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O. INTRODUCTION

In transformationalstudies, the principies of binary branchingand tbe
X-bar theory itself, based on a relationship of complementationbetween
Specifiersand 1-Ieads,a bit blurred by the constantof endocentrism,imply
li-ml analysesof lhe kind of(1) canal leastbeimproved:

(1) <VNPAPIVP

ScholarshaveIhus tried lo accommodatestructuresinto binary phrase
markersandat the sametimelo developa lbeory ceníredon Ihe maximthaI
categoriesare projectionsof olber minor categorieswith which they share
basic features.For instance,an NP is a superiorlevel of Ihe calegory N
which hasundergonea typeof ‘process’by meansof which certainspeeitiers
or othersegmentsare addedto the N jusí menlioned,building up an N’, and
finally IheNP, alsolabelledNi

Aparí from Ihe tendencyto explain Iinguistic facis by using binary en-
docentricstructures,it has aNo provednecessaryto limit Ihe numberof ca-
tegories.The standardgroup of calegoriesconsisísof N[oun¡, A[djectivej.
Ad[verbj, Pjreposilion], V[erbJ, COMP[lementiserj and their projeclions.
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apartfrom olbermoreheterodoxonessuchasTOP,AGR, andsoon,whose
inclusionis sijil underconsideration

Let’s introduceat ibis stageof ihe argumentationthe topie of this book
underreviewandseewhetherit standsany chanceof survival.As Haegeman
(1991: 50, footnote 16) declares,in informal notes,telegrams,newspaper
headiinesnr in colloquial speech,we bearexpressionssuchasMoiher ¿‘z hos-
pital, kfijackersunderarrestor (What?)Me angry?2,which in previnustimes
wereregardedas «register-specificproperties»,nr, say,were acts of perfor-
maneewíth no consequencesal aH for ihe theory of grammar.However,
ihese siructures,ealled’Small Causes,’are rol restrictedlo 11w usesjusí
mentioned,butoccurin perfectlyorthodoxuttcrances,like (2):

(2) 1 wantedherhappy.

From ihe outset,ihe concepthiddenunder ihe label of ‘Small Causes’
not only challengesboth X-bar principies and binary branching,hut also
stirs np a vasí hornet’snesíof problemswhen nne tríes lo accnmmodateit
amongthe lisí of availablecategories.In olber words,what canTransforma-
tional Grarnmarsayaboutha happyin (2) if weare (i) to avoid a ibree-foid
ana!ysisnf Ihe VP which would contradicíIhe subeategorizationframenf dic
verb ww4 aud (ji) lo demonstrate11w existenceof a unique constituent
which enuid be functionally descriptivein niher environmenisof ihe lan-
guage,audat ihe sametimeruledby X-bar theory?

11w problernposedby (i) can easily be answeredby arguing íhat ha
happycomprisessimply V andan XP, in whíchX standsfor an unknownca.
tegnry. Wbat abon (ji)? Whicb is ihe head ciernen of ihe suggestedconsti-
tuení her happy her, happybeing its sister within an Nteategory,nr happy,
complementedby her aud creatingan A’-categnry?None of ihesesugges-
tinns seemsdesirabieon 11w grnunds thai her happydoesnol shawup like
this in any uther sentential location distributinnally equivalentto eitber a
nominalor an adjectivalelemení.Ihe solution trausformationalsiudieshave
chosenis the coinageof a new item, to wit, ihe SmaflClause—hereafterab-
breviatedSC.

SasAarts in ibis volume analyzesthis new categoryfirst by dning deep
revision of the seantyliteratureon ibis tapieand afierwardsby scrutinizing
ihe relatively narrowseopeof ibis siruciureamongihe patiernsof ihe Eng-
lish language.Addedto ihe complexity of the objectivesjustmentioned,ihe
framewnrkAarts fnllnws is Government-Binding—GB henceforth—iii jis
mosí updatedversion,which makesdic readingof SmallClausesiii English.
The NonverbalTypesa difficult task, nnly lessenedby the large numberof
examplesand a fairly plain siyle. Nnneiheless,ji is ttnfortunately súlil far
from a ‘friendly-interfaeing’ charaeterization.Readersmusí be conversaní
with GB theory, eventhnugh in Chapier 2 —§§ 2.2 and 2.3— sornehinis,
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more ‘refreshing’ iban informative, are put fnrward, cantainingthe basic
principiesandcancepisnf which Aartswill makeusein the ensuingsections
of ihe study.

Tbe baok is organizedinto sevenChapters,an Appendix containing
detalis an ihe Surveyof English UsageCorpus—University CallegeLon-
don—, and an eleven-pagereferencelist incnrparating abaut150 biblia-
graphicaleniries. Chapier 1 introducesbaih tbe tapie andthe thearetical
framework.The lalter is describedin moredetail in Chapter2, ta which a
revisiannf the literatureanSCsis added.Chapter3 accountsfnr theexist-
enceof the constitueníSC,different, in principie, fram ihe resíof tbe ca-
tegariesrecognizedby transfnrmaiionalstudies.In an attemptlo connect
actual languageand ihe thenry alreadydiscussedin previnussections,an
in-depth analysisof 11w íypes nf predicatesthaI apparentlylake SCs as
complementsis pul farward in the faurth Chapter.Cbapters5 and 6, Ihe-
aretical in nature,dealwith, respectively,the consequencesfar the theory
nf grammarof extraciingthe constituenisof an SC, andthe syntacticand
categorialtreatmenithe SC musíbegiven. Far the expositorypurpasesnf
ibis paper,eventhaugh it will imply cbangingthe divisian nf the bank, 1
will organizeihe conlenisjusí listed inta faur sections:cancepí,analysis,
SCnadeandSCswiih PPs.

1. CONCEPTOFSC

This sectiancaversthe contentsof Chapters1, 2, pan of 6 andthe firsí
half nf 3. SCsaredescribedfrnm a rnerely descriptivepoiní nf view, firsí by
dernnnstratingthai they are single canstituents;secandly,by jusiifying Iheir
twa primary funcíians: subject-predicaíe;and thirdly, by accnrnrnadating
their structurewithin the transfarrnationalframewnrk, framthe firsí siudies
lo GB Thenry. In arderlo da sa,SC Thearywill be confrantedwith Predi-
calianTheory.Besides,specialtreatmentis given la matterssuchas SCsin
seem-, be- nr passiveconsírucíians,and ihe distnibutional parallelisrn be-
tweenSCs andfree adjunctsandappnsitians.

In Chapter1 a preliminarysíructurenf an SC is pul forward,reflectedin
(3):

(3) (V) LNP XPJ~
whereX=N, A, P

Twa different types of relaíianshipaccur belweenIhaseelernenis:nne
enuidbe sketchedasV-NP-NP-XP, andanaihernneas ‘V-NP-XP. Examples
(4) and(2), repeatedhereas (5) illuslrate, respectively,ihe cannectionsjusí
mentinned:
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(4) Theyappaintedherheadof theDepartrnent.
(5) 1 wantedherhappy .

In atherwords,ihe SC camplemenisV wiihin a VP, andal Ihe sametime
anatherrelationshiphaldsbetweenNP and XP, similar fo that betweensub-
ject andpredicate.

With the twa canditiansoutlined in Ihe previousparagraphsin mmd,la
wit, ihe síructureshawn in (3), and Ihe subject-predicateconnectionbe-
tweenNP and XP, Aarts apensChapter2 by revising Ihe analysesgiven in
Ihe transformationalliterature ta structuresfulfilling both requiremenis.In
ExtendedStandardTheary,Ihe core ideawasthat NP in (3) was ihe object
of a cornplexverbgraupwhich camprisedV andXP. Put anatherway, fram
a siageof Ihe sarI of (6), by meansof a transformationwhich raisedIhe NP
la an objectpositionadjacentfo V, wegol (5):

(6) [wanted-happy]~‘ Iherk

In ruy opinian, the relative successof this analysis conid well be al-
iributed lo (i) ihe avaidanceof poslulaling newcategories,lhat is, the impil-
cation thaI Ihe concepíSC is superfluous,and (u) Ihe caherencywith which
we can manageevery occurrenceof waní, without distinguishingbeíween
differeni wanísar severalsubcategorizalianframesof Ihe samelexical iíem.
Obviausly, ihe irumediateobstacleis Ihe avergeneralianof a large number
of D-structure lexical ilerus such as want-happy,wanr-iruerested,want-sad,
and so on, which will neverbe operativein 5-siruclureand ihus in actual
speech.Aud whal is more, not only wauld ihe lexicon be artificially in-
creased,buí also ihe filter camponeníof grammarwould be, in arder la
block the accurrenceof thoseiterus in otherenvironmenislike (7):

(7) *After wanting-happy,sheliad a shower.

To sum np, the afarementionedsuggestion,in trying lo accarumodate
SC-structureswilhouí predicting new principies, complicalesihe system
extraardinarily.At a tatersiage,that propasalgayeway to Iheraising-Ia-ob-
jecí as farmulated by, for insíance,Roscnbaum(1965) and Postal(1974),
who comparethe Iranstormationoperaledin, for instance,Ile seernslo be
happy,with exampleslikc (5). The only differencewould bethat in Ihe far-
mer exampleII is la Ihe main subjectposition Ihat thc subjectof be is raised,
whercasin (5), her would occupyIhe primary localian of Ihe object.Ob-
viously this raising-lo-objeclanalysis is preferredto Ihe previousaneon Ihe
groundsof Ihe unnecessarymultiplication of the Lexicon postulaledby dic
lalíer. However, from a conservalivepoiní of view, the lheory of grammar
cannoleasily dealwith dic construclion emergingfrom dic raising transtor-
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malian. Pul more graphically,a siruciureof ihe sarIof [believe[Tom lo be a
fool]] ~. would derivemío [believe Tom]v~ [lo be afool], which is ratherrevol-
ufianary if onebearsin mmd dial ihe operationproducesno alferalion in ac-
tual speechat ah.

This secondChaplerendswith a denseseeliondevatedlo 11w exploration
of the,say,‘fraditional’ basesof GB Theory, in parlicularthosecanceptswhich
will be used in ihe ensuingparis of Ihe volume.Nations such as subjacency,
gavernmenl,Ihela-, Binding-, Case-and Confrol-Theory are explained in a
way ihal is loo slraighlforward, especially if we take mío accauníihe initial
elementarylevel intendedin ihis siudy. We will haveto wait tifl § 2.3 to face
Ihe new develapruenisin GB from Chomsky’sBarriers, ¡e Ihe mechanismsIhe
UniversalGrarumarmusíincarporalein arderta block Ihe undesirableresults
of an almosí-freeMorea,pariicularly ihal of barrier, andIhe conceptsof block-
¡ngcaíegoyandL-markingrequired for a hill understandingof theformer.

Once Ihe faundalianshavebeenlaid, Aarts iniroducesthe Iwo analyses
of SCstu which much spacehasbeendevafedin ihe GB literalure, namely,
(i) SC Thcory iiself, and (u) PredicationTheory,which is exploredlater in
Ihe book. The latíer, moslly dueta Williams (1980), is juslified an a iripar-
file division of ihe VP, in Ihe sameway other funclianalor moredescriplive
accauníswould do, as reported by Aaris in § 2.4, thai is lo say, 1 [wanited

LherlNI> IhappyIA,>lV,~ Wc are not far from the raising Iheoriesalready dis-
cussed,since, underWilliams’ postulation,Ihe problemof posiling different
subeategorizaliontramesfor dic samepredicateremains also unsolved,
otherwisehappy in (5) wauld haveto be regardedas either an adjuncf or
pan of lEe only infernal complemeníor argumenítaken by want. As re-
peatedlypoinfed aul in Ibis paper, on a merebasisof coherencywith ihe
generalprincipiesruling the siandardgenerafivemodel of grammar,we are
obliged lo rejecí PredicationTheoryandto accept,and consequentlyoffer
explanalionsfor, asingle-consiiluencyanalysisof ihe so-calledSC-segmeni.
And that is preeiselywhal al firsí examinationseemsto be the mosíattrac-
live feafureof SC Theory. Ibis proposalmixestwa features:(i) the abvious
predicalive relalionshipestablishedbclween,for instance,herand happyin
(5), and (u) ihe ane-faidsiruciureihe predicafewaníseemsta requirein ihe
lighf of ils wide usein actualspeech.As for (i), ihe immedialeconsequence
is Ihal ihe constituenías a whole is givena clausalstructure—¡e subjeclplus
predicale—which lacksiis COMP so asla preveníexamplessuchas(8):

(8) *1 wanled{lhal, whelher,etc} herhappy.

As well as ‘COMPless’, Ibis specialtype of clauseis uniensed,lhat is fo
say, no inflected verb farm should appearin an SC. As a cansequenceof
bofh requirementsjust mentioned,(9) belaw doesnol contain an SC, since
wascarriesINFL [+iense],buían5’, whereas(11) does:
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(10) 1 believe(thai)Jameswasabol.
(II) 1 believeJamesto bea foal.

Lei’s simply rememberihal, as lEe tille annaunees,Ibis studyis caneen-
Irated in the nonverballypes of SCs,Ihal is, Ihosewilhouí even[NFL nadet

In Chapter6, wbich in my opinion shouldbe localedcarlierin ihe book,
Aarlsmakesa quiek review of Ihe differenl accaunísgivenlo lEe SC nadein
Ihe lileralure,and finally accorumodates,plausibly, Ibis concepíamongIhe
general categoriesrecognizedhy GB Theory. even ihough he is obliged lo
do so lii a ralher ad-hocand coníroversialway. 1 wiII go back to ibis poiní
after idenlifying what we musí understandby SC, and the relaíions held in
IhoseenvironmenísincorporalingIbis calegory.

Table 1:Summarizes Ihe masí important types of SCs recognized by Aarls

MikeconsidcrsSucinleltigent
average Tvpe declares

wants
PP type f Mike wants dic dog oid ol Ihe house.
verbal Nelson saw lhern running away.
Iypes run

Nelson made ihcm ru o awav.
secm-typc Ann~ seenis ~liappy.
be-type — Ano1 si1 happy.

Wc conid seerninglyadbere wilh no further problerus lo Ihe classifica-
han just menlioned.1 liare alrcady accauntedfor Ihe tirsí lype and,in pas-
sing, the verbal lypes~ much spacewill be devotedbclow lo Ihe PPgroup.
and Ihe seem-exarnplesmccl proper explanalionswhcn confronled wiih
othcroccurrencesof thesamelexical ilení ~. Whaisirikcs Inc 15 dic suggestcd
radical extensionof lEe SC formula lo simple examplesof be plus subjecl
complemenísof Ihe kind of Ihe lasí of ihe examplesin Table 1, repealed
under(12):

(12) Ann’ is jt happyl5<.

To mainíain this analysisleadsus lo advocalea subeategorizationtrame
for becontaininganly oneargumentin ILe shapeof an SC.To Ihe besíof my
knowlcdge,Ihere is no olber occurrencein grammarwhich may supporíIbis
analysis.Nor evenrcasonsanalogical lo passivisalioncan be broughl mío
play,sincethe treaímentgiven lo Ihe passivevoice in gencralivesludies—see
footnoic6— doesin fací keeppacewilh Ihe argumenlalcharacterisliesof lEe
predicate,in coníradiclianwith ihe effeclsof an analysissuchas Ihal posiled
lar (12) aboye.Besides,suchan analysiswould generaletíngramniaticalsen-
tenceslike (13):
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(13) *Annis (ttobehappy~

Chapter3 is organizedmío twa paris,the firsí aneconlaininglinguislie
facissupportinglEe SC oplion, andlEe seconásuggestinganalysesof SC en-
viranmenis. TEe main piecesof evidenceprarnaiing ihe analysis of, for
example,herhappyin(5) asanSC,aresummarizedasfallows:

(1> on lEe basis lEal only constilueníscan be coardinaled, one can
demonsíratethai ¡ter happyis a conslituent: 1 waníed¡ter happyand thaI man
a gemas.

(u) (non-referential)durnmy it or Ihere can occur as firsí elemenísin
SCs. Since dummiescannot be argumenisof mairix verbs, lEen ILe only
possibilily is lo regard them, in examplesIike (14>, as subjecisof clausal
complemenis,iesubjeclsof SCs.

(14) 1 cansiderita beautifuiday.

(iii) iLe occurrenceof ihese segmenis is disiributionally paraflel to
olberclausalelemenis:la (15), ilie SC evenappearsindependcnily;ja (16),
it functionsasa freeadjunct; in (17) aslEe cornplementof apreposition,and
in (18) asa clausalsubjeciagreeingwith a singularverbform:

(15) [A: Do you considerIbM man anidiol?]
B: Thai mananidioÚYou musíbejoking! ¡no intonaliana! breakbe-

lweenthai man andanidiotj
(16) IPRO Ajaurnalisí by professionjMr Cosmosihaswrilten an exceflení

bookart..
(17) Wirhieremyhappywecannow gonadsee11w fiEn.
(18) Workersangry abaul ihe pay is jusí lEe sarI of situalion thai ILe com-

panywaníedlo avoid.

1 do naí íhink ihat Ihesepiecesof dataare strongenaugh.As for (15),
11w so-calledSC uticredby E is simply a repetition, followed by a furíher
commcntabaulit. The E speakerconíd well say ConsiderthaI man tan ictiol?
Youmusíbejoking!. Parfrom supporiinga small-clausalanalysisof Ihehigh-
lighíedsegmeníin (15), Aarls’ proposaldaesnotevendemonsíratethat this
componeníis aconsiltuení,as(19) caunier-exemplifies:

(19) lA: SEebid methai yaugayeyour daughíer£20]
B: My daughter£20?Youmusíbejoking!

My daughier£20 is obvioustyneilfier aclausalnora singleconslitueni.
1 parlially agreewith lEe anatysisof (16), in which lEe constitueníin jia-

lics is consideredanSC.Whai 1 do nol sharein lEe leasíis Aarls’ accountof
exampleslike (20):
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(20) Mr Cos¡nosi,PRO¡ a ¡ournalisl by profession,has written an excellení
book oit..

TEis sebalarclaims tbat (20) aLe cenlajusan SC belengingte lEe sub-
jecí. Ta thebesí of my knowledge,if we preciselymakeuseof (16) in order
lo demansíraleIhal SCs and olber clausesare distributionally equivalen!,
Ihal will leadusto assertihal Ihereshouldbefunclional equivalenceas weII.
In other words, (16) should be comparableto (21), and Iikewise, (20) lo
(22), a!! of lhem illuslraling segmenísfunciioning asadjuncísafIlie VP:

(21) Since he~ is a jaurualisí by projéssion,Mr Cesmosihaswrilten aH ex—
cellen!book on...

(22) Mr Cosmos,sincehe¡ is a jaurnalisí by pro/evsion,haswritten an excel-
lení bockon...

Nanelheless¡ do believe Ihal, whereasboth Ihe SC in (16) and ILe
since-clausesin (21) and(22) areefttctively VP adjuncts,(20)hasIwo read-
ings: underane,Ibis examplewauldbe equivalenílo (22); underlEe second
reading,lEe synlaciic retation Ecid beiweenMr Casinosand lEe SC is also
adjunciion or subordinalionbu! wilEin ILe NP, rcsulling in an (endocentric)
appositionalcansíruclion,funclionally equivalenílo (23) II:

(23) Mr Cosmos,jonrualisíby profcssion,...

Consequenily,ILe SC analysis is nol nccessaryunder ILe apposiíional
readingon a mereeconomica!basis,sinceno cansíituentfunclioning as
jecí canbe insertedbeforelEe NP a jotarnalisí byprofession~~*IMrC’osnzos
he a journalist by professionj>~~9—.DespileIhesedrawbacks,Aarts suggesiion
musíbe consideredhighly valuabie,since, apartfram porírayinga parallel-
ism beíweenfree clausaladjunclsand SCs,which is doubílesslyvalid, it has
allowed us to shaw a distribulional, syntactic and semanlicdifferencebe-
tweeninilial andmedialSCsaudnon-SCmembersin appasilian.

As faras examples(17) and(18) areconcerned,¡ havenaíhing lo com-
ment upan.1 agreewiíh ILe SC analysisan groundssimilar lo Ihoseposíu-
laled in prcvious paragraphs.Whal strikes me is Ihe way in which with in
(47) can bejuslified, sineeSCshaveno COMP pesitien,and wilh ebvieusly
cannol be ihe COMP of lEe malrix clause.Radfbrd (1988b). for example,
s’mply claims thai ILe segmeníin iialics in (17)is a PP, with being ihe prepo-
sitien, ‘<md lEe SC lIs cemplemení.Obvieusly lEis peiní needsfuriber re-
search.

Aparí fram evidenceshown by coardinalion, durumies and disíribu-
liana! facis already discnssed,in Ibis firsí half of Chapler 3, lwo furíher
precísareadded,lEefirsí suppertedby lEe placemeníeladverbiaLlike per-
hapsor probab/y, Ihe camplexily of wbich lies beyonddic purposesof Ibis



Towards a Taxono¡ny ofSinaí! Clauses iii English... 209

paper.TEus, in lEe following unes, 1 will limit myself to making somere-
marksanthefinal groupof testimonies:

(iv) That ihe firsí canslituentof an SC funclions as subjectis corrobor-
atedby ai teasílhreedifferent facís:(a) lEe reflexive selfpronounscananly
be related lo subjects—I considerIhis man himselftan idiot—, (b) not-initial
and done-finalonly occur in subjeciposition —I considernol manysiudenís
good PhD studeníz1 considerMA siudenísalonegoodPhD siudenís—,ami (e)
fallowing Kayne’s (1984) principIe thai nathingcan be extractedfrom left
brancbes,sincesubjectsare left branchesin binary phrasemarkers,extrac-
fian from subjeclsshouldbe blocked— *~4J/¡~j do you considerIhefaiheroft a
genlleman?13

2. ANALYSIS OFSCs

In ibis seclion,which dealsspecifically wilh Chapter3,1explore lEe dif-
ferení lypesof complemenlatianandtbe syniaclic leveis mío wbich ihey are
organizedin senlencesinctudingSCs.

The secandhalf of Chapler3, perhapsiLe most camplexin lEe book,
puis farward the possibililiesof analysingSCs. In arderlo accaunífor lEe
differcni sírenglEdegreesof the syntaclicrelation heid betweentEe malrix
verbami lEe firsí memberof lEe SC, lwa groupsof verbstaking SC cample-
mentsaredislinguisbed:

(24’a) consider-verbs:ILe SC is iheonly complemeníin VP:
I[consider~ [you tan idioí]

8j~~.
(24b) appoiní-verbs:ihe SC is adjoinedlo theVP, ¿e Ihe only complemeníof

Vis NP:

Wc[appointed youj~,.¡NP, professorof/ogicj5~j~~
(24b)-verbsmay occur in sentenceshavinganly an NP as complemení:

Wc appoinledyou, rs lEe (24a)-class,lo which tbat passibiliiy is nol available
— *1 consideredyou—. In my apinion, insteadof esiablishingtwa clear-cut
classesof verbsan lEe basisof whetheran SC provescompulsoryor not, 1
would suggesía gradientgaing fram tbaseverEswhich unquestionablydo
nal lake SC complementalian,tike ea! in (25) below, to verbswEich indis-
puiably requireanSC ascomptementin arderla satisfyIheir subcategariza-
hanframe, ie ihaseof lEe (24a)-type.

(25) Johnalethemealraw

In pasitingananalysislike (24b), in which lEe verbtakesyouas the anly
camplemení,and iLe SC is simpty an adjunci of Ihe VP, Aarts links, for in-
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síance,appointwith eat.Thai seernscompletelywranglo me, especiallyonce
we bear in mmd lEe fact lEal lEe parallelisni wilE Wc appoiníedyou — can
easilybeexplainedby allowing far Ihe exislenceof lwo appoints,narnelya;’-
poinl1, subealegorizedfor simply an NP.and appoint, requiringan SC as ihe
only complernení.Bolh subealegorizalianframesindeedcoincideen a syn-
lactic basis,lEat is to say.botE camprisejusí ene objecí, and even lEe dis-
iinction betweenappoints,wEich oneceuldwell justify semantically,would
perhapsbe unnecessary.In canclusion,1 sirangly rejecí lEe analysisof lEe
SC in lEe appoiní-classas an adjunclionto VP, whicb is corred for 11w caí-
example ~, andembraceIheevalualionof ihe SC in (24b) asa clearcomple-
mení,sisler la V.

A third type of verb, illusírated in (24c), compriseslhesedilransi!ive
verbshavingan SC Ihal fulfilís eneof Ihe positions reservedfor 11w argu-
menís,lo wEich 1 Laveno objecíionsal alí:

(24c) persuade-verbs:
I[persuaded~. [him]NP¡PRO ¡o /eave]5(.]VI

This Chapterendswith stalisticaldatalakenfrom lEe Corpuslo wEich 1
madereferenceal Ihe beginningof ihis review.Thcse‘percentage’-episodcs
aregiven no imporlanceal ah in ILe bock, and cansequenílya Iheorelical
síudylike lEe oneundcr reviewconid weII gel rid of them,raiber tEan mear-
poralethemin quile ananeedolalmanner.

3. THESCNODE

Befare dealing wilL Chapíers4 and 5, which areextraordinarilylechni-
cal, 1 sEalí reparí from Chapíer6 lEe different accaunísof Ihe SC nade we
come acrass in Ihe literalure. Very briefly, Ihere are five proposalsmb
which we cansummanzeAarts’ repod,andwEich are molivaledby lheoreli-
cal queslionssuchasextraclion,agreemení,Casemarking,andso en:

(i) ILe SC nadeis sirnply an XP, X standingfor any calegory.Accard-
ing te wEeiherIhe iniernal síruclure15 seenas the averageenein X-bar the-
orn lEal is, ¡SpecX~]X”’, ar as ene of adjuncíian, twa different analyses
Lavebeensuggesled,illusíraled in (26)and(27) respeciively:

(26) Stawell (1981, 1983): Michael consiclers ¡ [Sue]~~.~inteIligentJ~.j~fl
(27) Chomsky (1986), Manzini (1983): Michael considers USUC]NU [míe/li—

(ji) Chomsky (1981): dic SC nade is a prajectian of X, alíhough nol thc
maximalenebu! a newlevel of projeclian,labelledX~.

(28) MichaelcansiderslSue iníelligení],<.
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(iii) Kmtagawa(1985):theSC nadeis anStwilh anINFL nade:
(29) Michaelconsiders[[SuelNPIBE]INFT <iníelligeníJ~~]5]5
(iv) theSC nadeis an5:
(30) Hornstein& Lighlfaot (1987): Michael considers[Sue]NP INFL<> [míe/li-

gení]~p]5 (INFL» is said lo lake NP, AP or PP camplemenís,vs average
INFL, which lakesVP)

(31) Kluender (1985), Chung & McCloskey (1987): Michael considers
LLSuC]NP [NFI rinleIIigení~AP]S

(y) Radfard (
1988w 1988b): Ihe SC nadeis a special category,different

from Iheresí.It hasno COMP norINPL nades.
(32) Michaelconsiders[Sue]NP[inIe/Iigent]~~]

5~

BalE Radford’sandChornsky’s (1981)pasitionsareautomaticallyre-
jecíed,becauseAarls alíempíste accorumodatethe concepíof SC witheut
making up a new label. As for possibilily (i), anecan easilygel rid of u,
since, en lEe ene hand,Chomsky’s adjunction theory cannol be matn-
lamedbecauseof Ihe fací lEal, far insíance,(24b) cande wilboul professor
of logie, buí nol witboul ¡ter, and accerdinglo Cbornsky’s proposal it
weuld be ¡terthai is adjoinedlo lEe olher constiluení.On lEe etEerEand.
SioweII’s Spec-suggesiianis caunter-arguedby Aarls by saying lEal,
wEereasSpecifier-fronling producesungrammaticalresulís, SueMichael
considersiníelligen! is corred. In consequence,Suecannal be a Specifier.
Wc are lEen lefí wilL possibilitics (iii) and (iv). (Iii) is repudiatedbecause
of Subjacency,and (iv) is finally adopíedwilhout lEe ad-heeconditions
posedby lEe schelars,atberwisewc would be crealinga new caiegory.In
cíherwords,Aarts’ claim is lEal SCsare Ss,or JPs,witb an INFL ‘~ whicE
is slandard‘~ bu! [-lense]:

(33) Michael censiders[LSuel52~~[lNFLríense+ÁGRI IBE~ ~

TEis analysis is not heweverfree of prablerns.Sincedxc NP in Speeis
Case-markedaccusativelyby lEe malrix verbanda fulure percolalionreach-
ing INFL, mí is impessiblela jusíify ILe receptionof Casein (1) independení
SCs,wbich lack malrix verbs—Doorsopen2030—, aná (u) SCsfunclianing
assubjects,andwhich areIhus Case-markednominatively— Himfreeposesa
greca threca— I7~ Aarls’ explanaliensare exíremelyad-Loe and evenEighly
dependeníen new iheoreticalapparatus.

4. SCSWITI-1 PREPOSITIONALPHRASES

Cbaplers4 aud5 dealwilL, respeclively,ILe analysisof sírucluresof lEe
form of (34b-E) belew,possibly SCs,andlEe way in wbich Iradilienal lrans-
formalienslakeplacein SCs.
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(34) Siruclure: VNPPP
(a) PratetypicalSC:1 wantyou in ihecan
(b) 1 switchedtheradio aff.
(e) 1 preventedAndrew fremIeavingILe hause.
(d) 1 [disceuraged,dissuaded,...}thenursefrom mevingIhepatiení.
(e) 1 regardedthemasclewns.
(f) He leokher feralawyer.
(g) 1 accusedJim of murder.
(h) 1 describedthernasclowns.

WiíE lEe abjecliveof cbeckingwbelberlEe posiverbalsegmenísin lbese
senlencesareSCs,lEe ¡ter fellowed by Aarls comprisesihreeparís: firsí, by
means of coardinalion and distribulion Ee tries le find cuí wbelEer lEe
NP+PPsegmeníis a constilueníer nol. Secendiy.Ihere musíbe a relalion-
ship of predicatienbelweenlEe NP análEe PP. Thirdly, in Iboseexamples
coniainingverbsin lEe embeddedcomplemení,lEe NP is said te funclion as
lEe subjeelof anSC if lEe acliveandpassivcreformulatiensare semanlically
equivalení. For reasonsof space,1 will illustrale lbose lesíswilE simply ihe
(34b)- and (34c)-iypes, and afierwards ¡ will reproduceIhe cenclusiens
carrespondingle ILe resíof ILe examples.

Theradio offin (34b)can occurelsewhere:

(35) Wilh Iheradioaff, we arealí happy.
Weareah happy:ILe radieaif, theTV en...

Furlhermere,ceerdinatiengives us proef iha! tlw radio offis a con-
stiluenl:

(36) Heswilched ILe lighls on andthe radioaif.
Moreever, since dic semantie nature of ojjf is clearly predicative

wíth respecíte ¡he radio, we arethus led te cencludethaI ¡he radioojfis
an SC ~

As far (34c), mn (37) we observe that AndrewfromIeaving ¡he licuse
canbe coardinaledwith anelhersimilar segmení,and thus mus! be re-
gardedas acenstiluení.

(37) 1 prevenledAndrew fremleavingIheheuseand Pelerfram staying.
The samecenclusiencanalsebe reachedif enelakesinta accauní

synanymauscenstruclionswilh prevent
(38) 1 preventedAndrew’s leavingIheheuse.

In (38), Andrew’sleavingthe hotaseis clearly an NP censislingof a pos-
sessivedeterminer—Andrews---anda furíher nominalcemponení.As acon-
sequence,preveníonly lakes enecomplemení.Oncewe agreewEb lEe con-
venienceof analysinglEal componenías a single constituení,and since: (i)
Ihereseemslo be a subjeci-predicaterelaiionsbipbelweenAndrewand leav-
¡ng the house,aná(Ii) by meansof lEe passivein Ihe pair of senlencesunder
(39) we concludelEal lEe post-preventNP funclioris as subjecl, lEe consli-
lueníasa wEolc receivesSC ebaraelerizalion.
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(39) (a) HepreventedChe carnmiueefram takingChewrangdecisian.
(b) He prevenledthe wrong decisionfrem beinglaken by Ihe cern-

miflee.

What aboní from in prevent-clauses?After conlrasiing fi-orn wilh other
prepositiensand cornplernentisers,Aarts concludesthai from is differenl
from botE,andanalysesu as Ihe infleelional elemení,Ibal is, JNFL, wEich is
lerribly ad-heeandsurprising19

By making use of the samecriteria, Aarts determineslEal (34d,g)-verbs
da nol lakeSCs buí completeclausalcamplemenis,whereasregardin (34e)
or (mis)takein (34fl do. lEe SCs in (34b) examplesEavean emply elemení
—PRO 2(L and nol lEe overí NP as subjecí,since en lEe basis ibal durnmy
Ihereor it arenol etigible subjectsin Ibis lype of ulterance,Iben thaI position
feltowing ILe malrix-verb is Case-markedby ihe mairix-verb itself. Besides,
lEe passive-voicecriteria leadus le lEe samecanclusion.

In Chapler5 AarlsexaminesIhe beEaviourof SCswheneitherIbeir sub-
jeetsor Ibeir predicalesundergomovemení.Severalopcratiensof extraclien
le ILe rigbl and lefí are cbecked,la wil, exlraposiliens,delacbmeni,passivi-
satien, raising, wh-mevemenland topicalisation. Due te Iheir complexily
andnon-corecEaracler,fer lEe expesilerypurposesof Ibis paper,1 will nol
ge mío ibis maller al alt.

5. CONCLUSJONSAND FINAL REMARKS

Radford’s(1 988b)concepisof ‘Exceplienalciauses’and ‘SmaJJelanses,’
distinguisEedslruclurally by lEe inclusioner lack of ILe INFL nade,respec-
lively, mecí Eomogeneousexplanatienin Aarls’ studyof SCs.TLis analysis
under review is baseden twa slarling poinís: firsí, SCs are single consli-
menús,as demonstratedby coordinatien,distributien ami insertion of VP
medificrs. Secendly, lEe wbele cansíllueníhas no COMP nade,and Ibus
cannetbe regardedas5.

Cenirary lo Radford’s ibeory, the síruclure fer ah lhese ‘COMPless’
súructuresis said Co be5, with an INEL nadefilled by either ksinfinitives or
malerial such as os, for ar frorn. BalE synlactic and semanlicfacís suppert
Ibis acceuní:en lEe enehand,Ihe SC-initial consíiluent,Ibal is, NP, func-
tions clearly as ILe subjecíof lEe SC, because(i) lEal posilien can be filled
by dummy it or diere, wEeseonly funclien is lEal of subjecl; (u) it canbe lEe
ageníin lEe passivewilL no ebangein meaning;(iii) as reponedby Radfard
(1988b),thaI lecalion is eligible fer subjeclsof idiematiecbunks,which can
enly be subjecls—I believedic cal is cuí ofdic ¿mg—;(iv) ihe SC may conlain
self-proneuns.wEicb are only relaled lo subjecls; (y) nol-iniíial and alone-
final, wbicb alwaysmodify subjectposiíions,do eccurin conneclionwilE tbe
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NP, and (vi) exíraclien from ILe NP is blecked, in Ihe sameway as wilL
otEer subjects.On lEe atherEand, a sernanhiereLaíicnsEip of predication
holúsbeíweenNP andXP.

NeneíLeless,synlaclic and semanlic faclors alse suggesí lEal lEe NP~
funclicuspartially as lEe abjectof tEe malrix verb: (i) far instance,ja 1 con-
sider myse/fintelligent, ILe fact ihal rnyve/fand nol me is granirnalicalimplies
lEal /and myselfscmeEcwbelonglo Ihe saniesentence;(u) if ILe NP nadeis
filled by a proneun,it is Case-markedin lEe Accusalive; (iii) it canfunclien
as ILe subjecl in a passivereformulalionof lEe malrix clause,in lEe same
way as averagecbjecls do —77w PresideníLs regardedas a u/own—; and (iv)
dislribulianally, 1 appo¡níedyon and 1 appointedyouprofrssoroflogiuare Ob-
vicusly relaled.As for semaníics,enefecíslEal a vallé parapEraseof, fez in-
síance,1 consideredyou tan idiot, eeuU weII be ‘1 censideredyou, and ruy
conelusionis lEal yeu arcan1db!’.

In censequence,cuí of Che whelediscussienin Ibis paper,1 haverecog-
nizedILe fallowing greupsof síruclures,Ihe casesmceíingdifferenl explana-
tiensin Ihebock beingaslerisked:

1. ccnslilucntsdifferentfrem SCs,funcíieningas cemplernents:
Ann is ¡bappyJAP (froin Table~)i1

2. censíiluenlsdiffercnt from SCs, funcíioningas adjuncís:

(25) John ate lEe mea! ¡ raw]A, 1*1

3. seníencesconlainingSCs:
3.1. independeníSC:

[Meiher iii hespiíaljSC
3.2. SCsconCain¡ngPPs:

Mike wants[lEe dogouíof Ihe Louse]~<4cm TaÑe!)
3.3. SCsin whicb lEe NP mayescompulsarily lo t1w subjectpe-

silian of lEe matrix clause—seernaíidpassives—:
Ann seenis¡ihappyI5~ fttr~n¡ TibIe!)
Suc is considered[t~iníelIigent~~(•. (froni Jóatnoíe6)

3.4. olLernonverbalSCs:
(5) 1 waníed[Lcr Lappy]5(
Mike [ccnsiders, declares,wants[ Suc inleIIigenl[SC <4om
TaÑe1)

3.5. verbalSCs:
(11) ¡ believe[Jameste be a fecI]~
Nelsonsaw[Ihem {running, run} awayJ~(froin Thble 1)
Nelsonmade[íEcm run away15~tfron¡ ‘léibIe /)

3.6. SCswith PROassubjecí,funciicning ascemplemenís:
(4) They appeiníed [herIN[> ¡PRO1 head of Ihe Deparí-

menllS( Li
(24c) 1 persuadedihirniNI PRO~le leavei~
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NOTES

¡ 1am referring, ter example, te the Min¿malis¡ Prograin nullined in Chomsky (1992) and
Gelderen(so appear),undervthich diflerení typesoC AGR. narnely X6R

5 and X6R0 are
added tú thc general Iist of categorial elements.

2 See Akmajian (1984) for thc analysis of these strangc utteranees, called «Mad Magazine
Sentences’.

3 (4) and(5) wUl be given diilercnt analysesbelew,preciscly en the semantie basis just ex-
peondcd.

(Ifflcwty (1976, 1979). who, in vjcw of examples sueh as (i) and (u), pestulates that in
erder w cepe with (bern in a bomogenenus way, ihe verb in (u) should be reanalysed as ap-
po¿n¡~profrssor~oJZlogic: (u) Wc appoin¡ed he,-, (u) Wc appo¿n¡ed her profrswor oflogia 1 will cffer
my nwn view be!nw when Ideal with the typcs eiverbs takingsC eemplcmenlatinn.

~ 1 will show later that SCs. Aarts’ opinion. always bave INEL nodes, even filled by ‘un-
inflectable’material.

The passive versiofis are also said te contain SCs:
fi) Suc is considered. deelared, wanted I~ intelligent.
Leis remember that iii transfcrmatienalstudies. verbs have enly nne subcategerizatioa

trame,ant] thus the actual subject cf a passive sentenee has te be generated a a postverbal pe-
sition, exaetly in (he same way as in the active. Por example, readtakes simply nne internal ar-
gument.hoth in the active and in the passive, as (ji) aid (iii) illustrate respeetively:

(u) The boy read a book.
(iii) e was read a bock.
Since, tirsí. English is a Cype of language cailed non-PRa-drop, that is, whieh always re-

cwires a lexical elen3ent ttinetiúning as subject, and secnndly, a book in (iii), doc tú teehnical
reasnns, cannot be Case-marked, it has te meve (o the e[mptyl positien, deriving into (iv):
(iv) A hnok~ ‘vas read
Aeenrdingly.the base strueture of(i) abeve will be (y):

(y) eis enasidered [Suc intelligcntJ5<
Suc meves te e. ieaving a 4racel behiod syntaetically and semantieally ceindexed with the

actual material ja sentenee-initial positien attcr mevemcnt.
Runningand Tun are nol tensed fornis, and ihus are apprepriate fnr SC structures,
As Haegeman(199!: 284-85) points cut, seem «is a nne-place predicate whieh takes a

elausal complement» and dnes not assign a (Cheta-)rnlc tú Ihe subjeet. If wc take that fnr
granted.¡he Iollcwing examples will be handíed in the ame way: a clansal —small nr ful!—
cnmpiernentis generatedja pnstvcrbal position, and cither the empty subject slct nf the matriz
elause is filled by a dummy ¿4 or the subject nf (he complement clause meves te that Ineatíen:

¡) <seem [Ano tú be happyj (Ann ¡¡cts no (‘ase, so it mores u> ihe ma/Ns subjec¡ po.sition)
Ann seems ¡tú be happy.

fui) seem [Ano happy] ¿again Ann has no Case, so it mores) Ann~ sccms happy.
(iii) *seem [thai Ana is happy] (¡he rna/riN subjec¡ pos/non rnust be íexically fi/lech It seems tbat
Ann is happy.

Sinee(he braeketcd segmeúts in fi) aid (u) have nc COMP flor tensed INFL. thcy are ana-
lysed as SCs.

Wc musí ant ennluse (13) with examples like Pedes¡ríans are fol ¡o walk en ¡he grass.
svhieh contain thc modal be ¡o.

1 have given the SC a catisal semantje value. The reader may incorporate orber adverbial
meanings. with no censequenees tbr the validity cf mv argumcnt.

Pav heed n thc fact hat there is oct any pause nr comma afler Mr Cosmos o (16). If
hat werc r¡ot the case, 1 wnuld aÑo pestulate a furthcr reading cf that example, in whjeh bcth

the SC aod Mr Cosmos wnuld be the mcmberscf an appositive sírueture,independentiycf the
categorjal status cf the fnrmer. This new reading will be discussed in detail bclcw in Che paper.
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¡2 As 1 have elaimed elsewhere —‘(in press)—. the appusiticnal relaticnship mi¡st no! be

distinguishedfrem suberdinatico,and as sueh, it eperates a! differeot levels cf dic sentenee
síructure.lf my prepesal prevestrue, ihis speeial type cf subordinatien is required a! lcast by
spckenaod, leis say,jeurnalistielanguage. as a syoíaetie way-ouí te the need for af¡er¡hought&

Apar! frcrn Ihe tesfs put fcrward by Aarts. under (i) and (iii) aboye, te demeostrale that
5Cs are single eenslitucnts,1-laegeman(1991: 51) adds a t’urther ene. «cther material asscci-
ated with Che majo verb of the senteoce [suchas “en’ muc:/¡] cannel eceur interoally te what wc
have called the Sma]l elause, as refleeted o

5T/te chief inspector wants Ma¿gret ‘en> mise!! di bis
o/fice. Sinee Che pcs-wans material caonet be discuntinued by tl,e insertico cf VP modjfjers er
eomplcroents.ihen Maigrel and ¿o bis office are no! djffereot ecmplcments of the VP. buí eco-
stittltt> a single cOe.

‘> TakingChomsky(1986)asChe pcint cf departure,ccostitueotscan coly be adjcincd te
maxímal prejeetiefis.Becausecf that, fer ihe purpeses of Chis paper, Wc ceuld pestulate hat
raw’s suberdinated(o the VP in (25), and Chat nakedto IP in John ates/te mcta naked. In mak-
ing the last remark 1 deviate frem beth Aarls, whe suggests lhat the universal Iceatien cf ad-
cined SC with (24b)-vcrbs is sister te VP, and Napcli (1989), whe adjcins nakedtc Cl’. My
prepesalis justified o vie~vcf examples jke What 1 satíd is shat naked yo,, «‘actuol enter 1/te disco.
aod * What1 said Ls naked thai yo» ca nitos enter cite disco. which illustratesthe claim that COMP
musí precedethe predicaleof iheSC. Besides.accordingte Aarts’ suggestioo, ene cannot ac-
ceunt for the semantie ambiguity jo John saw’ Manan naked, as recogoized by himsell’, jo which
naked may refer te either John er Manan. whereasfcl]cwiog ny prepesal the difíerenee in
meaning wúuld be parallel te the ditferent leeatiens cl (he SC.

‘3 Te allcw fer a elausal ecnstjtuent with nc INFL caooct be easily underst.,ed l’rcm a
philescphieal’pcint uf view. As Aarts declares, withcut INFL ((WC wculd end up with elauses
whiehare ncither finite ocr neofinite. ThaC wculd be likc having human beiogs whc are neillier
male ocr female»(p. 182).

» In fact. the 1 NFL er 1 nede pesited by Aars is nel ccmpletely standard, since it is alse
the landiog-site cf strange items, sueh as os in 1 regctrd ¡¿temas e/owns, as wc wilI see bclcw.

< lo erder te acceuní fer Che aeeusatively-marked subjeet in that elause, Aarts develops a
theery jo which (he Aceusative is the unoiarked Case jo Eoglish. Seme mes belcw he reports
the existenee cl ceuntercxamples te his propesal. Ijke tic ¿u tite froní seas <sud site ¿o 5/te bock
oste is ter> eommon, and explains them 1w appealing te the sirange features of ecerdination.
Wha( he misses jo tal generalizatien is thai He itt 5/te froní sea! tsould be sajen. with no ccerdj-
nation at all, is possiblc jo English, /te evenpreferred te himn by al leasí seme speakcrs.

» On Che ecntrary, examples such as (j) are oct said te centain SCs. (Ii) Co (iv) show thai
the suppesed SC jo (j) is oc! a ccnstituent, aod ihus it caonot be analysed as an SC, but simply
as ¡¡‘MI’ IY’/ví: (i) 1 iooked 5/te informa/ion t¡p; (u) * Witit tite infonncttion np, ve ‘<ere happv (iij)
* Wc are al! happy: che inforntcttion u¡, ‘ (iv) * Tite informa/ion up aítd 1/te iig/t/s o/f..

Wheo he deals wáh the (mis)/akejor examples, Aarts himself recegoises that insícad of
asserltngChaC for is the inflecticoal elemeol. (he whcle strueture cculd be analysed as ((idie-
matic en markcd»(p. 123),which sflessesChe eapricieuscharaeter cf the inflectinnal status cf
os, froin or fon.

PRO is «a neo-cvcrt NP. j.c. an NP whieh appears tobe synlaetically active, hence syo-
Caclieally represented, but which has oc cvert manifestatien. (...) 1111 is charaeterized by (he fea-
ture cempositien [+anaphcr, +prcncminall» (flaegentan 1991: 237). ‘Ihe analysis given by
Aarts te. fer jostance. (34h) is: / described ¡ nltemj N [PRO~os cíoWn5¡~..
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