level.  Thus, the adjectives ‘angry’, nervous’, ‘cheerful’, while expressing temporary states, fails to appear in ‘there’ insertion sentences and requires their subjects to be generic.  Kiss (1998) also notes that there are certain predicates expressing temporary states that behave more like individual level predicate, in that their subjects are generic.  Thus it would be wrong to suggest that simply because we have a predicate expressing a temporary state in the small clause, that small clause must express a thetic judgement. 


�.  Note that the ungrammaticality of sentence (48) has been used to support the idea that the postverbal NP in such expletive constructions receives an inherent case (see Belletti 1987, Lasnik 1995).  Since ‘seems’ does not theta mark the postverbal NP, it cannot assign an inherent case to this NP.  Since ‘seems’ does not assign a structural case, the postverbal NP lacks case, and the sentence is ungrammatical.  Here, I argue that it is not a consequence of inherent case, but a consequence of the type of judgement expressed by the small clause. 
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