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Abstract
The last decades have seen a growing interest in the study of atgumen r uct ur e-. The
roles assigned by various predicates were identified, the principles governing argument
projection to syntactic positions were investigated, and a variety of diathesis alternations were
analyzed. However, most of the work instffield focused on verbs.
The present dissertation examines the argument structure of adjectives. Focusing mainly on
Hebrew and English, it aims at defining the argument structure of adjectives, and specifying how
it differs from that of verbs.
First, | establish the base position of the subjects of adjectives, showing that, unlike subjects of
verbs, they are not generated within the projection of the lexical head, namely the AP.
| propose that the externality of an adjective's subject is achievdexical marking of one of
t h eroled of the base from which it is derived; this role is not syntactically realized in the
adjective
The AP is thewegprasfsuimant i drh,e -rlecerds apabkirigynterpratedk e d ¢

''s pr o j-absttadtian in,the semahtic ueprdsentation & the AP level.

just like it would be in verbal environments, though it is not assigned in a direct manner as it
would be in the verbal case, but rather via function application.

| propose further that erge¢ adjectives, namely adjectives mapping their subject to complement
position, can be characterized semarmde Thsal | vy,
observation leads to a refinement of the externalization mechanism. If this mecheoessarily

introduces a variable of the type of individuals or events, than the contrast between ergative and

ot her adjectives is explained: -abstractiorg asithey on al
present the wrong type of argument to be bount lhyeopegator.

The workings of the marking mechanism are exemplified and further examined in two additional

case studiesadjectival passive formation and adjectival present participle formation.



The class of adjectival passives in Hebrew is arguedonb&é homogenous, but rather to consist

of two subclasses, distinguished by the presence versus absence of an implicit argument in their
interpretation, on a par with a very w&town split in the verbal systeinthat between passive

and unaccusative kas. Once this parallelism between the adjectival and the verbal systems is
recognized, it is shown not to be accidental, but rather to stem from the fact that the same
valencechanging processes are operative in both systems.

With regard to present parides, | show that while all of them are verbal, a subset of them are
ambiguous, having an adjectival reading in addition. This subset is claimed to be constrained
aspectually: only stative verbs have adjectival present participle correlates. It is arghed

that adjectival present participle formation is a -pyatactic, lexical operation, involving
satur at i on -rold inaddition ta lexeal maaking for abstraction.

The central finding of the dissertation is that, taking seriously wke#-known claim that
adjectives invariably denote states (whereas verbs denote different types of eventualities), and
adopting in addition the <conclusion that ad ]
abstraction, it becomes clear that adjectasgjument structure is governed to a large degree by
the same principles as verbal ar gume nrdles,st ruct

argument mapping, and operations affecting thematic grids.

Vi
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1 Introduction

The study of argument structure lies at the heart of the inquiry into the lesyotax interface,
as it seeks to unravel how lexical properties of predicktsmine the syntax the sentences in
which they appear. Over the last thirty years, significant advances were made in many aspects of
this field. T h e-) rdles fadsignedehy wvarioushpeedieates weere (dentified, in
trying to account, e.g., for contrasts swsh (1), in which very similar predicates require their
subject position to be realized by different types of noun phrases. The principles governing
argument projection (also referred to as mapping or linking) to syntactic positions were
thoroughly invesgated, seeking to explain, for example, why certain-agentive predicates
such adall (2a) map their subject internally, while others, glpw, map it externally (2b). In
addition, a variety of diathesis alternations, such as the guissive (3a) r&d transitive
unaccusative (3b), were analyzed, the analysis often containing the direction of the derivation
(e.g. transitive to unaccusative or vice versa), its effect on the thematic properties of the
predicate, and the grammatical component in whiatcdurs, namely, whether it is lexical or
syntactic.
(1) a. The thief/ The illness killed the old man.

b. The thief/ *The illness murdered the old man.
(2)  a. The diamondell t;.

b. The diamond glowed.
(3) a. John broke the windoivThe window wasroken (by John).

b. John broke the windowThe window broke (*by John).
The investigation of argument structure led to important discoveries about the structure of the
mental lexicon, as well as many syntactic phenomena. Moreover, and relevastworthi this
domain can give us insight into the nature of the basic lexical categonesb, noun and
adjective- and the similarities and differences between them.
The bulk of work on argument structure focused on verbs; A few central studies dio tién,
among many, are Jackendoff (1990), Hale & Keyser (1993), Levin (1993), Levin & Rappaport
(1995), Pesetsky (1995), Reinhart (2002), Borer (2005a,b), Reinhart & Siloni (2005), and
Ramchand (2008). Given that the argument structure of verbs wasdséxtimsively, it is only



natural that the study of other categories takes advantage of the results established in the study of
verbs, and comparison to this wetlidied case is almost unavoidable.

The current dissertation examines the argument steiabiradjectives. Focusing mainly on
Hebrew and English, it aims to shed light on how adjectives resemble verbs, and in what ways
they differ from them, with regard to their argument structure. Three main aspects of the theory
of the argument structure adijgctives, presented in {f)ii) below, are tackled.

i) The principles guiding the mapping of arguments to syntactic positions in the adjectival
domain Are arguments of adjectives mapped to the syntax according to the same principles
guiding mapping inthe verbal system? If ndt how do the two domains differ, and what
underlies these differences?

i) The i nv e-mlevavailable for assignment by adjectives Ar e t herolesypes
assigned by adjectives and verbs identical? And more spegifidakts a verpelated adjective
assi gn trdles as #savenml counterpart?

i) The i nventory of o -preel rofaadjecvesAre ¢hé VYakermcehangigg t h e
operations familiar from the verbal domain (e.g. passivization) availdseim the adjectival

domain?
In 1.1 below, | survey the existing literature on the argument structure of adjectives, and present
the main results achieved in this field. In 1.2, | outline the structure, goals and main conclusions

of the rest of the disstation.

1.1 The argument structure of adjective§ previous work

! one prominent example of this phenomenon is Grimshaw's (1990) seminal work on argument structure in the
nominal domain. Grimshaw shows that in principle, nounsassign the same thematic roles as verbs. @peedf

nounsi the secalled 'complex event nominalsshare the argument structure of their verbal alternates in its entirety;
moreover, the projection of these arguments is obligatory, just as in the verbal domain. The rest of the nominals
denote indiMl ual s rather than event s, -rofenaroletnoteexistetonrtre venbalv e a
domain (possibly in addition to other roles familiar from the verbal domain). Grimshaw further argues that
passivization applies in the nominal domairaimanner similar to its application on verbs. This study thus reveals
certain common properties of nouns and verbs, as well as significant ways in which they differ, e.g. the existence of

the uni quertlgyR.nomi nal d



Relative to the extensive literature on the argument structure of verbs, there are not a lot of
studies which deal, specifically and directly, with the argument structure of adjecliwss.
section surveys the existing literature on the subject. | will present both general approaches to the
argument structure of adjectives (1-1.1.2), and research of specific types of adjectives
adjectival passives in 1.1.3, and ergative adjectivdsl.4. These two types of adjectives figure

prominently in this work, and supply the motivation for many of its conclusions.

1.1.1 TheLexicalist Hypothesisand beyond
Some studies which discuss verbal argument structure mention adjectives brigfgneral
implicitly assuming that the argument structure of adjectives parallels that of verbs (e.g. Parsons
1990, Haegeman & Guéron 1999, Emonds 2000 among others). This line of thought can be
traced back to Chomsy's "Remarks on Nominalization" (19@this paper, Chomsky observes
the basic intuition that verbs, nouns and adjectives are very similar in the types of arguments they
take and in the way these arguments are projected in the syntax, and formalizes this intuition as
foll ows: " L déhat ayreat mpanyitprossagpéar in the lexicon with fixed selectional
and strict subcategorization features, but with a choice as to the features associated with the
lexical categories noun, verb, adjective” (p. 190). This proposal, which is sometinresdréde
as the Lexicalist Hypothesiss usually taken to mean that morphologicatiated items of
different categories share an argument structure.
In Lectures on Government and Bindifgl 9 8 1) , Chomsky further note
close to théull range of verbal and nominal complement structures” (p. 49). He argues that the
crucial difference between adjectives and verbs is that the former lack the ability to assign
accusative Case, which accounts for the fact that nominal complements o¢ifvagjeppear as
of-phrases, witlof assigning the required Case, rather than as bare NPs (4).
(4) a. destroy the city

b. proud *(of) John
It is important to note thatf-insertion is viewed in Chomsky (1981) as a surface phenomenon,
and the basic seldganal restrictions of the adjective and the verb are argued to be identical.
Indeed, nominal complements aside, it is easy to observe that adjectives, like verbs, can have PP

complements (5), and CP (S' in the terminology of the time) complements @jdition, on a



par with raising verbs, there exist raising adjectives, selecting for a "defective" clause (TP, or S)
.
(5) ahakel ev psi lk-gadear] [
thedog was+tiegkrs to+thefence
‘The dog was tied to the fence.’
b. ha-kelevk a g u gpla-gader]. [
the-dog tiedp; to+thefence
‘The dog is tied to the fence.’
(6) a. John thinksdp that he will win].
b. John is certainch that he will win].
(7)  a. John appearsdt to be sick].
b. John is likely {r t to be sick].
A further reinforcement for théexicalist Hypothesisvas offered in Stowell's (1983) paper,
"Subjects across Categories”. In the spirit ebaf¢ theory, Stowell argues in this paper that all
lexical categories, including adjective, haveradural subject position (specifier), to which their
subjects are mapped. The reason why subjects do not usually occur inside APs (while they do
appear inside NPs, for example) is that they cannot be-iGadesd in this position. This
approach thus prowd further support for the common view that the argument structure of
adjectives parallels that of verbs and that the existent differences between the two categories stem

from independent factors, i.e. Case.

However, over the years, several scholars reymessed a certain discomfort with regard to
treating adjectives as completely parallel to verbs. Two reasons for this come to mind:

(i) It is not clear what theemantic contend f  trdiles of ddjectives is, and whether it is the
same as in the veabdomain. In some cases, the semantic relation between an adjective and its
argument seems to parallel quite closely a relation between a verb and its argument. This is so
e.g. in the case of adjectival passives compared to verbal passives, wherettbe istihat the
subjects of both carry the Theme role. But in other cases, it might seem that some type of relation
between an adjective and its argument is unique to adjectives, with no clear analogue in the
verbal domain. For example, is the relaticgtvireenred andthe carin the car is redfamiliar

from the verbal system? Thus, several scholars have suggested that the semantic roles assigned



by adjectives are different from those assigned by verbs. For example, Pesetsky (1982) assumes
that subjects o&djectives receive what he calls an "attribute' role, unique to adjectives. Rothstein
(1999) adesdf adjedtives'Argll’, 'Arg2’, etc., in order not to commit to the exact nature
of these roles.

(ii) It is unclear whether thenode of assignmeém f -rolds by adjectives is the same as that of
verbs. It seems that what contributes significantly to this uncertainty is that adjectives can
function both as attributes and as predicates. Predicative adjectives are found in copular
constructions, smattlauses, and as complements of raising predicates. Attributive adjectives are
noun modifiersThe attributive use of adjectives seems to necessitate a mechanism of association
(between the adjective and the noun it modifies) which does not exist inrtyed demain. For
example, Higginbotham (1985) proposes that the relation between a modifying adjective and the
noun it modifies is one af-identification in which the open position of the adjective is identified

with the open position of the nodrd-identificationis a mode of thematic discharge different
from d-marking known from the verbal domain. If such a mechanism is availablezraptbyed

in the attributive case, the question is naturally asked whether in the predicative use, adjectives
associate with their subjects like verbs, or rather by using some variant of the attributive

modification mechanism.

1.1.2 Baker (2003) adjectives and verbs are different

Baker (2003) presents a hypothesis which capitalizes on the intuition presentedgus,
namel vy, t hat anthijk ¢heirt subyeetss likedverbs.nThig is dbne within a general
theory offering a distinctive categorization of verbs, nouns, and adjectives. Abstracting away
from nouns, which are irrelevant here, what sets adgtpart from verbs according to Baker,

is that the f o-marked spetifier. 8op whilehverbs @rojext spkcifiers in which
their subjects appear, adjectives never do. Thus, interestingly, Baker opposes the common
wisdom, mentioned in sectiohl1l.1 above, of assigning adjectives the same analysis as verbs,

and APs the same structure as VPs.

2 Higginbotham suggest also a menism ofa u t o n y-marking bydvhich a gradable adjective (eljg) - d
mar ks the noun it modi fi-mlg),ehswring that tlse@adieetivehis imegpreted rédagiveto de g r

the noun fig butterfliesare butterflies which are big rele to butterflies).



Baker's initial motivation for positing a split between adjectives and verbs comes from the
different behavior of the two categories with regard to ureattuty diagnostics. Thus, for
example, as first noted by Belletti & Rizzi (1981), while the Theme argument of the passive verb
riconosciute'recognized’ is mapped internally (as can be evidenced from (8a), in w&ich
cliticization, which is possible oyplfrom the structural object position, is grammatical), the
similar Theme argument of the passive adjectgenosciuteéunknown' is mapped externally
(hence, the ungrammaticality né-cliticization in (8b)).
(8) a.Ne sarebbero riconosciute neott(di vittime).
of-them would be recognized many of victims
'‘Many of them (the victims) would be recognized.'
b. *Ne sarebbero sconosciute molte t (di vittime).
of-them would be unknown many of victims
Similar facs were observed in Russian (Pesetsky 1982) and in Hebrew (Borer & Grodzinsky
1986). For example, in Hebrew, a predicate can precede its subject in-th#edo'simple
inversion' construction only when the subject is an internal argument (Shlonsky TBA3)the
verb-subject order in (9a) and (10a), containing unaccusative and passive verbs, is licit. In
contrast, as shown in (9b) and (10b), adjectival passives do not license the adjdueot
order, suggesting that their subject is extetnal.
9 ani gbar magehu.
broke/was broken something
'‘Something broke/was broken.’
b.*gavur . magehu
broken, something
(10) ani xt evu gl oga mi xtavi m.
were+written three letters
b.*k t u v iamix@vino ¢

writteny three letters

% One could wonder whether these diagnostics are applicable to adjectives at all. In chapter 5, sections 5.1 and 5.2.1 |
will show that they are: ergative adjectives allogcliticization in Italian, and license the adjectisebjectorder in

Hebrew.



In order to account for the fact that subjects of adjectives, including those of adjectival passives,
are external, Baker suggests that subjects of adjectives do not originate within the adjectival
projection, bt rather in the specifier of a silent functional head, Pred. This head was suggested
by Bowers (1993) to be implicated in predication structures with all lexical categovieds,

nouns and adjectives. Following Chierchia (1988), Bowers claims thaalledtegories are not
predicates, but rather a special kind of property, "disguised” as an individual. This individual can
be made a predicate using Chierchia's "up" operator. Bowers proposes that the semantics of Pred
is this operator, namely, Pred talkesindividual and turns it into a predicate.

Baker suggests that the assistance of Pred is unnecessary in the case of verbs, which are true
predicates and license their own thematic subjects, but is crucial with adjectives, as well as
nouns. While these ti@r categories have selectional properties, they cannot assign thematic roles
by themselves. In Baker's implementation, Pred takes an AP (or NP) as a complement, thus
becoming a predicate which assigns dh®le Theme to the subject in its specifier position. This

is illustrated in (11) (see Baker's (31)).

(11) Verbs: Chris hungers Adjectives: Chris is hungry
T
.-'-"-F---\\'.
— \
T T PredpP
T VP NP Pred'
,-’/\ | //"\\
- Ed Y
NP W Chris Pre AP
Chris hunger hungry

Baker's suggestion automatigaliccounts for the facts of (810) above. Subjects of adjectives
are external arguments, bagenerated in spec,PredP, and are not expected to behave like
internal arguments with regard to unaccusativity diagnostics. The analysis also explains several
additional phenomena. For example, coplil@ elements in certain languages (e/§.in Edo)
which appear with predicative adjectives even in-temsed clauses (12), and therefore cannot be
analyzed as realizations of Tense, are taken to be realizati®nsb{see section 2.4 in Baker for
additional discussion).
(12) ayl ya presrematon ?(doo) yé[ar perhé]]. (Baker's (48))

Uyimade metal INCEPTIVE Pred flat

'‘Uyi made the metal flat.'



Additionally, the exigence of an additional head (Pred) between T and AP can account, given
some additional assumptions, for the fact that adjectives are not inflected for tense, while verbs
are. The argument goes as follows. On the one hand, the adjective cannot skip d\er iBse

way to adjoin to T, since this would violate the Head Movement Constraint (Travis, 1984). On
the other hand, if the adjective does adjoin to Pred on their way to T, then a complex Pred head is
formed. Baker proposes that such a complex head cdmrtbér raise and adjoin to T, since
Tense must adjoin to lexical categories, rather than to functional ones (see Baker's section 2.5).
Finally, and importantly, Baker's theory accounts for why adjectives, but not verbs, can function
as attributive modiérs. If a verb would be directly merged with a noun to form a noun phrase,
there would be no NP-riodere t loecritea@enmvbuldthesviolateds i gn i
On the other hand, an AP whi c hrolete assigeandyreed a s
violation arises. This is so since attribution does not involve the functional head Pred, which is

t h essigning head.

Baker's theory will be discussed further in chapter 2, section 2.1.3. Let us now turn to a survey of
the literature on twoypes of adjectives central to this dissertation: adjectival passives and

ergative adjectives.

1.1.3 Adjectival passives

With regard to argument structure, adjectival passives are without a doubt the most studied
adjective type, beginning with Wasow (197 who has established that passive adjectives exist

as a category distinct from the verbal passive participle. Since then, the properties of adjectival
passives and their formation have been the focus of much research (see, among others, Lieber
1980, Wasw 1980 and Bresnan 1982).

A very influential analysis of adjectival passive formation is that of Levin & Rappaport (1986).
The authors offer a simple and minimalist rule of adjectival passive formation, which simply re
categorizes a verbal passive paplie as an adjective. Like the verbal passive #djectival
passive wil/| n o {role,asmce ipagsivizaitian,sin the »adjeetivah as lin thé verbal

domai n, includes suppression of that rol e. Wh

* Adjectival predication, on the other hand, must involve Pred. A sentence must contain a predicate, and since
according to Baker (2003) an adjective is not a predicate by itself (since it does not project a specifier), it needs the

assstance of Pred in order to become one.



role, the one assigned to its subject? Aswshon (8)(10) above, in the case of adjectival
passives, the subject is not an internal argument, and thus, this role must be analyzed as assigned
to subject position. To accommodate this fact, Levin & Rappaport assume that it is an inherent
property of djectives that they must have an external argument. Thus,-tiaegorization of a
passive verb as a passive adjective results in the lexical externalization of one of the verb's
i nt edroles Bpedfically, the role to be externalized is that whitierevise will be assigned
to a direct object (typically, but not necessarily, the Theme; see chapter 6, section 6.1.2.1 for
additional discussion). This role is-l&beled as external, and is assigned to subject position by
the adjectival passive.
In the Dllowing years, a number of additional studies looked at adjectival passive formation in
different languages, including Grimshaw (1990) and Bresnan (1996) for English, Dubinsky &
Simango (1996) for Chichewa, von Stechow (1998) for German, and Sabbagh @005
Tagalog. More recently, several studies have pointed out distinctions within the class of
adjectival passives in different languages, suggesting different derivations for differg¢gpesb
of the adjectival passive, as in Kratzer's (2000) anatysiSerman, Anagnostopoulou's (2003)
work on Greek, Embick's (2004) work on English, and Sleeman’'s (2007) study of English,
German and Dutch.
An assumption shared by the analyses mentioned above (except for Anagnostopoulou 2003), is
that the interpretatiorof adjectival passives does not include an external argument. This
assumption is based on contrasts such as the one illustrated in (13) and (14) (using parallel data
from Hebrew). In (13), which contains a verbal passive, the additionbgfphirase, an gent
oriented adverb such &&tsumet levcarefully’, or an instrumental phrase, is grammatical. On
the other hand in (14), which contains an adjectival paskiwphrases, adverbs likeetsumet
levand instrumental phrases are ruled out.
(13) hamexamit nirxaca ayedey maks / bsumet lev/ beinor.

the-car was+washe@rs by Max imattention/ in-hose

‘The car was washed by Max / carefully / with a hose.’
(14) hamexonit rexuca (*ajecey maks/ *basumet lev/ *beinor).

thecar washedp; by Max wattention /  inhose
Sinceby-phrases, Agenbriented adverbs and instrumental phrases are generally assumed to be

licensed by external amgnents (specifically by Agents, at least in the case of adverbs and



instruments, see Dubinsky & Simango 1996, Reinhart & Siloni 2005, among others), such
contrasts were taken as evidence that adjectival passives, unlike verbal passives, lack an implicit
external argument. Examples to the opposite effect, in which adjectival passives do behave as if

they have an external argument, were regarded as a sporadic, insignificant phenomenon.

Let us consider the picture that emerges from the studies mentioned vaibovegard to the
argument structure of adjectival passives, specifically, in comparison with that of verbal passives:
(1) I n adjectival passive sentences, Jolest I 1 k
(e.g. Theme) which, in the tratise alternate, is assigned to the direct object. In addition,
indirect arguments such as Source, Goal or Location can appear in both the adjectival and the
verbal passive, as shown, for example, in (5) above.

Thus, amletypasarezmcenhetietadjective and the verb are on a par. However:

(i) The subject of the adjectival passive is not a derived subject, unlike that of a verbal passive.
Thus, the Theme role which is assigned internally in both the transitive and the verbal passive
cases,d assigned externally in the adjectival passive case.

(i) Under the widely accepted hypothesis that verbal passives have an implicit external
argument, as supported by the facts of (13) above, the common assumption that adjectival
passives lack such argument (as supported by (14)) marks an additional difference between
adjectival and verbal passives.

We are thus faced with two differences between adjectival and verbal passives, which seem to
straightforwardly argue against the null hypothesis presem 1.1.1 above, namely that the
argument structure of adjectives and verbs is one and the same.

The difference in (iii) was attributed by different authors to different sources (see for example
Grimshaw 1990, Kratzer 2000). | will argue in chapter & this difference is not real; in fact,

'‘true’ adjectival passives always have an implicit external argument, just like verbal passives. The
difference in (ii), however, is very real, and it is this fact which motivated Baker's analysis of
adjectives asitferent from verbs. As explained above, Levin & Rappaport (1986) attributed this
difference between adjectives and verbs to a general property of adjectives, namely, that
adjectives must have an external argument. But this generalization cannot besaaculigdit of

the class oérgative adjectivegdiscussed in the next section.
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1.1.4 Ergative adjectives
Intransitive verbs are weknown to split with regard to whether their sole argument is mapped
externally, in spec,VP (unergative verbs) or inddlsn as a complement to V (passive and
unaccusative verbs, see Perlmutter 1978, Burzio 1986). Cinque (1989, 1990) was the first to
show that a parallel split exists in the adjectival system as well, at least in Italian and German,
and probably also in Etigh. While, as was shown in @10) above, most adjectives are
unergative, mapping their subject externally, there is a small set of adjectives, labeled by Cinque
ergative whi ¢ h a s srolgtathetir boeplemens.o | e d
Cinque uses a battery of sgotic diagnostics which separate ergative from unergative adjectives,
on a par with the tests distinguishing unaccusative and unergative verbs. For example, turning
back to thene-cliticization test mentioned in 1.1.2 above, Cinque shows that whileittgsastic
fails with most adjectives (15a), suggesting, as was already discussed, that these adjectives map
their subject externallyje-cliticization is possible out of the subjects of certain adjectives (15b),
which therefore pattern with internal argumte
(15) a.*Ne sono buone [le intenzioni t]

of-them are good the intentions

b. Ne sSono note solo alcune (delle sue poesie)

of-them are welknown only some of his poems

'Only some of his paas are welknown.'
Additional tests used by Cinque to establish the difference between the two types of adjectives
include wh-extraction from sentential subjects (only possible when the subject is internal, see
discussion in chapter 5, section 5.2.3), #sxlause construction (only possible with ergative
adjectives, see additional discussion in chapter 5, section 5.2.4), and selectiora®fa
complementizer (complementizer selection in Italian is sensitive to the internality vs. externality
of the emledded clause). Following the results of the different tests, Cinque classifies the
following Italian adjectives as ergativaoto 'well-known', chiaro ‘clear’, certo 'certain’, sicuro
'sure’,oscuro 'obscure’ probabile 'likely’, prevedibile'foreseeable'gradito ‘welcome',implicito
'implicit’, espicito'explicit’, evidente, ovvitbvious'.
Bennis (2000, 2004) extends Cinque's analysis to Dutch, adding some additional diagnostics,

such as occurrence of embedded verb second clauses, which is restrictechpiement
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positions. The Dutch adjectives he classifies as ergativeladelijk ‘clear’, onzeker'unsure',
aannemelijKplausible' waarschijnlijk'probable’ anthekendwell-known'.

As is clear from the discussion above, the existence of the clasgative adjectives was
recognized long after the existence of the class of unaccusative verbs (which likewise take only
an internal argument). This is probably because, as noted in Cinque (1990), the "immediate
suspects" for belonging to the class ofatige adjectives, namely adjectival passives, are not
ergative (see the discussion of exampleq18) above).

Cinque (1990) attempted to pinpoint the difference between ergative adjectives and all other
adjectives which causes the former to have annatesubject, and the lattéran external one.

He suggested that " e x-toleis noagait of adjedtive formatorf perasey 1 nt
as claimed by Levin & Rappaport (1986), but rather, that it is-prbgtuct of the morphological
derivationof adjectives from verbs. Adopting the view that adjectival passives are derived from
verbal passive participles (as in Levin & Rappaport 1986), Cinque claims that what necessitates
externalization is the fbracketing of a V as an A. Externalization isligatory since after re
bracketing, the verbal predicate can no longer select its complement, which is now a sister to A,
not to V, as shown in (16).

(16) [a[v broken]] the window

In contrast, according to Cinque, ergative adjectives are not derivedveibos, but rather, from
stems unspecified for category; no category conversion takes place during the derivation, and
therefore the adjective can select its complement, and there is no need for externalization.

In chapter 5, section 5.1 | will preseny rriticism of Cinque's suggestion in detail. For now, let

me point out briefly two problems with it. First, the assumption that adjectival passives are
derived from verbal passives is problematic. Horvath & Siloni (2008, 2009) provide extensive
evidence lhat adjectival passive formation is a lexical process, while verbal passive formation is
postlexical, i.e. syntactic. Second, consideration of Hebrew shows that the morphological
distinction made by Cinque does not hold universally. As will be shownaipteh5, section 5.2,
ergative adjectives exist in Hebrew as well, and in this language, they have the same
morphological form as adjectival passives. Since the subject of adjectival passives is external and
that of ergative adjectives is internal, it mpossible to tie the externalization process to the
morphological derivation of the adjective. The morphological distinction fails also in certain

cases in English (the ergative adjective vialbwn' is morphologically related to 'know'), Dutch
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(bekend'well-known' is related to the vettennen’know'), and probably even in Italiandto

'known' is related to the vemotare 'notice’). | thus reject Cinque's analysis for the difference
between ergative and other adjectives.

Let us review the picture withegard to adjectival passives and ergative adjectives, emerging
from the last two sections. As explained in section 1.1.3, the fact that adjectival passives, unlike
verbal passives, take an external argument has led Levin & Rappaport (1986) to clains that i
defining feature of adjectives that their subject is external. But this generalization cannot be
maintained in light of the existence of ergative adjectives, as shown above. The question then
arises: if adjectives with an internal subject are altblwg the grammar, why is it that adjectival
passives "externalize" their subject? And if they externalize it, why don't ergative adjectives do
the same? This tension forms one of the most fundamental questions that this study seeks to
solve. In essence, Will claim that adjective formation indeed includes some form of
"externalization" (section 2.3). However, the properties of this mechanism are such that its
application is semantically constrained. The root of the different behavior of ergative adjectives
and other adjectives lies, according to my analysis, in their different semantic properties, rather

than their different morphological derivation.

1.2 Goals, structure and main claims of the study

1.2.1 Delineation of the field of inquiry

The syntaxand semantics of adjectives make up a large domain of linguistic research, posing
innumerable intriguing questions. The current work aims to look at a specifietbgudin of this

area: the argument structure of adjectives. Other syntactic topics (suttte gmsition of
adjectives within the DP or the functional structure involved in adjectival projections) and
semantic topics (such as the role of gradation in adjective interpretation) though at times
interfacing with the issues at hand, are largely pigteas

As mentioned in the beginning of the introduction, the study of argument structure is most
advanced in the verbal domain. | therefore find that the most useful methodology for approaching
the study of adjectival argument structure is to exploithash as possible, insights and results
already achieved in the study of verbs. This methodology determines and restricts both the types

of adject i v e srolesnode axdminedtingthe eusrentocontext. Let me explain how.
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The majority of adjetives looked at in the dissertation will beljectival participles The very
existence of adjectival participles is somewhat debated. Since participleslimgossically
exhibit properties of both verbs and adjectives, traditional grammarians ofteredeti® them as
"verbal adjectives”, belonging to a "mixed category" with characteristics of both categories. In
the same spirit, generative studies sometimes analyzed participles as "neutralized" entries (e.g.
Chomsky 1981, Hoekstra 1984), lexically urspercified with regard to the categorialf@ature.
Under these views, the category of the participle is determined by the syntactic environment in
which it appears. Such analyses, however, were abandoned almost completely in the study of
passive participle and replaced by the understanding that although some passive participles
indeed behave both like verbs and like adjectives, this is due to the fact that verbal and adjectival
passives are very often homophonous (Wasow 1977, Levin & Rapapport 1986, enaong
others). There are thus two distinct entries, one verbal and one adjectival, rather than one "mixed"
entry. In chapter 4,argue that the same is true for present participles, namely, adjectival present
participles form a class, distinguishable freerbal present participles.
The existence of adjectival participles having been established, it is immediately observable that
these adjectives are similaisometimes identicdl to verbal elements in form, and seem to carry
along at least some of thelrematic properties as well, as exemplified in (17).
(17) a.haaron hucmad -ka.

the-cupboard was+placekext/erg to+thewall

‘'The cupboard was placed next to the wall.'

b. ha-aron camud la-kir.

the-cupboard placedextsp; to+thewall

"The cupboard is placed next to the wall.’
It is precisely this similarity of adjectival participles to verbs which serves as a good starting
point for the study of adjectival argumtestructure, as it reveals the identical aspects in verbal
and adjectival argument structure. Even more importantly, whatever properties adjectival
participles turn ouhot to share with verbs can supply us with basic insight into the unique nature

of adpctives.
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Chapters 3, 4 and 5 thus deal mainly with adjectival participles. But some conclusions with
regard to the argument structure of adjectives is general are also drawn, and these are discussed in
chapter 6.

As mentioned above, the methodology whidraws on the comparison with verbal argument
structure det er mi-rolessto ke lexamined ih ¢he quraentgsteidy. dr'tius, the
investigation here will be limited to 'traditional' arguments, denoting participants in eventualities,
such as Agen Theme, Goal etc., which are w&lhown from the verbal domain. The need for an
exclusive adjectival role such a#iribute, suggested by Pesetsky (1982, see 1.1.1 above), will be
discussed in 6.3.

A last remark with regard to the scope of the dissiertas in order here. The data in this study

are taken primarily from Hebrew and English, with occasional examples from other languages.
The conclusions reached here therefore apply first and foremost to Hebrew and English, but they
are very probably relant to a host of other languages with similar properties. Given that there is
an ongoing debate (to which | do not attempt to contribute) on whether the mere existence of a
category of adjectives is a universal feature of natural languages, | do notth&tinthe

conclusions of this dissertation are universally valid (but see Baker 2003 for persuasive

®ltis important to note here, that these conclusions are not applicablattonal adjectivesRelational adjectives,
e.g.industrial in industrial output are not predicates; on the contrary, they are oftelyzthas arguments which
satisfy an open pmads(Kayne ©981a,iGiorgi t&H engobaodul991,sBosdue & Picallo 1996,
Fabregas 2007). Thus, any discussion of argument structure is irrelevant in this case.
Two additional types of adjectiveghich will not be examined in this study are 'tough' adjectives and evaluative
adjectives. 'Tougkadijectives are characterized by appearing in the alternation in (i). For discussion, see Chomsky
1977, Chomsky 1981, and for a recent analysis and a coangigh overview of previous accounts, see Hicks 2009.
® a. It is tough to please linguists.

b. Linguists are tough to please.
'Evaulative' adjectives are discussed in Stowell (1991), Bennis (2000, 2004) and Landau (2006, 2009). These
adjectives entdhe alternation exemplified in (ii):
(i) a. John was clever (to punish the dog).

b. Punishing the dog was clever (of John).

As mentioned above, | will not discuss these types of adjectives in this work.

® Other argument types, which were posited iteorto deal with phenomena unique to the adjectival system (e.g. the
"degree argument" of gradable adjectives, see Creswell 1977, Heim 1985, Kennedy 1999), will not be discussed in

this work.
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arguments that adjectives exist is all languages, and exhibit the same properties across them). It is
my hope that in the future, observations and analysesented here will be applied to the study
of additional languages.

1.2.2 Outline of the study and main claims

| will now outline the central ideas of this study, and how they are distributed over the following
chapters.

The first claim to be made this work, in the first part of chapter 2, is that subjects of adjectives

are not generated inside the adjectival projection, but rather in the specifier of a higher functional
projection. Thus, adjectives are different from verbs, whose subject originaiesir specifier

(or complement) position. This property holds for all adjectivederived and nodwlerived,

participial and otheii except for ergative adjectives, discussed later in the dissertation. This
conclusion in chapter 2 is in line with Balee2003) presented in 1.1.2 above, but rests on novel
empirical arguments.

The second part of chapter 2 is devoted to a presentation of the mechanism responsible for the
external status of the subject of adjectives. It suggests that the externalitgd)éetive's subject

is achieved via | e x-iolesaofthe tase floimn which ibid derivad;ghissofe t h e
i's not syntactically realized i-abstractioa inghd | ect i
semantic representation at the AP leve The AP i s tehxupsr eas sfi-wlmmc t iTdhre,
which was lexically marked ends up being interpreted just like it would be in verbal
environments, though it is not assigned syntactically in a direct manner as it would in the verbal
case, but rathrevia function application with the aid of a functional head selecting the function
denoting AP as its complement.

Chapters 3 and 4 include two case studies of adjectival participle formation, that of adjectival
passives and adjectival present participldhe chapters exemplify the workings of the
"externalization” mechanism.

Chapter 3 focuses on adjectival passives in Hebrew. It shows that the class of adjectival passives

in this language is not homogenous, but rather consists of twolasges, and angs that the

criterion distinguishing these classes is the presence versus absence of an implicit argument in
their interpretation. Thus, the split parallels a very walbwn split in the verbal systeinthat

between passive and unaccusative verbs. Omseparallelism between the adjectival and the
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verbal systems is recognized, it is possible to claim that the same valemggng processes are
operative in both systems. This assumption can predict the syntactic and semantic behavior of the
two subclases of adjectives, as well as their composition, without resorting to operations unigue

to adjectival passive formation.

Chapter 4 focuses on present participles in English and Hebrew. Using a large number of
diagnostics, | show that while all present mgptes are verbal, only a subset of them are
ambiguous, and have an adjectival reading in addition. | further claim that this subset is
constrained aspectually: only stative verbs have adjectival present participle correlates. Having
established a categak split between two types of present participles, | suggest that the former
are derived in the lexicon, and the laften the syntax, and outline the lexical operation deriving
adjectival present participles. The analysis offered reveals substantslelsams between
present and passive participles.

The discussion in chapters 3 and 4 reveals substantial similarities between the adjectival and
ver bal domai ns, b ot h -rales gsaignedibythe twohypes of predecatds,o r y
and regarding {gide avalable inaheitwwrd@ni D8 : dsat woleat i on
external or internal, and -elk.iTmeicondusionanwnfrone d u c t
these two chapters is that the adjectival and verbal domains exhibit a large degree of parallelism,
the differences between tinestemming from two reasons: i) the aspectual difference between the
two categories, namely the fact that adjectives invariably denote states whereas verbs denote
different types of eventualities; and ii) the externality of the subjects of adjectivddjsbstd in

chapter 2.

Chapter 5 turns the attention to ergative adjectives, the only type of adjectives whose subject is
internal, mapped to complement position. After establishing the existence of ergative adjectives
in Hebrew and English (on a par witheir existence in other languages), it is argued that these
adjectives can be characterized semantically, as adjectives that have a propositiona}miteme
(propositional adjectives). This observation enables a refinement of the externalization
mecharsm presented in chapter 2. If this lambda operator involved in this mechanism
necessarily abstracts over a variable of the type of individuals or events (rather than of
propositions), than the contrast between ergative adjectives and all other adjectivekined:

a role that needs to be assi g-abstdctidnoas ibprepent® p o s i

the wrong type of ar ¢pem@wrnThe facothabtiee difeoence betwbeypy t h e
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ergative and unergative adjectives can be adeul for straightforwardly given this simple
constraint on externalization provides further support for the existence of this mechanism and the
hypothesis with regard to its specific properties.

Based on the discussion in the previous chapters, chaptan@arizes the different options for
adjective formation: which roles can be "externalized" using lexical marking for abstraction, and
what valencechanging operations accompany "externalization” in each case. The chapter also
offers a brief discussion oforphologically norderived adjectives.

Returning to the three aspects of argument structure presented at the beginning of this
introduction, the main conclusions regarding them, which are defended in this study, are the

following:

i) The principles guithg the mapping of arguments to syntactic positions in the adjectival
domain

- Adjective formation necessarily includes an externalization of one (nepropositional)

role.

- Thus, the subject of adjectives (ergative adjectives excluded) is external, medyoutside of

the adjectival projection. This property is unique to adjectives, and not shared by verbal
projections.

- Other than that, the mapping of arguments in the adjectival domain is guided by the same
principles as in the verbal domain.

i) Thei n v e n t-mlesyavaibable fof assignment by adjectiv€bapters 3, 4 and 5 lead to the
conclusionthah dj ect i ves and verbs over ldeptheyasBignt ant i a
However, adjectives denote states rather than eventualities imyalange. Thughe range of

d-roles available to adjectives is somewhat restricted they cannot (directly) include
participants causing change.

i) The i nventory of egpdeofajectivesiare t@of tiie eandlusiongs thath e  d
many of the valencechanging operations known from the verbal domain are manifested

also in the adjectival domain. This includes saturation of both external and internal

arguments, and elimination of a Cause external argument.
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The general conclusion is thatetadjectival argument structure is guided to a large degree
by the same principles guiding verbal argument structure; the differences between the two
stem from the following reasons:

-Adjective formation involves externalization.

-Adjectives invariably denote states whereas verbs denote different types of

eventualities

2  The subject of adjectives

In the last couple of decades, it has become widely accepted that subjects of verbs-are base
generated within the maximal projection of the verb ("ThellMernd Subject Hypothesis",

Fukui & Speas 1986, Kuroda 1988, Koopman & Sportiche 1991, among dthergew of this,

as a first step in understanding the argument structure of adjectives and whether it differs from
that of verbs, the aim of this chapter s determine where subjects of predicative adjectives
originate: whether they are bagenerated within the adjectival projection, on a par with subjects

of verbs, or outside this projection. Based on both empirical evidence and theoretical
considerationsl, will argue here, in line with Baker (2003), that while subjects of adjectives are
definitely generated lower than spec, TP, they are not generated within the AP, but rather in the
specifier of a higher projection, which | will label Pred, as in Baker3p0be properties of Pred
according to the current analysis are different, however, than the ones suggested by Baker, as will
be explained below).

The chapter begins with a short survey of previous research on the topic, in 2.1. In 2.2, |
recapitulate ame of the theoretical arguments in favor of the externality of adjectival subjects,

and present three novel empirical arguments for this claim. In 2.3, | make a proposal with regard

"It is immaterial at this point whether the subject of a verdissumed to be introduced by a functional ‘itleead
(Chomsky 1995, Kratzer 1996 and others), or to be generated within the VP (Horvath & Siloni 2002, 2010b). Under
both assumptions, the subject of the verb is generated within the extended vejdwmiopr, below e.g. manner
adverbs. | argue in this chapter that the same is not true for adjectives. In the remainder of this chapter, 'VP' is used to
denote the verbal projection, whether taken to be VP or vP. In section 2.4 | discuss the implitttiempsaposed

analysis for the debate over the existence of tlshowing that it argues against it. In chapter 3, section 3.5 |
provide independent -relemudtbdeincleded imtlaetlexicalindormatiort carried layla lexdcal

item.
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to the nature of the relation between an adjective and its subjecheangthanism implicated in

it, comparing it with Baker's (2003) analysis.

2.1 The subjects of adjectives previous research

2.1.1 Subjects of adjectives originate inside the AP

The hypothesis that subjects of adjectives are generated in spec,APatités Btowell (1983),

and, as is evident, falls within the type of hypotheses which treat adjectives and verbs on a par, as
explained in 1.1.1 above. Stowell's "subje@tsosscategories” approach holds that all lexical
categories- nouns, verbs, adjegigs and prepositions have a structural subject position
(specifier), to which their subjects are mapped. The reason why subjects do not usually show up
inside APs (while they do appear inside NPs, for example) is that they cannot beatked in

this position, since an adjective has no Case to assign to its specifier. However, if Case is
available from a different head, e.g. from a preceding verb in ECM constructions, a subject can
surface in spec,AP, as in (1), wh&# absolutely crazys an AP, wih Bill in its specifier.

(1)  John finds fp Bill [absolutely crazy]].

The appeal of Stowell's suggestion is clear, as it supplies an analysis which is applicable in the
same manner to all categories.

In subsequent years, both theoretical and empiricedomes have led researchers to adopt the
hypothesis that subjects of verbs are indeed always generated inside the verbal projection (Fukui
& Speas 1986, Kuroda 1988, Koopman & Sportiche 1991, among others). Under the null
assumption that all predicates &ne same, this conclusion was naturally extended to include the
subjects of predicative adjectives, which were taken to originate inside the adjectival projection
(Stowell 1991, Sportiche 1995, Bennis 2004 and others).

Some problems with this conclusionigtx though. The arguments in favor of an-Kirnal
subject, both theoretical and empirical, are based on the verbal domain (as will be discussed in
section 2.2 and the Appendix below). The hypothesis was extended to the adjectival domain in
order to maitain symmetry between the different lexical categories. However, that such
symmetry indeed exists is nofpaiori true. In section 2.2 below, | argue that it does not.

As for sentence (1), in which the adjective's subject seems to Hfi@e&Ral, this idby no means

the only possible analysis of this structure. The constituent [Bill absolutely crazy] (if indeed a

constituent, see e.g. Williams 1983) is a small clause (SC), and its exact category is debatable
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(e.g. Radford 1988, Aarts 1992, Sportiche 19R6thstein 2001). There are some compelling
arguments that small clauses are not mere projections of the lexical predicate, but contain
additional structure. For example, Sportiche (1995) cites sentences such as (2), where the SC
subject appears above #&anded quantifier, as showing that adjectival SCs cannot be simple
APs.
(2) Louis considére [[ces immeubleflous t monumentaux]]

Louis considers these buildings all monumental

'Louis considers all these buildings to be monumental.’
Sportiche argues also that the grammaticality of (3) is unpredicted if the two coordinated
categories are AP and NP, proposing that SCs are CPs (though see Sag et al. 1985 on the
possibility to conjoin constituents of different categories).
(3) | consider Jbn [[crazy] and [a good doctor]].
Radford (1988) discusses another argument that SCs cannot be simple projections of their main
predicates, which is observable when the embedded predicate is a noun, assigning Case to its
specifier position (4). Here isiplain to see that there are (at least) two available positions above
the predicate, so the SC cannot be NP.
(4) | consider $ John [p Mary's best friend]].
If the same small clause structure is involved when the predicate is an adjective as when it is
noun, the embedded constituent in (1) above must be assumed to be bigger than AP, too.
Given this, we cannot know whether the structure of (1) is that in (5a), with aintédRal
subject, or that in (5b), with an A€xternal one.
(5) a.lconside[sc[ap Bill crazy]].

b. | consider §c Bill [ ap crazy]].
A point of terminology is required here. Arguments originating in the specifier of the predicate,
such asBill in (5a), are commonly referred to as 'external’, since Wilig1981). In order to
distinguish these from arguments which originate outside the projection of the predicaid| like
in (5b), I will call the latter type of argument ‘truly external'.
So, although the assumption that subjects of adjectives degimside the AP is elegant, it is not
otherwise motivated. The empirical evidence for anidtBrnal subject is limited to verbs, and
there are no obvious cases in which the subject of an adjective surfaces inside the adjectival

projection; given that adibnal structure is independently needed in adjectival SCs, it is still
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possibleto assume that the subject is bgemerated inside the AP, but nothing forces this

conclusion.

2.1.2 Some subjects are Alhternal and some are ARexternal

Kratzer (1995)building on Diesing 1992) suggests that the hasstion of subjects depends on

the type of predicate in the clause, in the following way:

i) Subjects of stagtevel predicates always originate within the maximal projection of the
predicate, that isyithin the AP/VP.

i) Subjects of individualevel predicates originate within the maximal projection when the
predicate is unaccusative, and outside it when it is unergative.

Kratzer derives this difference from the fact that stiegel predicates hawe spatiotemporal role

(a Davidsonian event argument), which must be mapped externally, forcing the subject to be
mapped inside the predicate's projection; Individeea¢! predicates lack an event argument, and
their subject can therefore be truly external

| find, however, that both the syntactic evidence for such a split and its proposed semantic basis
are questionable. With regard to the motivation for the different mapping, it is problematic to
treat the spatiotemporal role on a par with ottheoles, claiming that they "compete" for the

same syntactic position. This is because event arguments, unlike other arguments, never have a
syntactic realization. Kratzer observes that at least in German and English event arguments are
always implicit, ad that spatial and temporal expressions do not fill argument positions; she does
not explain why, given this, the existence of an event argument forces the external argument of
stagelevel predicates to be mapped inside the VPIAP.

As for the syntactic edience for the different mapping of staged individuallevel predicates,

as far as | can see, except for two phenomena (mentioned below), the syntactic arguments which
were used in order to show that subjects of verbs ardéal do not discriminatbetween

stage and individual level predicates, and nor do the arguments to be presented in section 2.2

below, showing that subjects of adjectives are truly external.

8 Note, in addition, that this argument for the different mapping of the subjects of different predicates crucially
presupposes that only stalgeel predicates have an event argument. However, Greenberg (1998), Landman (2000),

Maienborn (2007)red Rothstein (1999) have all argued that individesél predicates have event variables as well.
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The two syntactic phenomena trare sensitive to this difference aféhereconstructims and
extraction from subjects in German. Let us look firstla¢reconstructions, and see whether they
provide evidence in favor of a different mapping of the subject of stge individuallevel
predicates. Milsark (1974) notes that stégeel adjetives can appear ithereconstructions (6),
while individuatlevel ones cannot (7).
(6) a. There are firemen available.

b. There are some students sick.
(7)  a.*There are firemen altruistic.

b. *There are some students intelligent.
Kratzer mentionghese facts, but does not provide an account for them or use them as syntactic
evidence for the different mapping of subjects of stagel individuallevel predicates. It could
be argued, though, that these facts can be explained by Kratzer's hypathdssfollowing
way. Suppose that imhereconstructionsthe copula is followed by an AP, e.gy [fireman
available]. Then, (6) is grammatical because the subject of-legjeadjectives occupies the
specifier of the AP. But, if subjects of individuialvel predicates must merge outside the AP,
then there is no structural position for them in (7), hence the ungrammaticality. Thus, the facts of
(6)-(7) seem to argue for a different mapping of the subjects ofielgiersusintelligent
However, thgproposed analysis above crucially assumes that the constituent following the copula
is an AP, rather than e.g. an NP (as suggested for example in Williams 1984, 1994) or a small
clause with some additional functional structure. Independently of thats #ompletely
unnecessary to stipulate that subjects of steged and individualevel predicates are generated
in different positions in order to account for the contrast ir(T§) as there are various other,
semanticallybased explanations for it. Fexample, Milsark (1977) proposes that individual
level predicates require strong subjects (e.g. definite noun phrases) and since these are banned in
Thereconstructions, so are individukgvel predicates. Felser and Rupp (1997, 2001) adopt
Kratzer's (199) claim that only stag&evel predicates have a spatemporal argument, and take

there to be its realizationThere can thus never eoccur with individuallevel predicates.

%In fact, the split demonstrated in {§)) between stageand individual level predicates is not as robust as it first
seems. Many stagevel predicatesannot appear imhereconstructions ((i)from Kallulli 2007).
0] a. *There are firemen hungry.

b. *There was a child happy.
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Another solution is offered by McNally (1997), which analyzes adjectiv@sd@e-constructions
not as small clause predicates, but rather as depictives. The ungrammaticality of indevielual
predicates inThereconstructions thus reduces to their ungrammaticality as depictives in general
(Margaret is drinking her tea colds. *Margaret is drinking her tea greénNo matter what
explanation is adoptedhereconstructions provide no reason to assume a different mapping for
subjects of stageand individuallevel predicates.
Let us turn next to the German extraction facts whichiz@rabrings as syntactic evidence for the
different mapping of the subject of stagend individuallevel predicates. Following Diesing
(1992), Kratzer observes that extraction out of subjects of-gagkpredicates (e.drelpin (8a))
is possible, wheas extraction out of subjects of individeel predicates (e.d¢tcnowin (8b)) is
not.
(8) a.Lehrer haben uns viele geholfen.
teachers have us many helped
'As for teachers, many of them helped us.’
b. *Lehrer wissen das viele.
teachers know this many
Kratzer suggests that this is so because the subjects oiestaypredicates are governed in their
base position, which is spec,VP, while subjects of individiexs| predicates originate in spec,IP,
where they are ungovezd.
It is worth noting that these facts seem to be unique to German. For examyagtradtion in
English does not discriminate between subjects of deagt and individualevel predicates. In
both cases, if the predicate is not unaccusative, exiractiit of the subject is impossible, as
exemplified in (9)°
(9) a. *Which teacher did [assistants of t] help the students?
b. *Which teacher did [assistants of t] know the answer?
| do not have an account for the German facts in (8), but since they adels both with data
from other languages, and with all other syntactic diagnostics for thepbag®n of stageand
individuatlevel predicates, | do not view them as compelling evidence for adopting a different

mapping for subjects of stagend indvidual-level predicates (and see Jager 1999 for arguments

9 The examples in (9) are due to Julia Horvath.
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that the contrast in (8) is not rooted in the different position of the subject, but rather in the
optionality or obligatoriness of scrambling).
To conclude, the assumption that the mapping oktligect is different in the case of staged

individuatlevel predicates seems uncalled for, both empirically and theoretically.

2.1.3 Subjects of adjectives originate outside the AP

As is clear from the discussion above, as well as from sectioh dbbve, most analyses treat
adjectives on a par with verbs. Baker (2003) is a unique theory in which adjectives are treated as
fundamentally different from verbs. To recapitulate Baker's hypothesis which was presented in
1.1.2, it holds that adjectives & di f fer ent from ver banarkesh t hat
specifier, and their subjects are bgemerated in the specifier position of a functional head Pred,
which, having merged with-rotehe AP, assigns the]
As observed in 1.1.2, Bake@nalysis accounts for the fact that subjects of adjectival passives are

external, for the existence of an attributive use for adjectives, and for several other phenomena.

Despite its many advantages, | believe there are some problems with Bakey's theor

(i) First, it seems that the motivation for the theory is insufficient. As explained in 1.1.2 above,
the motivation comes from the fact that subjects of adjectives do not behave like subjects of
passive or unaccusative verbs with regard to unaccugaesits. But this fact, though suggesting

a different mapping in the two cases, does not necessarily entail that subjects of adjectives are
generated outside the AP. They could in principle be generated in spec,AP, and not pass
unaccusativity tests, juské subjects of unergative verbs, generated in spec,VP (Baker does not
provide independent evidence that APs do not have specifiers). Further evidence is needed in
order to distinguish between an analysis in which subjects of adjectives originate inPspatA

one in which they originate outside of the AP altogether.

(i) Second, Baker's assumption that subjects of adjectives uniformly receive the Theme role from
Pred raises three problems:

(a) Why is the role Then®eThe claim that the role is Thenwan perhaps be understood in
certain cases, notably adjectival passivesitien, broken, and Table adjectives ¢dible,
readablg, whose subjects correspond to Theme objects of transitive \iobgever, in other

cases, e.ghoring andconfusing t-iole of the subject seems to resemble a Subject Matter,
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and in others, likdboredandconfused it resembles an Experiencer. Baker briefly mentions the
possibility that the s u-tolgsethdr handhemes(jo. B6¢ ahgittt j e c t |
it might be necessary to assume that the role assigned by Pred is a function of the lexical
meaning of the adjective, but does not provide a specific mechanism that implements this
insight.

(b) Baker briefly discusses ergative adjectives, and ackogetethe fact that they map their

subject internally. Why should these adjectives behave differently than all other adjectives?
Baker suggests that in fact, his generalization about the externality of the subjects of adjectives
applies only to Theme argumis: the Theme argument of an adjective is external (Baker's (95)).

He then proposes that the subjects of ergative adjectives do not count as Themes, without further
explanation. Baker (2010) suggests that the subject of ergative adjectives is a Pathaathe

Theme, again with no further argumentation. But if the subjedtsrrig, confuse@ndweakare

all Themes, why not the subject of an ergative adjective,lillety? How can one distinguish
between Theme and othéroles?

Il n addition, e v en i-bleadflikelyissliffeeest froanktHatiobohirgy ths It hat t
will indeed show in chapter 5, section 5.3.2), there is nothing in Baker's analysis which accounts
for why this difference results in a difent mapping of the subject in the two cases.

(c) Baker is committed to a s t-assignngentWHygotlesison of
Baker 1988). This formulation of the principle holds that identifables are assigned in
identical syntacticconfigurations, without relativization to lexical categories, with adjectives

using different configurations from verbs. This creates a serious complication, since the
following three assertions, which Baker argues for, cannot all be true simultaneously:

- Subjects of adjectives receive the Theme role.

- The Theme role is assigned in the same syntactic configuration in the case of VPs and APs
(UTAH).

- Subjects of adjectives behave like external arguments with regard to unaccusativity diagnostics,
while subects of verbal passives, which are also Themes, behave like internal arguments in this
respect.

Baker is aware of this problem. Focusingrarcliticization, he recognizes that movementef

is possible out of direct objects of transitive verbs anbjestis of unaccusative verbs, and

impossible out of subjects of transitive and unergative verbs, as well as subjects of adjectives,
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originating in Spec,PredP. He thus needs to draw a structural distinction between spec,VP (where
subjects of unaccusative s originate in his analysis) on the one hand, and spec,vP (where
subjects of unergative verbs originate) and spec,predP (where subjects of adjectives originate) on
the other hand. This is achieved by resorting to quite a complicated statement of tlye Empt
Category Constraint (ECP). Baker further assumes that similar accounts can be given to explain
all other unccusativity diagnostics (though these accounts are not provided, see discussion in
Baker, pp. 669).

Given that the theoretical motivation foretlelaim that subjects of adjectives are Themes is not
very strong to begin with, and that it necessitatestngial additional assumptions, this claim is

deserving of further examination.

In the following sections | will claim, like Baker, that subgoff adjectives are generated outside
the AP. | will present evidence supporting this claim in section 2.2. In section 2.3, | will claim
t hat the relation between an aedsgsigmment (ofethea nd
Theme role), but is rathef a different nature. As | will show in 2.3.5, this solves the various

problems raised above with assuming that subjects of adjectives receive the Theme role.

2.2 Arguments for the truly external nature of the subjects of adjectives

This section preents arguments in favor of assuming that the subject of an adjective is not
generated inside the adjectival projection. In 2.2.1 | elaborate somewhat on the attributive use of
adjectives, recapitulating one of Baker's (2003) theoretical arguments foulthexternal status

of adjectival subjects. | then turn to some novel empirical argument for the externality of the
subjects of adjectives. Over the years, several arguments were provided in the literature which
supported the claim that subjects of vedbgjinate inside the verbal projection. In 2:22.4,

three of these arguments are checked against the relevant data with adjectives (botmdtage
individuatlevel), turning out to show that the subject of adjectives, unlike that of verbs, does not
originate inside the AP (though it does originate lower than spec,TP).

In the Appendix to this chapter, the rest of the arguments for thmtéFhal Subject Hypothesis

are applied to adjectives. The conclusion there is that while the data is compattibkinev
subject originating inside the AP, it is also compatible with it originating in a higher projection.

The data therefore does not contribute to the current investigation.
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2.2.1. A theoretical argument: attributive modification (elaboration of Bake 2003)

As explained in section 1. 1. 2, 4#arktberr subjets,03) c
this automatically accounts for the existence of adjectival attributive constructions. Let me
elaborate some more on why the attributive use @#ctiles argues in favor of assuming that

t hey | ack -mdrletheiaduldjelcti t y t o d

Under the common assumption that the specifier of a lexical category is a thematic position,
claiming that subjects of adjectives are generated within the AP amouaksiming that they
recei ve arolefextheadjacive, adindeed claimed in Bennis (2004), Landau (2009)
and ot hers. What do we k n-mles? Bobane thingave knowgthame n t
it is obligatory. (10), in which the subjers an expletive and does not receive the verb's role, is
ungrammatical.

(10) *It eats an apple.

| mportantly, since -aofssoljigatorg a structufal subjbce (aneogeramr n a |
trace) is assumed to exist also in subject relalmeses, where it is not heard, as in (11).

(11) The boy [who {p[vrt ate an apple]]] ran away.

Siloni (1995) argues that the same is true with regard to reduced relatives. Here, too, a trace
occupies the subject position, as shown in (12).

(12) The oy [OP [t eating an apple]] ran away.

The trace is assumed in these cases for both empirical and conceptual reasons. Empirically, we
know, for example, that relative clauses are constructions sensitive to islands, which means they
involve movement, he® a trace; in addition, as pointed out by Siloni (1995), Burzio's
generalization states that a verb which assig
role, and therefore, the embedded verbs in-(12) must have thematic subjects. The conadptu

reason for assuming a trace in these cases is the Projection Principle (Chomsky 1981), which
dictates that lexical information should be reflected in syntactic structure. Since we know that the
lexical information of a verb includes a specification of external argument, this must be
reflected in relative clauses as well. Note that the-paséion of the relative operators in (11)

(12) is, according to the \Viternal Subject Hypothesis, within the verbal projection.
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Consider now (13a), with an ghutive adjective. In the early days of generative grammar (see
e.g. Chomsky 1957), attributive structures like these were given a reduced relative clause
analysis, roughly along the lines in (13b).
(13) a. The [handsome] boy ran away.

b. The boy [who ishandsome] ran awa# The boy [ handsome] ran awaf The

handsome boy ran away
This relative clause analysis of attributive adjectives was shown in Bolinger (1967) not to be
tenable for all adjectives. Among Bolinger's arguments for this, he notes that the analysis predict
that any adjective used attributively could also be used predicatively. But this is not the case, as
shown in (14).
(14) a.the former president

b. *the president is former.
Extensive research following Bolinger (1967) has established that in fact, dhe two types of
modifying adjectives, which have very different syntactic and semantic properties: appositive,
indirect, secalled "predicative” modifiers, and restrictive, direct attributes (see Sproat & Shih
1991,Lar son K ®™MAGO04¢gi Al e x i @Grajeefortheomingamang azhers).7-or
example, prenominal adjectives in English are ambiguous between alestalgand an
individuatlevel reading (15), the first one being the interpretation under a predicative reading,
ard the seconid under an attributive one. Likewise, prenominal adjectives have both a restrictive
and a nosrestrictive reading (16), the first one arising from the predicative analysis of the
adjective, and the secorid from its attributive analysis. Manynore interpretive differences
between the two exist, and these are accompanied in different languages by syntactic differences
(e.g. in English, a postominal adjective only has the predicative reading, see elaborate
discussion in Cinque forthcoming, Cheap2).
(15) a. Thevisible stars include Aldebaran and Siriusr(biguou¥

b. Possible readings:

‘The stars that are generally visible include Aldebaran and Sirius' (ind nfelued)

‘The stars that happen to be visible now include Aldebaran and Stagelevel)
(16) a. All of hisunsuitable acts were condemnedribiguou$

b. Possible readings:

‘All his acts were condemned; they were unsuitable'-(estrictive)
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'All (and only) his acts that were unsuitable were condemned' (restrictive)
Whereas fredicative" adjectival modifiers are often analyzed as manifesting some form of a
reduced relative clause containing a predicative adjective, attributive adjectives are assigned the
structure in (17), in which the AP does not contain any internal steuctutrace. If the same
structure was attributed to both uses of the adjective, than the various syntactic and semantic
differences between the two would be very difficult to capture.
(17) The [ap handsome] boy ran away.
The important conclusion from tltiscussion above is that there are structures (i.e. 17) in which
the specifier of AP is left empty; assuming a trace in these structures will not enable us to
maintain the differences between attribution and predication. But, as shown above, the same is
not true for verbal projection$ the projection of a nennaccusative verb always contains a
thematic specifier, even when this element is not phonetically realized.

The situation therefore is the one depicted in (18).

(18)
Adjectives Verbs
Predicatve usg? Thematic subject is obligatory in the vel
projection

Attributive useSubject does not occur in |(Relative clauses): Thematic subject

adjectival projection obligatory in the verbal projection

The question which remains is, what abpuedicative adjectives? Do they have a subject in
spec,AP, on a par with verbs, or no subject in spec,AP, on a par with attributive adjectives?

| believe that the second option is preferable. Assuming that predicative adjectives license a
subject in theirspecifier position would mean that there are casése predicative onesin

which adjectives have a subject internal to the phrase, and otheii dagseattributive ones in

which the same adjectives do not project a subject. Under the assumpti@m tARinternal

subj ect oedrem theecadjectave, mhuch like a MRternal subject, this entails one of

two options:

(i) Either we have to posit two different | ex
role, used in predicativeontexts, and another without it, used in attributive contexts. This is of

course problematic, since an entire class of words is duplicated.
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(i) Otherwise, we need to assume that the lexical information encoded on the adjective is
realized in differentvays, depending on the structure. This outcome is problematic as well, since

it is at odds with the Projection Principle, or any other principle holding that structure reflects
lexical information.

One could claim that maintaining symmetry between aigdges and verbs should be an important
guideline for the theory, and therefore an-liEernal subject for predicative adjectives should be
assumed. However, as the table in (18) reveals, the existence of attributive adjectives already
forces us to assumedifference between verbs and adjectives. | find it desirable, therefore, to at
least maintain identity between the different uses of adjectives.

| now turn to three empirical arguments reinforcing the conclusion that subjects of adjectives

originate outgle the lexical projection, unlike subjects of verbs.

2.2.2 Acrossthe-board movement
The grammaticality of (19) was considered for years to be problematic. Under the assumption
that subjects are generated in spec,TP (or spec,IP, or most generadlyghtes of the clausal
node), (19) is predicted to be ungrammatical, since movement out of a coordinate structure is licit
only when extraction takes place out of both conjuncts (‘athedsoard movement', ATB, Ross
1967).
(19) The girls will [vp[ve write a book] and\p be awarded t a prize for it]].
However, Burton & Grimshaw (1992) observed that under thdn#tnal Subject Hypothesis,
the grammaticality of (19) is predicted, since the first VP conjunct contains a trace as well, in
spec,VP (20). Thiprovides a strong argument in favor of the hypothesis.
(20) The girls will [ve[ve t write a book] and\jp be awarded t a prize for it]].
Let us now consider parallel examples with adjectives. The sentences in (21) contain
coordination of two adjectivallpases, the second one headediksly. Likely being a raising
adjective, the AP headed by it contains a trace in the subject position of the clausal complement.
(21) a. The prices are [[high] and [likely t to get higher]].

b. The book is [[interestifgand [likely t to sell well]].
Based on (21), it seems that coordination with an AP headed by a raising adjective is possible,
and thus we should assume that the first conjuncts in (21) contain traces as well, namely, that the

subject of the adjective isternal to the AP {fr t high]).
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However, it is not impossible that the coordination in (21) is not of APs, but rather of some larger
projections, containing the APs. We would like to force coordination at the AP level.
Abney (1987) and Corver (1997)gare that the AP in English is dominated by a functional
projection DegP hosting degree modifiers (with possibly another functional head, Q, hosting
guantifiers, between Deg and A). Thus, degree modifiers can serve to mark the left edge of the
AP Let us herefore useery, as in (22),n order to delineate the adjectival phrase. Crucially,
while (22a) is grammatical, it only has one meaning, wkierg modifies onlyhigh, as sketched
in (22b). The interpretation in (22c) is impossible. The same is try@3prNote, that there is no
general problem witkery modifying an AP headed bikely (24) 1
(22) a. The prices are very high and likely t to get higher.

b. The prices are [[very high] and [likely t to get higher]].

C. *The prices are [verywp[ap high] and [ap likely t to get higher]].
(23) *The book is [veryap[ ap[interesting] andip[likely t to sell well]].
(24) John is very likely t to succeed in life.
Why are the structures in (22c) and (23) impossible? | suggest that this is so becauseaubjects
adjectives are not generated inside the AP. If APs do not contain traces of their subject, the
ungrammaticality of (22c), (23) is fully predicted: in these structures there is necessarily a
coordination of two APs, but only the second conjunct contittace, in violation of the ATB.
If the first AP contained a trace, the interpretations in (22c), (23) should have been available.
Note that this means that the coordination in (22a) is of constituents larger than AP. Evidently,
these constituents are alter than TP, meaning that the subjects of adjectives do not originate in
spec, TP either, but rather in some intermediate position between TP and AP.
Note also, that the conclusion that APs do not contain traces of their subjects holds for both
stage and individuatlevel adjectiveshigh andinteresting respectively), in contrast to Kratzer's

(1995) prediction, and also that it holds for both underived adjectives and for participles (again,

1 Degree modifiers serve to mark the left edge of the adjectival phrasé taksp are analyzed as phrases adjoined
to the AP, or as specifiers of AP (as in Jackendoff 1977).

12 There is also no problem withery modifying a coordination of adjectives, provided that the adjectives are
semantically related; otherwise, as nobgdMark Baker (p.c.), modification will be infelicitous (compare (ia) with
(ib)). In the text examples, the two APs are always semantically related.

0] a. John is very [tall and strong].

b. ?John is very [tall and intelligent].
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high and interesting respectively), a fact which will becomelevant in chapters 3, 4 and 6
below.

It is interesting to compare this data about adjectives to the situation with verbs. Compare (22)
with (25), which includes a coordination of verb phrases. In order to force coordination at the
VP-level, | have useth (25) a manner adverb. Manner adverbs suauakly or reluctantlyare

"low" adverbs, modifying the action denoted by the verb, and are therefore assumedk tite

left edge of the VP (see e.g. Ernst 2002). Unlike (22) above, (25) is ambiguousligriaoes

have the reading in (25b), where the adverb modifies both conjuncts. This suggests that unlike an
AP, a verbal projection contains a trace of its subject. Otherwise, coordination at the VP level
would have been impossibl2.

31n Hebrew, coordinaan of two seemingly adjectival phrases, one headed by a raising adjective, on a par with (21),
is possible as well (i). However, it is harder to force coordination of APs by delineating the AP with a degree
modifier, as in English. This is because mogrde modifiers must follow raising adjectives in Hebrew, and cannot
precede them (ii). The reason for this is unclear to me. Possibly, raising adjectives obligatorily raise to T in Hebrew
for some reason, but further research is needed to determine whéthetrue and if so why.
® a.hak el ev [ [-trufa]g i ¢ vealultla-xlot]]a
thedog sensitive to+thmedicine anecould teget sick
'The dog is sensitive to the medicine and could get sick.'
b. hakaduraglan [[pau'a] ve[alul le-hafsid kama misxakim]]
the-soccer player injured andight tomiss several games
"The soccer player is injured and might miss several games.'
(i) *ha-kelev me'od alul klot.
thedog very might tayet sick
Foar certain speakers the degree modifiea m ar€glly, very' can precede raising verbs (I thank Tal Siloni for
pointing this out). For these speakers, the English pattern in (22) is replicated &iiin aagp modify only the first
conjunct, not both, suggting that the first AP does not contain a trace:
(iii) a.hak el ev ma ma-fjufar a g veglul t la-xlot. | a
thedog very sensitive to+tfraedicine anetould taget sick
b.hak el ev [ mamargfa]r a gue[glultlaxlot]. | a
c.*ha-k el ev ma ma gruf§d r a gvealgl t la-xlot]. | a
However, it is still impossible to compare the adjectival domain to the verbal domain in Hebrew. This is so since
examples parallel to (25) do not exist in Hebrew. Manngerds in this language appear either after the verb or
after the entire VP, rather than before it. Other types of adverbs in Hebrew (e.g. frequency adverbsasuich as
‘always') can precede the verb, but it is not at all clear which one of them, ii§ #mg,lowest, and can mark the left

edge of the VP. For some discussion of Hebrew adverbs see Cinque (1999).
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(25) a. The girs will quickly write a book and be awarded t a prize for it.

b. The girls will quickly [[ve t write a book] and\p be awarded t a prize for it]].

2.2.3 Floating quantifiers
Sportiche (1988) argued that sentences such as (26a) provide further evigentte base
position of the subject of verbs is in spec,VP. Assuming this, the subject can be analyzed as
originally forming a DP with the quantifier in the specifier of VP, stranding the quantifier upon
movement to spec, TP (26Db).
(26) a. The children &ve been all drinking juice.

b. The childrephave beeng [all ti] [drinking juice]].
The same phenomenon of-called "floating quantifiers” can be observed with adjectives, as in
(27). This, again, might suggest an-#fernal subject, marked by thposition of the stranded
guantifier.
(27) a. His hip and his femur seemed [[both t] broken].

b. The children are [[both t] sick/intelligent].

c. The films were [[all t] interesting].
However, as with coordination, while showing that the subjectratgs lower than spec, TP (and
lower than the copula), the facts in (27) do not necessarily show that it originates in spec,AP.
They are compatible also with an analysis where it is generated in the specifier of a higher
projection, which is still lower @ the copula, namely that e.g. [[both t] broken] in (27a) is not
an AP, but some larger projection.
In order to delineate the AP, let us use degree modifiers again, as in (28). This results in
ungrammaticality.
(28) a. *The children are sa4 both sicKintelligent].

b. *The films were very/p all interesting].
The ungrammaticality of the sentences in (28) is easily explained if subjects of adjectives do not
originate within the AP, but rather in a higher projection, above DegP. The stranded quantifier
which is part of the subject, thus has no structural position inside the AP. Note again, that this
conclusion holds for stagand individuallevel adjectives, participial or other. In line with that,
we have to conclude that in (27), the bracketed @omesits are not APs, but some larger

projections, within which the subject of the adjective originates.

34



Again, the comparison with VPs is telling. Unlike with adjectives, floating quantifiers can follow
"low", manner adverbs, marking the left edge of &, as shown in (29). This reinforces the
conclusion that while VPs contain a trace of their subject, APs d&'not.
(29) a. The bars have slowy[all become very similar].

b. They quicklyp[all agreed on one thing].

2.2.4 Anaphora in coordinate stuctures

1 The examples in (29) and many similar examples were found on the web.
15 As in English, it can be observed in Hebrew that whereas floatiagtifiers can surface below the subject
position both with verbs and with adjectives-fathey cannot surface below degree modifiers of adjectives (ii),
suggesting that the original position of the subject is not inside AP.
0] a.hayeladim kulam tloavim et safta.

the-children all love  ACC grandma

'The children all love grandma.'

b. hayeladim kulam t xolim.

the-children all sick

‘The children are all sick.'
(i) *ha-yeladim me'od kulam xolim

the-children very all sick
However, as mentioned in footnote (12), it is impossible to construct examples parallel to (ii) in the verbal domain in
Hebrew, since manner adverbs in this language do not appear before the VP.
One may try and use for thpurpose the same degree modifier'od'very' used in the adjectival case, which in
Hebrew can modify also verbs, preceding them. When this adverb is used, however, we find no contrast between
verbs and adjectives: it seems that in the verbal domaimrlhsaloating quantifier cannot appear below the degree
adverb (iii).
(iii) *ha-yeladim me'od kulam ohavim et safta

the-children very all love ACC grandma

The reason for this may be that in Hebrew, unlike in Enghielnd'very' does not head a DegP, but rather projects a
phrase which is adjoined to the A' or V' level (as claimed by Borer 1995). Motivation for this analysis comes from
the fact that this modifier can either precede the adjectival or verbal phrase; ifollar intervene between the
lexical A/V head and its complement. If indest'odis an adjunct to A" or V', the subject is not predicted to
originate under it, as indeed (ii) and (iii) show. The study of the adverbial system is Hebrew requires further
research, before it can be used as a reliable diagnostics for syntactic structure.
Guglielmo Cinque (p.c.) notes that in Italian verb phrases, a floating quantifier cannot appear after low adverbs such

ascompletament&ompletely'. | do not have an expédion for this fact at this point.
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Rothstein (1999) suggests an additional argument in favor of assumingirdaeviial subject.
Consider (30). As Rothstein notes, (30) means that John ate something and forgot that he has
done it.
(30) John [[ate something] and [forgot about.it]]
What is the antecedent f@P The intuition is that it should be a constituent whose meaning is 'the
event of John eating something'; not a constituent referring to the event of eating something, in
general. John did not forget about the set of eveingmting something, but rather about the fact
that he himself ate something. Under the assumption that a pronoun cannot have as antecedent a
constituent which contains it, it must take as antecedent some constituent within the conjunction,
namely, the fist conjunct. Assuming that the first conjunct does not contain a trace of the subject,
i.e. that it is [ate something], its meaning is something &&e.EATING(e) & Agent(e) = x &
Theme(e) = somethingnamely 'an event of eating something’, which is not the desired reading.
Assuming, on the other hand, that the first conjunct does contain a trace, the antecedisrit for
ate something], wherate somethings predicated of a variable dependent on John. This gives us
the reading that we want: John forgot about x having eaten something, where x is John.
As before, the same phenomenon can be observed with adjectives. Consider (31), containing a
coordnation of adjectival phrases. In order to get the right meaning, namely, that John is proud
of himself being rich, not of the property of richness by itself, the antecedénimoist be [t
rich].
(31) Johnis [[t rich] and [proud of it]]. (Rothsten 1999)
However, again, in (31) we have no way of determining whether the constituent [t rich] is an AP
or some larger constituent containing an AP. Let usvasg as in (32a), in order to mark the left
edge of the AP. We find that while (32a) is graminaf it only has one meaning, wherery
modifies onlyrich (32b). It cannot modify both conjuncts (32c).
(32) a. Johnis very rich and proud of it.

b. John is [[very rich] and [proud of it]].

c. *John is very fp [ap rich] and |ap proud of it]].
Note that there is nothing problematic wilery modifying a coordinated AP structure, as can be
observed in (33a), which is ambiguous between the readings (33b) and (33c).
(33) a. Johnis very rich and proud of himself.

b. John is [[very rich] and [proud dfmself]].
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c. John is very4p [ap rich] and e proud of himself]].
Presumably, then, the pattern in (32) again arises from the fact that APs do not contain traces of
their subjects, namely, that subjects of adjectives are naht&fal. Coordination nder very
must be of APs, and thug, cannot have an antecedent of the right kind. The only antecedent
available for it is [rich], without a trace, which denotes the property of richness, rather than a
state of affairs of John being rich, which is the antically required antecedent.
Julia Horvath (p.c.) suggests another way to distinguish the two coordination possibilities, which
does not rely on the interpretation possibilitiesefy. Note the contrast in (34):
(34) [pegpHOW [ap [ap rich] and [ae proud of himself]] is John?
(35) a. *How rich and proud of it is John?

b. *[pegr[pegp HOW [ap rich]] and [pegeproud of it]] is John?

C. *[pegeHOW [ap [ap rich] and | proud of it]] is John?
In (34), the entire AP coordination is pipghed withhow This means thatowheads the entire
coordination, as the representation shows. Otherwise, il®owheaded the first conjunct only,
pied-piping of the entire coordination would be ruled out, as explained in Horvath (2006). Why is
(35) ungrammatical howheads the first conjunct only (as in (35b)), then, as just mentioned, it
cannot pieepipe the entire coordination. But what rules out the structure in (35c), in Wwhigh
heads the entire coordination? Again, this is explained if APs do not corda@s tof their
subject: the first AP conjunct in (35c) is thus not of the right semantic type to serve as the
antecedent foit.
Once more, let us contrast the adjectival case (32) with the verbal case, (36). Unlike (32a), (36) is
ambiguousguickly canmodify either only the eating (36b), or both the eating and the forgetting

(36¢). The latter reading necessitates that thet¢Bomethingontains a trace of its subjett.

16 Again, in Hebrew the adjectival paradigm is like that in English, but the verbal cases are different. When two
adjectival phrases are coordinated undetod'very' (ia), the only reading is the one in white'odmadifies only
the first conjunct (ib); the second reading is impossible, as in English (ic).
0] a.Dan me' ogd'e a hpeer v e
Dan very rich angbroud init
‘Dan is very rich and proud of it.'
b.Dan [ [ me ' '-[gee abgzelr ] ve
c.*Dan me' odfgde[ abgze]k ] v e
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(36) a. John quickly ate something and forgot about it.
b. John [[quickly ate@mething] and [forgot about it]].
c. John quickly|p [ve t ate something] and4 t forgot about it]].

In all three constructions described above, the data will receive no natural explanation under the
assumption that there is a trace of the subjectpiec,AP. However, the assumption that the
subject does not originate within the AP (though it does originate lower than TP)
straightforwardly accounts for the data.

In light of this, as well as the theoretical consideration in 2.2.1 and Baker's additigmaents,

| hold that subjects of adjectives do not originate inside the adjective's projection,atnd th

t herefore, their rel ati on -wletassignmdnte butardtheea t i v e

different mechanism, which | present in the following section.

2.3 How adjectives are associated with their subjects

2 . 3-askignthent in the verbal domain

In recent literature, the lexical representation of verbs is often assumed to be a-lambda
expression, as exemplified in (37). Under these views, when a predicate combines with an
argument, the syntactic merge operation is accompanied by semantic fuampigcation, in

which one of the variables in the lambebgpression is replaced by the argument, incrementally
building the semantic represent arle assignmehtist he a
semantically implemented by function apptioa.

37) write: oayoxoe. WRITING(e) & Agent (e, x) & T

Hebrew parallels of the examples in (36) cannot be constructed, however, since manner adverbs in Hebrew do not
precede the verb. Trying to usee'od'very', we get sentences as in (ii). But, as was the icagee floating
guantifiers test discussed in footnote (14), the judgments about (ii) are the same as about (i),rmelottgn
modify only the first conjunct.
(i) Dan me'od ohev et  axiv -mgpale al kax

Dan very lwes ACC brother+his anid surprised(V) about that

'‘Dan loves his brother very much and he is surprised that this is so.'
Once again, these facts need more study, but they might emerge from the fawt'ttdh these sentences is a

phrase adjoined to'’".
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Following Dimirtriadis (2004) and Horvath & Siloni (2010a), however, | hold that- neo
Davidosnian semantic representations of predicates as in (37) are built only during the syntactic
and serantic derivation of the sentencghe lexical information of the verb is represented as in

(38). The thematic role notation (e.gzent) Mmeans that the predicate introduces a variable
bearing the specified (e.g. "Atgestartddfortheevdnat i on
variable introduced by the verb

(38) write (acENT, THEME, €)

Why should the representation in (38) be preferable to that in (37)? As explained in Dimitriadis
(2004) and Hor v atetpresionS ard itherently Or2dieth® rapresentation in

(37), for example, determines the order in which the argusrantrite should be merged in the
structure: Theme first, Agent later. But, in actuality, there are cases in which the order of the
merging of arguments is variable for one and the same verb. For example, Reinhart (2002)
discusses objedExperiencer verbdike worry, showing that the syntactic position of the
Experiencer argumeiitexternal or internal is determined based not only on lexical factors, but

also on syntactic considerations, i.e. Case. As noted by Horvath & Siloni (2010a), building the
syntactic hierarchy into lexical semantic representations, as in (37), renders the syntactic
component redundant.

| therefore adopt the view that verbs are not represented lexically as semantic formulas but rather
as items carrying a thematic grid.

Given thisv i e wole agbignment cannot be equated with function application, since at the point

of merger the verb is not represented as a semantic function. Rather, | suggest that when a
predicate is combined w-role,hwhiahnsea syeiftic diacrisic, iea r g u me
assigned, or transferred, to the argument, which keeps carrying it. At tlev&Rwhich forms a

phase, labeled by Horvath & Siloni 2010b thematic phage the syntactic structure is passed to

the semantic interface. Here, eachuarge n t i s i nter pr ertledicriicatc or di n
carries, and the conjunction of these expressions provides the interpretation of the verbal phase.
A derivation of a simple sentence with a verb is given in (39).

(39) a. Lexical array: Dan, vate(rGenT, THEME, e), the letter

b. Projection of the object:

39



W NP'I'HEME

| "-f"

wrote the letter

c. Projection of the subject:

WP

.--"f.""“-.
- .

NF‘AGEHT VI
o
| .-""'f ~ .

Dan W MNP rHemE

| -'/-

wrote the letter

d. Interpretation of the VP at LFe.Write(e) & Agent(ePan) & Theme(e, the lettety.

2.3.2 Externalizationin the adjectival domain
2.3.2.1 Thematic features and thematic roles in the adjectival domain
Before turning to discuss the mechanism by which an adjective is associated with its subject, it is
important to say a-rbée wovest abqgurmldstcdnddjedtices i ves.
assign? Can t hey -ralsssasvgrbs? Can theyassigndhe role Agere? Tteme?
Goal? Since the latter are merely descriptive labels, it issandlow to determine whether the
roles assigned by adjectives are really the same as those assigned by verbs. | therefore adopt a
more accurate characterization of thematic roles, offered in Reinhart (2000, 2002).
In Reinhart's frameworklhe Theta Systerd-roles are not mere labels given to participants in an
eventuality. Rather, they are clusters of the valued features C(ause change) and M(ental state),
specifying logical entailments that hold for different types of participants:
- A role including the alued feature +c entails that the participant receiving the role
causes the change involved in the event; if the participant did not cause change, the role
includes the valued feature.
- The valued feature +m entails that the participant's mental s&gerelevant in the

eventuality denoted by the predicate. Otherwise, the role includes the valuedifeature

" The existential closure of the Davidsonian event argument probably happens at a later stage (i.e. with the

projection of T), but this is immaterial to the issue at hand.
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So, for example, an Agent in this framework is a [+c+m)] participant, namely a participant who
causes change and whose mental state is relévatite eventuality denoted by the verb, since

his action was deliberate. A Theme is representedcas][ a participant not causing change,
whose mental state is irrelevant to the event.

The value of a feature can remain unspecified. Thus, for exampllee case of the role [+c],
corresponding roughly to the Cause role, the value of the m feature is not specified. This means
that the verb is oblivious with regard to whether the mental state of the participant receiving this
role is relevant or not ithe event. [+c] is the external role of verbs suchrask whose external
argument can be realized either as a conscious Agent [+c+m]Dasibroke the windowor as

an inanimate, nerolitional Cause [+am], as inthe storm broke the window

The featire system presented above thus enables us to identify thematic roles according to the
entailments they invoke, and this can be done in the adjectival domamllagor example, we

can i de nroles bfyhe adjeciverbud, based on sentences suchDas is proud of his
achievementsr The father is proud of his solVe can observe that the first participant in the
eventuality undergoes some mental exgraee, as thus its role should include the valued feature
+m (whether the role is [+m] ord+m] is immaterial here). This role is therefore just like the
Experiencer role known from the verbal domain. The internal argument of the adjective is a
participantwhose mental state is irrelevant for the eventuality).(With regard to its c value, the
participant can be constructed as causing the pride or not; hence, this feature is unvalued. The
role is thus a unary role;r], which is the feature compositiomgaed by Reinhart (2002) to

correspond to the Subject Matter role assigned by cBjggoeriencer verbs, suggested by

Pesetsky (1995). We t hus -rades ean hateathhe same sogseoh e r a |
ent ai | ment soles Hawetandthasnb aria ndy -cokesiretse two ldamains can be
treated as i dent i cles assigned ly Wiferent ¢ypea of@mdjeetves aré  d

provided in the following chapters.

A last word on the semantic representation of adjectival phrasesliden before turning to the
discussion of externalization. Parsons (1990) shows that like verbs, adjectives should be
represented as having a Davidsonian variable ranging over states, @fddiedcexistence of this

variable must be assumed, since ih & modified by spatial and temporal modifiers. Kratzer

¥I'n what foll ows, | -roles Byltheirsfeatore tompositon anceat ether times, faf ease of

presentation, by their traditional labels (Agent, Theme etc.).
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(1995) argues that only statpvel adjectives, namely adjectives that denote temporary states or
properties, include such a spatiotemporal role. However, Greenberg (1998), Maienborn (2007),
Landman(2000) and Rothstein (1999) argue that all adjectives have a state argument, and |

follow these authors in including a state variable in the representation of all adjectives.

2.3.2.2 Externalizationi the basic mechanism

We have seen in section 2.2 thagre are good reasons to assume that an adjective does not bear
the same relation to its subject as a verb. In order to implement this insight, | suggest that
whereas the lexical representation of verbs includes a list of thematic roles, all of whizlbare
assigned syntacticall§,it is a defining property of adjectives, that one of their thematic roles

is marked to be unavailable for syntactic assignmenthis role is lexically marked to undergo
lambdaabstraction at the semantic interface. This nmaylaans the role from being syntactically
assigned to an argument within the AP. Only after the AP is constructed, and the structure is
p ass ed -abstractlorqver t#e marked role occurs. The resulting interpretation of the AP is
a f unc texpoession. This fanction is then applied to the subject with the help of a
functional head, Pred, whose function it is to apply its complement to its specifier.

Let us see a schematic illustration of how this mechanism works. Consider the derivation of a
sentence with the adjectiveroud, in (40). Anticipating somewhat, let us assume that the
adjective is derived from a categdess root, which nonetheless has a thematic grid (see
discussion in 2.3.4 below). The root PROUD has two thematic roles, Expariand Subject
Matter (40a). As part of adjective formation, one of the roles, in this case the Experiencer, is
ma r k e dabstraction (a discussion of which role can be thus marked is offered in chapter 6,
section 6.1) (40b). The lexical array of thentence is given in (40c). During the syntactic
derivation, the adjective is merged with an object, assigning it the Subject Matter rolé°(40d).
subject, however, cannot b e-rofeisonprked foralstractisn n c e
in the senantics, and is hence unavailable for syntactic assignment (40e). Once the AP level is
projected (40f), the structure is sent to the semantic interface. There, the object is interpreted as

carrying the Subject Matter role; and the variable within the Exgen c e r role wunde

YE x ¢ e p trole$ markeddor saturation, see chapter 3, section 3.5.1.
 Theobject is realized as a-phrase, because of the adjective's lack of accusative Case feature (see further

discussion in chapter 6, section 6.2.2).
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abstraction, as dictated by its lexical marking. The resulting interpretation (40g) is a function: the
property x has if there is a state of being proud, such that x is the Experiencer of that state, and
his son is the Subject Mattef that state. This is the correct interpretation of the adjectival phrase
proud of his sonThe head Pred is then merged with the AP, and makes this function available
for application (40h); it will be interpreted as applying to the argument mergeeaFsedPthe
father (40i).
(40) Derivation of a sentencerlhe father is proud of his son

a. The root: PROUDEKPERIENCER SUBJECT MATTER, §

b. Adjective formation: proud.ADEXPERIENCERA -ABS, SUBJECT MATTER, §

c. Lexical array: the father, prouttPERIENCERA &ABS, SUBJECT MATTER, $, hiS son

d. Syntactic derivation projection of the object:

A
L
N
= .
"I!" P P SUBJECT MATTER
proud of his son

e. Syntactic derivation projectonof t he subj e c t-role available ot i c a bl
assignment

f. Syntactic derivation projection of the AP level:

AP
A
- "--F-F-F — ™ "
"T PPS.IE,IEL‘FM&'I‘I‘ER.
proud of his son
g. |l nterpretation of the AP at L F:ttergx as. Pr

his son)

h. Syntactic derivatioi merge of AP with Pred:
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Pred'

Pred

AP
A
A PP

‘ SUBJE% JT-MATTER

proud of his son
I. Final syntactic structure:

PredP
NP Pred’

P

The father Pred

AP
Al

T PPSUBJE%TMATFER
proud of his son

Final semantic interpretation: s.Proud(s) & Experiencer(s, the father) & Subject

Matter(s, his son)

It is important to note here that | do not claim, by any means, that the derivation of the adjective,
depicted in (404), takes place each time a speaker uses the adjpobiveé On the contrary, the
adjective is a lexical item, stored as is in thentak lexicon. The marking mechanism
exemplified in (40b) occurs only when a speaker analyzes a novel adjective, and during the
language acquisition process. In the mental lexicon of adult speakers, the basic entry PROUD and
the adjectiveproud are connecte by a redundancy rule, representing the nature of the relation

between them.

2.3.3 Externalization and the attributive use of adjectives

It is important at this stage to compare the above to the syntactic derivation of modified noun
phrases. In this castoo, the AP has no realized specifier, and its intesg at i on i s a f ul
expression. The derivation of the AP itself is thus identical to its derivation in predicative

environments, as detailed in (40) above. However, by hypothesis, in this case the AP is not
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merged with Pred Pred is involved onlyn predicative structures, not in attributive ones. The

AP is thus directly adjoined to the nominal projection. As is the case with adjunction structures in
general, this gives rise semantically to the intersection of the set denoted by the noun and the se
denoted by the AP, as exemplified in (415

(41) the proud father

R 42_

father

Interpretation of the Aproud¢ axas. Proud(s) & Experiencer(
Interpretation of the N/Nather ax . Fat her ( x)

Interpretation of the Ndroud father axas. Fat her (x) & Proud(s)

From this section and the previous one, we can draw the following conclusions: svharPais
not a function, but rat her a-rolesohtleerverndscdrdey c | o
and interpreted), an AP is a semantically open expression (a function), though syntactically it is a
maximal projection. When an AP is used pcatively, it needs the help of a functional head,

Pred, in order for the function it denotes to apply to an additional argument, the subject. Namely,
u n | i-rkleassignment, which is 'spontaneous’, so to speak, function application requires the
interventon of a specialized head. Intersection, or concatenation, of two functions (as shown in

(41) ), -adsignméni ik ret refuiring an additional head. This system maintainsta-one

21 Example (41) includeproudrather tharproud of his sonsince due to the adjacency restriction iyligh (further
discussed in chapter 4, section 4.5.1.2) the latter AP must follow the noun, and this may force a predicative reading
for it (see discussion in section 2.2.1 above).

22| refer here to the simple case of simple intersective adjectivesivRdlatiersective adjectives (e.gig) require

some additional mechanism for their interpretation, e.g. Higginbotham's (1286} o n y mmarkirgy or d
introduction of a degree argument (see footnotes (2) and (6)), afidtarsective adjectives (e.glleged) require a

different mechanism altogether (see discussion in Partee 1995).
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one relation between syntactic structure and semantic interpretatien: Rved appears, function
application occurs. Otherwise, the result is function concatenation, namely, modification, rather
than predication.

2.3.4 The basic entry in adjective formation

Let me now address in some more detail the question of the lbagial entry from which an
adjective is derived.

Whereas in many cases, notably the cases of different types of adjectival parti@ples,
adjectives, -ive adjectives and others, the adjective can plausibly be analyzed as derived
morphologically fran a corresponding verb, for other adjectives it is unclear whether the
adjective should be analyzed as derived morphologically from the verb, or vice versa (e.g. in the
case oproudandpride oneself ip In other cases, it seems to be the case thatheiserb which

is morphologically derived from the adjective (ewgeak - weaken. Even if we divorce
morphological derivation from semantic derivation (as suggested e.g. in Reinhart 2002, Horvath
& Siloni 2010a), thus being able to maintain that evethélatter case, the adjective is derived
from the corresponding verb, we are still left with adjectives that do not have any verbal alternate
(e.g.possiblg.

| thus propose that adjective formation applies to an abstract lexical entry, unspecified for
category, but nonetheless with a fixed thematic grid. As mentioned in section 1.1.1, the existence
of such lexical entries was suggested in Chomsky (1970), and they are assumed to exist ever
since, in different frameworks, including e.g. Distributed Morphgl(in which they are called
roots). In what follows, such abstract basic lexical entries will appear in capital letters. So, for
example, the adjectivyeroudis derived from the catego#gss entry PROUD, as in (42), repeated
from (40ab) above.

(42) PROUD (EXPERIENCER SUBJECT MATTER, 3} A proud.ADJ EXPERIENCER) -ABS, SUBJECT MATTER,

)

2.3.5 Comparison with Baker's (2003) analysis
As explained in sections 1.1.2 and 2.1.3, Baker (2003) has also suggested a theory in which
adjectives are different f r -onarkeds specifies, and nheirt h a t

subjects are basgenerated in the specifier position of a higher functional head Pred. However,
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Baker's analysis is different from mine in several respects. Most notably, in my analysis the AP
denotes a function, and the themac r ol e assigned to the wvariabl
role of the base from which the adjective was derived, the role which was marked for abstraction.
Pred, I n my a-rola bsgigner,sbut rather a completelst furdtional head;hwis
responsible for applying the function denoted by the AP to its subject. In contrast, Baker holds
that the AP is not a function, namely, that it is a saturated expression, and the subject's thematic
role is assigned it by Pred (even though it canubderstood from Baker that its origin is
probably in the adjective itself). | mgeda t ant |
the subject of the adjective.
In 2.1.3, we have seen that Baker's assumption that subjects of adjectives uniémemg the
Theme role raises three problems:
(a) It is unclear why the role assigned by Pred is assumed to be Theme for all adjectives.
(b) It is unclear why ergative adjectives should behave differently than all other adjectives,
mapping their subjecinternally i how is their thematic role different than that of all other
adjectives?
(c) Furthermore, Baker's commitment to the UTAH proves to be problematic for him, since it is
impossible to maintain the following three claims simultaneously:
- Subjeds of adjectives receive the Theme role.
- The Theme role is assigned in the same syntactic configuration in VPs and APs (UTAH).
- Subjects of adjectives are external arguments, while subjects of themdtealiizal verbal
passives are internal argums.
Let us see how the current proposal solves these problems raised by Baker's analysis.
2.3.5.1 The content -wmé the adjective subject'
As noted in 2.1.3, Baker's assumption that the subjects of all adjectives (except for ergative ones)
recei ve troleeseeis ircangpatile with our intuitions with regard to the interpretation
of certain adjectives. It is true that in some cases the subject is understood as Theme (43b), (44b)
on a par with its interpretation in a corresponding verbal sentence (43a), (43a).
(43) a. John has written the letter.

b. The letter seems vten.
(44) a. John locked the door.
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b. The door is lockable.
However, in other cases, the situation is different. Under most current theories, in (45a) the object
receives the Experiencer role. Why then should the subject in (45b) be @, Tiatiner than an
Experiencer? Likewise, in (45a) the subject receives the Subject Matter role, and it is interpreted
just the same in (45c), so how could be it be assigned a different role there?
(45) a. The movie confused John.

b. John is ery confused.

c. The movie is very confusing.
The same is true for (46). pirotectsassigns the Cause (or Agent) role in (46a), it seems only
natural thaprotectiveshould assign the same role to its subject, rather than the Theme role.
(46) a. The mother protected her children.

b. The mother is protective of her children.
If we adopt Baker's analysis, we in fact empty the |dabeimeof all content. BuiThemes a very
specific role; according to Reinhart's feature systei,tlie role assigned to a participant which
does not cause change, and whose mental state is irrelevant to the eventuality denoted by the
predicate. Note that the problem would -ari se
role uniformly, sine, as seen in (43%6), subjects of different adjectives are interpreted as
carrying different roles.
On the other hand, under my analysis, the interpretation of the subject of the adjective is
dependent on the root's thematic grid and on the procés®of i ¢ a | mar ki ng. One
roles undergoes lambgdab st r act i on in the semantic compone
role, but rather just applies to the subject the function denoted by the AP, whose variable carries a
d-role determined by #h adjectivization proces$his automatically explains the difference in

interpretation that exists between the subjects of the adjectives i¥@)3Above.

2.3.5.2 Ergative adjectives

Baker's analysis does not provide an account for the differbeteeen ergative adjectives,
mapping their subject internally, and all other adjectives. Baker suggests that the generalization
about the externality of the subjects of adjectives applies only to Theme arguments, and proposes
that subjects of ergative adjtives do not count as Themes. But this still leaves two questions

unanswer ed. First, why do er g-ek (remembardhatealt t | v e s
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other adjectives are analyzed in Baker as assigning it)? Second, Baker does not show how the
proposed thematic difference between ergative adjectives and other adjectives, given that it does
exist, actually leads to the different mapping.

Remember that i n my analysis, t he r-mlesinassi gl
chapter 5, | Wl argue that ergative adjective indeed have a special thematic propantike all

other adjectives, they select propositions. More accurately, as will be explained in section 5.4
below, these adjectives have a Thegpmele that has to be assigned tpraposition, namely, they
introduce a proposition variable that is assigned the Theme role (I mark this as
THEI\/IE»PROPOSITIOI)-

Once this is established, a straightforward account for the fact that ergative adjectives map their
subject internally suggestitself. Recall that "externalization” of a role depends on lexical
marking, followed by lambdabstraction. The lambeaperator abstracts over the variable
occurring within the marked thematic role, as in (47).

47 oxééTheme/ Subject Matter/ Experiencer (s, Xx) é
We can now make the additional assumption that in the context of adjective formation,
abstraction over a proposition variable is not possible. Rather, the leopkbdator can abstract

only over individals or events. If x is of the type of propositions, it cannot be abstracted over,
and externalization will not take effect.

So, a role assigned to a proposition cannot be externalized. In fact, | propose that it cannot even
be marked for abstraction. Thee X i ¢ a | rhBWE-SpRoPOSTIG) eadbO is impossible, since
propositions cannot be abstracted over in the process of adjective formation.

This accounts for why ergative adjectives are in fact ergative. Since their role is propositional, it
cannot be externalized, and the subject isgegras an internal argument. The thematic
difference between ergative adjectives and other adjectives, coupled with the properties of the
abstraction mechanism, specifically, that it affects only individual/event variables, provides a

simple explanation fothe behavior of the different adjective types.

2.3.5.3 UTAH?
As explained above, Baker wants to maintain the following three claims:
- Subjects of adjectives receive the Theme role.

- The Theme role is assigned in the same syntactic configuratiés and APs (UTAH).
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- Subjects of adjectives are external arguments, while subjects of the thematically identical verbal
passives, are internal arguments.
This creates a sort of "cat@2", which requires adding some complications to the theory.
Note, first of all, that under my analysis, not all subjects of adjectives receive the Theme role.
However, some of them are interpreted as Themes, or, just as problematically in this aspect, as
other roles that are assigned to internal arguments in thea$#® but externally in APs (e.g. the
Experiencer subject of the adjectivered.
This leads to the suspicion that the UTAH, at least in its strict form, should be abandoned.
In fact, even looking exclusively at the verbal domain, there seem to loergasons to rethink
the UTAH. Certain thematic roles can be assigned to arguments in different structural positions.
For example, the Experiencer role is assigned internally in (48a), and externally in (48b). The fact
that the role is indeed assigned em#dly in e.g. (48b) can be shown using unaccusativity
diagnostics. In (49), for example, we can see that the subjddtragez'got annoyed' does not
pass the possessive dative test, namely, a dative argument interpreted as possessing (in a broad
sensethe Experiencer argument cannot be added to the sentence. This shows that this argument
is external (see Borer & Grodzinsky 1986).
(48) a.hane'um hirgiz et heayalim

the-speech annoyed ACC tseldiers

‘The speech annoyeld soldiers.’

b. ha-xayalim hitragzu

the-soldiers annoyed(INTR)

‘The soldiers were annoyed.'
(49) *le-mi haxayalim hitragzu?

to-whom thesoldiers annoyed(INTR)
Intended reading: 'Whose soldiers were annoyed?’
Likewise, the Instrumenble is assigned to the object in (50a), and to the subject in (50b)
(50) a. Dan drilled a hole in the wall with the drill.
b. The drill drilled a hole in the wall.
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Even the Theme role, which is canonically an internal role as in (51a), is sometingge@ssi
externally, as in (51b) (see discussion in Reinhart 2602).
(51) a. They lit the bulb.

b. The bulb glowed.
Obviously, there are certain roles which are uniformly assigned to a specific syntactic position,
e.g. an Agent is always an external argumelowever, this is not true for all roles. The UTAH,
it seems, should be replaced by a more sophisticated mapping procedure.
Note, however, that given my analysis, once a mapping procedure is adopted, its principles are
implemented for verbs and adjectvalike. In other words, in the current system, the problem
raised above, namely that Theme is assigned internally in verbal passives and externally in
adjectival passives, does not arise. This is since the mapping procedure only regulates syntactic
d-assgnment. For example, for a verb likmiild, the mapping procedure determines that its
Theme role is internal, namely must be assigned to an internal argument. This is what happens
also in the verbal passivie built Note, however, that when the adjectiyassive 'built’ is
formed, the Theme role i s not -abstraxtedgonee dndtheg nt ac
resulting function appl i es -assignménhafthesraliehgxternal ar g
or any. So, it would not be right tsay that the Theme role is assigned internally in one case and
externally in the other. True, the subject of the adjective ends up being interpreted as though it
was assigned the Theme rol e, b u tassignment. pr ocess |
To conclude, we have seen that the UTAH cannot be maintained. However, once an accurate
mapping procedure is found, then as far as adjectives vs. verbs are concerned, it need not be
revised. The procedure by which the subject of an adjective receivestitgeir pr et a-t i on |
assignment. There is thus nothing problematic with the fact that the subject of a passive verb,
receiving the Theme role, is internal, while the subject of an adjectival passive, likewise

interpreted as a Theme (though not assigh&drble in the same manner), is external.

2.4 Conclusion and theoretical implications
This chapter focused on the base position of the subjects of adjectives. After providing theoretical

and empirical arguments for the truly external nature of thgesisbof adjectives, | have

% Though see Potashnik (2010), who argues that the role assigned in (51b) is not Theme, but rather an-Instrument

like role, [+cm].
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proposed a mechanism of lexical marking which implements this externality. Crucially, this
mechanism makes use of the thematic properties of the base from which the adjective is derived,
yet it do e-sssignmeént. Thm i avdide the pifoblems raised by Baker's analysis of

the relation between the adjective and its subject.

The discussion in this chapter has interesting consequences with regard to the debate over the
base position of the subjects of verbs. In manymeseidies, the external argument in the verbal
projection is assumed to be introduced by a functional -ittte Voice head, rather than by the

lexical verb itself (Chomsky 1995, Kratzer 1996, Marantz 1997, among many others). In contrast,
Horvath & Sloni (2002, 2010b) provide extensive argumentation against theviittigothesis,

showing that the arguments that led to the adoption of this hypothesis are inadequate. For
exampl e, one of the persistent -raleigtheneerbss f or
thematic grid is due to Marantz's (1984) observation, that whereas there are many idioms
including an object and missing a subject, the reverse is impo$sthkre are no idioms that

have a fixed subject but no fixed object. This can sugpesexternal argument is independent of

the verb. Horvath & Siloni (2002, 2010b) note, however, that the generalization is inaccurate:
idioms of the latter type do exist, in English and cHosguistically, as exemplified in (52). The
tendency for idiora with a fixed object to be more common than idioms with a fixed subject can

be explained on independent grounds. The rarity of fixed subjects is predicted, for example, since
subjects tend to be animate, and animates are less prone to acquire a mataplearnings,

essential for idiom formation (Nunberg, Sag & Wasow 1994).

G2 A little bird told meeée

Further, Horvath & Siloni (2010b) -rqjecdiarvérb out t
must be listed in the lexicon, since a number of independently motivated lexical operations, e.g.
reflexive verb formation (Reinhart & Siloni 2005), must inx®lthe external role. In the next
chapter, focusing on the operations #froeisni ng a
involved also in these lexical operations, and that the application of any of these operations
crucially relies on the nate of this role. This provides further reinforcement for the conclusion

t hat e-rolesemust bellisted on the lexical verb.

The present chapter provides a different type of argument against assuming\a dittiéoice

head introducing the exteaharguments of verbs, independently of the lexical verb.
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We have seen how a predicative phrase that does not project a thematic specifier, namely the
adjective phrase, behaves:

(i) Projection of the subject does not occur in all cases: the subject igrojected in the
attributive use of adjectives. This is predicted since projection of the subject is not contingent
upon the lexical A head, but rather upon an independent functional head, which may occur in the
structure or not.

(i) Certain elementg,e. degree modifiers, appear between the subject in its base position and the
adjectival predicate.

These two properties stem from the fact that the Pred projection (including the subject) and the
adjective phrase are two independent entities.

In contras, the projection of a verbal subject is obligatory even in the 'attributive' use of verbs
(namely as relative clauses), as explained in 2.2.1. In addition, no material ever appears between
the base position of the subject and the verb. Even the lowediereo(imanner adverbs) appear
above both.

If subjects of verbs were introduced by an independent functional head, on a par with the
situation in the adjectival domain, then we would expect to find at least some parallel evidence
for the dissociation betgen the two projections. There is no such evidence, however. Thus, if a
'little-v' head is adoptedP and VP must be assumed to form one integral unit (unlike PredP and
AP), with no apparent reason. The difference between adjectival projections and verbal
projections seems to be captured much more naturally under the assumption that in the verbal
case, the external argument is projected in the specifier of the lexical head. This is why its
projection is necessary in all cases, and no material can app@aebehe subject and the verb.
Taken together with the concl us-liole mustibempactdfapt er
the lexical information carried by a verb, the simplest analysis is that the subject of a verb is

merged in the specifier of the lexical verbal head, receivihgsole ffom this verb itself.

Appendix T Additional arguments for the VP Internal Subject Hypothesis

Sections 2.2.2.2.4 in this chapter presented three cases in which adjectives behave differently
from verbs with regard to tests diagnosing theefmssition of their subjects. The diagnostics
showed that unlike subjects of verbs, subjects of adjectives are not generated inside the adjectival

projection. Here, | discuss four more tests which were suggested in the literature as reinforcement
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for the WP Internal Subject Hypothesis. In each case, it will be shown that no clear conclusion
can be drawn with regard to the position of adjectival subjects. Thus, the data in this appendix
cannot serve as arguments for or against the truly external statessobjects of adjectives.

1. Scope of quantifiers
It is generally accepted that certain elemenssich as modals, adverbs and negatitiave a
fixed scope, determined by their position in the syntactic structure (see e.g. Ladusaw 1988).
Therefore, e fact that (1) is ambiguouseither 'always' takes scope over 'one player’, or the
other way around was taken as evidence that the subject originates inside VP, thus giving rise to
the reading in which it has narrow scope (Aoun & Li 1989, Koopman &tishe 1991).
(1) Atleast one player always t loses.
The same ambiguity can be observed with adjectives, both-lstagjeand individual level, as
seen in (2).
(2) a. One player is always t sick.

b. Some clerks are necessarily t reliable.
This poins again to the conclusion that the subject of an adjective must originate lower than
spec, TP, and, in fact, that it must originate lower than negation and certain adverbs such as
alwaysandnecessarilysince a reading is available in which these elemektsscope it.
However, again, it does not necessarily show that the subject originates inside AP; it can still be
the case that it is generated in spec,PredP, PredP appearing right above AP, namely lower in the
structure than negation and adverbs.
In secton 2.2, | have usederyto delineate the adjectival projection. However, this cannot help
us here since degree modifiers and quantifiers delineating the AP suelyaso, howetc. do
not give rise to ambiguity when they interact with noun phrasesahee way that adverbs of
guantification (e.g.alway9 do. Consider for example (3). There would be no difference in
meaning ifvery scoped ovepne player(in the hypothesized structurgefevery [ap ONe player
sick]]), rather than vice versa.
(3) One payer is very sick.
Hence, we cannot detect the exact base position of the adjective's subject using these elements.
Note, also, that in the verbal domain as well, the test shows only that the subject originates lower

than negation and adverbs ligkvays Manner adverbs likguickly cannot give rise to the same
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type of ambiguity, not necessarily because the subject does not originate below them, but simply
because the meaning @fiickly one player rarfwith quickly interpreted as a manner adverbs) is
thesame as that @ne player quickly ran

2. VSO languages
Structures in which the finite verb precedes the subject (in Irish, standard Arabic etc.) were
argued by McCloskey (1991), Mohammad (2000), Shlonsky (1997) and others to be best
analyzed under th€P-internal subject hypothesis, as cases in which the verb raises to T, while
the subject remains in situ, inside the VP, as shown for standard Arabic’ha@ayor Irish in
(4b). This constitutes another argument in favor of then{&nal subject hyothesis.
(4) a.ganna [ve'al ‘'awlaaduut].

sangM.SG  the children

‘The children sang.’

b. Cheannaigh/} Ciarant teach].

bought Ciaran house

‘Ciaran bought a house.’
Looking now at wod order in sentences with adjectival predicates, the situation is different than
the one with verbs.
In standard Arabic, the predicative adjective cannot appear before the subject, as shown by the
contrast between (5a) and (5b).
(5) a.zaidun jani-un.

boy-NOM beautiftUNOM

‘The boy is beautiful.'

b. *jamil(-un) zaid¢un).
beautiful boy

What can we learn from these data about the position of the subjects of adjectives? The mere fact
that adjectives and verbs do not behaveqar is suggestive. In fact, under the assumption that
APs are embedded under a functional projection PredP, the fact that an adjective cannot raise to T

like a verb is easily accounted for. Consider the structures in (6), of a VP and a PredP.

% |n VS order in standard Arabic, the vexbrees with the subject only in gender and is marked in the singular,

whether the subject is singular or plural.
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T VP

] L;I.bj Pred'

In the verbal case (6a), the V moves and adjoins to T to form a tensed verb. If the same structure
was assumed to exist for adjectives, than it is not clear what would prevent the adjeative fr
likewise raising to T. However, things are different if we assume the structure in (6b) for
adjectives. As explained in Baker (2003), this structure enables us to explain why adjectives do
not raise to T. On the one hand, they cannot skip over Pree, @irs would violate the Head
Movement Constraint (Travis, 1984). On the other hand, if they do adjoin to Pred on their way to
T, then a complex Pred head is formed. Baker proposes that such a complex head cannot further
raise and adjoin to T, since Tenweast adjoin to lexical categories, rather than to functional ones.
Thus, an analysis assuming the more complex structure (6b) for adjectives is preferable.
Interestingly, in several other venhitial languages, e.g. Irish, what appears before the subjec
inversion constructions with adjectives is not only the predicate head (A), as in the case of verbs,
but rather the copula plus the entire predicate (AP), as seen in (7) (McCloskey 2005).
(7) Is cos'uil le taibhse e

COP like withghost him

'He is like a ghost.’
Again, the contrast between APs and VPs suggests that a different structure is involved in the two

phrase types. McCloskey (2005) suggests that this contrast can be accounted for in the following
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manner. A line of resedncadvanced by e.g. Massam (2000) and Travis & Rackowski (2000)
argues that sentences such as (4b) above, repeated here as (8), are not the result of verb
movement, but rather the result of phrasal movement of the entire VP, preceded by extraction of
the sibject and object from it, as depicted in (8).
(8) [ve Cheannaigh tj]x Ciaran teachty].
bought Ciaran house
‘Ciaran bought a house.’

McCloskey suggests that (7) and (8) can be subsumed Umsame explanation: in languages
such as Irish, it is always the phrasal predicate (VP or AP), rather than the head, which is fronted.
However, only in the case of VPs, all Rbead constituents must be moved out of the phrase
before it can be fronted. Mdoskey notes that it remains to be understood why VPs and APs
should differ in this respect.
But, given their respective structures in (6a) and (6b), there is no need to assume that VPs and
APs differ. We can simply assume that in Irish and similar laggs it is always the predicate
phrase which is fronted, after all its sabnstituents have been moved out of it. In the case of
VPs, the subject and the object are thus both moved, followed by VP movement, resulting in a
VSO order, as depicted in (8). tontrast, in the case of APs, only the object is a constituent in
the AP, thus only it is moved out of the AP, before the AP is fronted. This results in the observed
AOS order, as shown in (9). The copula may be assumed in these cases to move to C.
(9) Is [cos uil{k [le taibhsg][predr € ]

COP like with ghost him

'He is like a ghost.’
There is undoubtedly need for much further research on-omel possibilities in different
languages and what they carl ted about the structure of AP versus that of VP. The aim of this
section was to show, without going into a detailed discussion, that the facts here are at least
compatible with, if not pointing to, an analysis in which AP, unlike VP, is embedded undé Pre

and does not project a subject.
3. Binding

The contrast between the ambiguous (10a) and the unambiguous (10b) was also taken to support

the VRInternal Subject Hypothesis (Huang 1993). While in (10a) the reciprocal expression
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inside the fronted DP cahave as an antecedent eittieg teacheror the kids depending on
whether it is interpreted in its base position or in its intermediate position in the lower spce,CP, in
(10Db) the reciprocal in the fronted VP can have as its antecedenthentildren. Presumably,
this is so since the fronted VP includes a trace, which is the immediate binder of the anaphor. No
other antecedent is possible.
(10) a. [which stories about each otjkrdid the teacherthink [tk that the kidsprefer {]?
b. Theytold us that the children might obey the teacher, blistgEn to each othey]
they said the childrgrwon't
Let us consider now the examples in (11), which contain fronted APs.
(11) a. [how proud of themselvgsdid the kidsthink [tk that the teachgravere 1]?
b. [how close to each othgfi did the mom and dathink [tcthat the kidswere £]?
c. ?They told us that the children occasionally spoke, but [close to eaghy otiesr
said the childrgmever wereyt
The udgments here are not uniform. However, at least some of the sentences are unambiguous,
suggesting that the moved adjectival phrase includes a local biadeace of the subject.
However, here, as in previous cases, it is not evident that the franisttgent is an AP and not
some projection containing the AP. Unlike in the chapter examples, howewenr so cannot
be used here, since fronting an AP while stranding these elements is ruled out independently:
(12) a.*Handsome he was so.
b. *Theytold us that the children occasionally spoke, but [close to each]pthey
said the childremever were veryt
Hence, binding facts cannot provide conclusive evidence with regard to the mapping of the

subject of adjectives.
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3  Adjectival passives

3.1 Introduction
This chapter focuses on the wsildied class of adjectival passives, as a case study arguing for
the view of the argument structure of adjectives advocated in the previous chapters. In particular,
the aims of thehapter are twofold:
(i)Establishing the existence of a basic parallelism between the adjectival and verbal
domain with regard to argument structure, both in terms of the thematic roles verbs
and adjectives assign, and in terms of the valeheaging operatins available in the
two domains.
(i Exemplifying the details of the externalization mechanism explained in chapter 2,

in this case applying to an internal argument of the root.

The distinction between verbal and adjectival passives is widely recognileadtasince Wasow
(1977), and the formation of adjectival passives has been discussed by various authors (Levin &
Rappaport 1986, Dubinsky & Simango 1996, Horvath & Siloni 2008, among others). Moreover,
several recent studies have pointed out finer daistins within the class of adjectival passives in
different languages (see Kratzer 2000 for German, Anagnostopoulou 2003 for Greek, Embick
2004 for English, Sleeman 2007 for English, German and Dutch). These studies have suggested
that adjectival passivasan be split along one main axisvhether or not the adjective entails a

prior event. Moreover, an assumption shared by most of these analyses is that the interpretation
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of adjectival passives does not include an implicit argument (but see Anagnostopo0R&ju

Under the widely accepted hypothesis that verbal passives do have an implicit argument (Roeper
1987, among many others), this makes adjectival passives fundamentally different from verbal
ones, and closer to unaccusative verbs. The result of shedies, therefore, is that adjectival
passives are characterized and classified using criteria different from those used in the
characterization and classification of verbs, and that adjectival passive formation is radically
different from verbal passiviermation.

In this chapter | argue that at least for Hebrew this conclusion is uncalled for. First, it is shown
that there is a partition within the class of adjectival passives in Hebrew, a fact not acknowledged
before. Then, it is argued that this sjditoest analyzed as an exact parallel of a very-kvelivn

partition in the verbal systeinthat between passive and unaccusative verbs. The proposed split
is motivated by the novel observation that, contrary to common claim, certain adjectival passives
in Hebrew (labeled hetgrue' adjectival passivg@sactually do have an implicit argument, on a par

with verbal passives, while other -salled adjectival passives lack an implicit argument
altogether, much like unaccusative verbs (these are labdjedtval decausativgs Crucially, |

will show that the verbs giving rise to ‘true' adjectival passives are exactly those which can form
verbal passives, and the verbs giving rise to adjectival decausatives are those able to form
unaccusative verbs.

Once thesgeneralizations are revealed, an elegant analysis of the process of adjectival passive
formation suggests itself, namely, that the adjectives are derived not by processes unique to the
adjectival system, but rather by the wielown processes deriving tparallel verb types. Thus, |

claim that 'true' adjectival passives are deriveddiyration( e x i st enti al cl-osur e
role, Chierchia 2004), also deriving verbal passives, and adjectival decausatives are formed by
decausativizatiorfeliminai on o f t hrele, Reintae 20023, hlso deriving unaccusative
verbs. We see, then, that the same range of valdragging operations is available in order to
eliminate an external argument in the adjectival domain and in the verbal domain.

As in Wasow (1977), Levin & Rappaport (1986), Horvath & Siloni (2008) and others, | assume a
lexical derivation of adjectival passives, and a syntactic one for verbal passives, further arguing
that there is not one, but two available lexical operations foramljectival passives, namely one
forming 'true' adjectival passives, and the other forming adjectival decausatives.

The picture that emerges is presented in table 1.
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Table 1 Predicate types according to formation process and lexical category

Operation [Saturation Decausativization
Category
Verb Verbal passives Unaccusatives
Adjective ‘True' adjectival passivesAdjectival decausatives

Instead of having a class of 'adjectival passives', whose members exhibit properties of both
unacusatives (e.g. lack of external argument) and of passives (e.g. morphology) in an
unpredicted manner, we now have two vasfined adjective classes, each paralleling a verbal
class. The columns in table 1 present natural classes, consisting of predisali@sg from the

same operation, therefore sharing numerous syntactic and semantic properties. It is not the case
that the adjective is derived from the parallel verb type, or vice versa. Rather, the two predicate
types are derived directly from the nisative root, via the same argumesttucture changing
operation.

Crucially, the chapter shows that the differences between predicates in the same column stem
only from the difference in lexical category between verbs and adjectives. For example, the fact
that verbal passives always license instrument phrases, while 'true’ adjectival passives often
prohibit them (as discussed in 3.3.2) stems roughly from the fact that adjectives invariably denote
states, while verbs denote events. And the fact the adjepassives, unlike verbal ones, merge

their subject externally, is rooted in the defining characteristic of adjectiasely that their
formation 1incl ude-s o0 ma saksiractepn, asrexplaimedl in ¢chawpeei 2r  d

The chapter thus reinforces the view presented in the introduction that the study of the argument
structure and formation processes of ailjes can profit from using known criteria and
operations from the verbal system, since the latter may underlie generalizations that cut across all
categories.

The chapter is organized as follows: section 3.2 provides the necessary facts regarding the
passive in Hebrew. Based on this, section 3.3 presents evidence that there are two types of
adjectival passives in Hebreivone which entails the existence of an implicit argument and
another which does not. Section 3.4 presents the main claim of therchegmely, that the two

types of adjectives are derived by the operations forming passive and unaccusative verbs, a claim

reinforced by the parallelism between the sets of 'true' adjectival passives and verbal passives on
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the one hand, and adjectival desatives and unaccusative verbs on the other. Section 3.5 then
specifies in detail the operations which derive the two types of adjectives, and accounts for the
differences between adjectives and verbs with regard to the diagnostics for an implicitrargume
Section 3.6 offers a crodimguistic perspective, and compares the analysis presented in the
chapter with former analyses.

3.2 Morphology and the distinction between verbal and adjectival passives in Hebrew
Hebrew manifests the Semitic re@mplae morphology, in which words are morphologically
composed of trconsonantal roots, embedded in (mo$tgcalic templates, also called
binyanim The templates relevant for this chapter are presented in table 2.

Table 2:Active and passive Hebrew template

Active verbal templaiCorresponding verbal passiCorresponding adjectiy
(past tense) template (past tense) passive template

XaXaX niXxXaxX XaXuX

(e.g.katav'wrote’) (e.g.nixtav'was written’) (e.g.katuv'written’)

XiXeX XuXaX meXuXaX

(e.g.ciyer'drew’) (e.g.cuyar'was drawn’) (e.g.mecuyardrawn’)

hiXXiX huxXXaX muXXaX

(e.g.hidpis'typed) (e.g.hudpaswas typed) (e.g.mudpastyped’)

XaXuXis strictly an adjectival template, whereas formmimXXaXandmeXuXaXare very often
ambguous between a verbal passive participle and an adjectival passive. Since the current work
discusses only adjectival, not verbal, passives, in what follows | will use either. a)
unambiguously adjectivaKaXuX forms, or b)muXXaXand meXuXaXforms appearig in a
disambiguating context, where the adjectival reading is forced. Two such contexts are the
following:®

Following the future copula - according to Doron (2000) and Horvath & Siloni (2008), only

adjectives can follow the future copula in Hebrew. Tfweee(1), in which a verb appears in this

% Additional adjective diagnostics are discussed in chapter 4, section 4.2.2.
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position, is ungrammatical, and (2), which includes the ambiguous foumax ‘placed’, is
unambiguous, having only the adjectival reading (unlike its English counterpart):
(2) *ha-yeladim yihiu kotvim et hasipur.

the-children will+be writing ACC thestory
(2) ha-sefer yihiye munax allgaul x an.

the-book will+be placed on thtable

‘The book will be placed on the table.’
Following nir'e ('seems')- Wasow (1977) claims that certain verlsuch aseemandbecome
can take as complements only APs, and not VPs. Doron (2000) suggests that the test applies to
Hebrew as well. For example, in (3) a VP cannot folfoke 'seem’.
(3) *ha-yeladim nir'im kotvim et hsipur.

the-childrenseem writing ACC thetory
Since nir'e 'seem' can be followed only by APs, the sentence in (4), which includes the
ambiguous formmecuyar'drawn’, is unambiguous, and has only the adjectival reading (for
further discussion of this test see section 412.2.
(4) ha-tmunot nir'ot mecuyarot.

the-pictures seem drawn

‘The pictures seem drawn.

3.3 Evidence for two types of adjectival passives in Hebrew
As mentioned in the introduction, adjectival passives are widely assumed to lack an implicit
argument, ulike verbal passives. This assumption is based on contrasts such as the one
illustrated in (5)(6). In (5), which contains a verbal passive, the addition bf~phrase, an
Agentoriented adverb such abetsumet lev'carefully’, or an instrumental phrasés
grammatical. On the other hand in (6), which contains an adjectival pasgpbrases, adverbs
like be-tsumet levand instrumental phrases are ruled out.
(5) ha-mexonit nirxaca aJedey maks / Bisumet lev / beinor.

the-car was+washed(V) by Max -aitentior/ in-hose

‘The car was washed by Max / carefully / with a hose."'
(6) ha-mexonit rexuca (*ajedey maks/ *besumet lev / *beinor).

thecar washed by  Max inattention /  inhose
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Sinceby-phrases, Agenbriented adverbs and instrumental phrases are generally assumed to be
licensed by (possibly implicit) external arguments (Dubinsky & Simango 1996, among many
others), such contrastgere taken as evidence that adjectival passives, unlike verbal passives,
lack an implicit argument (see Levin & Rappaport 1986, Grimshaw 1990, Kratzer 2000, Embick
2004Y°. Examples to the opposite effect, in which adjectival passives do behave as itkey h

an implicit argument (such aschallenged by exper&nd untouched by human handsom

Levin & Rappaport 1986), were rarely cited, and were regarded as a sporadic, insignificant
phenomenon (except in Anagnostopoulou’'s 2003 analysis for Greek, wilitde \wiscussed in

section 3.6.2). Another argument against assuming an implicit argument in adjectival passives
(see Kratzer 2000) was that they do not exhibit disjoint reference effects (see 3.3.3 below), a
phenomenon attributed to the presence of glicihargument (Baker, Johnson & Roberts 1989).
Thus, Grimshaw (1990, p . 127) claims that "
external argument of the verbal passive compl
adjectival passivesthe verb's external argument is truly missing. It's not that it has been
eliminated or suppressed. It was never there to begin with".

Nonetheless, in this section | will argue that there is a class of adjectival passives in Hebrew
which include an impli¢ciargument. In section 3.3.1 | will show that many adjectival passives are
interpreted as having an implicit argument. In section 3.3.2 | will show that additionally, when

the right conditions are met, these adjectives lickygghrases, instruments, aAgentoriented

adverbs. In section 3.3.3 | will argue that the lack of disjoint reference effects cannot serve as an

argument against positing an implicit argument for adjectival passives.

3.3.1 The interpretation of adjectival passives
Consider sentees (7)(8). Although the sentences are adjectival, the vast majority of Hebrew

speakers judge their interpretation as including an implicit argument. It is understood from the

% To be precise, Levin & Rappaport (1986) claim, that asnsequence of the affixation of the passive morpheme,
adjectival passives cannot assign the external role of their corresponding verbal form to an external position.
However, the authors do not take a stand as to the semantic statusdafaleis whethe an implicit argument

bearing it exists or not.
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sentences that a prior event took place in which either an Agent or a Catispated. (7)
entails that someone wrote the book, and (Bt someone or something cooled the wéter.
(7) ha-sipur katuv.

the-story written

‘The story is written.’
(8) ha-mayim babrexa yihiyu  mekorarim.

thewater in+thepool will+be cooled

‘The water in the pool will be cooled.’
Notice, that it cannot be claimed that the implicit argument interpretation arises solely because of
our world knowledge. Whereas this may be possiblek&duv 'written' (and other Agentive
verbs), sincave know that things are not created written and someone must have written them,
the same cannot hold fonekorar'cooled'. Things can be cold without ever being cooled by
someone or something. The difference betwesricold’ andmekorar'cooled’ is exaty that the
latter entails an implicit argument.
Note also that what is entailed in {(B) is the existence of an implicit argument, not merely of a
previous event. In the case of Agentive verbs, latav'write’, this in inevitable: if the adjective
entails a previous event of writing, it necessarily entails an Agent, since a writing event
necessarily involves the Agentive argument, the writer. But in the case of verbs stmbl as
(verbs that can have an inanimate, wolitional Cause as their ext&nargument) it is in
principle possible that a previous, inchoative, eventadling took place, whose linguistic
expression does not involve any Cause or Agent. However, this is not the case with (8): when
using the adjectival passivaekorar'cooled’,it is impossible to assert the existence of a prior

event (using an unaccusative verb), while denying the existence of an external argument; 31 of

27 Interestingly, there is a significant subset of Hebrew speakers (including myself) who necessarily get an Agent
entailment in (8), namely, necessarily understand that someone, rather than something,theooleter.
Importantly, these speakers have the same exclusively Agentive interpretation in the Hebrew verbal passive, even for
verbs whose transitive alternate is not necessarily Agentive. So, whHereascool' can take as an external
argument eithean Agent or a nowolitional Cause (e.g. the wind), for these speakers thekardy ‘'was cooled'

entails that a volitional Agent cooled the water. See Doron (2003) for further discussion of this observation. In this
work | limit discussion to the remaimg group of speakers, namely those for whom the paksreebal as well as
adjectivali entails an external argument which can be either an Agent or a Cause (when the transitive alternate

permits this).

65



the 33 speakers which | consulted judged (9) as contradictory. This shows that an implicit
argument, ratheihtin merely a previous event, is entailed here.
(9)  #hamayim babrexa yihiyu mekorarimia x a tyitkayesu kol hayom; af exad
the-water in+thepool will+be cooled  after thatill+cool down all day  no one
/' gum davagtaml o yekare
nothing  not will+cool it

‘The water in the pool will be cooled after cooling down all day; no one / nothing will

cool it.'
Similar judgments were given to sentences with the adjectimesula 'filled', menupax
'‘pumped’,;mekucar'shortenetl mexumaniheated' ananudbak'attached'. In all these cases, the
contradictory sentences cannot be argued to simply be implausible in view of world knowledge,
since, for example, things can be full without ever being filled by anything or anyone. Jusigmen
were the same also for adjectival passives based on Agentive veribaxecgwashed anéd a g u r
‘tied'.
Importantly, however, the Agent or Cause entailment does not exist for all adjectival passives in
Hebrew. Some adjectives bearing what is usuafgrred to as 'passive’ morphology are not
interpreted as having an implicit argument (neither Agent nor Cause). For example, adjectival
passives likeakum(‘crooked’) do not entail the existence of an implicit argument, hence (10) is
not a contradictionThe same judgments are given with the adjectid@guk 'stuck’, nafuax
'swollen’ and others.
(10) hamadaf akum,-af exadl A&mgatmm Javar l o i kem

the-shelf crooked though thab one nothing not bent it

‘The skelf is crooked, though no one / nothing bent it.'
At least in Hebrew, these adjectives do not entail an event at all. This is shown by the fact that
(11) is not contradictory either.
(11) hamadaf akum, aval hu me'olam lo hit'akem; hu yucar kaxa

the-shdf crooked but it never  not bent it was+made so

‘The shelf is crooked, but it never became bent; it was made that way.'
Consider next (12). (12a) contains the adjectival passifi¢ while (12b) contains the adjectival
passivemukpa Both adectives are related to the vekbfa (‘freeze’), and are glossed faszen

However, whilekafu does not have an implicit argument entailmentykpadoes. Therefore,
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(12b) is contradictory, while (12a) is not. This strongly reinforces the claim thatgaat Ar
Cause argument entailment, when it exists, is part of the core meaning of the adjective, and does
not merely stem from world knowledge.
(12) a.hamayi m yi hi yu -gkufmu 'diamr,ar  /  afl amr ote xgped |
b.#hamayimy i hi yu muk pag'uimm,d alvaamr dt ade exad |
thewater will+be frozen, though thabthing no one not will+freeze them
‘The water will be frozen, though nothing / no one will freeze it.'
It can be also loserved, in (13), thakafu is compatible with a prior event with no external
argument, whilemukpais not, namely, the latter adjective does not merely entail an event, but

rather, an external argument.

(23) hamayim yihiyu kfu'im / #mukpa'im-ke x a +yikpg'we kol hayom;
the-water will+be frozen after thaitl+freeze. UNACC all theday
gum davar [/ af. exad | o yakpi otam

nothing no one not freeze them

‘The water will be frozen after freezing a#lyd no one / nothing will freeze them."’
Hebrew minimal pairs of this type will be discussed further in section 3.4.2.2.
The situation is, therefore, that some Hebrew adjectival passives do not entail an event or an
Agent or Cause argument at all, wheredisers do entail an event that necessarily involves an

external argumerft

3.3.2 Diagnostics for an implicit argument

| have shown above that based on their interpretation, some adjectival passives have an Agent or
Cause argument in the semantics. Thisdpets that these adjectives will pass the standard tests

for detecting such an argument: licesgphrases (e.g. Grimshaw 1990), Ageniented adverbs

(e.g. Dubinsky & Simango 1996) and instrumental phrases (e.g. Embick 2004, Reinhart & Siloni

2005). Mntrary to common claim, this is indeed so in many cases, as seen from the

28 Logically, there could exist a third class of eatjves, namely adjectives which entail a prior event, but do not
necessarily entail an external argument. Such a class does not exist in Hebrew, where every adjective which entails a

previous event entails an external argument, as shown in (9).
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grammaticality of (14), includindpy-phrases, (15), including Agentiented adverbs, and (16),
including instrument$?
(14) a.hasefer arux aledey orex mecuyan.
the-book edited by editor excellent
‘The book is edited by an excellent editor.’
b.hai ct adi on -ygeadmewr got r ian xamugi m.
the-stadium guarded by policemen armed
‘Thestadium is guarded by armed policemen.’
(15) a. hasefer katuv bki gar on.
the-book written intalent
"The book is written with talent.’
b. ha-xulca hazot tfura bexoser mikco'iyut.
the-shirt thethis sewn idack professionalism
‘This shirt is sewn unprofessionally.’
(16) a.hamixtav katuv  bet.
the-letter  written impen
‘The letter is written with a pen.’
b.hak el ev -lec'g. u r be
thedog tied ifeash
‘The dog is tied with a leash."
Observe also the minimal pairs in (4(@P): the two sentences in each example are glossed the
same, but one adjective allows an Ageriented adverb or an instrument, and the otloes not.
This shows again that the implicit argument entailment is a matter of core meaning, rather than

world knowledge.

2 Anothe diagnostics for an implicit argument is the grammaticality of purpose clauses (see, for example,
Anagnostopoulou 2003). The assumption is that a purpose clause is licensed only if there is an Agent, explicit or
implicit, that can control the PRO subjeast the clause. This test is somewhat controversial. Lasnik (1988), for
example, suggests that it is the event in the matrix clause, rather than an implicit argument, which controls the PRO.
Looking at Hebrew, we find that a purpose clause can never apilean adjectival passive:
0] *ha-uga axula kedey PROlea g mi n.

the-cake eaten for -tet fat

This is predicted by the current theory, see footnote 9.
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(17) a.haposter yihiye mudbak -lar ber agl anut .
the-poster will+be attached to+tiveall in-carelessness
‘The poster will be attached to the wall carelessly.’
b. ha-poster yihiye davuk -lar (*ber agl anut ) .
the-poster will+be attached to+tleall in-carelessness
(18) a.hakufsa tihiye mudbekebedevek plasti.
The-box will+be glued hylue plastic
"The box will be glued with plastic glue.’
b. hakufsa dvuka (*belevek plasti).
thebox glued imglue plastic
(19) a.harekamotbami g | o a ywhiu mukpa'ot be&ankan nozli.
thetissues in+thshipment will+be frozen  4nitrogen liquid
‘The tissues in the shipment will be frozen with liquid nitrogen.’
b. harikma kfu'a (*bexankan nozli).
thetissue frozen kmitrogen liquid
We can safely conclude, then, that some adjectival passives have an implicit argument.
Nonetheless, it is true that some adjectival passives which semantically entail an Agent or Cause
argument, e.gmexunam 'heated' mentioned in 3.3.1 above, seem not to license these elements.
(20a) shows thatnexumanentails an implicit argument; denying the existence of this argument
leads to a contradiction. Still, as shown in (20by-phrases, the relevant adverbs,dan
instruments are illicit with this adjective.
(20) a.hamayim bayam yihiyu mexumamimdex a tyitxaynemu kol hgom; af
thewater in+thesea will+be heated after thali+heat all theday no
exad / gum daotamr | o yexamem
one nothing  not will+heat them
‘The water in the sea will be heated after heating all day; no one / nothing will heat
it.
b. *ha-mayim yihiyu mexumamim-gédey dan / beehirut / besir.

thewater will+be heated by Dan carefully  withot
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(20) shows that the ungrammaticality of elements detecting an implicit argument with some
adjectives should not lead to the conclusion that these adjectives lack such an argument, as this
can be established indapdently, on semantic grounds, as shown in (20a).
Rather,| hold that the licensing conditions for by-phrases, Agentoriented adverbs and
instruments are different for adjectives and verbs, and that this stems from a basic
difference between the two categries, namely, that adjectives denote states, while verbs can
denote other types of eventualitiesin the verbal domairhy-phrases, instruments and Agent
oriented adverbs are assumed to be modifying the event. My suggestion is that these elements are
licensed with adjectival passives (that have an implicit argument) only if they can modify the
state denoted by the adjective. Let us see this generalization at work.
Compare the two examples in (21). Although, according to speakers' intuitions about their
sanantics, both of the adjectival passives in (21) have an implicit argument (in this case an
Agent, since the transitive vertexac'wash' anck a §'ti'rare Agentivef, an instrument phrase
is licensed only in (21b):
(21) a.*ha-mexonit rexuca beinor.

the-car washed 4ihose

Intended meaning: 'The car is washed(Adj) with a hose.’

b.hak el ev -keaugur be

thedog tied inleash

‘The dog is tied with a leash."
| suggest that the contrast stems from tlw fhat the hose does not participate in the state of a
washed car, while the leash does participate in the state of a tied dog. The instrument in the latter
case forms part of the description of the state, and therefore, it is licensed. Consider also the
contrast in (22) (Julia Horvath, p. c.). (22a) is ungrammatical because the beautiful pen is not part
of the description of a written letter. (22b), however, is grammatical, but crucially, only under the
reading in whictkaxol'blue' refers to the color @he ink, rather than of the pen itself. The ink's

color is, naturally, part of the description of a written letter.

3026 of the 31 speakers consulted judged (i) as contradictory:
0] hamexonite x u c a |- eraddotraxag eta.
the-car washed though thad one not washed it

"The car is washed though no one washed it.'
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(22) a.*ha-mixtav katuv beet yafe.
the-letter written inpen beautiful
b. ha-mixtav katuv best kaxol.
the-letter writtenin-pen blue
‘The letter is written with a blue pen.’

The situation with adverbs is similar. Only Ageriented adverbs that form part of the
description of the state denoted by the adjective are allowed with adjectival passives (see
Anagnostopoulo2003). Consider (23). The description of the state of a written book can include
its being written with talent, since this is manifested in the book itself, hence (23a) is
grammatical. On the other hand, whether or not the author made an effort in etk is not
visible from the written book (it can only be guessed), thus (23b) is ungrammatical.
(23) hasefer katuv bk i g ar ema’amac.* b e

the-book written intalent in effort

‘The book is written with talent / *with feirt.’
Consider also (24), which shows nicely that the adverbial description is predicated of the state,
rather than of the event leading to it. (24) can be uttered truthfully if the poster will be attached
unevenly, with loose ends etc., even if thesparwho attached it in fact did it with great care. On
the other hand, if the person was very careless, but the attached poster looks good and does not
give it away, (24) will be false.
(24) haposter yihiye mudbak 4dea gl anut .

the-poster will+be attached hHgarelessness

‘The poster will be attached carelessly.'
The situation withby-phrases is very much the same. In verbal environments/-porase
introduces the saturated Agent/Cause argument, a participant in the event. In the adjsetial ¢
by-phrase will only be licensed either when the Agent can be detected from the state, as in (25),
where the editor's being excellent is observable from the state of an edited book, or in rare cases
such as the one in (26), in which the Agent acyyzdirticipates in the state
(25) hasefer arux alyedey orex mecuyan.

the-book edited by editor excellent

31 These are cases of 'true' adjectival passives derived from atelic stems. As discussed in 3.5.3 belowatbis is a

situation since as a rule, adjectival passives in Hebrew are derived only from telic stems.
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‘The book is edited by an excellent editor.’
(26) hai ct adi or egdeeyurgoalr i m xamugi m.

the-stadium guarded by  policemen armed

‘The stadium is guarded by armed policemen.’
In (27), On the other hand, the identity of the eater is not observable from the state of an eaten
apple, hence the sentence is ungrammatfcal.
(27) *hatapuax axul alyedey maks.

theapple eaten by Max

The generalization that ay-phrase is licensed with adjectives only when the participant
introduced by it can be detected from the state, accounts also for the often noted fact that when
by-phrases are possible with adjectival passives, theyrnamany cases generic rather than
specific (Grimshaw 1990, among others). This is exemplified by the contrast between (28a) and
(28b):
(28) a. The island was uninhabited by humans.

b. *The island was uninhabited by John.
Clearly, what can be observablerin a state with regard to the Agent causing it is not much, and
while it is possible to observe that no human inhabited the island, it is much harder to conclude
that some specific human, say John, did not inhabit it.
To summarize, | have shown in thixcgen that it is not true that adjectival passives generally
prohibit the addition oby-phrases, instruments and Agemiented adverbs. Adjectival passives
that have an implicit argument in their interpretation (according to the semantic intuition of
spakers) in fact license these elements, under the additional requirement that they modify the

state denoted by the adjective, rather than the event leadingtdtts difference in the

32 As noted by Susan Rothstein (p.c.), if the identity of the eater is observable, the sentence beomes much better. For

example, (i) is possible if one actlyadees the worm holes in the apple.

® hatapuaxaxulay edey .t ol adat
the-apple eaten by worm
06The apple is eaten by a worm. 6

¥ It was mentioned in footnote (29) that purpose clauses can never be adjoined to adjectival passives (i):
0] *ha-uga axula kedey PRO-lea § mi n
the-cake eaten for -get fat
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application of the diagnostics for an implicit argument stems direfctyn the semantic
difference between adjectives and verbs. The generalization suggested here will be formalized in
section 3.5.6.1. Thus, there is a basic symmetry between verbs and adjectives: both may have an
implicit Agent or Cause argument, and thigwment can be detected using the same tests,
provided that the test is suited to the relevant lexical category.

3.3.3 Disjoint reference effects
One of the arguments against positing an implicit argument in adjectival passives, discussed in
Kratzer (20@), is based on the difference between them and verbal passives with regard to
disjoint reference effects, as can be observed in (29). While (29a) does not have the interpretation
where the child combed himself, (29b) is compatible with this reading.
(29) a.hayeled sorak.

the-child was+combed(V)

‘The child was combed.’

b. ha-yeled mesorak

the-child combed(ADJ)

‘The child is combed.’
Baker, Johnson & Roberts (1989) take the incompatibility of verbal passives wittseif (e.qg.
(29a)) as evidence for the existence of an external argument in their syntactic representation.
They derive the impossibility of sedfction in verbal passives from the ungrammaticality of the
configuration in (30) (argued for in Rizzi 1986a). They suggest ifhone takedento be a
realization of the external argument, then verbal passives are represented as in (31), which is an
instance of (30), hence ungrammatical. Supposedly, if adjectival passives had external arguments
too, then they too would violat€80) in the case of seéfction, and accordingly, this reading
should have been impossible.
(30) *Xi Vit

Where X ecommands Y, Y ««ommands t, and there is movement from t to X

(31) The childwas comken t;

It is now clear why this is so. In order for such a clause to appear, the purpose should be observable in the state. It
seems highly unlikely, however, that the purpose of aforaatould be observed by looking at its result. For

example, the state of an eaten cake tells us nothing of why the cake was eaten.
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In contrast to Baker, Johnson & BRarts, Chierchia (2004), Reinhart (2002) and others do not
assume a structural representation of the external argument in verbal passives, only a semantic
one. Under such an analysis, Baker, Johnson and Roberts' account for the disjoint reference effect
in verbal passives cannot be maintained. My analysis of adjectival passives (in 3.5.5 below)
follows Chierchia (2004) and Reinhart (2002), suggesting that the external argument is not
structurally present in adjectival passives as well. In section 3.5Wil dffer an alternative
account for the disjoint reference effect in verbal passives, and the lack of it in adjectivil ones.
Evidence from disjoint reference effects therefore cannot lead to the conclusion that adjectival
passives must lack an impli@argument. | conclude then, contrary to common claim, that some

adjectival passives do have implicit arguments, whereas others do not.

3.4 Capturing the split in the class of adjectival passives

3.4.1 'True' adjectival passives and adjectival decausatg: the parallelism with verbs

Before turning to analyze the difference between the two types of adjectives presented in 3.3.1
above, it is worth examining their common properties. In other words, why were these two types
of adjectives continually groupedgether under the title 'adjectival passives'? There seem to be
two reasons for that. First, the subject of both types of adjectives corresponds semantically to the
object of their active verb alternate, a property characteristic also of passive \extnsd,Sooth
classes manifest smalled 'passive’ morphology.

However, the fact that an adjective has these two attributes should not automatically lead to the
conclusion that it is passive. To understand that, let us look at the verbal system. Not dvery ve
whose subject I s a s-smle & ipasdive; dinacgusative vexls manifest ¢his n a |
property as well. Looking at morphology, theXXaXtemplate, which traditionally was referred

to as a passive template (based on examples suukir@s'was built', nixtav ‘was written’) can

clearly host unaccusative verbs as well, B.g. § 'brake.UNACC' nixnas'enter. UNACC' etc. In

34 n fact, the illicit configuration of (30) will not arise with adjectival passives, even if they are assumed ta entail
syntactically realized external argument. This is so because unlike verbal passive sentences, sentences with adjectival
passives do not include a trace at all; the subject is merged as a truly external argument (see chapter 2). The
representation of aadjectival passive with a reflexive meaning will be as in (i), which is not an instantiation of the
illicit (30).

0] The childwas combken
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light of this, how can one determine, when presented with a venlXXaX whether it is passive

or unaccusative? The dsemn is based on semantics, namely, a verb whose internal argument
surfaces in subject position is passive if it has an implicit argument; otherwise, it is unaccusative.
What defines passive verbs is their implicit argument entailment.

| suggest that in #hadjectival system as well, the decision whether an adjective is passive or not
should be based solely on the presence of an implicit argument in its interpretation. If the term
passiveis taken to encode the requirement for an implicit argument, thgnaaolifctives that

entail an implicit argument are genuinely passiwevhat follows, | will refer to these adjectives
as'true’ adjectival passives

What about the second type of adjectives presented above, which do not have an implicit
argument entailm&? Bearing in mind the verbal system, it is reasonable to claim that these
adjectives are parallel not to passive verbs, but rather to unaccusative ones, which, like them, lack
an implicit argument altogether. | will term these adjectimdgectival decawsatives a name
reflecting the parallelism between these adjectives and unaccusative verbs, which | consider to be
decausativized versions of transitive verbs (see section 3.5.1). Just as, with the discovery of
unaccusative verbs, it was realized thatribe€XaXtemplate can give rise to unaccusative as well

as passive verbs, so now, with the concept of adjectival decausatives put forth,ctitiedso
adjectival passive templates (and in particdaiXuX,the adjectival parallel ofiXXaX, which

hosts mostadjectival decausatives), should be viewed differently, as giving rise to adjectival
decausatives, in addition to 'true' adjectival passives.

My main claim is, therefore, that the class of adjectives commonly referred to as 'adjectival
passives' in Hérew in fact consists of two groups: 'true’ adjectival passives, which resemble
passive verbs in having an implicit argument, and adjectival decausatives, which parallel
unaccusative verbs in lacking an implicit argument.

Crucially, | further suggest thahis similarity between verbal passives and ‘true' adjectival
passives, and between unaccusative verbs and adjectival decausatives, is not accidental. Rather, it
emerges from the fact that 'true' adjectival passives are derived by the same process derivin
verbal passives, and adjectival decausativ@sthe process deriving unaccusative verbs. Hence,

the current analysis does not share the view that adjectival passives are fundamentally different
from verbal passives in lacking an implicit argument, andifferent mechanism is needed in
order to derive them (Levin & Rappaport 1986, Dubinsky & Simango 1996, Kratzer 2000,
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Embick 2004). The central piece of evidence reinforcing the claim that the split in the adjectival
system should be treated on a pahwfite split in the verbal system comes from the composition
of the different sets of predicates, as shown in the following section.

3.4.2 The sets of 'true’ adjectival passives and adjectival decausatives
This section shows that the set of adjectivataiesatives is identical to that of unaccusative
verbs, and the set of 'true' adjectival passive® that of verbal passives. (For the sake of
simplicity, | limit the discussion to verbs whose extehable is either Agent or Cause).
Let us look at the verbal system. Passive verbs are derived both from verbs whose éxbdenal
i's Agent , namely [ +c+m], only (" Agerodis[«cer bs"' )
('Cause verbs’) (33). Asxplained in section 2.3.1.1 above, [+c] is a thematic role which is
indifferent to animacy, and can be realized either as an animate, volitional agent ([+c+m] (33a),
or as an inanimate, newlitional Cause ([+am]) (33b).
(32) a.hayalda axla/ parsa/ ciyra / kanta et htapuax.
thegirl ate sliced drew bought ACC -deple
‘The girl ate / sliced / drew / bought the apple.’
b. *ha-ruax axla / parsa /ciyra/kanta et -tapuax.
thewind ate slicd drew bought ACC thapple
c.hatapuax ne'exal / nifras /  cuyar/ nikna.
the-apple was+eaten was+sliced was+drawn was+bought
‘The apple was eaten / sliced / drawn / bought.’
(33) a.hayaldahipila/ gilgeld hezi za /-kog.i bga et h a
the-girl dropped rolled moved dried AC&he glass
‘The girl dropped / rolled / moved / dried the glass.'

b.har u' ax hipila [/ gkod. gel a / heziza |/ y
thewind dropped rolled moved dried ACGhe glass
‘The wind dropped / rolled / moved / dried the glass."

c.hak o s hupl a /' gul gel a [/
the-glass was+dropped was+rolled was+moved was+dried

'The glass was droppédolled / moved / dried.’
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The situation with unaccusative verbs is different. Levin & Rappaport (1995) and Reinhart
(2002), among others, observe that the transitive alternates of unaccusative verbs systematically
have a [+c] role. That is, while the Caugerbs in (33) above have unaccusative counterparts (in
(34)), the Agent verbs in (32) above do not (35):
(34) hakos nafla / hitgalgela [/ zaza |/ hityabga.
the-glass fell rolled moved dried
‘The glass fell / rolled / moved / dried.’
(35) *hit'akel (‘'eat. UNACC")*hitpares (‘'slice.UNACC") *hictayer (‘'draw.UNACC"), *hitkana
(‘buy.UNACC")
The generalization, therefore, is that in the verbal system, an Agent verb has only a passive
alternate (and not an unaccusative one), while a Cause vetintapassive and unaccusative
alternates?®
Importantly, if the two types of adjectival passives discussed above parallel passive and
unaccusative verbs, a priori the same generalizations should hold in the adjectival domain. In
what follows | will show tlat this is indeed the case. Agent verbs have only a 'true' adjectival

passive alternate (and no adjectival decausative one), while Cause verbs have both a 'true

adjectival passive and an adjectival decausative alternate.

3.4.2.1 Agent verbs
The class bAgent verbs includes such verbs kegtav (‘write’), k §tgn r ¢ a('guard’)
hidpis (‘type’), etc. All of these verbs have '‘true' adjectival passive alternates, which are
interpreted as entailing an implicit argument (specifically an Agent, shrcdéransitive base is
Agentive). Thus, the sentences in (36) are necessarily contradictory, according to the vast
majority of the speakers consulted (see footnote (30)).
(36) a.hatasrit katuv, aval af exad lo katav oto.

the-script written, kit no one no wrote it

"The script is written, but no one wrote it.'

% This generalization exhibits a number of random, langspegeific gaps. For example, the Cause veldstroy
and kill do not have unaccusative alternates in English. However, Hebrewetasas'destroy.UNACC' and
neherag'kil.LUNACC'. The existence of several idiosyncratic exceptions is compatible with a lexical analysis of

unaccusative formation, such as Remg2002), to be presented in 3.5.1 below
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b.hame xoni t r e xafexadlordxacota.ot ge
the-car washed though thad one not washed it
‘The car is washed, though no one washed it.'
In addition, maw of these adjectives pass various tests detecting an implicit Agent:
(37) a.hai ct adi on -kfida gapnedey gobrim xamugi m
the-stadium guarded impeccably by policemen armed
‘The stadium is guardempeccably / by armed policemen.’
b.hadaf nire mudpas kea g | a n-mdxonat/ktiva b e
the-paper seems typed -dgarelessness -iypewriter
‘The paper seems typed carelessly / with a typewriter.'
c. hatmund yihiyu  meculamot buaikco'iut / bemaclema digitalit.
the-photos will+be photographed -professionalism ktamera digital
‘The photos will be photographed professionally / with a digital carmer
Note that Agent verbs do not have an additional adjectival alternate which is decausative (not
entailing an implicit argument), on a par with their lack of an unaccusative verbal alternate for
them. Also, it is impossible to claim (as will be clainfed certain forms in 3.4.2.2 below) that
forms such agatuv 'written’, raxuc ‘washed' etc. are ambiguous between a 'true’ passive and a
decausative reading. If that was the case, the sentences in (36) should not have been
contradictions necessarily, sinttee decausative reading would have allowed agwmriradictory

reading for the sentences. This, however, is not the case.

3.4.2.2 Cause verbs

In this subsection | will show that, as predicted, Cause verbs sublik@s('freeze"),sibex
(‘complicate’) ximem('heat’) andsagar (‘close’) have two adjectival alternates: one passive and
one decausative, similarly to their having both passive and unaccusative verbal alternates. This is

manifested in one of four ways, detailed in-(a).

(@) Two adjectival forms: passive and decausative
Some Cause verbs have two morphologically distinct adjectival alternates, one passive and the
other decausative, as shown in (38):

(838) Transitive verb ‘True' adjectival passive  Adjectival decausative
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hikpi 'freeze' mukpafrozen' kafu'frozen'

nipeax 'inflate, blow up' menupaxinflated' nafuax'swollen, inflated'
histir 'hide’ mustar ‘hidden'’ nistar 'hidden’
hidbik'glue, attach’ mudbakglued, attached' davuk'attached, stuck’
hevix'embarrass' muvaxembarrassed' navox'embarrassed'

pi &ieplify me f usgnalified' p a gsimple'

hiciv 'place, position’ mucavplaced, positioned' nicav'placed, standing'
himliax 'salt’ mumlax'salted’ maluax'salty’

The adjectives in the second column all entail an implicit argument, while those in the third do
not. So, for example, (39a) is a contradiction, and (39b) is not (see also example (12) above):

(39) amaks yi hiye -amuexad / guml amvatr gel
b.ma x yi hiye -mfavexad /lo yavig ot | chanv @t g e
Max will+be embarrassed, though tmt one nothing not will+embarrass him

'‘Max will be embarrassed, though no one / nothing will embarrass him.’
In addition, the adjectives in the second column pass vamests detecting an implicit argument
(40a), while those in the third column never do (40b) (see also examplg4.9) Above):
(40) a. habama tihiye musteret {mmca'ut pargod.
b. *ha-bama tihiye nisteret bemca'ut  pargod.
the-stage will+be hidden by means of screen

"The stage will be hidden with a screen.’

(b)  Two adjectival forms: ambiguous and decausative

Other Cause verbs also have two morphologically distinct adjectival alternates, but in this case,
one isunambiguously decausative, and the other is ambiguous between a passive reading and a
decausative reading. Examples are given in (41):

(41) Transitive verb Ambiguous form Adjectival decausative

sibexcomplicate’ = mesubaxcomplicated, complexsavux’complicated, complex’
pizer'scatter' mefuzarscattered' pazur'scattered’

g i Ilcambine' me g u 'tombined’ g a l'integrated, interwoven'
ikem'bend, twist me'ukanicurved, bent, twisted'akum'crooked, twisted, bent'

hitrid 'bother mutrad 'bothered’ tarud 'busy, occupied’
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The forms in the third column are unquestionably decausative, not entailimgleoit argument.
This can be deduced from the fact that denying the existence of this argument does not result in a
contradiction (e.g. (42a)), as well as from the fact that these adjectives uniformly fail tests
detecting an implicit argument (e.g. (4Rb)
(42) a.hamac av savmdix exad / gulma drawtargé o si
the-situation complicated though that one nothing  not complicated it
‘The situation is complicated, though no one / nothing complicated it.'
b. *ha-sukar yihiye pazur beedivut.
thesugar will+be scattered-generosity
c. *mot habarzel nir'e akum bko'ax.
pole theiron seems bent -power
The forms in the second colunpresent an interesting case. On the one hand, they do pass tests
detecting an implicit argument, as seen in (43):
(43) a.hasukar vyihiye mefuzar -pedivut.
thesugar will+tbe scattered -generosity
‘Thesugar will be scattered generously.’
b. mot habarzel nire me'ukam He'ax.
pole theiron seems bent -power
‘The iron pole seems forcefully bent.'
On the other hand, these adjectives, like the ones iitldecblumn, do not obligatorily entail an

implicit argument, so that both variants of the sentences in (44) are not contradictory.

(44) a.haal i m mefuzari m-Jqumzdiaviar J/poagf exad am
theleaves scattered here, althoughnb#ting no one not scattered
otam
them

'The leaves are scattered here, though nothing / no one scattered them.’
b.haanaf  haze me'ukam/akum| amr oogum d &@wearlo ikemeofo. ex ad
the-branch thethis bent, although thaithing no one not bent it

‘This branch is bent, though nothing / no one bent it.'
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Note, however, that these adjectives entail an Agent witgrparase, an Agerbriented adverb
or an instrumental phrase is present in the sentence. So, (45) is contradictory:
(45) hasukar yihiye mefuzar -pedivut, aval af exad lo yefazer oto.
the-sugar will+be scattered -generosity but no one hwill+scatter it
‘The sugar will be scattered generously, but no one will scatter it.'
It seems, then, that the adjectives in the second column have two readings: a passive one, which
entails an implicit argument, and a decausative one, which doesamgelyy the two adjectivds

the 'true' passive and the decausatiaee homophonous in these ca¥es.

(c) One ambiguous form
Some Cause verbs have only one adjectival alternate. Examples are given in (46):

(46) Transitive verb Adjectival alternate
cavar (‘broke’) g a v('broken’)
sagar('close’) sagur('closed’)
patax(‘open’) patuax(‘open, opened®
lixlex (‘dirty, sully”) meluxlax('dirty, sullied’)
kilkel (‘damage, spoil’) mekulkal('damaged, broken, out of order’)
gilgel (roll’) megulgal(‘rolled’)

| argue, however, that adjectives such as the ones above are ambiguous between a passive and a
decausative reading, namely, in these cases as well the two adjective types are homophonous.
First, as in the previous case, while thesars do not necessarily entail an implicit argument

((47) is not contradictory), they do pass tests detecting an implicit Agent (48).

47) hakufsa ptuxa [/ gvura |/ meluxlexet, aval gu

% Thanks to Eitan Zweig for pointing this out to me.

37 Unlike in the cases to be discussed immediately below in (c), where there are morphological reasons for the
homophony between the two adjectives, | dohmte at this stage an explanation for the homophony exhibited by

the adjectives in the second column of (41).

% |n this case, English can be more revealing than Hebrew. If the analysis presented in this chapter extends to
English (as will be suggested iection 3.6.3), it is not surprising that, as pointed out by Embick (2004), the Cause
verb openhas two adjectival alternatespenand opened just like it has both passive and unaccusative verb
alternates. This lends further support to the claim beingrhack, that forms likpatuax(‘'open, opened') in Hebrew

are ambiguous.
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the-box open brokendirty but nothing no one not opened broke sullied
ota.
it
‘The box is open / broken / dirty, but nothing / no one opened / broke / sullied it.'
48 a75 gram koremdtlieks gavur be
75 grams cornflakes brokenammer
75 grams of cornflakes broken with a hammer' (in a recipe)
b. haxalonot sgurim be agl anut .
thewindows closed incarelessness
‘The windows are carelessly closed.’
c.hakoveckvar patuax iedey mi gt ameg axer .
theffile already opened by user different
'The file is already opened by another user.'
d. batmuna, xof hgamlo yihiye mekulkal-gledey cmigey mexoniot.
in+the-picture beach theea not will+bedamaged with  tires  cars
'In the picture, the beach will not be ruined by car tires.'
e.hasigaria tihiye megulgelet beeyumanut.
the-cigarette will+berolled irskill
‘The cigarette wilbe skillfully rolled.’
So, the same form embodies both a decausative and a 'true' passive: on the decausative reading, it
does not entail an implicit argument; on the passive reading, it passes tests detecting such an
argument, and obviously, whehig is the case, the existence of this argument is entailed, and
denying it results in a contradiction, as in (49).
(49) a. haxalonot sgurim beagl anut , aval af exad
thewindows closed incarelessnessbut no one not closed them
‘The windows are carelessly closed, but no one closed them.'
In fact, the existence of only one morphological form for both adjective types in these cases is
completely predictable, since it is a morphological impobsitfor verbs inXaXaX(e.g. patax
'open’) and quaddonsonantal verbs iXiXXeX(e.g. gilgel 'roll) to give rise to two different

adjectival forms. Let us see why.
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Based on the examples presented until now, we see that 'true' adjectival passivesappea
passive template corresponding to the active template of the verb, while adjectival decausatives
appear inXaXuX(see (38), (41)). Thus, verbs ¥aXaX(such agy a v a r ,etc.pasetpredicted

to have a passive alternate in the adjectival passiwplate corresponding f$axXaX which is
XaXuX. But since XaXuXis also the template for decausatives, the two adjectives will be
homophonous.

Quadriconsonantal verbs (such gigel, lixleX) are predicted to have a passive alternate in the
passive temlate corresponding tXiXeX which is meXuXaX However, their decausative
alternate cannot appear in the predickaKuXsince this template (as well asuXXaX cannot

host quadriconsonantal roots, and the only option is for the decausative to appeaxXiXaxas

well. Hence, this form too will be ambiguous between a passive and a decausative reading.

The existence of ambiguous forms, thus, is a morphological necessity exactly in the cases
described here. It is therefore safe to conclude that the @ause discussed above have two
adjectival alternates as well. The only difference is that in this case, the two adjectives have the

same form.

(d) Decausatives without passive morphology

Consider the following adjectives (some of which appeared above):

(50) ratuv'wet’ patuax'open’
p a gsimple' mesubax (savuxgomplex’
tarud 'busy’ meluxlaxdirty'

The adjectives on the left are decausative, and those on the right are, as shown above, ambiguous,
but 1 will focus here on their decausative diggy. Notice, that all these adjectives have passive
morphology in Hebrew, but none of them bears such morphology in English. Opposite examples
can also be found: the English adjectiveed bears passive morphology, while its Hebrew
counterpartayef ladks it. The same phenomenon can be seen within a language. For example,
consideracuv (‘sad’) andsameax('happy’) in Hebrew. While the first appears with passive
morphology, the second does not. However, in all other respects the two adjectives are
completly paralleli both describe a psychological state, without entailing an implicit argument.

Let us digress again to look at the verbal system. Considering unaccusative verbs, there is no a

priori prediction with regard to their morphology. In Hebrew, samaccusative verbs appear in
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forms typical also of passive verbsiXXaX) while others appear in ngassive morphology,
including the most unmarked, nalerived templatXaxXaX(e.g.nafal 'fell', ba‘'came’). It seems,

then, that secalled 'passive’ mohwlogy is not necessary in order to express decausativity. |
propose that the same holds for the adjectival system. Adjectival decausatives need not appear in
morphological forms typical also for passive. Therefore, | will refer to any adjective whose
subpct corresponds to an object of a transitive verb, and which does not entail an implicit
argument, as an adjectival decausative, regardless of its morphology (see chapter 2, section 2.5
for additional discussioriy.

This enables us to complete the pictwith regard to Cause verbs. Consider (51):

(51) Transitive verb Adjectival passive Adjectival decausative
kerer(‘cool’) mekorar(‘cooled’) kar (‘cold")
kicer (‘shorten’) mekucar('shortened’) kacar ('short’)
mile (fill") memula(‘filled") mde (‘full’)

The adjectives in the second column entail an implicit argument, so (52a), for example, is
contradictory, while the ones in the third do n@2b) is not a contradiction.
(52) ahaxul ca tihiye mekuceret, ataal af exad [/ ¢
the-shirt will+be shortened but no one nothing not will+shorten her
‘The shirt will be shortened, but no one / nothing will shorten it.'
b.hax ul ca ti hiye kcara, aval af exad / gum
the-shirt will+be short but no one  nothing  not will+shorten her
"The shirt will be short, but no one / nothing will shorten it.'
It is clear, therefore, that this subtype of Cause verbs behaves just like the other types, except for

the fact that the adjectival decatives of these verbs lack passive morphofSgy.

39 As shown by a number of studies (Ornan 1971, Berman 1978, Aronoff 1994, Arad 2005), the relation between
morphological form and semantics in Hebrew has both regular aspectsetba). passive formation) and irregular
ones. The case described in the text is one in which semantics and morphology do not exhitaitom@melation:

the same decausative interpretation can be expressed either witaXthxtemplate or without it. ‘fue’ adjectival

passive formation (like verbal passive formation) does exhibit morphological regularity: a passive template is
necessary for 'true' adjectival passive formation.

“° The derivation of a morphologically simple adjective, &ar.'cold’, fom a more morphologically complex verb,

e.g. kerer 'cool', can be viewed as problematic, since in morphological derivations, the output should be more
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The conclusion is that all Cause verbs in Hebrew have two adjectival alternates: passive and
decausative, though the specific morphological realization of these adjectives*Vdries.
contrast, Agent verbsvariably only have a 'true' adjectival passive alternate. This situation
parallels the situation in the verbal system, thus reinforcing the claim that the two types of
adjectival passives parallel the two types of verbs, and are derived by the samegs,oatich

are detailed in the following section.

3.5 The formation of 'true' adjectival passives and adjectival decausatives
3.5.1 Operations in the verbal system
Having reached the conclusion that the same operations are at work in deriving theesdje
discussed here and passive / unaccusative verbs, let me first sketch briefly the operations which |
take to form these verb types.
Following Chierchia (2004) and Reinhart (2002) | assume that verbal passivization involves
saturation existentialab s ur e of t h e-role. dhistrdless agsigriec: in theasémauntics
to an existentially bound variable, as in (53). Horvath & Siloni (2008) argue that verbal passive
formation is a poskexical, syntactic operation.
(53) The gangster was murdered.

Interpretationm em Xy MURDER(e) & Agent(e, X)& Theme(e, the gangster)]
Il n passi ves, -ol&present ihthe semantiesr herece thedyrammaticality- of
phrases, instrument phrases and Ageignted adverbs with these verbs.
Following Levin & Rappaport (1995) Reinhart (2002), Reinhart & Siloni (2005) | assume that
unaccusative verbs are derived from their transitive alternates as well. Reinhart & Siloni (2005)

suggest that unaccusatives are derived in the lexicon, by an opémnbeteddecausativization

complex than the input. This is why | suggest that adjectival decausatives (as well as 'true' apfastives) are

derived from roots, rather than verbs, see section 3.5.3 below.

“1 An interesting case is presented bycatled ‘internally caused changéstate' verbs (Levin & Rappaport 1995)

such asblossom, wilt, rotetc. These are unaccusative vettiat are usually taken to lack a corresponding Cause
verb. Horvath & Siloni (2008) and Fadlon (to appear) present evidence that transitive alternates of these verbs do
exist in the lexicon as 'frozen' entries, which cannot be inserted into syntactididesivdhey further argue that

these entries can only give rise to adjectival decausatives, and not to adjectival passives, since the derivation of the
latter includes a semantic operation (existential closure, as discussed in 3.5.4 below), whichiéalitapplfrozen'

entries, which exist only in the lexicon. This is indeed the case in Hebrew.
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which can operateonlyone r b s wh o srele ieCaudse and aliininates this role from the
input verb's thematic grid, thus reducing its valency, as in“f5%3.noted in Reinhart (2002), the
derivation depicted in (54) does not have a semantic effect, other then theretetexb with the
r e d u c t-role:ithe ®duced entry denotes just the property corresponding to a one place verb
with the remaining argument . U n-fole &vailabteantther at i o
semantics, decausativization eliminatieis role completely, so it is realized neither syntactically
nor semantically. Therefore, unaccusative verbs are incompatibleowphrases, instrumental
phrases and Agesriented adverbs.
(54) V(cause 2) A Voecausd A
Doron (2003) claims that redumh analyses of unaccusatives cannot be tenable, since they
provide no way to derive the truth conditions of an unaccusative sentence. However, Horvath &
Siloni (2010a), who discuss the decausativization operation in detail, argue that a lexical
reductiono f -rale igfsemantically licit. This is because the truth conditions of a sentence with
an unaccusative verb are read off directly from the thematic relations the verb has, just as in an
analysis where the unaccusative is the basic entry (remembethéhéxical entry does not
contain a semant i-gridfasexpfainédan,2.3.b abbve).rSa,tfohexample, thel
transitivebreakh a s  troles: bredik (dcause,  ThEhe); following reduction, the unaccusative
break is derived:break ( heme). Accordingly, the correct truth conditions of a sentence with
unaccusativéreak(55a) arise, namely, there was an event of breaking of which the vase was the
Theme (55b) (assuming a nBoa v i d s 0 ni a-molesvas eelations betwden events and
participants).
(55) a. The vase broke.

b. e.BREAK(e) & Theme (e, the vase)
The description of decausativization in (54) (as well as that of saturation given above) relies on

the assumption that the exteralole is part of the lexical information carried the verb and

“2 positing a unitary direction of derivation, from the transitive alternate to the unaccusative one, is at odds with
numerous cases in Hebrew in which the $itive alternate is more morphologically complex than the unaccusative
one (e.ghikpi 'freeze.TR1 kafa'freeze.UNACC'). As noted in footnote (38) above, this is not surprising, given the
manyto-many relation between form and meaning in certain Hebramadigms. Reinhart (2000) notices this
discrepancy and suggests that in Hebrew, the lexical operation of decausativization is independent of a
morphological process; the morphological form may be assigned to lexical entries at a later stage (seesalen discu

in Horvath & Siloni 2010a), or may be frozen in the lexicon.
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by its categonfess root (see 3.5.3 below). This goes against much recent work which assumes
that the external argument is introduced by a separate-viittlead (as in Kratzer 1996, for
example), and that in the transitiueaccusative tdrnation, the unaccusative entry is basic, and

the transitive is derived from it by the addition of a 'litl§as in Pylkkanen 2008, among many
others).

| nonetheless follow Reinhart (2002) and Horvath & Siloni (2002, and in particular 2010) in not
asuming a littlev head and in adopting the reduction analysis for the derivation of
unaccusatives. Let me explain why.

For one, such an analysis can predict better the syntactic realization of arguments of various verb
types. For example, under the redmict analysis it is clear why the Theme argument of
unaccusatives is mapped as an internal argument while other intransitive verbs whose sole
argument is reasonably also a Theme (suclgléier and echq see Reinhart 2002) map it
externally. This is so batise only the first type of verbs has a transitive alternate from which it is
derived. The internal mapping of the Theme argument thus reflects the derivational history of the
verb.

More importantly for the issue at hand, the reduction analysis and soenpison that the

e X t e srateaslpartdf the lexical information carried by a lexical item can naturally account for
the makeup of the set of unaccusative verbs. For example, it can account for the faeezbat
exists as a onplace unaccusative g@dicate, whilewrite does not. This is so sindeeezehas a
transitive alternate with a Cause role, which can be reduced, while the tramsiterdnas an

Agent role, which cannot be reduced. If the -ptece version of the predicate is taken to be
basic one would have to assume a principle like the following: verbs which select the addition of
a Cause role can merge without the added role, whereas verbs selecting the addition of an Agent
role cannot merge without it. This is possible, but it seems pbmakly unnatural to determine
whether or not a verb can surface as-plaee according to the type of role that is added to it
when it surfaces as twolace.

The problem is "duplicated" once the adjectival system is considered. The fdce¢aahas @
adjectival decausative alternakafu while write does not, will have to be predicted based on the
addition possibilities available for the two predicates. My analysis and the predictions it makes

t hus crucially rest o-moleislpatoffhe exical mfermatibnecarried he e
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bylex c al ltems. This serves as-rolasmre fisted in & lexcal a |
entry's thematic grid.
In what follows | therefore assume that passive formation involves saturation, and unaccusative

formation involves decausativizationre duct i on -mfe. a Cause d

3.5.2 Adjectival passive formation as a lexical operation

Some important analyses of adjectival passive formation, mainly Levin & Rappaport (1986)
(discussed in chapter 1, section 1.1.3 above) and Dubinsky & Simango (1&btjahedjectival
passives are formed in the lexicon, by a lexical operation. However, following Baker (1988), and
then Hale & Keyser (1993) and the development of the Distributed Morphology framework
(Halle & Marantz 1993, Marantz 1997), welarmation pocesses in general are often analyzed

as occurring in the syntax. Accordingly, in recent years adjectival passive formation was most
commonly analyzed as the result of syntactic composition (Anagnostopoulou 2003, Embick
2004, among others).

Still, thereare extremely strong arguments that wimdnation processes can be lexical (Siloni
2002, Reinhart & Siloni 2005, Williams 2007, Aronoff 2007). In the realm of adjectival passives,
Horvath & Siloni (2008, 2009) show that numerous differences between iealjeantd verbal
passives fall out naturally if one assumes that the former are derivesymeetically, by a

lexical operation, and the latterby a syntactic one. In Horvath & Siloni (2008), the authors
present three arguments leading to this conatusio

(i) Semantic drifts: only adjectival passives may exhibit drifted meanings, not shared by the
active verb; verbal passives can never show such a drift. For example, the Hebrew adjectival
passivemufnam literally ‘internalized’ (derived frontmifnim ‘internalize’), has an additional
meaning, 'introverted’; the corresponding verbal passive, in contrast, has only the expected
meaning, 'internalized'. This is easily explained under the hypothesis that adjectival passives are
derived lexically while verbalgssives are created syntactically. Stored lexical items can undergo
semantic drifts and acquire additional meanings, but the result of a syntactic operation must have
a compositional meaning, and cannot undergo meaning drifts.

(i) Idiom formation: adjectial passives, unlike verbal ones, can give rise to idioms not shared by
their transitive alternates. For example, Hebrew has the idimuvan meelav (‘'selfevident’,

literally: 'understood.ADJ froro-it), but not huvan meelav (‘'understood.V fronto-it').
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Assuming that predicates have to exist in the lexicon in order to give rise to idioms, these facts
strongly suggest that adjectival passives exist in the lexicon, while verbal passives do not.
Horvath & Siloni (2009) contains a quantitative survey shgwihat adjectival and verbal
passives are indeed significantly different in this respect.

(i) Frozen entries: Horvath & Siloni (2008) argue in favorfaodzen lexical entries, entries
which exist in the lexicon (and can therefore serve as input foralegmerations) but are not
available for insertion to syntactic derivations (for a study establishing the psychological reality
of frozen entries see Fadlao apear). For example, the transitive alternatéalbfin English is
analyzed by the authors adrazen entryi an existing lexical entry that nonetheless will never
appear in a sentence. Importantly for the case at hand, such frozen entries can only have
adjectival passive alternates, never verbal ones. For example, while the Hebrew adjectiral passi
navul (‘wilted"), by hypothesis an alternate of the frozen enitoyl (‘wilt-TR.") exists, there is no
verbal passive alternate to this frozen enthubal 'was wilted’, does not exist). This is naturally
explained if adjectival passive formation orxuexically, taking as input lexical entrids
whether frozen or ndt while verbal passive formation is a syntactic process, whose input must
consist of vocabulary items available for syntactic insertion.

Horvath & Siloni (2008, 2009) also argue thhe tdifferences between adjectival and verbal
passives cannot be reduced to attachment of a passive voice head below or above the category
node, as argued for example in Marantz (1997).

As mentioned above, most recent analyses of adjectival passivesr(agaostopoulou 2003,
Embick 2004, Sleeman 2007) adopt a purely syntactic view of word formation, in the spirit of
Distributed Morphology. Kratzer (2000) provides an argument for a syntactic analysis of
adjectival passives. | believe, however, that wherkddoat closely, Kratzer's argument can in

fact lead to the opposite conclusion, namely, that adjectival passives are derived lexically.
Kratzer observes the contrast between (56a) and {(86Bhe argues that sincgchlampig
(‘'sloppily’) cannot modify adjeives, as evident from (56b), the fact that it is grammatical in
(56a) must mean that in this case the adverb modified the verbak&tem (‘comb’) before it

was stativized. So, adjective formation had to apply after adverb modification, that is,tit had
apply syntactically.

(56) a. Die Haare waren schlampig gekammt.

3 See also the discussion of example (24) above.
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the hairs were sloppily combed
‘The hair was sloppily combed.’
b. *Die Haare waren schlampig fettig.

the hairs were sloppily greasy
But, what does (56apean? As Kratzer notes, if the hairdresser worked sloppily when combing
the hair, yet the result of his sloppy actions bore the usual signs of careful action, (56a) cannot be
uttered. On the other hand, if the hairdresser worked very carefully in ordéefoesult to look
as if he worked sloppily, (56a) will be true. This means that the adverb in (56a) does not modify
the event of combing, but rather the resulting state (see Anagnostopoulou 2003). If adjective
formation was syntactic, following the adjttion of modifiers to a verb, then the adverb would
have to be interpreted just as it is interpreted in VPs, namely, it would have to modify the event,
contra what we find in (56a). Note that given my analysis, (56b) does not show that adverbs
cannot mody adjectives, but rather that they can modify only a certain type of adjettihese
that have an implicit argument in their interpretation.
Furthermore, a syntactic analysis such as Kratzer's would predict, that since there is a stage in the
derivaton where a VP is available in the syntax, any adverb licensed by the corresponding verb
will be able to appear with the adjectival passive. But this is not true, as seen in the Hebrew
example (57) (see also section 5.3.2 above, and 5.6.1 below):
(57) a.dan katav et hamixtav bemehirut.

Dan wrote ACC thdetter quickly
‘Dan wrote the letter quickly.’
b. *ha-mixtav katuv banehirut.

the-letter written quickly
In light of the above, | conclude that there is no reason to derive adjectivaigsasmtactically,
whereas there are numerous reasons to believe their derivation is lexical. The only exception |
find to this generalization is the case ighenosadjectival passives in Greek, which will be

discussed in 3.6.2.
3.5.3 The input for adjectival passive formation

Before turning to describe the derivation of the two types of adjectival passives, it is important to

address one further issue: what is the input for adjectival passive formation?
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| propose that adjectival passives are derivednfroots, unspecified for category, rather than
from verbs. This enables a theory where the simplex adjectives in 3.4.2.2 are morphologically
derived; if these were morphologically derived from verbs, they would be predicted to be more
complex from theseerbs, which is not the case.
In the spirit of Chomsky (1970), who suggested the existence of lexical items with "fixed
selectional and strict subcategorization features, but with a choice as to the features associated
with the lexical categories noungenb, adjective” (p. 190), | hold that roots carry thematic
informatriads)(dAs explained in 3. 5. 1-roeblikev e, I
the internal ones, forms part of the basic semantics of the verb. Since | analyze the root as
car ying the same thematic i nfor madeisdistedimthe t he v
r o o igridsalong with the internal roles. This is similar to the approach in Marantz (1997), who
assumes that roots can restrict or force the merge ettamal argument, and in Alexiadou et al.
(2006) and Schafer (2008), where the root is specified, among other things, as selecting an Agent
or a Cause as its external argument.
In addition to this thematic specification, the root also carries an aspspagification. This is
necessary, following Bresnan (1996), Doron (2000), Kratzer (2000) and others, who have
claimed that there is an aspectual constraint on the input for adjectival passive formation.
Roughly, adjectival passives can be formed onlynftelic verbs with an affected object, that is,
verbs which have a result state as part of their meaning. This constraint can account for contrasts
such as the one observed in %89):
(58) a.maks afa et haga.

Max baked ACC theake

'Max baked the cake.'

b. hauga afuya.

the-cake baked(Ad).)

‘The cake is baked.'
(59) a.maks daxaf et Feegala.

Max pushed ACC theart

'Max pushed the cart.’

b. *ha-agala dxufa.
the-cart pushed(Adj.)
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While afa 'bake' is telic,daxaf'push’ is an activity verb; it lacks an adjectival passive since it
specifies no endpoint which can be referred to by the adjéétive
An example for an input root is given in (60):
(60) FREEZE €ause THEME, o, telic
The result ofealizing syntactically the transitive verb related to the root in (60) is (61), in which
the telicity of the root is expressed in the fact that the semantics includes both an event (e)
component, and a state (s) component.
(61) a. The wind froze the wat.
b. Interpretation:éeés.Freezing(e) & Cause(e, the wind) & Theme(e, the water) &
Frozen(s) & Theme(s, the water) & CAUSE(e,s)
| follow Parsons (1990) in assuming that states have participants of much the same kind as verbs
(Theme, Location and others}o, the Theme role of an accomplishment verb translates to the
Theme argument of the state resulting from the event. Note that it is important to distinguish
bet ween Cause and CAUSE i-role (e6olify p relatiarhbetiveen an h e f
event and a participant, the latter denotes a relation between two events (or an event and a state),
the first causing the second.
| turn now to the details of the operations which form ‘true' adjectival passives and adjectival

decausatives, starting withe latter case, which is simpler.

3.5.4 Adjectival decausative formation

For a root to become an adjectival decausative, two things have to happen: it must become an
adjective, and it must undergo decausativization. As mentioned in 3.5.1, decaugativizkh

apply only to stems whose extermaiole is Cause. (62) presents an example of the input for
adjectival decausative formation:

(62) FREEZE €ause THEME, @

To become an adjective, the event argument of the root must be changed to a statatarg

since adjectives denote states (this will have the consequence that the semantic representation of

4 A thorough discussion of this constraint is beyond the scope of this chapter. | would like to point out, however,
that though the genalization above is generally valid, there are exceptions to it. For example, Hebrew has the

adjectival passive§ a m'guarded, kept' ancheyusanimplemented', even thougha m'guard, keep' is atelic, and

the status of the object gisemimplement' agffected is arguable at best
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a sentence containing the adjective will not have an event component, only a state component),
and oned-role of the root, in this case the internalep must undergo lambedbstraction, as
explained in chapter 2 (this will be marked wdtigs on the relevant role). | call the combination
of these two procedures 'adjectivization'.
Importantly, in the case of adjectival decausative formation, deceassibn applies, which
el i mi nat e s -raletirem thee xobts grid. al'the redult of adjectival decausative formation
T that is, adjectivization and decausativizatios given in (63):
(63) ADJ: FREEZE f{ueue, snss, )
The output of the operatiois an adjective with a state argument and a thematic grid. The
semantic representation of the adjective in (63) will be that in (64):
(64) éxés.Frozen(s) & Theme(s,x)
The representation in (64) is that of a relation between an individual x and a sthg¥essvis a
state of freezing of which x is the Theme. This is exactly the meanikgfaf'frozen' (on its
decausative reading). As was pointed out in 3.3.1 above, adjectival decausatives have no event
implications whatsoever. So, for example, (65) isangmatical, as predicted from the
interpretation in (64).
(65) hakoxav haze nocar kafu.

the-planet thethis was+created frozen

'This planet was created frozen.'

3.5.5 'True' adjectival passive formation
‘True' adjectival passe formation is minimally different from adjectival decausative formation
in that it involves saturation instead of decausativization. Examples for the input for ‘true’
adjectival passive formation are given in (66):
(66) a. FREEZE {ause THEME, @

b. WRITE(aGENT, THEME, ¢
We have seenthat satat i on mar k solettohbe assignegd ¢oran existentdally bound
variable in the semantics (I wil | -rolewihisag)at e t h
In addition, adjectivization appliesthe event argument is changed to a ssatgiment, and the
Theme role is marked to be lambalstracted in the semantics. The result of adjectival passive

formation, then, will be as in (67):
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(67) a. ADJ: FREEZE dausk, saT, THEME, eaBS, 9

b. ADJ: WRITE QGENTA SAT, THEME, &ABS, 9
Here, a prblem arises. The semantic representation of the adjectives above includes a saturated
d-rolei Agent or Causé that needs to be assigned in the semantics to an argument. In the case
of verbal passives, the existentiabpund variable is an Agent or Causdhe event denoted by
the verb, as in (68).
(68) a. The letter was written.  (Verbal reading)

b. Interpretation: e s. y[Writing(e) & Agent(e, y) & Theme(e, the letter) & Written(s)

& Theme(s, the letter) & CAUSE(e,s)]
But the adjectives' interpretan in (67) does not include an event, only a state. Accordingly, the
semantic representations fobzen (on its ‘true’ adjectival passives reading) awrdten will be
the ones given in (69):
(69) a.éés. y[Frozen(s) & Theme(s,x) & Cause(s,y)]

b. éxés. y[Written(s) & Theme(s,x) & Agent(s,y)]
Such a representation is problematic since, as claimed by Parsons (1990), unlike Themes and
Locations, which can be participants of states, Agents and Causes cannot normally participate in
states, but only in eventé/hat can it mean for someone to be the Agent of a state? Based on the
interpretation that speakers attribute to 'true' adjectival passives, | suggestdragomfronted
wi t h-rola butf no appropriate event to accommodate it (namely, when the semantic
representation includes the conjunct Agent(s,x) or Cause(s,x)), the semantic component
reconstructs an event in which the Agent or the Cause has takeanghitjs event is interpreted
as causing the state denoted by the adjective. Importantly, the reconstructed event should be
derived from the same root as the adjective (e.g. a writing event in the case of ‘written'), and its
Theme should be the same as tbsulting state's Theme. This is implemented by the semantic
rule exemplified in (70)71) (which can be viewed as a meaning postulate that does not relate
semantic representations of lexical items, but rather semantic representations of smaller meaning
components). The bolthced expression in the original representation is replaced, as a result of
the operation of this rule, by the beflaced expression to the right of the arrow.
(70) éxés. y[Frozen(s) & Theme(s,x) &ause(s,y) A

é&és. y[Frozen(s) & Theme(s,x) & e [Freezing(e) & Cause(e,y) & Theme(e,x) &

CAUSE(e,s)]
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(71) é&és. y[Written(s) & Theme(s,x) &Agent(s,y)] A
&eés. y[Written(s) & Theme(s,x) & e [Writing(e) & Agent(e,y) & Theme (e,x) &
CAUSE(e,s)]
(70)(71) therefore contain the interpagions of the adjectives in (67), after the application of
saturation (resulting also in event reconstruction) and adjectivization. (70) represents the relation
between an individual x and a state s, if s is a state of freezing such that x is the Thieisie of
state, and there was a prior event of freezing with a Cause y and the same Theme x, which caused
this state. This is precisely the interpretation of the adjectival pakafuefrozen' on its 'true’
adjectival passive reading. The same goes for, Which is the representation kdtuv'written'.
The mechanism of 'event reconstruction' based on the existence of an Agent/Cause with a stative
predicate is highly restricted, and dictated by the rule exemplified ir({®)) This mechanism
enablestha s s i g n mealetwhich tould notlbe assigned otherwise, as stative predicates do
not assign these roles.
To sum up, both 'true' adjectival passive and adjectival decausative formation involve
adjectivization, which marks the entry as stative andhstut into a predicate by lambda
abstraction. The difference between the two processes is that the first one involves saturation, and
the second decausativization. As a result, 'true' adjectival passives include an Agent/Cause in
their interpretation, wite decausatives do not. The presence of the Agent/Cause in the semantics
invokes the entailment of a prior event, with an Agent/Cause, that caused the state. The
reconstruction of this event reconciles an Agent/Cause relation with anlesemredicate.
Adjectival decausatives do not have event entailments, since their interpretation does not include

an externatFrole.

3.5.6 Accounting for the differences between 'true' adjectival passives and verbal passives

Having formalized the interpretation tfue’ adjectival passives, it is now possible to account for

the two differences observed in section 3 between these adjectives and passive verbs, namely,
their different behavior with regard to the diagnostics for an implicit argument, and the fact that
verbal passives exhibit disjoint reference effects, while 'true' adjectival passives do not. Both of

these differences follow straightforwardly from the analysis presented in the previous section.

3.5.6.1 The difference with regard to tests detecting amplicit argument
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We have seen that 'true' adjectival passives have an implicit argument, which is interpreted as
participating in an event that caused the state denoted by the adjective. However, as was
discussed in section 3.3.2, not all adjectives #mail an implicit argument pass the standard
tests detecting this argument. For example, as discussed in B@&Bmamheated' has an
implicit argument, yet (72) (repeated from (20b)) is ungrammatical:
(72) *ha-mayim yihiyu mexumamim-gédey dan / beehirut / besir.
the-water will+be heated by Dan carefully ittt
| have suggested that in order for instruments, Ageeinted adverbs andy-phrases to be
licensed with adjectives, two conditions must be met: the adjectivst have an implicit
argument, and further, these elements must modify the state denoted by the adjective. Let us see
how this follows from the analysis above.
Consider first instrumental phrases. In a verbal environment, an instrument role denatesra rel
between an instrumental participant and an event, as shown in (73):
(73) a. The window was closed with a pole.
b. Interpretation: x s e[Closing(e) & Agent(e, X) & Theme(e, the windows) &
Closed(s) & Theme(s, the window) & Instrument(e, a pol&AUSE (e,s)]
Let us consider again the contrast in (21) above, repeated here as (74):
(74) a.*ha-mexonit rexuca beinor.
the-car washed 4ihose
b.hak el ev -keaugur be
thedog tied inleash
‘The dog is tid with a leash."
As claimed in 3.3.2 above, intuitively, the contrast stems from the fact that the hose does not
participate in the state of a washed car, while the leash does participate in the state of a tied dog.
The instrument in the latter case forpert of the description of the state, and therefore, it is
licensed. Consider the semantic representation of (74b) given in (75):
(75) s y[Tied(s) & Theme(s, the dog) &€[Tying(e) & Agent(e,y) & Theme(e,the dog) &
CAUSE(e,s)]& Instrument(s, a leash)]
Notice that the instrument does not stand in a relation to the event. All we know about the event
is what the event reconstruction process supplied us with: that it is a tying event with an Agent

and the dog as a Theme, and that it caused the state degdtezl adjective. The scope of the
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existential quantifier introducing the event variable is restricted, as marked with bold in (75).
Modifying elements cannot modify this event, since they are outside of its scope; they can only
modify the state. In (74ajhe instrument renders the sentence ungrammatical since on the one
hand, it cannot be construed as modifying the event, being out of its scope, and on the other hand,
it cannot be construed as modifying the state, because the hose is not a partithesstiie.
The situation with adverbs is similar. Agemtented adverbs are usually assumed to be
predicated of events (Chierchia & McConr@iinet 1990), as represented in (76):
(76) a. The window was closed sloppilyVerbal reading)

b. Interpretabn: e s x[Closing(e) & Agent(e, xX) & Theme(e, the window) & Closed(s)

& Theme(s, the window) & Sloppy(e) & CAUSE(e,s)]
Again, in the case of adjectives, only Agemiented adverbs that form part of the description of
the state denoted by the adjectivill ine allowed. (77a) is ungrammatical since the adverb cannot
modify the event, as it is out of its scope (as shown in 77b), but neither can it modify the state,
since it is semantically incompatible with it.
(77) a. *ha-sefer katuv bena'amac

the-book written ineffort

b. s y[Written(s) & Theme(s, the book) &e[Writing(e) & Agent(e,y) & Theme(e,the

book) & CAUSE(e,s)]& With-effort(s)]
By-phrases behave very much the same. In verbal environmebigplaase introduces the
saturated Agent/Cause argument, a participathenevent, as exemplified in (78). Note that in
the semantic interpretation (78b) | have not represelmyeDanas Agent(e, Dan) but rather as
By(e, Dan), in order to mark the fact that thephrase is an adjunct (the verb does not assign the
Agent role wi ce) . |t is clear h o w etrarsmissionh @ee Fox & me
Grodzinsky 1998) is needed to link the Agent introduced by kjaphrase to the Agent
introduced by the existential quantifier. We can simply assuméytsagnals that the pacipant
included in its conjunct an) should be identified with the participant introduced by the
existential closure (x).
(78) a. The window was closed by Dan.

b. Interpretation: e s x[Closing(e) & Agent(e, xX) & Theme(e, the window) & Closed(s)

& Theme(s, the window) & By(e, Dan) & CAUSE(e,s)]
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In the adjectival case, lay-phrase will only be licensed either when the Agent can be detected
from the state, or in rare cases in which the Agent actually participates in the state. As in the other
cases, tl# element is only licensed in the presence of an implicit argument. So, for example, (79)
is grammatical although they-phrase is outside the event's scope, because the identity of the
Agent is clear when observing the resudlta t e .-trafsmissionrdmechanism ensures that the
Agent of the reconstructed event is the same as the argument introduceblyiphnase*
(79) a.hasefer arux alyedey orex mecuyan.
the-book edited by editor excellent
"The book is dited by an excellent editor.’

b. s y[Edited(s) & Theme(s, the book) &JEditing(e) & Agent(e,y) & Theme(e, the

book) & CAUSE(e,s)]& By(s, excellent editor)]
Importantly, once an adjectival passive is interpreted, existential closure is performedsupon
external argument, leading to the meaning componejtivent(e) & Agent(e,y) & Theme(e,X) &
CAUSE(e,s)]The scope of the existential quantifier introduced by 'event reconstruction' contains
only these conjuncts. Nothing elsean instrument, an adverbn external argument introduced
by aby-phrase- can fall inside the scope of this existential quantifier, and hence, nothing can
further modify the event. Only the state argument is available for further modification, and
therefore, only elements reldtdo it are licensed. We see, then, that the difference between
adjectival and verbal passives with regard to diagnostics for an implicit argument stems directly
from the major semantic difference between them, namely, that adjectives invariably denote

staes, even when they have event implications.

3.5.6.2 Disjoint reference effects

Recall from section 3.3.3 that the disjoint reference effect is manifested by verbal passives but
not by adjectival ones, so that in (80a) cannot mean that the child cdnmbgelf, while (81a)

can mean that. In view of the analysis given in 5.5 for 'true' adjectival passives, this situation can

be accounted for given Reinhart and Reuland’'s (1993) Reflexivity framework, and in particular

530, once dy-phrase is licensed by the state argument, its reference can be transmitted to the Agent variable inside
the scope of the reconstructed event. It is important however to note that still, it is the statatamgintiee event

argument, which licenses thg-phrase.
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their condition B, which states thatsemantic reflexive predicate must be reflexivarked. Let
us look at the semantic representations of the relevant predicates in (80b) and (81b).
(80) a.hayeled sorak.
the-child was+combed.V

b. T he c hiy[Cambirg@)x&rgente, y) & Themée, x) & Combed(s) &

Theme(s, x) & CAUSE(e,s)])
(81) a.hayeled mesorak.

the-child combed.ADJ

b. The child éé&s[ y.Combed(s) & Theme(s,x) &e [Combing(e) & Agent(e,y) &

Theme(e, X) & CAUSE(e,s)]])
If x and y happen to refer to tlteame individual, then in (80b) we have a semantic reflexive
predicate, a predicate with two-ceferential arguments, participating in the same event; but the
predicate denoting this event is not refleximarked. Thus, this reading is impossible. What
hgopens in (81b)? x and y are-aoguments of the reconstructed, embedded event. This event is
therefore reflexive if the two denote the same individual. But the main eventuality denoted by the
adjective, the state s, is not reflexive, since y is not amagtiof this state. At this point, | see
two possible analyses for the facts of (81): either the reflexivity of an embedded eventuality need
not be reflexive marked, only the reflexivity of the main eventuality denoted by a predicate.
Thus, (81a) can have reflexive reading. Alternatively, it is possible that the representation in
(81b) does count as reflexive, and the predicate needs to be refiexilked. But it is plausible
that the secalled 'passive’ templatmeXoXaX(and other 'passive’ templategncfunction as
reflexiveemarkers in the Hebrew adjectival domain. Strong evidence for this comes from
reciprocal adjectives in Hebrew. The semantics of these adjectives involves reciprocity, but their
morphological is ‘passive’. e.gavukim('embraced byne anothePL'), cmudim(‘attached to
one anothePL'"), me'ohavim('in love-PL").*® The decision between these two accounts will have

to await further research.

3.6 The crosslinguistic perspective and comparison with previous accounts

“¢ This is one more case in which morphology and semantics do not exhibitte-ame relation, see footnote 37

above.
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In recent yearsseveral studies have recognized the-homogeneity of the class of adjectival
passives in several languages, suggesting, however, a different split within this class or different
mechanisms for the formation of the two adjective types. This section slealdy with these
findings and analyses. In 3.6.1, | discuss Kratzer's (2000) analysis of adjectival passives in
German, concluding that the split in German is different from that in Hebrew, and therefore, my
analysis cannot extend straightforwardly ter@an, nor Kratzer's analysis to Hebrew. In 3.6.2,
Anagnoustopoulou's (2003) analysis of adjectival passives in Greek is discussed. While the
classification of adjectival passives is very similar in Greek and Hebrew, there are important
differences betweethe languages, which must lead to a different analysis for the two cases. In
particular, the data of Greek calls for a syntactic derivation of adjectival passives, which |
rejected in the analysis of Hebrew. In 3.6.3, | discuss Embick's (2004) analyaigeofival
passives in English, showing that the analysis presented here seems more promising than
Embick's for capturing the data of this language. The section suggests that the proposed analysis
might be relevant for additional languages, bringing Huagaas one relevant case.

3.6.1 German (Kratzer 2000)

Kratzer (2000) discusses a split in the class of adjectival passives in German. According to her,
the defining difference between the two sii@isses of adjectives in this language is whether they
denote a state which is transitory and possibly reversible (‘target state’, in her terminology) or a
state which corresponds to some event being over, and holds forever after (‘resultant state’). The
second type of adjectives has the interpretation o¥¢heal perfect construction in English. For
example,geleert (‘'emptied’) is a 'resultant state' passive, since it refers to the state that holds
following the emptying of something, a state which is by definition irreversible, since the event
has alreadyaken place. It is irrelevant whether at the moment of utterance, the object of the
emptying is empty or not: a bucket can be referred pebesertif it was emptied yesterday, even

if now it is full of water again.

'‘Resultant state' adjectival passives bt exist in Hebrew. Importantly, adjectival passives in
Hebrew are derived only from telic verbs with affected objects (as discussed in 5.3 above), and
when an adjectival passive is used, it necessarily asserts something with regard to the state of this
object in the moment of utterance. Unlike in German, the adjettarekan'emptied’ in Hebrew

can be predicated of a basket only if the basket is empty, not if it was emptied by someone at
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some time, but is now full. To convey this latter meaning in EMbione can only use a past
tense verb. The same, incidentally, is true for the adjeetiyetiedin English. Consider (82):

(82) My mind seems emptied of creative ideas.

(82) necessarily means that the speaker's mind is empty of creative ideas in that mdbm
utterance. It cannot be uttered if the speaker's mind was once emptied, but is now full of ideas
again. This meaning can be conveyed only by a verb, which is ruled out in (82) which contains an
adjectival context.

Granted, some adjectival passivesHebrew, e.gaxul 'eaten’, denote irreversible states, thus
reminding 'resultant state' passives. Crucially, however, the irreversibility of the state in these
cases is a matter of world knowledge, rather than of core meaning. We refer to an aggléf as

it is bitten or incomplete. In a world where eaten things can miraculously become whole again,
we could not refer asatento a whole apple that was once eaten. The apple would have to be in
an 'eaten’ state for the adjective to be used. Kratzesea$rélat the irreversibility of the state
denoted by 'resultant state' passives, on the other hand, is not a matter of world knowledge, but a

matter of meaning’

47 Kratzer also shows that in German, the two types of adjectives diffeeiinbiehavior with respect to the adverb
immer noch('still"); resultant state passives license it (ia), while target state ones do not (ib):
® a.Die Geisslein sind immer noch versteckt.
the little goats are  still hidden
"The little goats are still hidden.'
b. *Der Briefkasten ist immer noch geleert.
the mailbox is still emptied
In Hebrew, both adjectival decausatives (iia) and 'true’ adjectival passive}ldiib compatible withdayin'still'.
(i) a. haragam adayin kafu
thelake still frozen
‘The lake is still frozen.'
b.hak el ev adawéua. kagur be
thedog still tied iFeash
‘The dog is still tied with a leash.'
chai ctadi on adaeiyn gopamuam al Xxamugi m.
the-stadium still guarded by policemen armed

‘The stadium is still guarded by armed policemen.'
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| conclude than that Kratzer's (2000) analysis cannot replace the one suggested hermingexpla
the facts of Hebrew, nor can my analysis account for the split found in German, since the two
languages are clearly different with respect to adjectival passives.

3.6.2 Greek (Anangnostopoulou's 2003)
Anagnostopoulou (2003) discusses two typeadptctival passives in Greek, one suffixed with
menos and the other one wiiltos The behavior of the two types undoubtedly resembles that of
‘true’ adjectival passives and adjectival decausatives, respectively. Consider for example (83).
According toAnagnostopoulou, in (83a) there is no implication of an opening / closing event,
while in (83b) the door is open / closed as a result of an opening / closing event.
(83) a.l porta itan anixti / Klis-ti. (Anagnostopoulou 2003)
the doowas open  closed
‘The door was open / closed."
b. I porta itan anigmeni / klismeni.
the door was opened closed
‘The door was opened / closed.’
In addition, whilei menosforms allow modification by Agerntriented adverbd)y-phrases and
instruments (84a),tosforms resist such modifications (84b):
(84) a.Ta keftedakia ine (prosektika) tiganigena (apo tin Maria).
the meatballs are carefully  fried by the Mary
‘The meatballs are fried (carefully) (by Mary).’
b. Ta keftedakia ine (*prosektika) tigata (*apo tin Maria).
the meatballs are carefully fried by the Mary
There are, however, two differences between the situation in Greek and the one in Hebrew.
First, as shown in section 3.4.2, adjeal decausatives in Hebrew are derived only from Cause
verbs, which are the only verbs that can undergo decausativization. However, Greek has
adjectives such asganita 'fried’, graptos 'written’, andzografistos'painted’, which, on the one
hand, arerelated to Agent verbs, and therefore cannot undergo decausativization but only
saturation, but on the other hand do not have Agent entailments and do nobyjibmases,
Agentoriented adverbs and instruments (as shown by (84b)). This is unexpectedthade

analysis presented here.
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The second difference has to do with the availabilitypgfhrases, instrument phrases and
Agentoriented adverbs. As described in section 3.3.2, in Hebrew these elements are licensed
only when they modify the state whidhetadjective denotes. Greek adjectival passives appear to
be more permissive, howevéday-phrases, adverbs and instruments attach freely, even when they
undoubtedly refer to the event which led to the relevant state, and not to the state itself, as seen in
(84a) and (85f?
(85) To thisavrofilakio itan prosektika anigmeno.

the safe was cautiously opened

'The safe was cautiously opened.ADJ.’
The Hebrew and English counterparts of (84a) and (85) are ungrammatical. | suggestes that thi
is so because the fact that it was Mary who fried the fish is not visible in the state of the fried
fish, and the fact that someone opened the safe cautiously is not visible when observing the
opened safe. The situation in Greek is different. In Greekrad, instruments, argy-phrases
seem to be able to modify the event which led to the state denoted bynémesadjectival
passive.
This second fact about Greéknenosadjectives strongly suggests that there is a syntactic stage
in the derivation of lese adjectives in which they are verbal, as indeed suggested in
Anagnostopoulou (2003). During the syntactic derivation, the event argument of the verb is
accessible to modification by adverbs, instrumentsapghrases, before an adjectival head is
attached and the adjective is formé&d.
As explained in 3.5.2 above, a syntactic derivation cannot account for the properties of adjectival
passives in Hebrew. The idea that adjectival passives are derived lexically in some languages and
syntactically in othes should not be viewed as problematic. In fact, Reinhart & Siloni (2005)
suggest that UG allows for processes operating on argument structure to take place either in the

lexicon or in the syntax, and offer tHeexSyn Parametemwhich is set to the appraopte

“8 Greek also allows purpose clauses to be adjoined to adjectival passives, as in (i):
0] Aftos o pinakas ine zogfismenos apo mia omadha aktiviston  gia na sokarun tus anthropus.
this the painting is painted by a group act@&HN for to shockpl the people
1t will be interesting to see whethémenosadijectival passives in Greek exhiloither properties of syntactic
constructions, namely, lack of idioms and semantic drifts (Horvath & Siloni 2008, 2009), licensingtbEnwaiic

subjects (Wasow 1977), etc., but this will have to await further research.

103



component of the grammar in each language, permitting the very same operation to occur in
different components across languages. Possibly, the fadttdsetdjectival passives in Greek

are derived from a wider range of verbs than adjectival de¢eesah Hebrew, can also be
accounted for in terms of a syntactic derivation of the former, in contrast to a lexical one of the
latter.

3.6.3 English (Embick 2004)
English is known to be very poor in its morphology. Even the distinction between padsales
and adjectival ones is in most cases not marked morphologically, let alone distinctions within the
class of adjectival passives. Nevertheless, | believe that the analysis of adjectival passives
presented in this article can extend to English, thatlin this language as well, evidence can be
found showing that there are two types of adjectival passiviese' passives and decausatives.
Consider the following examples:
(86) a. The rock seems melted by acid.

b. The rock seems molten (*by acid).
Melted and moltenare both adjectives (they appear as complemensgéa). However, only
meltedentails a Cause, which be realized inygphrase Molten on the other hand, simply refers
to the state of the rock, without entailing a prior causing eviem. sentencdlercury has a
molten coredoes not entail that someone or something melted the core. It is possible that it was
always molten. Thereforaneltedis an example of a 'true’ adjectival passive, the result of
saturation, whilemoltenis an adjedval decausative. This pair is one of a few rare cases in
English where the two types of adjectives have different forms. In most cases, the same form
functions as both the ‘true' passive and the decausative, giving rise to the ambiguity illustrated in
(87).>° (87a) is not contradictory, which means that the folmseddoes not necessarily entail an
implicit argument: it can be an adjectival decausative. In (86b), however, the same form licenses
an Agentoriented adverb, suggesting that in this case, the ¥ a 'true' adjectival passive.
(87) a. The door is closed, though no one / nothing closed it.

b. The door remained carefully closed.

*0In other cases, the adjectiwdgcausative will not bear passive morphology at all, as discussed for Hebrew in
3.4.2.2. For exampleleananddry are the adjectival decausatives corresponding to the 'true' adjectival passives

cleanedanddried, respectively.
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This situation is identical to the one we have seen with ambiguous adjectives in Hebrew (section
3.4.2.2) ad it is fully expected in view of the morphological poverty of English.
The fact that there are two types of adjectival passives in English has been acknowledged before,
most explicitly in Embick (2004), who labels the two types 'statives' and 'resedtatizmbick,
however, attributes the differences between the two types of adjectives to the existence / lack of
an event in their interpretation, rather than to the existence / lack of an implicit argument (see
also Sleeman 2007). But, this cannot beritpet analysis, since in English, like in Hebrew, many
adjectival passives license Ageniented adverbs (88d)y-phrases (88b) or instruments (88c):
(88) a. The package remained carefully opened. (Embick 2004)

b. The stadium remained guardegdasmed policemen.

c. The dog remained tied with a leash.
Embick claims that (88a) is grammatical since 'resultatives' sugpesednclude an eventuality
in their semantics. This however is clearly insufficient; Adverbial modification is not
automatially licensed by an event variable. Unaccusative verbs, for example, undoubtedly
include event variables, but still do not license Ageninted adverbs, as seen in (89).
(89) *The door carefully opened.
We must therefore conclude that adjectives suc¢heasnes in (88) include implicit arguments.
Notice also that the numerous examples in which the additiots~phrases, instruments or
Agentoriented adverbs are illicit with adjectival passives do not indicate the lack of an implicit
argument. Ratheynder the proposal argued for here, these modifiers cannot be used since they
do not participate in the state denoted by the adjective.
A clear advantage of the current proposal over Embick’s is that the latter does not predict the sets
of 'statives' andresultatives'. Embick notes (p. 361) that "it seems that not all Roots form pure
statives. It does not S eDESTROY KIS and Icegtaintother f o r m
Roots"; but nothing in his analysis accounts for this fact. My analysis, on teehathd, predicts
this fact straightforwardly. Only roots which can undergo decausativization have adjectival

decausative ('stative'’) alternates. Take for inst&iwe since its externagrole is Agent, and not
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Cause, it cannot undergo decausativizatmoa therefore no decausative form is predicted to
exist>*

So, English data suggest that the analysis presented in this work can extend to this language as
well. The fact that the two types of adjectives often have the same morphology can obscure the
distinction, but a close look at the behavior and interpretation of these adjectives reveals it.

In fact, nothing prevents the analysis presented here from potentially applying to many other
languages. As a last crelasguistic observation, let us look at Hgarian. Hungarian seems to
exhibit exactly the same split between 'true’ adjectival passives and adjectival decausatives as in
Hebrew. Consider the following examples, taken from Horvath & Siloni (2008):

(90) Transitive V Unaccusative V True' adj. pasge  Adj. decausative
megszaritdry' megszarad megszaribott megszarast
kinyit 'open up' kinyil(-ik) Kinyit-ott kinyil-t
fagyasztfreeze' fagy fagyasztottt fagyott
megrongaldamage' megrongalogik) megragakt megrongaloebtt

The forms in the third column entail an implicit argument, while those in the fourth do not. So, in
(91a) an instrument phrase is licensed, whereas in (91b) the same phrase is illicit:
(91) a.akeéssel megrongé asztal

the knifewith perf-damage.transadj.part. table

'the damaged with a knife table'

b.a(*késsédl  megrongaldebtt asztal

the knifewith  perf-damageunacc-adj.part &ble  (Horvath & Siloni 2008)
Importantly, note that all the verbs in (90) are Cause verbs, thus predicted to have two adjectival
alternates.
Moreover, the Hungarian facts are striking in an additional respect. Observe the second column

in (90) abovelt can be seen that in Hungarian, there is no uniform way of marking unaccusative

®1 The case oflestroyis somewhat different: the externgtole of destroyis arguably Cause (ia), and therefore it
should have an adjectival decausative alternate, contrary to fact. Note, however, that indésgligkdoes not have
a verbal unaccusative alternate as well: (ib)
0] a. The army / the storm destroyed the house.

b. *The house destroyed.

Clearly, something blocks the application of decausativizatiolestroyin general, in this language.
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verbs. In some transitivenaccusative pairs it is the transitive version which is marked with a
causative morpheme, and in others, the unaccusative version is markeztuBiatly, whatever

the form of the unaccusative verb, the adjectival decausative is identical to it, with the addition of
the adjectival participle market/-ott. This marker is attached to the transitive version of the verb

to give adjectival passive®Ve see, then, that in Hungarian there is a striking morphological
similarity between adjectival decausatives and unaccusative verbs. This lends further support to
the claim that there are two classes of adjectival passives, one of which parallels uiv@ccusat
verbs, rather than passive ones, and to the analysis deriving adjectival decausatives via

decausativization, just like unaccusative verbs.

3.7 Conclusion

The primary focus of this chapter has been the adjectival passive in Hebrew. | have shown that
the class of adjectives traditionally referred to as 'adjectival passives' actually consists of two
groups: adjectives that have an implicit argument and adjectives which lack an implicit argument
altogether. Given that the semantics as well as the conwosttithe sets of these two adjective

types parallel that of verbal passives and unaccusative verbs, respectively, | have suggested that
the adjectival passives are derived by the same vatdra@gying operations which derive verbs,
namely, saturation argecausativization.

The fact that an analysis which attributes the same formation processes to adjectives and verbs
can account for so many of the semantic and syntactic properties of the former is very promising.
It suggests that operations which affeeggument structure (whether lexical or syntactic) are
available universally, and are not contingent upon a specific word class. Such an analysis
suggests that any divergence from the parallelism between adjectives and verbs should be
motivated independentl based on the wekklnown semantic and syntactic differences between
adjectives and verbs. This indeed seems to be the case with adjectival passives, as was shown
here. For example, the fact that they are less permissive than verbs with regard to adverbs,
instruments etc. follows directly from the fact that adjectives denote states, while verbs denote

events.
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4  Adjectival present participles

4.1 Introduction
This chapter focuses on the categorial classification andetieation of present participles in

Hebrew and English. It presents another case study of adjective formation, including lexical
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mar ki ng odfe d edt her e x talstrantian, ane saturationtokthre meandijing f o r
role. Again, we observedht t he i prvoel netso rayn do ft hde p o sgridsfaree man |
essentially the same in the adjectival and the verbal domains; and again, the differences between
the two categories (e.g. the fact that not all roots give rise to adjectival pres#iotples,

whereas they all give rise to verbal ones) stem from independeréstalilished properties of

the categories, namely, that adjectives invariably denote states. The chapter also unravels some
significant similarities between passive and preéarticiples.

As mentioned in the introduction, section 1.2.1, participles dnogsistically exhibit properties

of both verbs and adjectives. Traditional grammarians often referred to them as "verbal
adjectives"”, belonging to a "mixed categoryithwcharacteristics of both categories. In the same
spirit, generative studies sometimes analyzed participles as "neutralized” entries (e.g. Chomsky
1981, Hoekstra 1984), lexically underspecified with regard to the categoefedtire. Under

these viewsthe category of the participle is determined by the syntactic environment in which it
appears.

As discussed in chapter 3, such analyse were abandoned almost completely in the study of
passive participles, and replaced by the understanding that althoogh psssive participles
indeed behave both like verbs and like adjectives, this is due to the fact that verbal and adjectival
passives are very often homophonous.

Present participles have been the focus of less research. While it is commonly agrees)/that th
exhibit verbal properties, it is still debated whether some or all of them display adjectival
properties in addition. Some researchers (Borer 1990, Bresnan 1996, Parsons 1990 and others)
claim that all present participles are adjectival in additioneioadverbal; In contrast, Chomsky
(1957), Fabb (1984), Brekke (1988), Bennis & Wehrmann (1990) and others claim that only
some present participles are adjectival, Brekke (1988) being the only study trying to characterize
this class precisely. In additioalthough there are several attempts at a comprehensive study of
the present participle morpheriag (see in particular Milsark 1988, Emonds 1991), none of
them present a detailed account of the process of adjectival present participle formation.

Focusig on Hebrew and English, in this chapter | show that only some present patrticiples are
adjectival in addition to being verbal. | then suggest a semantic, aspectual constraint of the class

of verbs giving rise to adjectival present participles, namely,ahigtstative verbs can form such
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adjectives. The constraint is shown to have a much wider coverage than Brekke's (1988) thematic
constraint on adjectival present participle formation. Further, it turns out to derive naturally from
the properties of the psent participle morpheme. In addition, | outline the operation that derives
adjectival present participles, arguing that it applies in the lexicon.

The view of present participles advocated here is therefore on a par with the common view of
passive paitiples, namely that some such participles double as both verbs and adjectives (since
the verbal and adjectival forms are homophonous), while others are only verbal. The claim to be
presented, that the class of verbs giving rise to adjectival presentigestiis restricted
aspectually, likewise echoes some recent claims with regard to adjectival passives (Bresnan 1996,
Doron 2000), namely that the class of stems forming them can be defined aspectually. Finally,
the claim that adjectival present partieiplare derived lexically (while verbal ones are derived
syntactically), parallels the split suggested by Horvath & Siloni (2008) with regard to the
derivation of adjectival versus verbal passive participles. The current study therefore
complements the vasingoing study of passive participles and argues for a minimally different
analysis of these and present participles.

The chapter proceeds as follows: in section 4.2 | present the relevant data concerning present
participles in Hebrew and English, focugian their distribution. These data reveal that while all
present participles have the distribution of verbs, only a subclass of them has, in addition, the
distribution of adjectives. In section 4.3 | show that the class of adjectival present partgiples i
restricted aspectually, namely, that only stative verbs have adjectival present participle
counterparts. Section 4.4 addresses the formation of adjectival present participles, presenting
arguments in favor of their lexical derivation, in contrast to @tastic derivation of verbal
present participles. The section presents the aspectual and thematic details of the derivation of
adjectival present participles, as well as a suggestion with regard to the derivation of verbal ones.
Section 4.5 contains a disssion of participles in the prenominal position, whose status is
reconsidered in light of the conclusions reached in the previous sections, and section 4.6
considers the question of why certain stative verbs do not lend themselves to the formation of

adjectival present participles.

4.2 Determining the category of present participles
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What is the categorial status of present participles? The "verbal adjective” or "neutralized
category" intuition with regard to present participles emerges from théhttcthese participles
appear both in sentences such as (1), in which they denote an event, therefore resembling verbs,
and in sentences such as (2), in which they denote some property of an individual, like adjectives:
(1) Dan saw Johannoying the childen.
(2) Dan met armannoying man.
However, verbs can denote permanent properties (gednexisty and stagdevel adjectives
denote transitory eventualities (as John is hungry, and thus, the syntactic behavior and
distribution of the participles ust be examined, rather than their interpretation.
Before turning to present the syntactic facts regarding present participles, a brief remark with
regard to their morphology is in order. As is wiallown, in English, present participles are forms
suffixed withiing. In Hebrew, present participles appear in a morphological form identical to
that of verbs in the present tense, in any one of the fivepassive verbal templates of the
language XoXeX, niXXaX, meXaxeX, maxXXatad mitXaxXeX. Note however tht despite the
morphological identity to the present tense verbal form, present participles such as the one in (3)
are in fact uninflected for tense, as in English. (3) contains demsed small clause, rather than
a tensed sentential complement, thdipiite receiving its temporal interpretation from the main
verb.
(3) danraa et din&otevetmixtav.

Dan saw ACC Dinavriting letter

'Dan saw Dina writing a letter'.

Let us now turn to examining the distribution of present participles.

4.2.1Syntactic evidence for the verbal status of present participles

In this section | would like to establish the following claim:

(4)  All present participles behave syntactically like vefbs.

Importantly, the generalization in (4) does not mean that thee sarms cannot have an
additional, adjectival reading. In fact, in 4.2.2 it will be shown that many, though not all,

present participles behave also like adjectives, namely, correspond to two homophonous entries.

*2There are a handful of exceptions to this generalization,s#isdun section 4.4.1.2.
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There are several reasons for claignthat all present participles are verbal. As noted by Bennis
& Wehrmann (1990), the verbal status of present participles of transitive verbs can be deduced
from the fact that, as seen in (5), they check accusative Case. This is true for all present
pariciples of transitive verbs. In contrast, as shown in (6), adjectives in Hebrew and English
cannot check accusative Case.
(5) ahem ¢ awrosefet odt a sodoteha
they heard her revealing ACC secrets+her
‘They heard her reveal her sets.’
b. The girls saw Dingupporting him.
(6) ahavi duy gel a haya xosfani
the-confession hers was revealing(ADJ) ACC secrets+her
b. Dina is supportive *(of) him.
Present participles of intransitive ¥srcan be shown to be verbal, too. Laskova (2007) argues
that in English only verbs, not adjectives, allow pwostdification by adverbs. This is evidenced,
for example, from the incompatibility acfeem which selects only APs, not VPs (see 4.2.3.2
below),with a postmodified participle:
(7)  *The silver seems polished carefully.  (cf.: The silver seems carefully polished.)
Present participles can be readily pogidified by adverbs in English, as exemplified in (8). This
shows that such participles nesarily have a verbal reading.
(8) a.lsaw him walking idly.
b. I saw the diamond glimmering magnificently.
Verbs of temporal aspect in English provide us with another verbal context, as their complement
can be only a verb phrase (9a), not an adjegbhrase (9b) (Emonds 1991). Again, all present
participles can appear as complements of these verbs (10), reinforcing the conclusion that they
are verbal.
(9) a. John {kept / resumed / ceased} watching / annoying me.

b. *John {kept / resumed / ceased}elligent / mad at Sam.

3| use the phrase 'has a verbal/adjectival reading/use' descriptively, to mean that the participle behaves like a
verb/adjective with regard to the relevant syntactic property. As explained in the introduction though, | davnot vi
an ambiguous participle as one lexical entry with two readings, or with one "mixed" reading, but rather as

representing two homophonous entiiemne verbal and one adjectival.
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(10) John {kept / resumed / ceased} walking / jumping.
All present participles, therefore, are verbal. In the following section | will argue that only some
present participles have an additional, adjectival reading.

4.2.2 Syntatic evidence regarding the adjectival status of present participles

Former studies have used various adjectivehood diagnostics in order to determine which present
participles have an adjectival reading. The studies differed in their conclusion, depemdirey
diagnostics they perceived as most central or reliable. Brekke (1988) and Emonds (1991) seem to
attribute much importance tdy suffixation and the degree modifiers data (to be presented in
4.2.2.2 and 4.2.2.5), therefore concluding that not alsgmt participles have an adjectival
reading. On the other hand, Borer (1990), Bresnan (1996), and Parsons (1990) took the
prenominal modification facts (to be presented in 4.2.2.8 below) to be crucial, and concluded that
all present participles are adjeetl. In fact, as will be shown in 4.2.2.8, even the prenominal
position test does not diagnosk present participles as adjectives, but it is true that it diagnoses

as adjectives a superset of the participles so diagnosed by the other tests. | teisrnssoe at

the end of this section, where | conclude that this test is not a reliable one.

4.2.2.1 Complement obeem becomeetc.
Wasow (1977), Levin & Rappaport (1995) and others mention the fact that certain raising verbs,
such asseem becomeand others, take as their complements only APs, nofV@4) (seem
selects clauses as well, but this is irrelevant here).
(11) a. The boy seems / became beautiful / smart / rude.

b. *The boy seems / became chewing gum / folding his papers.
Looking & present participles, as noted by Fabb (1984), some of them can appear as
complements teseenor becomg12), whereas others cannot (13):
(12) a. The movie seems interesting / amazing / amusing / annoying.

b. The food seems appetizing.

c. The town becamiourishing.

>4 These verbs can take as a complement any AP that appears predicatijedtivégithat have only an attributive
function, such asormer, cannot appear in this context. This, however, is immaterial here, since adjectival present

participles can always be used predicatively.
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d. Your remark seems fitting.
e. Your friend has become understanding.
f. After a few days, he became sparing of the bread.
g. ".. and his raiment became shining" (Mark 9:3)
(13) *The boy seems / became jumping / giagv/ crying / eating / writing.
A similar test applies to Hebrew, at least for some speakers. Thenw&bin Hebrew is
ambiguous between the raising verb meaning 'seems/seemed' and the passive perceptual reading
'‘was seen'. The vemb i ¢ imkkewise ambiguous, between 'sounds/sounded' and 'is heard/was
heard'. When these verbs are followed by an adjectival phrase, they only have the first meaning,
that of a raising verb (14a); when followed by a verb phrase, they only have the second,
perceptual meang (14b):
(14) ahayel ed nir' a / ni gma nexmad.
theboy seems sounds nice
‘'The boy seems / sounds nice."'
b.hay el ed nir' a / ni gma | o'
the-boy was+seen is/was+heard ewsliing gum
‘The boy was seen / is/was heard chewing gum.'
When Hebrew present participles are precedechbyr ' a , somen of ghen aentences are
interpreted with 'seems’ / 'sounds’, as expected if the participles are adjectives (15), while others
are interpreted with ‘was seen' / 'is/was heard', as expected if the participles are vétb§Ha6)

split between the different participles is just like the one observed in English.

(15) haser et nir' a /' ni g ma me' anyen
themovie seems sounds interesting amazing amusing
‘The movie seems / sounds interesting / amazing / amusing."'

(16) hayel ed nir' a / ni g ma
theboy was+seen is/was+heardhping eating walking

‘The boy was seen / is/was heard jumping /eating / walking.'

4.2.2.2i ly suffixation

% For some speakens,i r ' a cdnnonbe fipllowedy a VP at all. In this case the test is clearer: for such speakers

(15) will be grammatical, while (16) will be ungrammatical.
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The English suffixily is a very productive suffix which attaches to adjectives, and turns them
into adverbs (17a); the suffix cannot attéztverbs (17b§®°
(17) a. beautifully, smartly, rudely
b. *eatly, *walkly, *thinkly
As noted by Fabb (1984) and Brekke (1988), here as well present participles behave non
uniformly: some of them allowly suffixation (18), while others disallow iL.9):
(18) interestingly, surprisingly, excitingly, pleasingly, fittingly, lastingly, compromisingly,
forgivingly, shiningly, glimmeringly, i nspi
(19) *sittingly, *cryingly, *jumpingly, *walkingly, *writingly, *chewingly, *drawingly,
*findingly, * f ol di ngl y é
In this case too Hebrew provides a similar test. While in Hebrew there is no productive
morphological operation that forms adverbs from adjectives, adverbs can be formed
periphrastically usindgpe-ofen Adj('in a Adj manner’). Verbs, on the ethhand, cannot serve as
input for such adverb formation. Looking at present participles, we observe again that some of
them can form adverbs in this way (20), while others cannot (21):
(200 beof en me' anyen /[ mMaatrhid ' a / mer a
in-manner interesting surprising exciting  understanding lasting
'interestingly / surprisingly / excitingly / understandingly / lastingly’
(21) *beofen boxe /kofec [holex [/ kotev

in-manner cryig / jumping / walking / writing

4.2.2.3 Following the future copula
An additional adjectival test exists in Hebrew. As claimed in Doron (2000), in Hebrew, only
adjectives (and nouns), not verbs, can follow the future copula, as seen in (22):
(220 a.hayeled yihiye yafe / xaxam / xacuf.
theboy will+be beautiful smart  rude
‘The boy will be beautiful / smart / rude.’
b. *hayeled yihiye lo'es mastik / mekapel niyarot.

the-boywill+be chewing gum folding papers

% There is a seconilly in English that forms adjectives from nouns, as in eagthly, monthly This suffix is

irrelevant br the current discussion.
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Present participles behave roniformly in this context, some following the future copula (23)
and others not (24). Again, the same participles are diagnosed as adjectives by this test as by the
preceding ones.
(23) ahayel ed yi hiye me' anyen /[ mafti' a
the-boy will+be interesting surprising amusing annoying
‘The boy will be interesting / surprising / amusing / annoying.'
b. ha-ir tihiye mesagset.
the-town will+be flourishing
‘The town will be flourishing.’
c.haoneg -avera). yi hiye mat'im (I a
the-punishment will+bditting to+the crime
"The punishment will be fitting (to the crime).
dhaxaver gel xa yi hiye mitxagev.
the-friend yours will+be considerate
"Your friend will be considerate.’
(24) *ha-yeled yihiye kofec /holex [/ gadel / boxe.
the-boy will+be jumping Avalking / growing / crying

4.2.2.4un- prefixation

As was noted by Wasow (1977), there are twoprefixes in English. One is prefixed to verbs,

with the resulting form expressing the reversal of the action denoted by the originadnes$i (

undres, locki unlocK. The relevant prefix for the current discussion is the one which attaches to

adjectives to create a form expressing the opposite property or state from that denoted by the

original adjective ltappyi unhappy, intelligeni unintelligen). Prefixation of this secondn

can distinguish adjectives from verbs. Note that adjectivehood is not a sufficient condition in this

case, sincein- does not attach to all adjectivesuffsmart *unrudg. Still, it attaches only to

adjectives. (25)26) shav that present participles exhibit here the same split observed above:

(25) uninteresting,  unsettling,  unsurprising,  unexciting, unpleasing, unfitting,
uncompromising, unforgiving, unsuspecting, unassuming, unreasoning, unsparing,

unrevealing
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(26) *uncrying, *ungrowing, *unjumping, *unwalking, *unwriting, *unchewing,
*undrawing, *unstanding, *unfinding.
Notice, that it is impossible to claim that in (2%} is prefixed to verbs, since such an analysis
would predict also the existence of the fexiging verbs uninterest, *unsurprisetc
In this case, too, Hebrew offers a parallel test. The negative podfix attaches only to
adjectives, though, as in English, not productively (Doron 2000). Again, this prefix can attach to
certain present paciples, showing that they are adjectival (27), and not to others (28).
(27) Dbilti-mexayev, biltmazik, biltimat'im
unbinding undamaging unfitting
(28)  *bilti -mecayer,*bilttkofec, *bilt-boxe

undrawing, unjumpingincrying

4.2.2.5 Modification by degree modifiers
The diagnostics most frequently used in order to determine the adjectival status of present
participles (Brekke 1988, Milsark 1988, Emonds 1991 and others) is their compatibility with
degree modifiersuch asvery, rather, scetc. The same pattern observed above repeats itself in
this case: some present participles are compatible with such modifiers (29) and others are not
(30).
(29) a. The movie is very interesting / amusing / boring.

b. Florene is very flourishing.

c. Your brother was very understanding.
(30) *Max is very jumping / growing / crying.
Borer (1990) questions the validity of this test as a criterion for adjectivehood. She argues that
the compatibility of a participle witkery and other degree modifiers has nothing to do with its
categorial status, but rather depends on other, semantic factors, those that determine whether the
verb related to the participle is compatible with the modifely much Hence, the sentences in
(29) above are grammatical in correspondence to those in (31), and the ungrammaticality of the
sentences in (30) above corresponds to that of (32):
(31) a. The movie interested / amused / bored me very much.

b. Florence flourished very much in the middlesage

c. Max understood what | said very much.

117



(32) a. *This car jumped very much.

b. *This girl slept very much (with the reading synonymous widry much slept

(Borer 1990)
While this correlation betweerery andvery muchclearly holds, it is nonetless true thavery
can serve as a test for adjectivehood, since in its bare form (witihacht)it can attach only to
adjectives, and it is only adjectives that it can precede, and not follow, as shown in (33).
(33) a. Max is very pale / tall.

b. *Max very loves / interests Lucy.

c. Max loves / interests Lucy very much.
It is likewise true, that as in the case wt prefixation, adjectivehood is only a necessary
condition for modification byvery, not a sufficient one. Noegradable adjectives cannot be
modified byvery, as is evident from (34).
(34) a.*Romeo is very dead.

b. *The number seven is very prime.
In view of all this, participles that can be modified Wgry (as in (29) above) can safely be
classified as adjectives; Borer (1990) is rightlaiming that participles that cannot be modified
by very, as in (30), cannot be automatically classified as verbs. There may be another reason for
the failure of modification byery, as in (34).
Again Hebrew presents a similar test. The modKeeze'so’ can, in most registers, attaches only
to adjectives, and not to verbs, as in (35):
(35) a.maks kaze xiver / gavoha.

Max so pale tall
'Max is so pale / tall.’
b. *maks kaze lo'es mastik / ohev dusi.
Max so chewggum loves ACC Lucy

As expected, the same present participles which behaved as adjectives in the previous contexts
allow modification bykaze(36), while the rest do not (37).
(36) haseret kaze me'anyen ant x i k /

the-movie so interesting funny (lit. makes laugh) exciting

‘The movie is so interesting / funny / exciting.'

(87) *maks kaze kofec /boxe /gadel.
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Max so jumping / crying / grow@m

4.2.2.6 Coordination with adjective phrases
Another piece of evidence, not discussed in previous studies, which points to the conclusion that
some present participles are not adjectives, comes from coordination facts. Some present
participles cannot ggear in coordination structures with adjectives, both in English and in
Hebrew (38)(39):
(38) a. ??acrying and beautiful girl
b. *yalda boxa wgafa
girl  crying andbeautiful
(39) a.??arude and jumping boy
b. *yeled xacuf w&ofec
boy rude angumping
Note that although the conjuncts' being of the same category is not a necessary condition for the
grammaticality of a coordination structure (as shown in Sag et al 198Batcis a republican
and proud ofit), it is asufficient one: if two elements are of the same category, they can be
coordinated” Therefore, if two elements cannot be coordinated, it is safe to conclude that they
are not of the same categofus, participles such @sying andjumpingcannot be aétives.
Note, on the other hand, that some present participles can be coordinated with adjectives:
(40) a. an interesting and beautiful girl
b. yalda me'anyenet wafa
girl  interesting andbeautiful
‘an interesting and beautiful girl
(41) a. a big and flourishing town

b. 'ir gdola vemesagseget

®" As noted by Julia Horvath (p.c.), there could in principle exist additional conditions on coordination. For example,
one might suspect that what is responsible for the ungrammaticality ef3@8is a constraint against cooration

of stagelevel predicates cfying, jumping with individuatlevel predicates bgautiful, rudg, or of dynamic
predicates with stative ones. However, such coordinations are possible, when both predicates are of the same lexical
category (i).

0] a.an interesting and available position

b. Max likes Lucy and often invites her to his house.
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town big aneflourishing

‘a big and flourishing town'
(42) a. clever and understanding man
(40)-(42) do not prove thainteresting, flourishingand understandingare adjectivesince, as
mentioned above, there are coordination structures in which the conjuncts are not of the same

category. However, the facts are compatible with the claim that these participles are adjectives.

4.2.2.7 Complementation
Another observation whit regard to the split in the behavior of present participles has to do with
their complementation options. Consider the sentences ir(483) which are ungrammatical
since they contain verbs wideh an unassigned o
(43) a. *The boyinterested / amazed / loved.
b. *The boy folded / locked / tamed.
(44) a.*ha-yeled inyen / hiftia  / hidhim / hevin.
the-boy interested / surprised / amazed / understood.
b. *ha-yeled kipel / maca / na'al iléf.
the-boy folded / found / locked / tamed.
Now let us look at sentences containing the present participles of these verbs. Some such
sentences are completely grammatical without complementation (45a), (46a), while others are not
(45Db), (46b).
(45) a. The boy is interesting / surprising / amazing / loving.
b. *The boy is folding / locking / taming.
(46) a.hayeled me'anyen /maftia / madhim/ mevin.
the-boy interesting surprising amazing understamdi
‘The boy is interesting / surprising / amazing / understanding.’
b. *ha-yeled mekapel / moce /no'el/ me'alef.
the-boy folding finding locking taming
Given that all the verbs in question have an obligatory intefnale, the split in their behavior
may seem surprising. However, it can receive a natural account under the assumption that the
participles in the (a) sentences are adjectival, since it iskweilvn that adjectives (at least in

English and Hebrew), ulkie verbs, do not have obligatory complements. In section 4.3.1 |
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discuss the operation which derives adjectival present participles, showing that it includes
satur at i on -oofe oftthe eslatédrvérte leadiag to the intransitivity of the atlject

The present participles in the (b) sentences, in contrast, are verbal, and as such have the original
thematic grid of the verb. These sentences are ungrammatical for precisely the same reason as in
(43)-(44), namely, the verbs in them have anunassgn o b | irgeat or y d

4.2.2.8 The prenominal position

Wasow (1977) mentions the prenominal position in English as a position allowing only

adjectives, and not verbs (47):

(47) a. abeautiful / smart / rude boy
b. *a drinks / drank boy

The ability to appear prenominally was since often used as a diagnostics for the adjectival status

of a word (e.g. in Levin & Rappaport 1986). Doron (2000) adapted the generalization to Hebrew,

claiming that in this language, only adjectives can appear in thenpghal position (48):

(48) a.yeled vyafe [xaxam

boy beautiful / smart

‘a beautiful / smart boy'
b.yel ed gat a

boy drank

Turning now to present participles, many of them can appear in the prenominalnpasitio

English and in the postominal position in Hebrew. In (49), (50), we see that the participles

passing the adjective diagnostics in 4.22.2.2.7 can appear prenominally in English, or post

nominally in Hebrew.

(49) the interesting / amusing / aimaing boy, the disgusting / annoying / engaging movie, the
flourishing town, the glimmering diamond, the fitting remark, the understanding friend,
the appetizing meal é

(50) yeled me'anyen / macxik, seret me'acben, 'ir mesagseget, yahalom nocec
boy interesting / funny movie annoying town flourishing diamond glimmering

Interestingly, however, these positions can host also additional participles, which do not pass the

other adjective diagnostics. Specifically, as shown in (51), (52)paaticiples of intransitive

verbs can appear in them.
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(51) the jumping / crying / growing / eating / writing boy
(52) vyeled kofec / boxe [/ oxel

boy jumping / crying / eating
If these positions are indeed exclusively adjectivagséhfacts unequivocally suggest that all
these participles have an adjectival reading (in addition to their verbal one). This is what led
Borer (1990), Bresnan (1996) and Parsons (1990) to claim that all present participles can be
adjectives. There are, Wwever, two caveats to this generalization. First, there is a considerable
group of present participles (of transitive verbs) which cannot appear prenominally in English, as
exemplified in (53af® Note, that transitivity is not to blame for the ungrammditichere, since
participles of other transitive verbs do occupy this position (53b) (see also the discussion in
4.2.2.7).
(53) a. *The locking / folding / taming boy

b. The interesting / annoying boy
Second, as mentioned above, many participles ajpjgea the prenominal position (e.g. those in
(51), (52)) do not pass any other diagnostics for adjectivehood, as shown in-4.2.2.8.

To conclude this section, | have shown firstly that all present participles have a verbal reading.
When one exaimes their adjectival status, the following picture emerges: all the diagnostics both
in English and in Hebrew, except for the prenominal/fpmshinal position one, diagnose only a
certain subset of present participles as adjectives. The prenominalptestialiagnoses a bigger

set of these participles as adjectives. This is summarized in the table in (54).

(54) Summary of the diagnostics presented in this section

Diagnostics Participles passing

the diagnostics

Verbal diagnostics: postmodification All participles

- complementation of temporal aspect ver

*8 Some of these have a limited prenominal use as part of specific, fixed noun phraselslifeggchain.
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Adjectival diagnostics:- complementation cdeenetc. A subset of the participles
--ly suffixation (to be defined
-following the future copula in section 4.3)
-un- prefixation
-modification by degree modifiers
-coordination vith VPs

-complementation options

Prenominal position The subset above +

all intransitive participles

These data lead to the conclusion that, contra Borer (1990), Bresnan (1996) and Ra8dns

not all present participles are adjectival, but rather only the subset of the participles passing all
the diagnostics. Though in some of the tests adjectivehood is only a necessary, not a sufficient
condition, when taken together the tests cleshlyw that some present participles do not have an
adjectival reading.

Given that the prenominal position test is the only one which is inconsistent with the rest, |
suggest that it is not a reliable adjectivehood diagnostics. This suggestion receipesdecé
support, which | present and discuss in section 4.5.

A natural question which arises at this point is: what restricts the class of verbs which give rise to

adjectival present participles? The following section offers an answer to this question.

4.3 Restricting the class of verbs giving rise to adjectival present participles

4.3.1 Brekke's (1988Experiencer Constraint

Having reached the conclusion that not all present participles are adjectival (based on
modification by degree modifiers aridy suffixation), Brekke (1988), building on Chomsky
(1957), attempts to define the set of verbs giving rise to adjectival present participles, and
suggests th&xperiencerConstraint:onl y ver bs wi t h a-dmoleicamtderiven a |
adjectival preent participles. Brekke's generalization accounts for a substantial part of the data
presented in section 4.2.2 above: it draws a clear distinction between participles of object
Experiencer verbsafmazing, amusing, interesting, boring, exciting, fascimgtietc.), which

consistently pass tests for adjectivehood, and participles of verbs denoting eventualities whose
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objects do not involve mental statgsniping, growing, writing, walkingdrawing etc.) which
consistently fail them. The constraint, therefaseems quite promising.
However, Brekke's generalization raises both a theoretical and an empirical problem. The
theoretical problem is that the analysis does not provide any insightvasyto should be the
case that only participles of objeEkpetiencer verbs can be adjectival. Tl&periencer
Constraintcan be attributed neither to some property of okjegqieriencer verbs, nor to some
property of adjectives. In this respect, it seems accidental that it is precisely this type of verbs
which have orresponding adjectival participles.
The empirical problem is even more disturbing. Brekke himself notes that there are many
adjectival present participles which are not derived from olg@periencer verbs, in contrast to
his prediction. He classifiethese additional verbs into three classes (the following names and
characterizations of the classes, as well as the examples, are taken from Brekke1{p):175
(55) NonobjectExperiencer verbs with adjectival present participles:
a. "Manner" verbg "verbs that describe the manner in which some event proceeds, or
evaluate some psychological or social phenomenon”: enduring, fitting, flourishing,
lasting, telling, revealing, etc.
b. "Impact” verbs: blazing, dashing, glimmering, glistening, sparklinigjrgy, etc.
c. "Disposition" verbsi "verbs that describe the psychological character of a human
being": compromising, condescending, daring, forgiving, knowing, loving, caring,
understanding, yielding, etc.
It can be noted that the second class is tlassclof "verbs of light emission” (Levin and
Rappaport Hovav 1995), whereas the third class is a subclass of dtxgeciencer verbs, where
the sentient argument is external. The first class, however, seems to have no natural
characterization, other thahne fact that all of its members have corresponding adjectival present
participles. Observing the different classes, which have very different thematic properties, Brekke

notes that a generalization is probably missed here.

4.3.2 An aspectual constrainbn the formation of adjectival present participles
4.3.2.1 TheStativity Constraint
Brekke's constraint on the formation of adjectival present participles is thematic, in that the

possible input for the o0 pgiddatheverln Howsverdhe fosrt r ai n
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verb classes: objeéixperiencer, "disposition”, "impact" and "manner", when looked at
thematically, do not form a natural class. | suggest instead that in order to define the properties of
the stems giving rise to adjectival presearticiples, it is worth looking at the aspectual
properties of these stems. After all, the main difference between verbs and adjectives lies in their
aspectual features (roughly, events versus states). Therefore, as noted in Bennis (2000, footnote
22),this seems like a natural domain to look into for the definition of the set of adjectival present
participles, as well as of other sets of adjectives.
Verbs denote different kinds of eventualities. According to the traditional, "Aristotelian"
classificaton (Vendler 1957, Dowty 1979, among many others), verbs can denote four types of
eventualities: dynamic verbs denote accomplishments, achievements or activities / processes, and
stative verbs denote states. Stative verbs refer to static, unchangingaétesitwhich do not
result in the creation, change of state or change of location of any of their participants. According
to Kearnes (1991) "states have no essential changes or transitions”, and Comrie (1976) suggests
that states do not require an inmdtenergy for the maintenance of the eventuality. In the often
used system of semantic decomposition proposed by Dowty (1979), to be presented in more
detail in (95) below, a stative eventuality is one which does not include a DO or a BECOME
operator. Herg, it never entails active causation (represented by DO) or clodisgate
(represented by BECOMEKNnow, ownandlove are some prototypical stative verbs.
Several diagnostics were suggested in the literature for identifying stative verbs. Kenny (1963)
notes, that in the simple present tense, sentences with dynamic verbs have a frequentative
interpretation, namely, are understood as involving more than one event. On the other hand,
sentences with stative verbs do not have this interpretation. Theréd6eg, (vith a dynamic
verb, is interpreted as habitual, while (56b), which contains a stative verb, is understood as
involving a single event of John knowing the answer.
(56) a. John runs.

b. John knows the answer.
Another stativity diagnostic ishe ability of a verb to appear oo constructions; as noted by

Dowty (1979), stative verbs are ungrammatical in these structured (57).

%9 Levin & Rappaport (1995) show that thest is indeed sensitive to stativity / rstativity rather than to agentivity
/ nonagentivity, citing (i), which shows that a nagentive yet dynamic verb can appear in this construction:
0] What the rock did was roll down the hill.
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(57) *What John did was know the answer.

Another diagnostic for stativity is provided by the oftested observatio(e.g. Dowty 1979) that
stative verbs are incompatible with the progressive in English (58). It is important to note,
however, that the progressive test is inconclusive, since, as shown by Mufwene (1984), Van
Voorst (1992) and others, many stative verbs apipear in the progressive under certain
circumstances.

(58) *John is knowing the answer.

Given the discussion of stativity above, | suggest the following constraint on the formation of
adjectival present participles:
(59) The Stativity Constraint

Only stative verbs give rise to adjectival present participles.
Note that (59) provides a necessary, not a sufficient condition for the existence of an adjectival
present participle alternate for a verb, as it does not statealihatative verbs giveise to
adjectival present participles. | return to this issue in section 4.6.
In what follows | will show how the current hypothesis deals with the problems mentioned above
with regard to theexperiencer Constraintin the following subsection | will caider whether
(59) captures the data presented in section 4.2 above, and show that it is superior to the
Experiencer Constraintsince it accounts for more data. The rationale behind the stativity

constraint will be presented in section 4.4.2.

4.3.2.2 The empirical coverage of theStativity Constraint

In section 4.3.1 it was noted that four types of verbs have corresponding adjectival present
participles: objecExperiencer, "manner”, "impact" (namely, light emission) and "disposition"
(namely, subjecExperiencer) verbs (in Brekke's terms). | claim that what is common to all of
these verbs is that they are all stative, or at least have a stative reading. Let us look at each group

separately.
Object-Experiencer verbs

It has been repeatedly suggestethi literature (Dowty 1979, Pesetsky 1995, Arad 1998 among

others) that many obje&ixperiencer verbs have both an eventive and a stative interpretation. In
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the eventive interpretation, the object undergoes a change of mental state. In contrastyéhe stati
interpretation merely asserts that the object is in a specific mentai’tate.
Let us try to isolate the stative reading of object Experiencer verbs, in order to tStatitey
Constraint Importantly, when the subject of an obj&ctperiencer verbis animate and
interpreted as an Agent, an eventive reading of the verb must arise (Arad 1998). On the other
hand, a notvolitional subject may give rise to two interpretations (Pesetsky 1995, Reinhart
2002). It can either be the Cause of emotion, in whade a change of mental state is entailed
(60a). In this case, the subject matter of the emotion may be something else than the subject, as
shown by the possible continuation in (60b). Alternatively, the inanimate subject of an object
Experiencer verb maeceive the Subject Matter (SM) role (Pesetsky 1995) (61a). In this case, of
course, the subject must be interpreted as the subject matter of the emotion (61b).
(60) a. The lettexausworried the patient.
b. e but he was nogw worried about the | ettt
(61) a. His healtby worried the patient.
b.#... but he was not worried about his health
It can be observed intuitively that whereas (60a) is eventive, denoting a change of mental state,
(61a), with a SM subject, merely states the preoccupationeopahient with his health, and is
thus stative. Let us see whether objegperiencer verbs with SM subjects indeed pass stativity
tests. First, it can be observed that present simple sentences withEbtgedencer verbs and
SM subjects do not have afjuentative, habitual interpretation (62), thus showing that the verbs
here are stative.
(62) John's behavigf, interests / amuses / frightens the children. (#but they are not interested
in / amused at / frightened of his behayigr
Further, (63) showthat objectExperiencer verbs with SM subjects are ungrammatical iddhe
construction, suggesting again that they are stative.

(63) *What John's behavigy did was amuse / frighten / worry the children.

0 As noted by e.gPestsky (1995), some objdexperiencer verbs are more strongly eventive, others are more
strongly stative, and yet othergelatively neutral. Important for the present discussion, however, is the fact that all
of these verbs, including the stronglyeetive ones (e.drighten according to Pesetsky), have a stative reading, and

it is this reading which gives rise to the adjectival present participle, as shown in the section.
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As noted by Pesetsky (1995), certain Objegperiencer verbs also resist the progressive, a fact

reinforcing the existence of a stative reading for them (64).

(64) ?7? Odd noises were continually depressing Sue. (Pesetsky 1995)

| conclude that objedExperiencer verbs have a stative reading, anmsl thus predicted byhe

Stativity Constrainthat they give rise to adjectival present patrticiples.

Importantly, note that it is indeed only the stative variant of the verb, where the subject receives

the SM role, which gives rise to the adjective. Thas, noted by Landau (2006), object

Experiencer adjectival present participles are not causative, as can be deduced from the contrast

between (65a) and (65b).

(65) a.Thearticleausi rritated Bill, but she wasnodét i1rrit
b. #The artidlsywa s i1 rri tating to Bill ,suubut he wasn:i
(Landau 2006)

"Manner" verbs
According to Brekke (1988), the class of "manner” verbs includes verbs stitHlasarish, last
andreveal Clearly, these verbs denote a state of ifar a property of their subject, without
entailing any change of stdteln fact, it is hard to find a common property of the verbs in this
group, thematic or other, besides their stativity.
Again, the fact that these verbs are stative can be deratetsin several ways. It is easy to see
that they are incompatible with the progressive (66); Simple present tense sentences including
them do not have a habitual interpretation (67); and they are ungrammatical ito the
construction (68).
(66) a. *The slirt is fitting her.

b. *The war was lasting 3 years.

c. *This dress is revealing your neck.
(67) a. The shirt fits her.
b. The town flourishes.
c. The shirt reveals her neck.
a. *What the shirt did was fit her.

(68)

®1 Reveahas also an eventive reading, irrelevant here, @bénspy wasevealing state secrets to the enemy for

three years.
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b. *What thewar did was last 3 years.
c. *What the town did was flourish.

"Disposition"” verbs
Brekke's class of "disposition verbs" consists of verbsdikapromise, love, understand, know,
dare, spare etc. These are, in fact, a sclbss of the class of subjelExperiencer verbs, which
are traditionally classified as stative (Dowty 1979). These verbs denote the mental state of their
subject, without entailing any change of state in either the subject or the object, as seen in (69).
(69) a. John loves Mary.

b. John dares to jump in the pool.

c. John understands rffe.
As predicted, simple present tense sentences with stibjpetriencer verbs (such as those in
(69) above) do not have a habitual interpretation. In addition, these verbs are ungrammatical in
the do construction (70) and many of them cannot appear in the progressive (71). All of this
points to the conclusion that these verbs are stative.
(70) ??What Mary did was love / hate / understand me.
(71) a. *My friend is knowing the answer.

b. *John is daring to do it. (meaning: John dares to do it)
Interestingly, subjeeExperiencer verbs present a case where thematic classification and
aspectual classification do not coincide, in that not all these verbs are stative. For example, the
subjectExperiencer verbforget andrealize undeniably denote a change of (mental) state. That
these verbs are dynamic can be deduced from their compatibility witlo tenstruction:
(72) a. We waited for the waiter to get our food, but instead, whatichevas forget half our

order.

b. What Newton did was realize that the force of gravity follows the same mathematical

rules as light.

%2 As noted by Julia Horvath (p.cinderstandseems to be ambiguous between a stative reading (exemplified in
(69c)), in which the subject is in a state of understanding something, and an acconmpligtatieg, as in e.dgle

suddenly understood what happen@dwhich the subject comes to understand something.
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The Stativity Constraintpredicts that such verbs, though thematically identical to subject
Experiencer verbs likeove will not have adjectival present participle alternates, since they are
not stative. As shown in (73), this is indeed the case.
(73) a. *This teacher seems forgetting.

b. *hamo r e yi hiye goxeax

the-teacher will+be forgetting

c. *He finally seems realizing.
Thus, the class of "disposition verbs", giving rise to adjectival present participles, is not identical
to the class of subje&ixperiencer verbs, but rather consists of the stativeckds of the latter.
This further reinforces the @im that the constraint on adjectival present participle formation is
aspectual rather than thematic.
At this point it must be acknowledged that some exceptions exist, in both directions. Some stative
subjectExperiencer verbs do not give rise to adjedtpasent participles. For example, while
loving has an adjectival readingpating does not; the Hebrew analogue lo¥ing, ‘ohev’, is
likewise only verbalLike andfeelare additional examples. It is important to note, however, that
such gaps are complale with a lexicalist view of the derivation of adjectival present participles,
as discussed in 4.4.1. Conversdtygive, which is not naturally perceived as stative, does have
the adjectival counterpaforgiving. Again, if adjectival present particigesxist as lexical items,
it is possible for such exceptions to be listed. Section 4.6 offers further discussion of the

exceptions to th&tativity Constraint

"Impact” verbs

The fourth class of verbs giving rise to adjectival present participles,diegdo Brekke, is that

which he names "impact verbs", includib;ze, dash, gleam, glimmer, glistett. These are the
verbs labeled by Levin & Rappaport (1995) "verbs of light emission”. Let us first consider
whether these verbs indeed have correspgnalifjectival present participles, and then turn to the
discussion of their aspectual classification.

In his discussion of "impact" verbs, Brekke notes that in order for a verb of this class to give rise
to a true adjective, the noun modified by the adjecshould have a "psychological denotation".
According to him, examples such as (74) show that these stems form adjectival present

participles only under a drifted, metaphoric reading, not under the literal "light emission" reading.
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This casts doubt on ¢hgeneral availability of adjectival present participle counterparts to light
emission verbs.
(74) a. We were enjoying a very sparkling conversation / *champagne.
b. The performance / *new lamp was very glittering.
However, it is important to checkh&ther Brekke's generalization regarding the psychological
character of the modified noun does not stem from the specific adjectivehood diagnostics he is
employing (modification byvery). Namely, it is possible that both a conversation and a
champagne canbe modified by the adjective "sparkling”, but that the difference in
grammaticality between the two options in (74a) stems from the fact that only in the former case
can the adjective be further modified by "very", since a conversation can sparkle tentiffe
degrees, while a champagne either sparkles or not.
Let us therefore look at the other diagnostics for adjectivehood presented in section 2, and see
whether they classify participles of light emission verbs as adjectival.
- Complement of seem / becom Present participles based on verbs of light emission are
possible as complements sgemand become as seen in (75). The modified noun can be a
concrete noun likevine with no psychological properties, as in (75b), where the sgarkleis
used in is literal meaning®
(75) a. Everything seems shining to me.
b. The wines were bottled and became sparkling.
- -ly suffixation: -ly can be suffixed to present participles corresponding to light emission verbs,
both in metaphorical (76a) and literal {¢6) readings, though the latter are perhaps less than
perfect:
(76) a. The film remains a shimmeringly lovely cominfage portrait.
b. ?the airport, with its shiningly clean
c. ?skin that appears supple, hydrated gidmeringly s mo ot h é
- Un- prefixation: just like withTly, -un can be prefixed to the relevant participles, whether
carrying a metaphorical (77a) or a literal (77b) sense, again, the latter being a little degraded:
(77) a. an unsparkling report

b. ?He saw the dulunshining armor.

% The sentences in (7%J8) were found on the web; a web search reveals many similar examples.
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- Following the future copula in Hebrew: present participles of light emission verbs can follow
the future copula in Hebrew, both when used metaphorically (78a) emataphorically (78b5¢
(78) a.tekes haskar hag a n a e y notec ymhbaragil.

ceremony th&Oscar theyear will+be shining thathe-usual

‘'The Oscars ceremony this year will be more shining than usual.’

b. beta'arix ze koxav ma'adim yihiye bohek me'eg me ylayla.a

in-date this star Mars  will+be gleaming very-skies thenight

'On this date, Mars will be very gleaming in the night skies.’
It seems, then, that verbs of light emission do generally give rise to adjectival present participles,
though perhaps tiremetaphorical reading lends itself to adjective formation slightly more easily.
Given this conclusion, th8tativity Constraintredicts that light emission verbs are stative. Is
this really the case?
Levin & Rappaport (1995) discuss in detail the ajp@cstatus of emission verbs. With regard to
light emission verbs, they conclude that at least some of themglegaen, glisten, glowndshine
ought to be classified as stative. These verbs attribute some steady property to their subject
without entailng any change of state (eXhe floor shines Levin & Rappaport further note that
when considering a change of state or lack thereof in the context of emission verbs, it is
important to distinguish the emitter from what is emitted, since the formemddesdergo any
change, while the latter is typically depicted as undergoing a change, namely, flowing. Verbs of
light emission are intransitive, and therefore denote an eventuality including only one participant
T the emitter. This participant does notdengo any change. Hence, the eventuality denoted by
these verbs is stative. They further claim that using Comrie's (1976) criterion mentioned in
4.3.2.1 above, these verbs are stative since maintaining the eventuality denoted by them (such as
shining or gbwing) does not require an input of energy.
Other tests also point to the stativity of these verbs. They are ungrammatical do the
construction (79), and their interpretation in the present simple tense (e.glhesfioor shines

is not habitual, athdoes not involve more than one evént.

% In fact, (78b) shows an additional thinthese adjectives can also be modifiedvbyy, even when predicated of
concrete, nompsychological nouns. Indeed, many examples can be found that show this, as exemplified in (i).
0] a. very sparkling earrings

b. Avoid very gleaming shoes that wereqaptibly planned for more elegant outfits.
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(79) ??What the spotlight did was shine on the parking lot. (Levin & Rappaport 1995)
Levin & Rapapport do not discuss the stativity of other light emission verbsslargmer,
glimmerandsparkle It seems to méhowever, that these verbs should be classified as stative as
well, given that it is not apparent what kind of change they entail, and that the eventuality
denoted by them does not require an input of energy for its maintenance. It is possible, however,
that certain verbs are perceived by some speakers as stative and by others as dynamic, or that the
same verb is perceived as stative in its metaphorical reading, and as dynamic in its literal reading.
The Stativity Constrainpredicts that a correlation wiixist between a speaker's perception of a
verb as stative and his having an adjectival present participle alternate for that verb. So, for
example, a speaker for whamsparklingor very sparklingare odd probably perceives the verb
sparkleas dynamic, rdner than stative.
It is interesting to discuss at this point also verbs of sound, substance and smell emission. Levin
& Rapapport (1995) claim that verbs of sound and substance emission are eventive, whereas
verbs of smell emission are stative. As expdctparticiples of sound and substance emission
verbs generally do not pass adjectivehood diagnostics (80), while those of smell emission do
(81)5%°
(80) a. *The teapot became whistling.

b. *The volcano became spewing.

c. *ha-mamtera tihiye matiza.

the-water sprinkler will+be squirting

% Verbs of light emission do appear in the progressive, as seen-n, (iehich deliberately contain verbal
environments. However, as mentioned in 4.3.2.1, the progressive diagnostics is not a conclusive one.
® a. The moon was shining magnificently.

b. His eyes kept glimmering.
% Here too there are several exceptions. For example, the sound emissiduzzegives rise to an adjectival
present participle, as can be seen in (i). The reason for thiberthatuzzhas a stative reading, i.e. 'be filled with a
sound of buzzing or whispering'.
® The place became buzzing at around 3pm.

On the other hand, the smell emission ventell probably does not give rise to an adjectival present
participle (ii).
(i) ??The room became smelling after the party.
Such gaps are not unexpected given the lexical derivation of adjectival present participles to be discussed in section
4.4,
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(81) a.haxederyihiye masriax/ macxin
the-room will+be stinking malodorous
b. The surroundings have become stinking and unhealthy.
c. The drink had a reekingly bitter afteste.

To conclude, the common feature of objEsperiencer, "manner”, "disposition" and "impact"
verbs, as well as smell emission verbs, is that they are all stative, thus conforming to the Stativity
Constrainf’ The question that arises next gy it should ke that only stative verbs have
corresponding adjectival present participles. This will become clear once the process of adjectival
present participle formation is discussed.

4.4 The formation of adjectival present participles

Having established that ggent participles of a subset of the class of stative verbs have an
adjectival reading, the next step is to describe the details of the derivation of these adjectives.
Section 4.4.1 argues that the derivation of adjectival present participles must bgyatactic,

lexical operation, supporting a view of the lexicon as a computational component of the
grammar. Section 4.4.2 offers a discussion of the properties of the participial morpheme. 4.4.3

then presents sample derivations of adjectival and verbag¢pt participles.

4.4.1 Lexical derivation for adjectival present participles, syntactic derivation for verbal
ones
As discussed in chapter 3, section 3.5.2, the debate with regard to the component of the grammar

in which word formation processes takage has been very vivid with regard to adjectival and

67 Certain complex participial forms can appear as complemestseof(i), though headed by participles related to
dynamic verbs, thus suggesting that not only stative verbs can give rise to adjectival present participles:

® The color seems eyeatching.

Note, however, that this behavior is limited to a number of idiomatic expnes&.g.eyecatching mind-opening,

and does not extend to other phrases headed by the same dynamic participles, as shown in (ii).

(i) *This player seems footbadlatching.

In general, then, dynamic verbs do not give rise to adjectival particigiesisTirue in spite of the fact, that certain
idiomatic adjectival phrases contain dynamic participles. The characteristics and formation process of these idioms

are beyond the scope of this research.
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verbal passives. In that section, | have presented Horvath & Siloni's (2008, 2009) arguments in
favor of assuming that verbal passives are derived syntactically, and adjectival péssives
lexically. | believe that a parallel analysis should be given to present participles. In what follows |
will show that adjectival present participles exhibit the types of idiosyncrasies which are
characteristic of lexical items, whereas verbal present participlesoampletely systematic in

both form and meaning. The most natural account for this contrast is the assumption that
adjectival present participles are derived lexically and stored in the mental lexicon, while verbal

ones are built in the syntactic component.

4.4.1.1 Semantic drifts
One of the arguments used by Horvath & Siloni (2008) to establish the claim that adjectival
passives are derived lexically and verbal passives syntactically is based on semantic drifts. The
authors show that only adjectival pags may exhibit drifted meanings, not shared by the active
verb; verbal passives can never show such a drift. For example, the Hebrew adjectival passive
mufnam literally ‘internalized’ (derived frorhifnim ‘internalize’), has an additional meaning,
'introverted’; the corresponding verbal passive, in contrast, has only the expected meaning,
'internalized'. This is easily explained under the hypothesis that adjectival passives are derived
lexically while verbal passives are created syntactically. Storedalexiems can undergo
semantic drifts and acquire additional meanings independently of their derivationally related
alternate, but the result of a syntactic operation must have a compositional meaning.
Examples (82)86), with present patrticiples, illusite the same phenomenon. The (a) sentences
show adjectival present participles with drifted meanings. The (b) sentences show that this
meaning is not shared by the related verbs, which exhibit only the original meaning (c).
(82) a.hanituax yihiye mavrik.

the-analysis will+be brilliant

‘The analysis will be brilliant'.

b. *ha-nituax  yauvrik.
the-analysis will+shine
c. ha-xalon yavrik.
The-window will+shine

"The window will shine.'
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(83) a.haseret yihye marhiv.
the-movie will+be spectacular
"The movie will be spectacular.’
b. *ha-seret yarhiv.
the-movie will+dare
c.haxayal vyarhiv lehithaged lamefaked.
the-soldier will+dare teoppose to+theommander.
‘The sddier will dare oppose the commander.’
(84) a.hasaxkanit tihiye lohetet.
the-actress will+be attractive
‘The actress will be attractive.'
b. *ha-saxkanit tilhat
the-actress will+burn
chagemeg. ti |l hat
thesun  will+burn
‘The sun will burn.’
(85) a. The colonel seems dashing.
b. *The colonel dashed.
c. The colonel dashed their hopes.
(86) a. Her smile was very fetching.
b. *Her smile fetched him immediately.
c. She fetched him home from school.
In contrast, Icould not find any examples where a verbal present participle had a meaning not
shared by the other, tensed verbal forms.
The data is accounted for under the assumption that adjectival present participles, like adjectival
passives, exist in the lexicoand are thereby prone to undergoing drift processes, while verbal
present participles, like verbal passives, are formed in the syntax, and are not stored in the lexicon

at all.

4.4.1.2 Frozen entries
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Another argument presented in Horvath & Siloni (208&) the split between lexical and
syntactic derivation of passives is based on the notidropén entriesAccording to the authors,
frozen entriesare lexical entries which exist in the lexicon, and can therefore serve as input for
lexical operationsput are not available for insertion to syntactic derivations. For example, the
transitive alternate ofall in English is analyzed by Horvath & Siloni as a frozen eiitrgn
existing lexical entry that nonetheless will never appear in a sentence.

Given ths, if some predicate is derived from a frozen entry (sayul 'wilted', derived from the
frozen*hibil 'wilt trans."), it must be the case that its derivation is lexical, since the frozen entry is
not available in the syntax. If a word is formed syntadly, then necessarily the alternate which
serves as input for its derivation must be inserted into the syntax.

In view of the above, consider (8®3). The first form in each (a) example is exclusively
adjectival, lacking a verbal reading (as estaklishn (b) and (c)), and the second is the
hypothetical verb from which the adjective was derived. All those verbs, however, are frozen, in
that although we can predict their form and meaning, they never appear in sefftences.

English:

(87) a.cunning *cuns

b. The prisoner seems (completely) cunning.
c. *The prisoner is cunning proudly.

(88) a. grueling *gruels

b. The schedule seems grueling.
c. *The work was grueling us.
(89) a. fleeting- *fleets

b. All beauty seems fleeting and fragile.
c. *The moments are fleeting quickly.
Hebrew:

(90) a. gomgamam

% With regard to the Hebrew forms in (9®3), the(b) examples show that they are adjectival. There is, however,

no way to establish beyond doubt that they do not have verbal reading, since Hebrew does not have a diagnostics
identifying intransitive forms as verbal (on a par with adverbial-paxdificaion or complementation of verbs of
temporal aspect in English). However, the fact that they cannot appear in any tensed form strongly undermines the

possibility that they exist as verbal participles.
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desolate
b.habayit yi hiye gomem.
the-house will+be desolate
(91) a. boded *badad
lonely
b. ha-na'ar yihiye boded.
the-boy will+be lonely
(92) a. nimhar- *yimaher
hasty
b. ha-ca'ad yihiye nimhar
thestep will+be hasty
(93) a. hogen *hagan
fair
b. ha-misxak yihiye hogen
the.game will+be fair
Again, no parallel examples can be found with verbal present participles. Any existing verbal
present participle has a corresponding verb in the actual vocabulary. This provides further
evidence in favor of a lexical derivation for adjectival present participles, and a syntactic one for

verbal present patrticiples.

4.4.1.3 Crosdinguistic morphological evidence

A final piece of evidence which provides support for the lexical nature of adjectival present
participles vs. the syntactic nature of verbal ones has to do with the morphology of the forms.
Laks (2007) argues that there are two types of hwpghonology, each interacting with a
different component of the grammar: the lexicon and the syntax. One of the differences between
the two types is that lexical items can present morphological idiosyncrasies not existent in items
derived syntactically. & example, Laks shows that the morphology of verbal passives in
Hebrew is very systematic, a fact consistent with the view that they are derived in the syntax. On
the other hand, the morphology of unaccusatives in Hebrew is much less predictable. This is
expected under the view of morphology advocated in Laks, and the assumption (adopted by him)

that unaccusative verbs are derived in the lexicon (Reinhart 2002, among others).
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(94) presents examples of Hebrew adjectival present participles, whose Epgiarpart is a
non-participial adjective. (95) presents opposite examples. The same phenomenon however is not
found with verbal elements: the counterpart of a verbal present participle in the other language
will always have a participial form as well, @asemplified in (96).
(94) a.mo g-attractive

.mi t x’iacgnsiderate

. koreni radiant

.so'eri stormy

(95) . revealing xosfani
. yieldingi kanu'a, caytan
. enduring tmidi

(96) . jumping- kofec

b
c
d
a
b. lastingi kavu'a
c
d
a
b

. Cryingi boxe

(9]

. growingi gadel

The assumption that adjectival present participles are derived lexically and verbal ones
syntactically can naturally account for the data above. The verbal elements are completely
regular, their morphology systematic: they are pérthe verbal paradigm of the language. In
contrast, the adjectives, as lexical items, exhibit idiosyncratic morphology; some of them have
participial morphology and others do not.

Note that the analysis in section 3 predicts that a participle sucéveaing is ambiguous
between a verb (since all participles are verbal) and an adjective (eire is stative). And
indeed, this participle translates to Hebrew in two ways, eithexoafni (which is only
adjectival) or asxosef (which is only verbal).The verbal alternate presents the predicted,
participial morphology, while the adjectival alternate exhibits-participial morphology.

To conclude this section: adjectival present participles display idiosyncrasies typical of lexical
items, which are ndbund with verbal present participlé$The facts would automatically fall in
place if verbal and adjectival present participles are derived in different components of the

grammar. One important implication of this outcome is that adjectival presemigagticannot

% Notice also that all of the idiosyncrasies are fowrith participles derived from stative verbs, a fact which

reinforcesThe Stativity Constraint
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be analyzed as derived from verbal participles (as in Bresnan 1996, for example), since the latter
are not stored in the lexicon at all, while the derivation of the former is lexical. Adjectival present
participles are therefore derived eitti;om a verbal stem, or from a categdegs root. In what

follows | will adopt the latter option, as | did in the case of adjectival passives.

4.4.2 Adjective formationi the aspectual distinction between adjectives and verbs

As a first step in desirying the derivation of adjectival present participles, let us examine more
closely the aspectual distinction between adjectives and verbs. As noted in section 4.3.2.1, verbs
denote different types of eventualities: states, processes/activities, achits/euah
accomplishments.

Adjectives, unlike verbs, invariably denote states. Parsons (1990) suggests that adjectives are just
like stative verbs, and that both have a Davidsonian state argument, which ranges over stative
eventualities (unlike dynamic verbwhich have a Davidsonian event argument, ranging over
dynamic eventualities). So, the representation of both stative verbs and adjectives is
s. STATE(s). (Another view on adjectives is d
an implementation cddjectival present participle formation under Rothstein's analysis.)

Since verbs can pick up different types of eventualities, while adjectives always pick up states, in
order to derive an adjective from a verb, the eventuality which the verb denotesomehow

be converted into a state. In the case of stative verbs, this process is vacuous: the eventuality
denoted by the verb is a state to begin with.

| suggest thating (or present participial morphology in Hebrew) is a "minimal® morpheme in

that it takes a verb denoting a state and turns it into an adjective (denoting a state)ing/hat

does is merely mark the categorial change from verb to adjective. It does not cause, because it in
fact is incapable of causing, any aspectual changeSHigity Constraintthen follows:-ing can

attach only to stative verbs, since these are the only verbs which denote states to begin with, and
can therefore give rise to adjectives without any aspectual change. Unlikexplegiencer
Constraintpresented in 4.3.1bave,the Stativity Constrainis thus motivated, straightforwardly

falling out from the properties of the relevant morpheme.

Though not attempting here a unified analysis for the various functionsm@f(for two such
attempts see Milsark 1988 and Emden1991), it is worth mentioning that the impoverished

semantic contribution ofing in the case of adjectival present participle formation (namely, its
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inability to perform aspectual manipulation) is not surprising, given-thgtis in many respects
nettral, lacking specific semantic impdft.This neutral nature is manifested for example in the
fact that it derives words of different lexical categories: verbs (verbal present participles)
adjectives, and nominal elementing nominalizations and gerundS) The same is true for
present participial morphology in Hebrew, which gives rise to verbs, adjectives and nouns. In
view of this impoverished nature of the morpheme,Staivity Constrainis very natural. The
morpheme selects only stative verbs, sinody in this case can it derive adjectives without
aspectual manipulation.

It is interesting to compare the present participles morpheme with the passive participle one in
this respect. As was mentioned in chapter 3, section 3.5.3, Bresnan (1996),(2a66) and
Kratzer (2000) suggest that in several languages, adjectival passives can be formed only from
telic verbs, which have a result state as part of their interpretation.

Note, incidentally, that roots which have a double aspectual classifichtitim,as telic and as
stative, are predicted to serve as input to both adjectival passive formation and adjectival present
participle formation. This prediction is borne out. As explained in 4.3.2.2, elbjgxtriencer

verbs have both a stative and an ewentelic) reading. And indeed, these stems systematically
give rise to both passive and present adjectival particilee {eacher seemed confused and
confusing. Verbs which do not display an aspectual ambiguity do not have these two adjectival

counteparts.

4.4.3 Sample derivations

4.4.3.1 Adjectival present patrticiples

We have seen that the formation of adjectival present participles does not induce aspectual
chang€’? The process, however, may have thematic effects.

The derivation of the adjage shiningfrom the root SHINE is shown in (95). As in chapter 3, |
assume that roots carry both thematic information and aspectual information. Hence, the lexical

information of SHINE includes both the fact that it is a -pfece predicate with an extein

® Thanks to Julia Horvath for pointing this out to me.

" Milsark (1988) suggests thiing affixation is involved in deriving prepositions as well, &gnerningand
regarding

2 See the Appendix for a different analysis, along the lines of Rothstein (1999).
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T h e mmwle @ee Levin & Rappaport 1995, Reinhart 2002), and that it is stative. The operation
changes the lexical category of the entry to adjective. As explained in the previous section, no
aspectual manipulation takes place. As explained in ch@ptére lexical representation of an
adjective -rotkudbés c b n-abstdchanrirktdsdcase, the Theme, which is
the only available role.
(97) SHINE(Hewe, 9, Stative

A

ADJ: SHINE (“*EMEA &ABS, 9, Stative
The interpretation athe APshining  a fabstactiorg-is given in (98).
(98) aXas. SHI NE(s) & Theme(s, Xx)

"The relation between x and s if s is a state of shining of which x is the Theme.’

A similar derivation can be given to the rest of the participles relatethtssion verbs, and to

participles related to other stative eplace verbs (e.dlourishing).

Things are somewhat more complicated with 4place roots, as exemplified for
UNDERSTAND in (99). As mentioned in 2.3.5.1, in these cases the externas mokrked for
abstraction. However, as expl ained-rdlemaswgl, 4. 2,
since it cannot be assigned to an accusatigeked direct object in the adjectival case. Note, that

the sentencgour friend is very understaiing means thathere is something which your friend
under st ands, n anole is interpreteld as existentially boaild (add likewise for
revealing fitting, enduring, lovingtc.)”® | conclude that the a0gkeratio
for exstential closure (indicated here &sS AT ) . Existential -roldisesur e
available in the verbal domain too, and operative in null object constructions in Englislghag.

ate which is interpreted agohn ate somethin¢Rizzi 1986b). Inthe case described here, the
saturated argument cannot be traced using the standard tests detecting an implicit argument (e.g.
purpose clauses etc.), since these apply only to Agents (but see the discussitfnsingright

below, where the presence bétsaturated argument can be detected).

3 The saturated role is in some cases interpreted in some predetermined, normative way; for @kavimge,
motheris a mother who loves her childr¢éand not e.g. some singer).
" With regard toreveal, fit, endurend other seemingly twplace roots, it is unclear what their original thematic

grid is. On the one hand, since theadeemust berab[s] clestersi gn a
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(99) UNDERSTAND ExperIENCER THEME.S), Stative
A
ADJ: UNDERSTAND ExpeRIENCER, 8ABS THEME, SAT, 9, Stative
(100) Interpretation ofinderstanding
& X aUNDERSTAND(S) & Experiencer(s,x) & Theme(s, y)]
‘The relation between x and s if there is a y and s is a state of understanding y and x is the

Experiencer of that state’

Let us now look at objedExperiencer verbs. As mentioned in 4.3.2.2 above, Reinhart (2002)
argues that such verbs have both a Cause role and a Subject Matter role, as shown in (101),
though they cannot both be realizedhe same sentence.

(101) dcause, dexperiencer, dsubject matter

As explained in 4.3.2.2, the stative interpretation of okjeqieriencer verbs arises when the
Subject Matter role is realized. In this case, the Cause role simply remains unrealized

How are adjectival presenagiciples derived from these roots? as noted above, the Cause role is
irrelevant to the stative reading, and it remains unmarked and unrealized. The Subject Matter role
i s mar k-a@bstractioo (it is &his role which ends up being related to the subjethe
adjective). And, as above, -roe mast take placee sincef thet h e
role cannot be otherwise realized. Note however that the interpretation of adjectival participles of
objectExperiencer verbs is different from thdteng. understandingsince in order to call a book
confusing for example, it is not enough thiitere is someone that the book confuses. It must
confuse a certain number of people to be caltmafusing What seems to be at work in deriving

the interprettion of the adjective here is binding by a generic quantifier, a -guasrsal

according to the Theta System. On the other hand, intuititetgnnot be [+c], since the verbs are stative, and no
change is caused (see Meltzer to appear), and of course it cannot be [+m] either, since the verbs can select inanimate
subjects. It might be that on a par with objEgperiencer verbs, these verbs davt h-nolese[+cll fc-m], [-m],

where the first and third role cannot both be realized. This grid ensures that the verbs have an accusative feature. The
realization of the two first roles gives rise to an agentive, dynamic reading of the verb (iavea, and the

realization of the two last ones gives rise to the-agentive, stative reading of the verb. If this is true then the
derivation of adjectival present participles from these roots is parallel to that from-Bkjemiencer roots, to be

described immediately below. The issue requires further research.
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guantifier that has some modal force and that allows for exceptions (see e.g. Kritka 1995). | mark
such closure a8 SATgen.
(102) C ON F U Skde dextEriencerOsuBJECT MATTER, 3, Stative

A

ADJ:  CONdaJskS ExdEriEncer, sat-Gen, dsuBIECT MATTER, o-ABS, 9, Stative
(103) interpretation otonfusing

aXas. GEN(y)[ CONFUSE( s) &erieBcerfsjydct Matter (s,

‘The relation between an individual x and a state s if for any generic individual y, s is a
state of confusing §nd x is the Subject Matter of x'

Note that in these cases, the presence of the implicit Experiencer can be detected. As shown
Epstein (1984) and Landau (2009) with regard to different types of adjectives, PRO in the clausal
subject of these adjectival present participles is controlled by the understood Experiencer. Thus,
for example, in (104), the readers of the book are sacds the ones being interested. (104)
cannot mean that for x to read the book is interesting to y.
(104) [PRO reading a book] is interesting.
As a side note, the fact that Experiencer arguments undergo existential clospremiereas
other argumets are closed existentially using a regular variable can be seen also in the case of
adjectival passive formation. The stdiuild, wi th an A-gknhich enddrgeesn a | d
closure, gives rise to the adjectival pas$ivét, and The wall is built' simply entails that there is
someone who built the wall. In contrast, the stemire with an Expealei encer
undergomg closure, gives rise to the adjectival passigdeired which cannot be predicated of
something which only one person admires. Rather, a fair amount of people have to admire
something for it to be referred to admired
In conclusion, adjectival presemarticiple formation induces categesflange from verb to
adjective. The nature of the present participle morpheme dictates that the operation applies only
to stative verbs, and hence no aspectual modification takes place. However, since adjectives do
not check structural Case, a thematic manipulation is required when the input is transitive, in
order to suppress one of the roles, making it unavailable for syntactic realization. The nature of
the closure imposed on this role is dependent on the nattine aflei whether it is a Theme or

an Experiencer.
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4.4.3.2 Verbal present participles

As shown in section 4.4.1 above, the properties of verbal present participles suggest that they are
a result of syntactic derivation. | assume here that the bounghemei ing is inserted under a
functional head (PartV) taking the VP headed by the lexical verb as its complement (105). As
noted by Kratzer (2000), the participial morphology is meaningless, and its only function is to
license the absence of verbal inflea. With regard to Hebrew, adopting the assumption that
verbal templates can be realizations of functional heads (as in e.g. Doron 2003, Arad 2005), it is
the participial template which appears under PartV.

(105)

Party"
P
- .,
Party WP
~ \

-ing W
[,
[

W

interest

4.5 Theprenominal position
4.5.1 The category of prenominal dynamic participial phrases
As was shown in section 4.2.2.8, present participles of intransitive verbs can appear prenominally
in English, and postominally in Hebrew, even if the verbs are dynaraggexemplified in (106).
(106) a. The kp jumping] boy is my cousin.
b. yeladim[xp boxin] me'acbenim oti.

children  crying annoy me

'Crying children annoy me.’
If the prenominal position is exclusively adjival, then my analysis does not predict this fact,
since dynamic verbs are not predicted to give rise to adjectival present participles (and recall that
they do not pass any other adjective diagnostics). | therefore conjecture that the prenominal
positon must be able to host categories other than AP (see Laskova 2007).
Emonds (1985) suggests that XP in (106) is a bare VP. As noted by Siloni (1995), however, such
an analysis presents a problem to the Projection Principle, since according to ittitipigdar

verbjumpingdoes not assign in (106) anx t e frateawhichdt does assign in other structures.
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Emonds (1991) revises his analysis, claiming foatping in (106) is a verb projecting an
adjective phrase, so that XP=AP. Such an analysis introduces an obvious complication to the
familiar mergng procedures (e.g. as in Chomsky 1995), in which the label of a phrase must be
determined based on the label of its head (under -ther xheory, it presents a problem for the
generalization that phrases are projections of the categorial features dfethe), and runs the
risk of overgeneration.
| suggest that in (106), XP is a clausal constituent, namely, a reduced, participial relative clause,
adopting the analysis of reduced relatives proposed in Siloni (1995). Siloni analyses present
participialclauses in Hebrew and French, arguing that the participle is a verbal form, uninflected
for tense. Furthermore, it is argued that the subject position of the clause must be syntactically
realized, and suggested that it is realized by a phonologicallyeiative operator which then
moves to a higher SPEC. With regard to the specific projections involved in the structure,
abstracting away from irrelevant details, Siloni argues that the head of the clause is-G&k€omp
D(eterminer), rather than a standa@{omplementizer). The choice between the two is
determined by the presence or absence of tense. In reduced relatives the clause is tenseless (no TP
is projected), and thus D serves as the complementizer. The structure is given iR (107).
(107) a.i @[OPha [tkore iton beexoV]] hu meragel.

man ha reading newspaper in+tfstreet is spy

'A man reading a newspaper in the street is a spy.’

b. Un hommeyp[OP [t lisant  un journal dansla rue]] estun espio

a man reading a newspaperin the street is a spy

'A man reading a newspaper in the street is a spy.’
| suggest that the same reduced participial clausal structure can be present in the prenominal
position in English, ag (108).
(108) Thepp[OP [t jumping]] boy is my cousin.
Note, that | am not suggesting, as was believed in the early days of generative grammar, that
prenominal adjectives have a reduced relative clause origin. Adjectives, whetheartioipial

(white, sleepy or participial (interesting, flourishiny appear prenominally as APs, without

5 Siloni further argues that D in this occurrence has the feature [+mod)], which determines that it heads a modifier,

rather than a referential argument.
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further clausal projections (though see Cinque forthcoming for a revival of the reduced relative
analysis for certain attributive adjectives).

It is worth mentioning tat the reduced relative origin analysis of attributive adjectives was
rejected (by Bolinger 1967 and others) because, among other things, it was noted that there are
adjectives which can appear attributively, but not predicativibly {ormer presidents. *the
president who is formgrand therefore, a predicative source for the attributive function, at least
for these adjectives, cannot be maintained. However, all the dynamic participles to which |
attribute a reduced relative analysis are perfectly gramal in predicative positions, e.g. in
copular constructions, in small clauses and as secondary predidatesried crying, so this
problem does not arise here.

If dynamic prenominal present participles are reduced relative clauses, not adjeceves, w
automatically have an account for the fact that these elements do not appear in any adjectival
context, as detailed in 4.2.2412.2.6 above. It is now also clear why only intransitive dynamic
participles appear prenominally. Transitive dynamic pargesiplas in (109), are necessarily
ver bal , and thus h a v-ele, which @rbaing gnagsignedy (thei sammee r n a
explanation is applicable for the facts of 4.2.2.7 above).

(109) *the locking boy

Of course, (110), where a complement does appealse ungrammatical:

(110) the [locking the door] boy

This, however, is due to the adjacency requirement, as explained in 4.5.1.2 below. If adjacency is
not violated, as in (111), the phrase's grammaticality is improved. For lack of space, | do discuss
structures such as (111) further.

(111) the doorlocking boy

4.5.1.1 Additional evidence for the clausal nature of prenominal dynamic patrticiples

The assumption that the prenominal position can host veldasal projections as well as
adjectival ones an also account for certain ambiguities which received little attention in the
literature (see Laskova 2007). In order to present these ambiguities, | will digress and discuss
passive participles. The reasons for this will become clear below.

As mentionedn the introduction, it is well known (at least since Wasow 1977) that many passive

participles are ambiguous between a verbal and an adjectival reading, as exemplified in (112):
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(112) The house was evacuated.

Reading 1: The house was in the state ofdhevacuated, empty, unpopulated.

Reading 2: Someone evacuated the house (which perhaps-p@sutated since).
It is less acknowledged (but see Laskova 2007) that DPs such as (113) are likewise ambiguous:
(113) the evacuated house

Reading 1: the hae which is in the state of being evacuated, the empty house, the

unpopulated house

Reading 2: the house which has been evacuated (even if it has since-pepuolaged,

and is no longer empty)
The first reading of (113) corresponds to the adjectistalte reading of (112), while the second
one corresponds to the verbal, event reading. It is possible that for some reason (possibly
pragmatic), the first reading is more salient. However, the second, ~edabaél reading is also
available. As shown blyaskova (2007), this can be seen clearly in examples such as (114a). The
prenominal passive participle in this case cannot be adjectival (as can be seen in (114b)), since it
is based on an atelic verb (see chapter 3, section 3.5.3). However, it canpappearinally, and
is interpreted as referring to an event, rather than to a state:
(114) a. The carts adjacent to the pushed cart were all empty.

b. *The cart seems pushed.
If the prenominal position is taken to be exclusively adjectival, itrid tmexplain why (114a) as
opposed to (114b) is grammatical, as well as how the two readings of (113) arise. On the other
hand, if we accept that reduced relative clauses can appear prenominally, then (114a) presents no
problem, and given that in (113)elparticiple is ambiguous between an uninflected verb and an
adjective, we straightforwardly predict the ambiguity of the DP.
The reason why it is hard to show the same ambiguity with present participles is that the
adjectival reading and the verbal reagliof the participle will always be very similar. This is
because by hypothesis, the participles which have an adjectival reading correspond to stative
verbs, and so their verbal reading is stative, just like their adjectival reading. For example,
accordig to my analysis, the participle the flourishing towris ambiguous. However, the two

readings are very tough to tease apart.

4.5.1.2 Evidence that reduced relatives are generated prenominally
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In English, full relative clauses appear pasminally. Nanetheless, | have suggested here that in
this language reduced relatives can precede the head they modify. | would like to suggest further
that in fact, the prenominal position is the base position for reduced relatives in English (see also
Cinque forthcormg, who claims, on different grounds, that reduced relative clauses are merged
prenominally crosdinguistically). Support for this idea comes from the paradigm in ({155).
Under the assumption that reduced relatives are mergeah@ogtally in Englsh, namely, that
the structures in (115) are the basic ones, there is no natural explanation for the ungrammaticality
of (115a). Possibly, an dibc rule should be postulated which filters out-wmed reduced
relatives, or moves them to the left of thetiehey modify. Such a rule is not needed anywhere
else in the grammar. If, on the other hand, we assume that the structures in (116) are basic, the
grammatical status of all four sentences falls out naturally.
(115) a. ?The boy [jumping] is my cousin.

b. The boy [jumping in the yard] is my cousin.
(116) a. The [jumping] boy is my cousin.

b. *The [jumping in the yard] boy is my cousin.
(116a) is basgenerated as is, and is grammatical. (116b), in contrast, violates a veknogh
constraint on lefadjoined modifiers, namely, the adjacency requirement between a modified
head and the head of the phrase modifying it (Williams 1982, among many others), and is
therefore ungrammatical. (115b) is a result of applying extraposition to (116b), and isriheref
predicted to be grammatical. Extraposition needs to be assumed in the theory anyway, as a
mechanism that "salvages" structures violating the-aegacency requirement (117).
(117) a. *a [proud of his son] father

b. a father [proud of his son].
In (115a), on the other hand, unnecessary extraposition took place, since the original structure,
(116a), did not violate any principle. The fact that the sentence is not ruled out, but is still
dispreferred by many speakers, can perhaps be attributee fact that extraposition per se is a
legitimate operation, but that due to economy considerations speakers will avoid it when it is
unnecessary.
| therefore conclude that prenominal dynamic participles in English are clausal constituents base

generatd to the left of the noun they modify.
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4.5.2 The reduced relative analysis of dynamic participles in Hebrew
| propose that Hebrew pesbminal dynamic participles, like English prenominal ones, are
verbal forms projecting a reduced clausal structurexamplified in (118).
(118) yeladimpp[OP [t boxin] me'acbenim oti.

children crying  annoy me

'Crying children annoy me.’
Such an analysis poses one immediate problem. Participial relatives in Hebrewuatly
analyzed (see Siloni 1995) as obligatorily manifesting an overt deterocongrlementizerha-
in D°, as in (107a) above. Ha is taken to be a necessary element in reduced relatives in
Hebrew, then the fact that there is no complementizerli8)(i at first sight puzzling.
However, when observed closely, it seems that the phonetic realization of the determiner
complementizetha is not necessary in Hebrew reduced relatives; its realization seems to be
related to phonological, rather then &gtic, factors. Specifically, as pointed out by Tali Siloni
(p.c.), as the reduced relative clause gets phonologically "heakieeriecomes obligatory, as
seen in (119).
(119) yeladim *(ha)boxim bekol ram mad'igim et hefe.

children ha crying in+voice loud worry  ACC théoctor

‘Children crying loudly worry the doctor.'
In fact, it is possible that this "heaviness" effect affects not only participial clauses, but also APs.
Siloni (1995) suggests that a compéntizerlike element Ka or its phonetically null
equivalent) introduces not only reduced relatives, but also adjectival phrases. In the case of APs,
unlike in the case of reduced relatives abdwe,never needs to surface, no matter how long the
AP is (120a). But,ha- can surface with long APs (120b). Admittedly, (120b) is not extremely
natural, partly becaudea- is hardly used in spoken Hebrew. However, it is undoubtedly much
better than the completely ungrammatical (120c), with a short AP.
(120) a.mixnasayimkcarimbg | oga senti metrim hayu nir'"im yo

pants short 4three centimeters were looking more good
'Pants three centimeters shorter would have looked better.'
b. ?mixnasayim h&carim beg | o ¢ anetsimehaytu nir'im yoter tov.
pants ha-short inthree centimeters were looking more good

C. *mixnasayim h&carim hayu nir'im yoter tov.
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pants ha-short were looking more good
While the syntaic and phonological conditions under whitla- occurs in Hebrew clearly
demand further study, it seems that this element cannot be taken simply as a marker of reduced
relative clauses. Under my analysis, such clauses, when short, can appear without the
complementizer.
An additional piece of evidence that postminal dynamic participles form clausal constituents
rather than APs comes from negation. In Hebrew,-postinal adjectives can be negated, as in
(121a). In contrast, as pointed out in Siloni (1P9%egation is impossible in Hebrew reduced
relatives, as seen in (121b).
(121) a.baxurot lo razot lo yexolot lihiot dugmaniot.
girls  notthinnot can be models
'Girls who are not thin cannot be models.’
b.** i g -lokore h#don baexove
man thatnot reading paper in+thetreet
As can be seen in (122), pestminal participles of dynamic verbs do not allow negation. In that,
they behave just as expected if they are reduedative clauses. If these participles were
adjectives, we would predict that they could be negated.
(122) *yeladim lo boxim mad'igim et  hrafe.
children not crying worry ACC thdoctor
To conclude, in this section | claimed that thermminal (or poshominal) position can host
both APs and reduced relatives. Although superficially looking the same, participles of dynamic
verbs are exclusively verbal, and can appear prenominally only inside a reduced relative clause.
Participles of stive verbs, on the other hand, have both a verbal and an adjectival reading. On
their verbal reading, they appear prenominally as reduced relatives, whereas on their adjectival

one, they form prenominal APs.

4.6 Stative verbs with no adjectival present articiple alternates

As mentioned in section 3.2.1, tlativity Constrainfrovides a necessary, but not sufficient,
condition on verbs for having an adjectival present participle counterpart. There are numerous
stative verbs which do not have correspiog adjectival participles. This section deals with these

exceptions.
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Some of the stative verbs not giving rise to adjectival present participles, e.g. those in (123), fall
within the classes of stative verbs described in 4.3.1 above (e.g.-BRstiercer or "manner”
verbs). Bothering for example, does not exist as an adjectiEnhis boy seems botherihg
althoughbotheris an objectExperiencer verb.
(123) bot her, suit, infor mé
It may be that the reason for the pexistence of adjectival presepdrticiple alternates for these
verbs is "blocking”, as in Aronoff (1976). Note that for all these verbs, there is a different
adjective with a similar meaning, namdlgthersome, suitablendinformative The existence of
these items in the lexicon may l8bk" the formation of the adjectival present participles
bothering, suiting, informing® The existence of these exceptions is thus accommodated under a
lexical account of adjectival present participle formation, lending further support to adopting a
lexical derivation for these adjectives.
Another noticeable class of stative verbs lacking an adjectival present participle counterpart is the
class of relational verbs, containing both verbs of possession andlpze relations (124a) and
verbs of abstraatelationship, that are not perceived as affecting the object (124Db).
(124) a. own, have, possess, contain, consist of, involve,

b. cost, weigh, equal, measure, resemble, mean, sound, reflect, underlie
In addition, verbs of spatial configuration (12&3k adjectival present participle alternates, as do
perception verbs and certain subjésfperiencer verbs (126).
(125) stand, sit, lie
(126) hear, see, taste, smell, feel, hate, like, detest, want..
What distinguishes the stative verbs in (:28)6) from the stative verbs mentioned throughout
the chapter? Two divisions in the class of stative verbs come to mind as possible answers: that
between stageand individuallevel predicates, and that between Davidsonian and Kimian states.
However, neither onesisatisfying. Let us see why.
The distinction between stadgvel and individualevel predicates was introduced by Carlson
(1980). Whereas individuadvel predicates denote inherent properties of an individual, such as
tall andintelligent, stagelevel ones denote transitory states, sucthasgry or available It is
easy to observe that most stative verbs, both those which give rise to adjectival present participles

and those which do not, belong to the class of indivitkiadl predicates (Rothmayr 280 Only

® Thanks to Julia Horvath (p.c.)rfsuggesting this explanation.
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a few stative verbs, such as the spatial configuration ones as in (125), atlewsth@gee Dowty
1979). Thus, the split between stagead individuallevel does not reflect the split between verbs
which do or do not give rise to adjectives.
Maienborn (2007) argues for an additional, different split within the class of stative verbs,
between Davidsoniastatives and Kimiasstatives. Davidsonian statives have a Davidsonian
state argument in their representation, and although they do not demdiseavable action, they
refer to an event. This event can be modified by manner and location adverbials, which are
therefore licensed by Davidsoniatatives. Examples are given in (127).
(127) a. Carol sat motionless / at the table.

b. The candle short@ightly / in the dark room.
In contrast, Kimiarstatives have an ontologically different argument, theadted Kimian state
argument, denoting a property. Since the representation of these predicates does not involve an
event variable, manner or ldoge adverbs, which modify the event, are illicit with them. This is
shown in (128).
(128) a. *John (generously) owns a lot of money in his house.

b. *The grinning (inappropriately) annoyed Irmy under a tree.

(Adapted from Rothmayr 2009)
(127)(128) suffice in order to conclude that the Davidsonina / Kimian split, like the Stage
Individuatlevel split, cannot capture the desired division of stative verbs, since adjectival present
participles are derived from both Davidsonian stative@sn@ amd Kimian statives dnnoy),
though some Davidsoniasi{) as well as Kimiandwn) statives do not give rise to the relevant
adjectives.
| believe that there is no uniform reason for which the verbs in {{126) lack adjectival present
participles: the reson may be different for different verb types. Consider first the verbs in (124),
in light of the derivation of adjectival present participles in 4.4.3.1 above, which, | suggested,
includes existent i adle The werbain @24)cateardty meaningfaltore r n a |
informative when their internal role is existentially bodhd@husowningas an adjective would
mean "who owns something”, but this is true about (almost) everyone. The same can be said
aboutresemble consist mean, equal, weighndthe other verbs in (124), given that everything

resembles something, consists of something, means something, and so on. What seems to be at

" Thanks to Mark Baker for suggesting this account.
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work here is a grammaticalization of the pragmatic constraint that utterances have to be
informative (see Goldberg &ckerman's 2001 discussion 8headed bayp. 811). Since the
output of adjective formation for these stems is uninformative, the operation is bl§cked.

With regard to the verbs of spatial configuration in (125), as was already pointed out above, they
are the only stative verbs which are stdgeel. This special property of these verbs may prevent
them from giving rise to adjectival present patrticiples, for some yet unknown reason.

We are thus left with the verbs in (126). As already mentioned, sin@¥ timel current analysis
adjectival present participle formation is lexical, it is in principle possible that these verbs are
simply listed as idiosyncratic exceptions. However, as noted by Julia Horvath (p.c.), this seems
improbable, since the Hebrew pdetd of the verbs in (126) do not give rise to adjectival present
participles as well. At the moment, | can think of no reason for why these verbs reject adjective

formation, and further research is required here.

4.7 Conclusion

This chapter focused guresent participles, and aimed firstly to clarify their categorial status. It
was suggested that while all participles have a verbal reading, only a subset of them have an
additional, adjectival reading. It was shown that the set of verbs giving risgetdigal present
participles can be constrained aspectually. Althouhé Stativity Constrainthas several
exceptions, it is nonetheless a step forward in comparison with previous attempts to delineate the
class of verbs giving rise to adjectival prespatticiples, as it predicts more of the data, while

also suggesting an explanation for it: since the adjectival present participle morpimgme
cannot perform any aspectual manipulation, it can only attach to verbs which are stative to begin
with.

The noton of a "mixed" or "neutralized" category was shown here to be not only unnecessary,
but practically inapplicable in the case of present participles. Besides the fact that not all present
participles exhibit both readings (rather only stative ones degstargued that adjectival present
participles are listed in the lexicon, whereas verbal ones are not stored at all but rather derived
syntactically. Hence it cannot be claimed that there exists one present participle entry, neutralized

with regard to catgory, which displays a "mixed" behavior. For example, such an analysis has no

8 As noted by Susan Rothstein (p.s&em which is also a verb of abstract relationship, does have an adjectival

present participle counterpasgemingalthough thisverb too is uninformative after existential binding of its object.
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way of explaining why only the adjectival reading of the participle, and never the verbal one, can
exhibit drifted meanings.

The chapter brought to light many aspects in wiadfectival present participles and adjectival
passive participles are parallel. The two types of adjectives exhibit the same kinds of
idiosyncracies pointing to a lexical, rather than syntactic, derivation. Both are derived from verbs
which include a stateomponent in their semantics, the difference between the two emerging
from the fact that the adjectival present participle morpheme is incapable of aspectual
modifications, a fact resulting in thstativity Constraint Additionally, the formation of both
types of adject i versoli enaf$tcactoeaand, inaertlin casgs, saturatian d
of one of t hreles.iThepdiffarence beatweendhe tivo here is that this closure is
perfor med up-mleinthecase oftpresentriaiplesdwhereas in passive participles

it i s t hraewhightisesatunated. d

Appendix i The derivation of adjectival present participles under Rothstein's (1999)
aspectual analysis of stative verbs

Section 4.4.2 presented an analysis ford#evation of adjectival present participles from stative
verbs, under Parson's (1990) assumption, that stative verbs and adjectives should be analyzed the
same, both having a Davidsonian state argument.

Rothstein (1999), however, claims that stativebseand adjectives are not identical in their
aspectual nature. Rothstein presents several respects in which stative verbs behave like non
homogenous, count entities, while adjectives behave like homogenous, mass entities. She thus
concludes that while dige verbs have am(vent)argument ranging over coulike stative
eventualities (and should be represented as &
s(tate)argument ranging over neatomic, masdike states, which she labéls-states(and will

be represented as as. STATE(s) ) .

In section 4.4.2 | have suggested that the adjectival present participle moiiphgiisdancapable

of any aspectual manipulation, and is thus the simplest, most impoverished adjectival morpheme.
This conclusion is nothanged under Rothstein's analysis. Given this analysis, any process of
adjective formation from verbs has to take count entities and turn them into mass entities, and

must therefore involve the 'grinding function' of Lewis (cited in Rothstein 1D9®)unction

155



which maps count entities into mass entities composed of the same stuff. The operation of this
function in the nominal domain can be seen in sentences such as (1):
(1)  After he had been working for an hour, there was bicycle all over the gavage fl

(Rothstein 1999)
Given this, the adjectival passive morpheme, for example, would not only isolate the STATE
component of the verb's meaning from the other components, but would also "grind" this count
state to give rise to a mass {state. The pient participle morpheméng is still the simplest
adjectival morpheme, since it perfornosly the grinding function, not any other aspectual
manipulation. In other words, it cannot change the meaning of the predicate, but only what
Rothstein refers to ahe "perspective” on it (whether it is a count entity or a mass entity). It
selects only stative verbs, because they are the only verbs which can become adjectives simply by
grinding, without additional change.
The existence of a grinding operation frasount to massstates is predicted according to
Rothstein's analysis. Since such an operation exists in the nominal domain (as in (1)), Rothstein
notes that one should expect to find it in the domain of events as well, but hesitates with regard to
where it applies. The analysis presented abovd iafy attributes to it exactly this function,
suggesting that it is the missing element in Rothstein's analysis.
In the sample derivations given in section 4.4.3.1 above, the input verb was marked as having a
Davidsonian state argumend, just like the derived adjective. Under Rothstein's analysis, the
Davidsonian argument of the input verb will be an event argueyest in (2). The application of
the grinding operation will result in this argument becoming & stagjument.
(2)  SHINE (Heme, o

A
ADJ: SHINE (I'HEME, 5)
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5  Ergative adjectives as propositiorselecting predicates

This chapter focuses on ergative adjectives, a class of adjectives which map their subject
internaly. The term ‘ergative' rather than 'unaccusative' is commonly used to refer to these
adjectives since, as noted by Cinque (1990) adjectives (in many languages) fail to check
accusative Case; the term 'unaccusative', therefore, does not seem appledjpletites.

As noted in section 1.1.4, the existence of the class of ergative adjectives is surprising, given that

most adjectives, including e.g. adjectival passives whose subject is a Theme argument, map their
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subject externally. Therefore, figuring outhat sets apart ergative adjectives and all other
adjectives is crucial for understanding the basic facts of the argument structure of adjectives in
general.

The chapter is structured as follows. 5.1 contains a brief reminder of the existing literature o
ergative adjectives and the challenges they pose for a theory of the argument structure of
adjectives. In 5.2 it is shown that a class of ergative adjectives exists in Hebrew and English,
consisting of adjectives which are semantically analogous to rtjaive adjectives found in

other languages. In 5.3, | suggest that what distinguishes ergative adjectives from other adjectives
is that their internal Theme-role must be assigned to a proposition, namely, they denote
properties of propositions (or rellans between propositions and individuals). In 5.4, | suggest
that this semantic property of ergative adjectives is the reason for their unique syntactic behavior.
Specifically, whereas othexr ol es ar e " ext er nal ialzseadtivn) duimga me | vy ,
the lexical derivation of the adjective, the role that has to be assigned to a proposition cannot be
exter nal i zepgeratornecessasly abstracts @ver a variable of the type of individuals
or events, not propositions. Section 5.5 presesume remaining problems and possible

directions for their solutio”’

5.1 Ergative adjectives and implications for the theory of argument structure of adjectives
Intransitive verbs split with regard to whether their sole argument is mapped externally, in
spec,VP (unergative verbs) or internally, as a complement to V (unaccusative verbs, Perlmutter
1978). Cinque (1989, 1990) was the first to show that a parallel split exists in the adjectival
system as well, at least in German and Italian. While unergatyectives map their subject
externally, ergative ones map it internally. Cinque (1990) uses a battery of syntactic diagnostics
which separate ergative from unergative adjectives in Italian, on a par with the tests

distinguishing unaccusative from uneligat verbs. For example, given thaécliticization is

79‘Toughiadjectives, mentioned in footnote ( 59leintemaly e, hav
However, these adjectives differ both syntactically and semantically from the adjectives to be examined below, and

are therefore excluded frometdiscussion. Raising adjectives, which are very similar to ergative adjectives both in

their semantic properties and in the fact that their clausal subject is mapped internally are likewise not discussed
here, since their syntactic behavior differs inngfigant ways from other ergative adjectives, as mentioned for

example in footnote (81) below.
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possible only from the structural object position (Burzio 1986), the contrast in (1) shows that
probabili 'likely' is ergative, whereasgiuste'unjust' is not.
(1) a.Ne sono probabili ben poche (di dimissioni).
of-them are likely really few of resignations
'Really few of the resignations are likely.'
b. *Ne sono ingiuste molte (di condanne).
of-them are unjust many (of condemnations)
Likewise, given that the complementizdr is used only when the infinitival clause it introduces
is an object, the contrast in (2) shows tlthiaro 'clear' is ergative, wheregsericoloso
‘dangerous' is not.
(2) a.Non miera affatto chiaro *(di) non poterlo remdere.
not me was atall clear thatnot could+it take
It wasn't clear at all to me that | could not take it.’
b. E' pericoloso (*di) sporgersi dal finestrino.
is dangerous that learut of+the window
Additional tess used by Cinque will be discussed as they become relevant to the discussion.
Based on the results of the different diagnostics, Cinque classifies the adjectives in (3) as ergative
(though he does not intend to provide a comprehensive list of ergatietiagtjen Italian).
(3) noto ‘well-known', chiaro 'clear’, certo ‘certain’,sicuro 'sure’,oscuro‘obscure’ probabile
'likely', prevedibile'foreseeablegradito ‘welcome'implicito 'implicit’, espicito’explicit’,
evidente, ovvimbvious'
Bennis (200, 2004) extends Cinque's analysis to Dutch, using some of Cinque's tests in addition
to other tests, unigue to this language (or based on German tests discussed in Cinque 1989).
Consider, for example, the sentences in (4). Bennis suggests that thegrektre expletive
subjecthetis obligatory when the subordinate clause is a deep subject, and optional when the
clause is an object (see 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 for discussion of similar facts in Hebrew and French).
Thus, (4) shows that the clausal subjectidifielijk ‘clear’ is an object, while the clausal subject
of pijnlijk ‘embarrassing' is an external argument.
(4) a.Nu is (het) duidelijk dat wij hem moeten helpen.
nowis it  clear that we him must  help

‘Now it is clear that we nat help him.'
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b. Nu is *(het) pijnlijk dat wij hem moeten helpen.
nowis it embarrassing that we him must help
‘Now it is embarrassing that we must help him.’
Based on the various tests, Bennis argues dbatelijk ‘clear’, onzeker'unsure',aannemelijk
‘plausible’ waarschijnlijk‘probable’ andhekendwell-known' are ergative.
The existence of the class of ergative adjectives is somewhat surprising. This is so since in
general, adjectives have an external argument, asdsttrue even for adjectival passives, whose
subjects receive a Theme role, and whose verbal counterparts map their subjects internally. Thus,
to repeat example (8) from the introduction, section 1reliticization is possible out of the
subjects ofverbal passives (5a), but not of adjectival ones (5b), suggesting that the latter are
external, rather than internal, arguments.
(5) a.Ne sarebbero riconosciute molte t (di vittime).
of-them would be recognized many of victims
'‘Many of them (the victims) would be recognized.'
b. *Ne sarebbero sconosciute molte t (di vittime).
of-them would be unknown many of victims
The fact that crosbknguistically adjectives, including adjectival passives, take an mater
argument has led several scholars to claim that it is a defining feature of adjectives that their
subject is external. For example, as discussetl.In3, Levin & Rappaport (1986) propose a

mechani sm of e x t e r fraelwhich & part ofradjectival passine farnmatioe, r n a |
and whose existence is entailed by the fact that adjectives always have an external argument. A
similar externaliation mechanism is assumed in Borer & Grodzinsky (1986).

However, in light of the existence of the class of ergative adjectives, this conclusion cannot hold.
The question then arises: if adjectives with an internal subject are allowed by the grammar, then
why is it that adjectival passives "externalize" their subject? And if they externalize it, why don't
ergative adjectives do the same? In short, what is the difference between ergative adjectives and
all other adjectives which cause the former to havent@nrial subject, and the latiean external

one?

Trying to answer this question, Cingquerold 1990)
is not part of adjective formation per se, but is gphlyduct of the morphological derivation of

adjectves from verbs. Cinque adopts the view that adjectival passives are derived from verbal
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passive participles (as in Lieber 1980, Levin & Rappaport 1986), and claims that such re
bracketing of a V as an A necessitates externalization, because the vellzaterean no longer

select for a complement, since the complement is now a sister to A, not to V. On the other hand,
according to Cinque, ergative adjectives are derived from stems unspecified for category; no
category conversion takes place during thavdéon, and therefore the adjective can select its
complement, and externalization is not required. This morphologinadlyvated explanation is

put to use also in Sabbagh's (2005) account for why a large group of Tagalog adjectives exhibit
an ergativébehavior, though their analogues in other languages are unergative.

As mentioned in 1.1.4, there are some problematic aspects in Cinque's account.

First, the assumption that adjectival passives are derived from verbal passives is problematic. As
discused in 3.5.2, Horvath & Siloni (2008, 2009) provide extensive evidence that adjectival
passive formation is a lexical process, while verbal passive formation idegmst, i.e.
syntactic. Hence, verbal passive do not exist as lexical entries at atlaamokt serve as input for

the lexical operation of adjectival passive formation. This leaves us with two options with regard
to the input for this operation: either the input consists of active verbs, or it consists of roots,
unspecified for category. Irestion 3.5.3 | argue that the second option is preferable. If this is the
case, than adjectival passive formation does not involve category change and should not induce
externalization according to Cinque.

Independently of the previous argument, consiitenaof Hebrew shows that the morphological
distinction made by Cinque, namely that adjectival passives are morphologically derived from
verbs while ergative adjectives are not, does not hold universally. As will be shown in section 5.2
below, Hebrew too &s ergative adjectives (which are semantically analogous to the Italian and
Dutch adjectives noted by Cinque 1990 and Bennis 2000, 2004). Importantly however, most of
these adjectives have the same morphological form as adjectival passives. For example,

'built’ and katuv ‘written' are adjectival passives, whilgadu'a 'well-known' and cafuy
‘foreseeable’ are ergative adjectives, but all appear in the same tedipkite a prototypical
adjectival passive template which is morphologically relatechéoverbal templat&XaXaX(cf.
bana'built', yada'knew"). Since the subject of adjectival passives is external and that of ergative
adjectives is internal, it is impossible to tie the externalization process to the morphological
derivation of the adjectiwe which is identical in both cases. The morphological distinction fails

also in certain cases in English (the ergative adjective-kmelvn' is morphologically related to
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'know"), Dutch bekendwell-known' is related to the veltennenknow'’), and proébly even in

Italian (hoto'known' is related to the veriotare'notice’).

Note also that importantly, Cinque's analysis predicts that any adjective which is derived from a
categoryless root, rather than from a verb, will be ergative, since its denvatill not include
categorychange, and hence will not involve externalization. Howeve@roibabile'probable’ and

certo 'certain’ are derived from categegss roots, there is no reason to analjzeno’'good’ or
giusto'just’ as derived from anythingilse. Thuspuonoandgiustoare predicted to be ergative,

just like probabileandcertoi but they are not. | thus reject Cinque's account for the difference
between ergative and unergative adjectives.

Cinque attributes the syntactic difference betweggative adjectives and other adjectives to a
morphological difference between them, rather than a possible semantic one. Bennis (2004), who
presents an analysis of ergative adjectives in Dutch, briefly mentions the option that the relevant
difference is emantiethematic. Discussing the contrast betwdesuw (‘loyal’), a regular
adjective, andekend'known’) an ergative adjective, he notes that the subject of the former has a
‘possessive’ interpretation, much like that of the subject of stative Veelstérpretation oJohn

is similar in John is loyaland inJohn knows the answeim contrast, the subject of ergative
adjectives lacks this interpretation, and is understood as a theme which expresses the adjectival
property. Adopting the view that swdtic structure reflects thematic organization, this may
explain the different mapping in the two ca&®As mentioned in sections 1.1.2, 2.1.3, Baker
(2003, 2010) also attributes the syntactic difference between ergative and other adjectives to a
thematicdifference between theiin that the latter assign the Theme role, whereas the former
assign a different (possible Path) role. In 5.3, | suggest a different thematic explanation for the
difference between ergative and other adjectives. But before thats kete whether ergative

adjectives exist in Hebrew and English as well.

8 Bennis distinguishes between 'simplex ergative adjectives', sudiekand'known’, and 'complex ergative
adjectives'. The latter class includes evaluatdjedives, e.gtrouw'loyal’, in the reading manifested fiis behavior

was loyal(rather than inJohn was loyalwhere the adjective is unergative). Bennis proposes that complex ergative
adjectives include a projection of a specHiess aP, the subjeotiginating as a complement to the adjective. This
analysis implies that the subject of complex ergatives, like that of simplex ergatives, should behave like an internal
argument with regard to unaccusativity diagnostics, but Bennis does not discussuifidAt least in Hebrew, this

does not seem to be the case.
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5.2 Ergative adjectives in Hebrew and English

Hebrew has two weknown tests distinguishing internal subjects from external ones. Note that it

is not apriori clear that thestests are even applicable to adjectives. Let us discuss each in turn to
see whether they distinguish ergative and unergative adjectives, and then proceed to additional
possible tests for internality in the case of adjectives, based on Cinque (199G rans (2000)

(note that some diagnostics suggested by these authorgecéticization, complementizer
selection, embedded verb second and -ldistance anaphor binding, are irrelevant in Hebrew

and English, which do not exhibit these syntactic phemanag all).

5.2.1 Simple Inversion
As explained in section 1.1.2, In Hebrew, only internal subjects (namely, subjects of unaccusative
and passive verbs) can appear in p@sbal position in the "simple inversion” construction ((6a),
(6b) vs. (6¢)) (Slonsky 1997, Reinhart & Siloni 2004).
6) anaflu xameg kufsa'ot.
fell five boxes
'Five boxes fell.
b.ni vnu . xami ga batim
were+built five ~ houses
'Five houses were built.'
c.*rakdu xameg yeladot .
dancedfive girls
Under one influential analysis, in simple inversion structures, both the verb and the subject
remain insitu, in their base position (7a). This contrasts with so called ‘triggered inversion'
structures (Doron & Shlonsky 1992), in which therb raises to C, and the subject occupies
spec, TP, as exemplified in (7b).
(7) a fepro[vpnafl u xameg kufsa'ot
fell five boxes
'Five boxes fell.'
b. [cretmol[c sixek[rp dan [ve t ba-xacei].
yesteday played Dan in+theard
‘Yesterday Dan played in the yard.’
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Is the 'simple inversion' test relevant to adjectives?
Note, that adjectives are not predicted to allow the ‘triggered inversion' construction. This is so
since adjectives doot raise to T (they cannot be inflected for tense), and therefore naturally
cannot raise to C. Under the analysis advanced in this work, namely that APs are embedded
under PredPs, the impossibility of A raising to T (or C) is explained (see section Add?)
indeed, adjectives are banned from the triggered inversion construction, as shown in (8), in
contrast to verbs, which can all participate in it, as exemplified in (7b).
(8) *axgav Xivrim kama yeladim
now pale some children
However, sige in simple inversion constructions the predicate remassgunthere is goriori
no reason why adjectives cannot appear in this construction, like verbs.
Most adjectives are completely ungrammatical in the simple inversion structure. These include
simple adjectives (9a), and also adjectival passives (9b,c).
(9)  a.*xivrim kama yeladim
pale  some children
b. *bnuyim kama batim.
buit some houses
c. *ktuvim kama sfarim.
written some books
However, when looking at éhHebrew semantic analogues of Cinque's and Bennis' ergative
adjectives, the facts are different. Some of these adjectives are completely grammatical in this
context (10). Others are somewhat worse, with a certain degree of variation between speakers
(11). Importantly, however, even the adjectives in (11) are better in the simple inversion context
than other adjectives, which are unergative according to Cinque's tests, such as those in (9). This
suggests that the adjectives in (10) and (11) are indeedvergaHebrew as well.
(10) a.yedu'ot kama uvdot.
known some facts
‘Some facts are known.’
b.cf uyi m kama ginuyi m.
expected some changes

'‘Some changes are expected.’
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(11) a.?brurot kama uvdot.
clear some facts
‘Some facts are clear.'
b. ??btuxim kama dvarim.
certain some things

'Some things are certain.’

5.2.2 Possessive datives
Let us next look at the possessive dative test. As mentioned in section 2.3.6.3, In Hebrew, a
dative argumentan be interpreted as the possessor of an internal argument. Thus, such an
argument can be interpreted as the possessor of the subject of an unaccusative (12a) or a passive
(12b) verb, but not of an unergative one (12c) (Borer & Grodzinsky 1986).
(12) a.ha-kufsa nafla lerina.

thebox fell teRina

‘Rina’'s box fell.’

b.hapgi ga -dam t | a | e
the-meeting was+cancelled-@an
'Dan’'s meeting was cancelled.’
c. *ha-xatul girger lerina.
the-cat purredo-Rina
Intended meaning: 'Rina’'s cat purred.’

Determining whether the test is applicable to adjectives depends on one's analysis of this
structure. Borer & Grodzinsky (1986) assume that in order for a possessive interpretation to arise
in the posessive dative construction, the dative phrase showdnunand the possessed
argument, or its trace. This generalization is completely structural, and nothing hinges on the
lexical category of the predicate. Thus, if this analysis is adopted, no di#eremredicted
between verbs and adjectives.
In contrast, Landau (1999) argues that in the possessive dative construction in Hebrew, the dative
phrase is raised to spec,VP. Landau assumes avlitiewhich Agent and Cause subjects are
generated; for vibs with such subjects, therefore, spec,VP is empty and can serve as a possible

landing site for the moved dative phrase. However, Landau proposes that subjects interpreted as
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Experiencers and what he calls 'Perceivers' are generated in spec,VP, thug nlaslement of
the dative argument to this position, making the possessive dative construction impossible, as in
(13).
(13) *dan hevin lelina et hae'anot.

Dan understood t®ina acc. theclaims

Intended reading: 'Dan understbbina's claims.'
Landau also notes that the possessive dative construction is unavailable with stative location
verbs that lack an additional, agentive reading (eegil ‘contain’, but notafas'take up’, which
has an agentive reading in addition ®stative one). Again, this is so since by hypothesis, these
stative verbs do not project a vP, and their subject is generated in spec,VP, thus blocking
movement of the dative phrase to this position.
Note that Landau's analysis for verbal possessiveadabnstructions is incompatible with the
framework adopted in this dissertation, which does not assume av liftiejection (see
Introduction, section 1.2.1). Additionally, this analysis does not straightforwardly account for the
ungrammaticality of seences such as (14). In (14), a possessive dative construction is
impossible, although the verb is passive. According to Landau's analysis, (14a) should be
grammatical, since in the passive the external argument is not projected, and thus no argument
occupes spec,VP.
(14) *hate'anot huvnu -tina.

the-claims were+understood -Dina

Intended reading: 'Dina’s claims were understood.’
Landau needs to assume that in Hebrew, a phonetically null arguprentid generated in
spec,VP inpassive sentences (as in Borer 1998). However, this assumption would predict that
(15), with a secondary predicate predicated of the implicit argument, would be grammatical,
since the predicate will be licensed by the phonetically null subject in spethéPsentence,
however, is ungrammatical. In Meltz&sscher (to appear) | argue, based on this and other facts,
that the implicit argument in Hebrew verbal passives is not syntactically realized.
(15) *ha-sef er ni xtawi kor i m. gi kor /

the-bookl was+written drunk(M.SG) drunk(M.PL)

Therefore, | do not adopt Landau's structural analysis for Hebrew possessive datives.
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Note that the common property of the sentences in (13) and (14) is not structural, but rather
semantiethematic: both sentences contain an Experiencer argument: external in (13), implicit in
(14). Cheng & Ritter (1987), Shibatani (1994) and others have also observed the fact that
possessive datives are impossible with Experiencer subjects. These autluteaithis to the
generalization that the possessor in possessive dative constructions must be an "affected"
argument, but it is not affected in the case of Experiencer verbs. In (13), just as in (14), Dina is
not affected by Dan's understanding hermofai Although (as Landau notes) the definition of
"affectedness” is far from being precise, it does seem that the right account for the
ungrammaticality of (13) and (14) should depend on their thematic characterization (namely, the
existence of an Experieacargument), rather than on their structural characterization, which is
not uniform.
Let us now turn to the Hebrew possessive dative facts in the domain of adjectives. First, let us try
to establish whether possessive dative constructions are poss#elet@mces with adjectives at
all. Examples such as (16) show that they are.
(16) a.hak el ev -dimatpmita | e
thedog tied teDina to+thebed
‘The dog is tied to Dina's bed.'
b. ha-sefer yihiye munaxddina bamegera
the-book will+be placed tdina in+thedrawer
‘The book will be placed in Dina's drawer.'
c. hatmuna mat'ima lelina la-xeder.
the-picture fitting teDina to+theroom
‘The picture is fitting for Dina's room."’
Interestingly, however, notladdjectives behave the same. Some adjectives do not participate in
this construction, as the examples in (17) show.
(17) a.*aba ge'e lalina bahesegim
father proud teDina in+theachievements
Intended reading: 'Father is proud of B&achievements.'
b. *dan mexusan {dina bifney h&samim
Dan immune teDina facing thecharms

Intended reading: 'Dan is immune to Dina's charms.
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c. ?Dan metoraf ledina al haxatul
Dan crazy teDina on thecat
'Dan is crazy about Dina's cat.'
The generalization capturing the facts of (16) and (17) seems to be that adjectives with an
Experiencer subject do not participate in possessive dative constructions, whereas other
adjectives do. The situation is thus simitar that in the verbal domain, where Experiencer
subjects fail to license possessive dative constructions.
Having established that possessive dative constructions are in principle compatible with
adjectives, let us now turn to determining the statubefubjects of adjectives. Looking first at
'regular' adjectives, i.e. adjectives not identified as ergative by Cinque or Bennis, we observe that
they are impossible in possessive dative constructions (18).
(18) a.*haxat ul -gimamen | e
thecat fat teDina
b.*ha-gu |l xan -dirav ur | e
thetable broken tdina
Turning next to the Hebrew analogues of Cinque's and Bennis' ergative adjectives, it can be seen
that they behave like any other adjective, in not licensing a posseigive interpretation (19).
(19) a.hate'anot yedu'ot kelina.
the-claims known teDina
‘The claims are known to Dina.'
Unavailable reading: 'Dina'’s claims are known.’
b. ha-sibot  brurot ledina
thereasons clear tBina
‘The reasons are clear to Dina.'
Unavailable reading: 'Dina's reasons are clear.’
c. *ha-hesber savir -dina.
the-explanation reasonable-dina
Do the facts of (19) mean thgadu'a'well-known', barur ‘clear’, savir 'reasonable’ etc. are not
ergative? Not necessarily. As shown above, having an internal argument is a necessary, but not a
sufficient, condition for possessive interpretation in the possessive dative construction. An

additional condition is that the predie does not have an Experiencer argument (explicit or
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implicit). As will become clear below, ergative adjectives denote judgments with regard to the
truth value of propositions, and thus necessarily involve a (sometimes implicit) Expefieheer
personwho knows the proposition, or finds it clear or reasonable, etc. The possessive dative
interpretation in (19) is thus unavailable. Note that the adjectives in (18) (fat, broken) do not
include such an Experiencer argument in their interpretation, andthieuseason for the
ungrammaticality of (18) cannot be thisrather, the sentences are ungrammatical because the

subject of the adjective is external.

5.2.3 Anaphor binding into the subject
Cinque (1990) provides the contrast in (20) as additionaleecel that some adjectives are
ergatives whereas others are not.
(20) a.ll proprio; destino non era noto a nessuno
his own destiny not was wddhown to anybody
'‘No ong's destiny is known to him
b.*I  propri; amici non sono riconoscenti a nNessuno
his own friends not are grateful to nobody
noto being ergative, its subject is generated as an internal argument, where it is bound by the
guantified DP. In contrast, the subjectrimbnoscentiis external, and in no stage of derivation is
it c-commanded by the quantified DP.
Let us now look at the parallel sentences in Hebrew. Consider (21) and (22):
(21) a.?haat i dlogadutadbarur leaf exad
the-future his not known / clear {anyone
'His; future is not known / clear to anyqne
b.?hap i t ar qhaxisavirpeeihey kol exad
the-solution his most reasonable in+eyes every one
'His solutionis the most reasonable in everygmeyes.'
(22) a.*ha-more ¢ e;jlo mexmad leaf exad
theteacher his not nice -smybody
b. *hab e n ; Kpd Inedeman kol exad

the-son his most loyal teveryone
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Although the sentences in (21) are marginal, they are somewhat better than {223elaoffact,
their status resembles that of the sentence in (23), with a verbal passive, in which the subject
undoubtedly originates in complement position.
(23) ??hagi r 1l o bHelgexad | e
the-song his not played tanyone
'His; sorg was not played to anyatie
It thus seems that binding facts support the conclusion that there are ergative adjectives in
Hebrew,yadu'a, barurandsaviramong them.
The situation in English is similar. Though the sentences in (24), including the semant
analogues of Cinque's ergative adjectives, are not completely grammatical, their status is like that
of (25) 17 which includes a verbal passiverather than that of the completely impossible (26),
which include other adjectives.
(24) a. ?Hisfutureis not known / clear to anyone
b. ?His solution is obvious to everyone
(25) “?His song was not played to anygne
(26) a. *His teacher is not nice to anygne
b. *His; son is loyal to everyone

Again, this shows thdtnown, cleamandobviousare @gative in English.

5.2.4 Extraction facts

The three internality tests above simple inversion, possessive dative and bindingre
appropriate for cases where the subject of the predicate is a DP. However, it is easily observable
that the ergative adgtives identified by Cinque and Bennis can take CP subjects (in addition to
DP ones). Cinque and Bennis suggest additional tests which can distinguish between ergative and
unergative adjectives when these take clauses. One of Cinque's (1990) argufaentsahthe
different mapping of the subject in the case of ergative and unergative adjectives is that while
extraction is possible out of clauses appearing after ergative adjectives (27a), it is impossible out
of clauses appearing after unergative of28d). Adopting Kayne's (1981b) and Huang's (1982)
generalization that extraction is impossible out of adjuncts, these data lead to the conclusion that
the clause is a complement of the ergative adjectives, while it is an adjunct in the case of

unergativeadjectives.
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(27) a.Inche modo era prevedibile [t che se ne andasse t]
in whichway was foreseeable that he would leave
b. *Inche modo sarebbe stato pericoloso che se ne fosse andato?
in which way would have been dangerous that he left
Ths situation is similar in Hebrew. The sentences in (28), in which extraction takes place out of a
clause embedded under an ergative adjective, were systematically judged as better than those in
(29), inwhich the adjective is unergative.
(28) a.ma s-dam i rkana lelina? g e
what probable thaban bought teDina
'What is it probable that Dan bought to Dina?'
b.l e' an -bmair nasa? g e
where clear thaOmri went
'Where is it clear that Omri went?'
c.ei zo ohad r @a?y adu' a ge
which show known tha©had saw
'Which show is it welknown that Ohad has seen?
(29) a.ma ma cyuvalkatay kyif'at?
what funny that Yuval wrote t¥if'at
b.*ma m e-goavk axa? ge
what dangerous thafoav ate
c.?ei zo -Roam aka@a? t o v ge
which article good thalNoam read
The situation in English, according to the speakers | have consulted, is reminiscentiof that
Italian and Hebrew. Extraction out of subjects of ergative adjectives, though perhaps not perfect,
is better than extraction out of subjects of unergative ones, as shown in (30).
(30) a.?How is it likely/clear that he behaved?
b. *How would it be Fange/dangerous that he would drive?
This leads to the conclusion that the clause is a complement in the case of ergative adjectives,

while it is some kind of an adjunct in the unergative case.

5.2.5As-clauses
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Cinque notes that in Italiargome(‘'as’) can only bind CP gaps found in the structural object
position. The contrast in (31) thus reinforces the conclusionpticdiabile is ergative, whereas
sorprendentés unergative. Similar facts hold in Dutch (Bennis 2000).
(31) a. Come e probabile &. ce la fara.
As is probable, G. will make it.
b. *Come e sorprendente t, G. ha vinto.
As is surprising, G. won.
Applying the test to Hebrew, it turns out that the same adjectives which allovaghjestival
subjects and can be bound &yuantified DP in object position are also allowed Witio 'as’
clauses (32), whereas other adjectives are impossible in this construction (33). This suggests that
the adjectives in (32) are ergative, their subject originating in complement position.
(32) a.k mo-hayee barur, danlo ba.
as thatwas clear Dan not came
'As was clear, Dan didn't come.’
b. Xk mo-kvgre nir'e batu'ax, dan yacliax.
as thatlreadyseems certain dan will+succeed
'‘As seemgertain by now, Dan will succeed.’
c.k mo-yagliea lakol, dan nic'eax baisxak
as thaknown to+theall Dan won in+thegame
'As is known to everybody, Dan won the game.'
(33) a.*k mo-mgftéa, dan niceax.
as thatsurprising Dan won
b.*k mo-ng e’ e magma' uti, dan ne' el am.
as thaseems significant Dan disappeared
The test is relevant to English as well (as shown by Stowell 1991). As shown i(8%34)he
same adjectives iddfied by this test as ergative in Italian, Dutch and Hebrew are equally
identified as ergative in English, according to it.
(34) a. As seems certain by now, Dan will succeed.
b. As is known to everybody, Dan won the game.
c. As was predictable, Dan ditl show up.

(835) a. *As was surprising, Dan won.
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b. *As seems significant, Dan disappeared.
c. *As is dangerous, Dan rode his bike to work.

5.2.6 The force of the clausal argument
Bennis (2000) notes an additional difference between ergative aexpative adjectives.
Essentially, the observation is that ergative adjectives allow a certain degree of variability in the
force of their clausal argument, namely, it can be a declarative clause but also, at least under
certain conditions (e.g. when thensence is negated), an interrogative (36). Bennis notes that this
behavior is typical of complement clauses. In contrast, unergative adjectives invariably select
declarative clauses (37).
(36) Hetis onzeker / onduidelijk dat / of / wanneer Jan weggaat.
it isunsure unclear that if when  John leaves
It is unsure / unclear that / if / when John leaves.’
(37) Hetis onaardig / ongevaarlijk dat/ *of / *wanneer Jan weggaat
it isunkind not dangerous that if ewmh John leaves
The same phenomenon can be observed in Hebrew(@38) and in English ((4641)), again
suggesting that the split between ergative and unergative adjectives exists in these languages too,
and that the class of ergative adjectiveesamantically parallel in all the languages discussed.
(38) ayadu'a / barur /[/-hbatuax [/ tmgvdn gtuyog
known clear certain understood tkhé will+say nonsense
'It is wellkknown / obvious / certain / cle#lnat she'll speak nonsense.
a.yadu'a/barurma hi tagid.
known clear what she will+say
'It is wellFknown / obvious what she'll say.’
b. lo batuax ma hitagid
not certain not certain what she will+say
'It is not @rtain what she'll say.'
c. lo muvan ex hi tedaber.
not understood how she will+speak
'It is not clear how she'll speak.’

(39) *(lo) mafti'a/ tov / mesukan mataytatos yinxat
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(not) surprising goodlangerouswhen theplane will+land
(40) a. Itis obvious /certain / clear that she will say hello.
b. It is obvious / certain / clear what she will say.
c. It is not obvious / certain / clear whether she will say hello.
(41) *Itis (not) good / annoying / dgerous what she will say.

5.2.7 Dative objects
Bennis (2000) mentions an additional fact that distinguishes ergative adjectives from unergative
ones in Dutch. Some ergative adjectives (though by no means all of them) license dative objects
(42a). In ontrast, in the general case, unergative adjectives do not license such complements
(42b) (except a subclass of adjectives denoting mental propertiegeleaprzaanobedient’).
(42) a.dat deze opmerking (mij) duidelijk / bekend is
that ths remark me clear wkhown is
‘that this remark is clear / weédhown to me.’
b. dat deze opmerking (*mij) moeilijk / interessant is
that this remark me difficult interesting is
'that this remark is difficli/ interesting (*to me)
The same can be observed in Hebrew, as shown in (43).
(43) a.hate'anahazo yedu'a/brura/muvenet . li
the-claim thethis known clear understood to+me
‘This claim is known / clear / understood te.m
b.*ha-he'ara hazo maftia/ me'anyenet li
theremark thethis surprising interesting to+me
There seem to exist some adjectives which license dative objects, yet fail other diagnostics for
ergativity, as shown in (44).
(44) a.ha-makum haz e gamur | o.
the-place thebhis reserved for+him
‘This seat is reserved for him.'
b.xaguv -hag i 'l vor -zman. yat xi |l baje
important to/for+him thathe-class begins ortime

It is important for him that the class begins on time.’
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However, these cases are different from the ones in the text ilethate is oblique, rather than

dative, can be glossed as 'for', rather than 'to'. In theseleasas be replaced dyi-g v i |

for' (45). Such a replacement is impossible with ergative adjectives (46):

(45)

(46)

a.hamakum haz e gamgvil o.avuro [/ Dbi
theplace thehis reserved for+him
‘This place is reserved for him.'
b.xaguv -g v b the-g 0 'g @atxlh bazman.
important for+him thahe-class begins ctime
'It is important for him that the class begins on time."
*hate'ana hazo yedu'a/ brura/ muvenet avurcgbv i | o
the-claim thethis known clear understood  for+him

/

avu

Since, as can be understood from the Hebrew examples, this test crucially relies on the

dative/oblique difference, it cannot be applied to English, however. This is so since in Boglish,
andfor are to a large extérnterchangeable. As seen in (44B), both appear with ergative as

well as unergative adjectives.

(47)

(48)

a. It is clear to/for me that she didn't mean it.
b. It is obvious to/for me that this was a mistake.
a. It is interesting to/for me that shaid that.

b. It is important to/for me that you said that.

To conclude this section, | have shown that the split suggested by Cinque between ergative and

unergative adjectives exists in Hebrew and English as well. The adjectives | diagnosed as

ergatve in Hebrew areyadu'a 'known', barur 'clear, obvious',batuax 'certain’ andsavir

‘probable, reasonable’, which are analogues of Cinque's Italian ergative adjectives, and also

muvan'understood', which is not included in Cinque's list. In English, dfectves identified as

ergative areertain, clear, welknown, obvious, probable, impli@hdunderstood

As noted above, the ergative adjectives in Hebrew (and some of the English ones as well) bear

prototypical passive morphology, a fact that undessiCinque's morphologyased explanation

for the difference in mapping between these adjectives and adjectival passives. The following

section presents an attempt to delineate the class of ergative adjectives based on their semantic,

rather than morpholacgal, properties.
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5.3 Defining the class of ergative adjectives
5.3.1 First attempt: clauseselecting adjectives are ergative
One fundamental fact about ergative adjectives that seems to be neglected in both Cinque (1990)
and Bennis (2000, 2004) ikdt all of them can take clausal arguments. It is therefore tempting to
claim, that what differentiates ergative from other adjectives is that their subject is clausal, and
for some reason, a predicate must map a clausal argument as a complement arathsubiject
(perhaps since clausal subjects cannot exist, as suggested in Koster 1978).
However, this cannot be the whole picture, since in all the languages discussed above, adjectives
which are not ergative according to any diagnostics nonethelkssclausal arguments. For
example, the Italian adjectivggericoloso'dangerous’ osorprendentésurprising' take clausal
arguments (49). However, the sentences in (50) showp#hatolosoand sorprendenteare not
ergative, since they fail thee-cliticization and theomeclause tests.
(49) a Sarebbe stato pericoloso che se ne fosse andato.
would+have been dangerous that he left
It would have been dangerous that he left.'
b. Era sorprendente cheessuno dei  residemtvesse udito dei rumori
was surprising  that none of+the residents have heard the rumors
It was surprising that none of the residents have heard the rumors.’
(50) a.*Ne sono pericolosi molti (di viaggi
Of-them are dangerous many of journeys
b. *Come e sorprendente, Gianni ha vinto
as is suprising Gianni won
The same facts can be observed in Hebtewgood' andne'acberannoying’, for example, take
clausal arguments (51), yet fail tkmo-clause test (52), which shows that they are unergative.
(51 a.(ze) -tlanvba lépzor.
it good thatDan comes tdnelp
'It's good that Dan is coming to help.'
b.(ze) me-taamdlagen ¢ e
it annoying thaDan late

It's annoying that Dan is late.’
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(52) a.*k mo-tog e danba lazor.

as thagood Dan comes thelp

b.* k meme@aben, dan me'axer

as thatannoying Dan late
The examples above show, that there are predicatehvinave clausal arguments, yet do not
map them internally. Importantly, the surface order in (49) and (51) in which the clause follows
the adjective does not entail that the clause is a complement. The patterr(b2{49inply adds
to a growing amounbf evidence (Hazout 1994, Zaring 1994 and others) showing that; cross
linguistically, secalled "extraposition” structures form a roniform class, in that the pest
predicate clause is a complement in some cases, and an adjunct correlated with the subjec
position in others (see 5.5 below for additional discussion).
The data above thus show that the difference between ergative adjectives and other adjectives
cannot be that the former take clausal subjects while the latter do not.

5.3.2 Second attempt: pposition-selecting adjectives are ergative

As was shown in section 5.3.1, both ergative adjectives and other adjectives can be predicated of
clauses. However, as it turns out, many authors have argued that clauses do not uniformly denote
a single type babstract entities. Thus, predicates which syntactically select clauses can in fact be
semantically divided to predicates which select different types of complements. For example,
Rothstein (1999) as well as Taranto (2002) state that complement claugedentde either

events or propositions; Parsons (1993) argues that slmabelauses refer to facts, others to
propositions. Asher (1993, 2000) and Hegarty (2003) argue that there are four types of abstract
entities denoted by clauses: events, situatifacss and propositions; Peterson (1997) argues that
clauses can denote events, propositions and facts; and Rochette (1988) and Léger (2006, 2010)
claim that clauses selected by different predicates may refer to actions, events or propositions.
What is cormon to all these studies, as well as Achard (1998), latridou (1990) and Mair (1990)

is that they distinguish a defined subset of predicates (verbs or adjectives) that semantically select
propositions. | propose that this semantic characterization is n¢léegathe issue at hand.
Specifically, | propose that ergative adjectives, in contrast to all other adjectives, denote

properties of propositions.
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In 5.3.2.15.3.2.3 | present three arguments that ergative adjectives are propositional. In 5.3.3, |
discusaunergative adjectives, showing that they are-parpositional.

5.3.2.1 Basic semantics of ergative adjectives
As just mentioned, Léger (2006) distinguishes between eaetting and propositieselecting
predicates. Following Rochette (1988), si@es the semantic intuition that npropositional
adjectives (e.gfunny) express subjective judgments regarding an event, or the reaction it evokes
in its surroundings, whereas propositional adjectives express judgments having to do with the
truth valle of a proposition or its epistemological status, namely the probability that a certain
proposition is true or false (e.grobablg, or the perceptibility of a proposition's truth value (e.g.
clear). Based on this semantic characterization, Léger lists ahljectives in (53) as
propositionaP*
(53) a.vrai, exact, juste, vraisemblable, incontestable, indeniable, certain, sar

true correct fair  likely indisputable undeniable certain sure

assure, probable, plausible, podsipimprobable, impossible,

certain probable plausible possible improbable, impossible

invraisemblable, douteux, erroné,  faux, clair, evident

unlikely doubtful erroneous false clear evident
A brief look at the lisin (53) is sufficient in order to notice that it is extremely similar to the lists

of ergative adjectives in Italian, Dutch, Hebrew or English, as discussed in 5.1 and 5.2 above.

5.3.2.2 Ergative adjectives and finiteness

An interesting feature ofrgative adjectives (at least those discussed in 5.1 and 5.2 in Hebrew
and English) is that they cannot take fimite complements, only finite on&§.This is
exemplified in (54)(55): %

81 Frenchpossibleand its Hebrew and English counterpaet$ ¢amd possiblepresent an interesting ambiguity
between this epistemic reading and a deontic reading, involving estimation®ofeone 6 s capabi | i ti es.
discussion of this ambiguity, including tests distinguishing the two readings, see Léger (2006).

82| would like to thank Tal Siloni for pointing out to me this difference between propositional arutemositional
adjectives.

8 Unlike the ergative adjectives discussed here, raising adjectives (which are also ergative, as noted in the

introduction), and which likewise select propositions, do appear with infinitival clatisesikely to rain.
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(54) a.*(ze) yadu'a/ barur / batuax / muvan / amitifagen al panter.
it known clear certain understood truepkmy on piano
b.(ze) vyadu'a [/ bar ur-dah nemagen @ gsanter. muvan / a

it known clear certain understood true -bah plays  on piano

It is known / clear / certain / understood / true that Dan plays the piano.’
(55) a. *Itis certain / clear / weknown / understood / probable / true to play the

piano.

b. It is certain / clear / weknown / understood / probable / true that Dan

plays the piano.
If ergative adjectives select propositions, there is a natural explanation for these facts. The
general idea here is that propositional projections are larger than projections of events, and
include more functional structure. Ag@ained in Léger (2006), propositional complements are
like independent sentences (which, likewise, denote propositions), in that they contain
information about tense, aspect, the participants of the event, etc. The truth value of propositional
complementphrases can be determined independently of that of the main clause. Projections of
events, in contrast, are somewhat impoverished, lacking information regarding one or more of the
above (this idea is present also in Rothstein 1&9®yopositional adjectes thus select only
finite complements (as noted with regard to French in Achard 1998, Mair 1990 and Léger 2006).
Assuming that ergative adjectives are propositional, the ungrammaticality of(fb%g) is
predicted, As explained above, propositions ninsiude all the relevant information regarding
the event they contain, and should be able to stand as independent clauses. But, the subordinated
clauses in (54al55a) are "defective" in that they lack tense specifications, and cannot appear

independentlyLéger (2006) further notes that the subject of the infinitive has no controller (since

84 Specifically, Lége(2006), following Rochette (1988) assumes that propositions are denoted by CPs (either finite
indicatives or norfinite), and events are denoted by IPs (which, according to them, can be either infinitives or finite
subjunctives). Two obvious problems arising from this analysis are the following:

(i) Generally, finite clauses are assumed to be CReyies.

(ii) According to the author's semantic criteria, raising predicates such as 'seem' and 'likely’ are propositional, since
they express evaluations with regard to a proposition's truth value. Thus, they should be analyzed as selecting CPs.
However, most accounts for the unique syntactic behavior of raising predicates crucially rely on the assumption that

their complement is IP, rather than CP.
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the main clause is impersonal) and thus has no reference. Thus, this clause is not independent,
and cannot denote a proposition, as required by the adjectives entkaces.
As noted by Tal Siloni (p.c.), facts from interrogative complementation options reinforce the
difference between propositional and fsmopositional adjectives found above. In Hebrew,
propositional adjectives can take both tensed andtesedinterrogative clausal complements
(56), although the latter are somewhat degraded for some speakers.
(56) a. yadu'a/barur/ muvan ma dan yagid.
known clear understood what Dan will+say
'It is well-known / clear / understaowhat Dan will say.'
b. (lo) yadu'a / barur / muvan malhagid.

not known clear understood whatsay

It is (not) weltknown / clear / understood what one should say.'
In English, propositional adjectives can take tensed intatnggclausal complements, not Ron
tensed ones (5458)%°
(57) ltis certain / clear / weknown / understood what Dan will say.
(58) ?7?It is weltlknown / understood what to say.
These facts can be explained as follows. Tensed interrogative cthrgss propositions, as can
be deduced from the fact that they may appear as independent sentences. Thus, they are selected
by propositional adjectives. The situation with fforite interrogatives is different. In Hebrew,
such clauses can stand indepenigeas main clauses, as exemplified in (59). This is impossible
in English (60).
(59) a.ma le'exol?

what to+eat

‘What should | eat?'

b.im mi ledaber?

with whom toetalk

8 An exception is (i), which many English speakers judge as acceptable.

0] It is clear what to do.

In Hebrew as well, the construction is better withrur ‘clear' than with the other adjectives. It is possible that the
distinction between epistemic and deontic propositional adjectives, discussed in Léger (2006), is relevant here. |
leave this issue foufure research.
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'With whom should | talk?'

(60) a.*What to eat?

b, *\Whom to talk with?
Without providing an explanation for this difference between the languages, the data suggest that
in Hebrew, noffinite questions can denote propositions, and thus can function as root clauses. In
contrast, English nefinite quesions are of a different epistemological type, and thus unfit to
appear independently. This immediately explains the contrast between (56b) and (58) above.
Though the relevant adjectives in both languages are propositionafintenquestions are
propositonal in Hebrew, and therefore can be selected by these adjectives, whereas in English
the same type of clauses denotes events, and cannot complement propositional predicates.
To conclude, adjectives denoting properties of propositions differ syntécticam other
adjectives, in that they can take as complements only clauses which can also appear as main
clauses. Given that the ability of a structure to appear independently is a diagnostics for its
denoting a proposition, this fact strongly reinforties hypothesis that indeed, ergative adjectives
are propositional.

5.3.2.3 Ergative adjectives and nominal subjects
Ergative and unergative adjectives behave differently also with regard to nominal arguments. It is
well-known that there is a smallmited class of propositiedenoting nouns, e.glaim, rumor,
conclusiongetc. These nouns denote objects that have propositional content, and are characterized
by their ability to take clausal complementise( claim that John loves M3aryConsider now t@
sentences in (63(64). It can be observed, that ergative adjectives can select as their subjects
propositional DPs (61), but not complex or simple event nominals(@&)) nor concrete nouns
(64).
(61) a. The claim/theory / pledge was clear / obsidimplicit / known.
b.hat e ana / ¢gmu'a |/ bakaga hayta brura [/ ye
theclaim rumor pledge was clear known understood
‘The claim / rumor / pledge was clear / known / understood.’
(62) a. #The examination of tletudents was clear / obvious / implicit / known.
b. #bxinat hatalmitidm hayta brura / yedu'a / muvenet.

examination thestudents was clear / known / understood
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(63) a. #The trip / the party / the exam is obvious / certain / implicit.
b. #hatiyul / hamesiba / bxinat hatudentim hayta brura / yedu'a / muvenet
thetrip theparty theexam the+students was clear known understood
(64) a. #The prisoner / the house / the sound is obvious / certain / implicit.
b. #ha-asir/  habayit haya barur / batuax
the-prisoner the house was clear certain
This provides further evidence that ergative adjectives select propositions.

5.3.3 Unergative adjectives are nopropositional
Let me now briefly elaborate on whunergative adjectives, e.good, dangerous, funny,
interesting, surprisingtc., are not propositional.
As mentioned in 5.3.2.1, intuitively, these adjectives express subjective judgments regarding an
event (Rochette 1988, Léger 2006), rather thagrughts having to do with the truth value of a
proposition, namely the probability that a certain proposition is true or false, or the perceptibility
of a proposition's truth value.
Further, we have seen in 5.3.2.2 that propositional adjectives can rakeerirtfinitival
complements. In contrast, unergative adjectives can take such complements:
(65) (ze)tov/ mesukan / macxik / me'anyemagen al psanter.
it good dangerous funny interestingotay on piano
It is good / dangerous / funiynteresting to play the piano.'
(66) Itis good / dangerous / funny / interesting to play the piano.
The fact that the adjectives in (66) take as complements "defective" clausal projections,
which cannot function as main clauses, strongly sagthat they do not select propositions.
Note that unergative adjectiveantake as complements also tensed clauses, as Hig8)7)
67) (ze) tov [/ me s u-tan n menagemaalcpsantér. /' me' anyen
it good dangerous funny ingsting thatDan plays on piano
'It is good / dangerous / funny / interesting that Dan plays the piano.’
(68) Itis good / dangerous / funny / interesting that Dan plays the piano.’
This means that tensed clauses (when embedded) can denote evdatis,omot only

propositions. Note, importantly, that in French there is an observable difference between the
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finite clauses that complement propositional and-papositional adjectives. While the former
are indicative (69) the latter are subjunctive)(70
(69) a. llestevident /sar que le serveura fait une erreur.
itis evident certain that the servant has made a mistake
It is evident / certain that the servant has made a mistake.’
b. *ll est evident / sGr ug le serveur fasse une erreur.
it is evident certain that the servant made(SUBJ)a mistake
(70) a. *ll est souhaitable / important que Jean finit  ce travail avant demain.
it is desirable importathat Jean finishes this work before tomorrow
b. Il est souhaitable / important que Jean finisse  ce travail avant demain.
it is desirable important that Jean finish(SUBJ) this work before tomorrow
'It is desirable / important that Jeénish this work before tomorrow.’
This is explained in Achard (1988) and Léger (2006) along the same line of reasoning introduced
in 5.3.2.2 above. An indicative clause is independent and autonomous. In contrast, a subjunctive
clause, whose temporal aadpectual morphology is more defective, is not as autonomous, and
cannot express a proposition. Indeed, subjunctive clauses cannot appear as matri¥ clauses.
The phenomenon exemplified in (6@)0) cannot be observed in Hebrew, where there is no
distinction between indicative and subjunctive. In English the distinction exists, though it is not
fully productive, and the indicative can always be used instead of the subjunctive. It is interesting
to note nonetheless, that those adjectives allowing the siv@r(e.g.imperative, important,
necessary, desirable, essential, critical, vital, crucade all norpropositional.
Looking now at embedded questions, it was shown in 5.3.2.2 that propositional adjectives can
take interrogative complements (in Hebréwth tensed and netensed, and in English, only
tensed). Unergative adjectives, on the other hand, can never be complemented by interrogatives.
(71) a.*(ze)tov/ mesukan/macxik ma dan menagen.
it good dangerous funny wHdan plays
a.* (ze) tov/ mesukan/ macxik ma-négen.
it good dangerous funny what -piay

(72) a. *Itis dangerous / good / funny / annoying what Dan will say.

%Susan Rothstein (p.c.) notes that French subjunctives

vite!d). How such clauses are best analyzed remains an
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b. *It is dangerous / good / funny / annoying wiwatay.
This is explained if interrogatives denote propositions, and unergative adjectives are non
propositional.
Finally, following the discussion in 5.3.2.3 above, note that unergative adjectives can take as
subjects notpropositional DPs, namely evembminals (73)(74) and concrete nouns (75).
(73) a. The trip / the party was annoying / good / dangerous.
b. ha-tiyul haya me'acben /tov / mesukan
thetrip was annoying good dangerous
‘The trip was annoying / good / dangerous.'
(74) a.The destruction of the city was frightening / dangerous.
b. harisat hair hayta mafxida/ mesukenet
destruction thecity was frightening dangerous
‘The destruction of the city was frightening / dangerous.'
(75) a. The teacher / thdr is good / annoying.
b.ha-more / haseret tov/ me'acben
theteacher themovie good annoying
Consider, in addition, sentences in which 4poapositional adjectives have propositional DP
subjects. In some cases, the result is completgdpssible, as in (76).
(76) #The proposition is dangerous / good / frightening.
In other cases, the sentences are felicitous, but they are interpreted differently then the
corresponding sentences with propositional adjectives. Consider for examplin (77)b), with
a propositional adjective, it is the proposition itself that is obvious. In contrast, what is dangerous
in (77a) is not the content of the claim; a proposition cannot be dangeeos® What one

means in uttering (77a) is that people raag this claim in ways that have dangerous reSults.

87 Tali siloni (p.c.) notes thatnnoyingseems to behave likabvioushere: when we say 'The claim that some people

are better than others is annoying', it is the proposition itself which is annoying. However, Asher (1993) and
Peterson (1997) argue that propositions lack causal efficacy, andemegecausal relations. Asher (1993) discusses
examples such as (i). He argues that what causes the mental state of the speaker in the sentence is not the abstract
proposition denoted by ththat-clause ('l would have gone to the party), but ratheretleat, stateor fact of his

thinking about this proposition.

0] The thought that | would have to go to the party made me sick.
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(77) a. The claim that some people are better than others is dangerous.
b. The claim that some people are better than others is obvious.

What type of argument do unergative adjectives selectfisksissed above, Léger (2006) argues
that they select events, rather than propositions. As noted, this explains the various facts
presented in the last two sections. However, a possible objection to this generalization is raised
by the entailement pattein (78), showing that unergative adjectives are factive, namely, they
presuppose the truth of their clausal argument.
(78) | o tov [/ madah t nasaanayalomia dax haka mayalon ¢ e

not good surprising funny thdan drove fromAyalon Dan drove frorf\yalon

'lt's not good / surprising / funny that Dan drove via AyalorDan drove via Ayalon.
Parsons (1993), Peterson (1997) and others suggest that factive predicates select facts. This
would mean that unergative adjectives sekects, rather than events. Since facts are often
assumed to be true propositions, unergative adjectives would be analyzed as selecting (a certain
type of) propositions, not unlike ergative adjectives.
However, in view of the various selectional differeacbetween ergative and unergative
adjectives noted in this and the previous section, it seems reasonable to maintain a difference
between the types of entities the two adjectives select. | therefore propose to assume that, if
unergative adjectives selefacts, these are not simple propositions (such as those selected by
ergative adjectives), but rather nominalized propositions, which are of the type of individuals.
The idea that factive clausal complements involve a nominal structure embedding a jmmopositi
was first suggested in Kiparsky & Kiparsky's (1970) seminal paper about factivity.
Thus, whether unergative adjectives are taken to select events or nominalized propositions,

unergative and ergative adjectives are analyzed as selecting differentftgpgsnoents.

To conclude, in the last two sections | have presented syntactic and semantic evidence that

ergative adjectives are propositional, and unergative adjectives afgraqositional. The next

Note that the subject @fnnoyingin The claim that some people are better than others is annayiagSubject
Matter argumen{[-m]), which can be interpreted as causing some mental state. Thus, if propositions truly lack
causal efficacy, the interpretation of the sentence must be that the cause for annoyance is the fact or the state of

people claiming this claim, rather than fiveposition itself.
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step would be to understamehy it is the casehat propositional adjectives are ergative. | will
suggest the following: the specification that an adjective selects a proposition is encoded on the
relevant role assigned to the proposition, i.e. Theme. However, while the Theme role is generally
"exterralized" during the derivation of the adjective, when it is further specified as assigned to a
pr opos i tralecwannot be externalized, due to the nature of the externalization process.

5 . 4oled specified as assigned to propositions cannot bdernalized
In Reinhart's (2002) framework, the role assigned to the proposition by propositional adjectives
in the examples above, as well as by propositional verbs, as in (79), is represented]dsd
participant not causing change, whose mentdéss irrelevant to the eventuality denoted by the
predicate, namely, a Theme.
(79) a. John believed the answer / that Mary ate the cake.

b. John thought that Mary ate the cake.
Importantly, however, not all predicates with a Thepnele select a @position.
(80) John ate [the cake] / *[that the cake is too sweet].
A propositional predicate, thus, has a Theme role, and in addition, it has as part of its lexical
information a semantic selectional restriction, specifying that this role needs $sigpea to a
noun or a clause denoting a proposition (much like e.g. the Tigewle of drink is further
specified to be assigned to a noun denoting a liquid substance). Namely, the variable introduced
by the adjective is propositional. | will mark a Theme that has to be assigned to a proposition as
0ThemeePropositioné.
According toReinhart's mapping procedure], foles (namely roles composed only of negatively
valued features) of transitive verbs are uniformly mapped internally, as complements. This means
that the Theme role, represented -asnfi], is an internal role. The Subjellatter role is argued
by Reinhart (2002) to correspond to the feature cluster.[Given Reinhart's mapping
procedure, this role is thus invariably mapped internally too. This is visible in examples such as
(81a), where the clause receiving this rolefaes internally, but even when the argument
bearing the Subject Matter role appears in subject position, it can be shown that it was base
generated as a complement. For example, as was pointed out in Rizzi & Belletti (1988), in

sentences such as (8lb)etlrgument appearing in subject position (the Subject Matter
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argument) can be bound by the quantified Experiencer, object argument. This indicates that the
subject originates in complement position.
(81) a. It frightened Johfthat the prisoner escaped].

b. His doctorworried every patient
So, in the verbal domai nrplestra mappged ietemally.aHowkvelS u b | e
my claim is that only propositional adjectives are ergative, namely that in the adjectival domain,
only a Theme marketb be assigned to a proposition is mapped internally, while all other roles
(including other Themes and Subject Matter) are externalized.
The situation, therefore, is as follows:

(82)
U-role Example Semantic nature of thqMapping inMapping in
argument verbs adjectives
Theme a BUI L D [Individual (type e) Internal Truly external
Subject Matter a F R1 GHlindividual (type e]internal Truly external
nominalized propositig
(type e) or event (tyy
ev)
Theme(>>Proposition)a K N OW [Proposition (type p) Intemal Internal
What 1is the reason f or -rotedirthesaghdctivdldomain?t he mappi |

| suggested in chapter 2, section 2.3, that adjective formation involves "externalization" of one of
t he r-wlest Externatization is achieved Hgxical marking applied to one of the roles,
which thereby becomes unavailable for syntactic assignment. After the AP is constructed, when
t he struct ur eabstractiop aver the Markedaoleloéeurs. Bhis abstraction involves
the introductioro f -capeev at or, which binds t he-role.dhisii;abl e ¢
exemplified in (83), repeated from (40) (chapter 2, section 2.3.2).
(83) Derivation of the ARproud of his son
a. Lexical array: proud{rERIENCERA &ABS, SUBJECT MATTER, 9, hiS son

b. Projection of the object:
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A

_ ___-ff*""_\\\
"T PPS.IE,IEL‘FM#.‘I‘I‘ER.
proud of his son
C . Projection of t hrele avaidblg ferassignmenh appl i cabl e

d. Projection of the AP level:

AP
AI
- — ----\\\
A PPS.IE,IEL‘FM#.‘I‘I‘ER.
proud of his son
e. I nterpretat i &Rroud(f) & ExperienéeRs, X & Subjéct MatbeKs,

his son)

Consider, in contrast, the derivation of an ergative, propositional adjectiveyaglga 'well-
known'. The root from which the adjee is derived,know has a Theme role assigned to a
propositional variable, as represented in (84)

(84) yadagxpeRIENCER, THEME»PROPOSITION, e

Adjective for mat i o nabstrattiom lInvtlesscasenam & pan \gith é.go the o
derivation of adjetival passives, the derivation of the adjective shoindprinciple, include

mar ki ng of t he-ab3iracdomé¢as wet asemarkirg rof tree Experiencer role for
saturation). Following marking, the lexical representation of the adjective wotite lome given

in (85).

(85)  yadu'aexpERIENCER, SAT, THEME»PROPOSITION -ABS, s

If such marking was indeed possible, no arguments would be projected inside the AP (since both
are marked for semantic manipulations) and at the AP level, the semantic regti@sen (86)

would result:

(86) o s axKNOW(s) & Theme(s,x) & Experiencer(s,y)

Crucially however, | propose that this representation cannot arise as a result of lexical nharking.

suggest -opbratdrinvbled in adjective formation can abstactonly over variables

188



of the type of individuals or events, not of proposition§® This amounts to saying that
adjectives are functions from individuals (interpreted in the broad sense to include events) to
truth values, not functions from propositions totlrwalues.Thus, if x is of the type of
propositions, it cannot be abstracted over by the larolpgaator, and externalization does not
occur. The lexical marking in (85)‘1-|EME»PROPQS|T|Q|Xa.ABS, Is impossible, since propositions
cannot be abstracted ovauring adjective formation. In CONtraghieme, o-ABS, SUBJECTMATTER, o-
ass and so forth are coherent expressions, since individual and event variables can be abstracted
over.

Thus, t he st eabstraction fais with prapgsitidnal adjectivétowever, this does

not result, by hypothesis, by a failure of adjective formation in this case. Rather, the adjective is
formed from the root despite the failure, and the Theme role, not being marked for
externalization, is assigned, as it is canonigattyobject position, just like it would be assigned

in the verbal domain. Note that it does not matter whether the role is assigned to a clause or to a
propositional D &bstraction & lexical,rpkor ta tipe afijective'samerger with its
arguments. And this marking can never apply to role that needs to be assigned to a proposition,

regardless of its syntactic realizatith.

8| do not claim that abstraction over propositions is impossible in general. As observed by Alex Grosu (p.c.), this
cannot be the case, in view of examples like (ia), in which abstraction over a proposition takes place, orha par wit
the abstraction over an individual demonstrated in (ib):
(1) a. What Bill saw was the kingbs pal ace.

b. What is welHknown (to everyone) isthat 2 + 2 = 4.

My claim is merely that the lambebstraction involved in adjective formation is restridiedpplying to individual

or event variables.

8 Some propositional adjectives, in different languages, have undergone semantic drifts and can be predicated of
entities other than propositions. One prominent examplelisknownand its Italian and Hebw counterpartaoto
andyadu'arespectively, which can denote properties of individuals éeveglkknown actress with a meaning close

to 6famous, familiaro.

Interestingly, According to Cinque (1990), the subjechatio is mapped internally, regdless of its semantic type.

This is exemplified in (i), as well as in (1a) in the teRbesie'poems' is not a propositional DP, yet it is mapped
internally, as evidenced by the possibilitynefextraction. The same is true in Hebrew. As exemplifie@)insimple

inversion is possible withyadu's even with a nompropositional DP (though the sentences are perhaps not

completely acceptable for all speakers, they are undoubtedly better than sentences with unergative adjectives, as in

(iii).
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The discussion above leads to the following conclusion regarding the formation of adjectives. As
explained in chapte?, section 2.3, it is a defining property of adjective formation that it includes

marking for lambdaabstraction. This marking mechanism operates whenever it can. However, if

anobstaclefo t he mar king arises, i . e.-rol¢ iat odtdsymihe o f ¢
the type of wvariabl e t h-agerator,aadjectlveeforraabion procaeds e d
without marking, resulting in an adjective lacking an external arguimentergative adjectivé.
5.5 Remaining issues
5.5.1 Extraction facts in Hebrew
A certain set of facts in Hebrew remains problematic in view of the analysis presented above.
Hebrew has two structures with pgsedicative clauses, one with the prona@as a subject,
and one with a null subject, as shown in Hazout (1994). Without going into the details of his
analysis, Hazout argues that when the subjext(s' i t ) (87 a) , i troleroktliee i v e s
predicate, the clause being an adjunct. On the other hand, when the subject is phonetically null
® Ne sono note solo alcune (delle sue poesie)

of-them are welknown only some of his poems

'Only some (of his poems) are w&hown.'
(i) yedu'im kama gormim {maxala haa

known some causes for+tilaess thethis

‘There are some weknown causes for this iliness.'
(iii) *Xaguvim k anmeam @saal rai m ba

important some ministers in+tgoverment
Assuming, as is natural, thabto and yadu'ain their drifted meaning assign the Theme role without further
specifcation as to the propositional nature of the argument, the fact that no externalization of the role applied here
requires an explanation, which | do not have at the moment.
Note also thasconosciutd un known o beh avmted kdn o W nedr itdhas tanl upergativeasgntax (see
(5b)) . The reason for this adjective has only the mean

the meaning 6not knowndé pertaining to propositions.
% Alex Grosu (p.c.) suggests an alternative wagariving the syntactic behavior of ergative adjectives from their
semantic characterization as propositional. Propositional adjectives are modal operators introducing a set of possible

worlds. Their semantics involves a relation between the truth vafueir clausal complement in these possible

wor |l ds, and their truth in the 6actual 6 worl d, the wor

be in the scope of (hamelys,commanded by) both the modal operator (the adjectivelttadvorldindex of the

matrix clause. Hence, it has to be merged in complement, rather than subject, position.
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(87b),itisanordmar ked expl eti ve, and the clause is a
role.
(87) a.zetov lilmod sinit

It good to+learn Chinese

'It is good to learn Chinese.'

b. tov lilmod sinit

good to+learn Chinese

'It is good to learn Chinese.’
Note that in (87), the same adjectitey, appears in both semices. To explain this, Hazout
suggests that many predicates in Hebrew have the lexicalrpragebeing able to assign the
s a m-eole dither externally or internally.
|l would |ike to comment here that it is- not <c
roles and argument mapping such as the one in Reinhart (2002). AccordirigharBeview (as
wel | as many ot her s) , -ralehsedetarmimed [y ¢he nature ofeha fole z a t i
(its feature composition), what other roles the predicate has, and the derivational history of the
predicate. It is unclear why in (87)eh s ame adj ect i v esrolesvilmboth bases,as t h
would project the role internally in one case and externally in the other. Considering specifically
the analysis | have suggested in this chapter, it cannot accommodate an account such as Hazout's
since it i's committed to t h-mle({pomstonallva dther) he s
determines its mapping.
In addition, if we adopt Hazout's analysis, and assuming my characterization of a class of
ergative adjectives in Hebrew, we wowddpect ergative adjectives, which supposedly have an
excl usi v e-tolg, toialwaysappear Withaa¢ si nce t hi s -mdrkedbg nt c a
t hem. I n contrast, unergative adjectivoes, whi
would be predicted to always occur witlg receiving this role (and with an adjunct clause). Both
these predictions are not borne out. Both ergative and unergative adjectives can appear both with
and withoutze (88) (although for some speakers the version 8§ (@ith zeand the version of
(89) withoutzeis slightly degraded):
88 (ze) muvan -dan yisakaxa./ barur ge

ze understood obvious th&tan will+drive like this

'It's understood / obvious that Dan will drive like this.’
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B89 a(ze) tov [/-dan yise s u kkaxa ge

ze good dangerous th&tan will+drive like this

'It's good / dangerous that Dan will drive like this.'
Hazout's analysis thus has both theoretical and empirical drawbacks. Howéner the major
advantage of explaining certain extraction facts in Hebrew. Hazout's analysis predicts that when
zeappear s, It r e c @oleyvand thetclawse fpnctiend ascaa tadguhcs, hedce a
barrier for extraction. This prediction is borne out, with all types of adjective®rgative (90a)
as well as ergative (90Db).
(90) a.*ma ze tov/ maft' -dan yignad?

whatit good surprising thaDan will+study

b. * ma ze -da; v yilmad? /| barur

how it probable obvious th&tan will+study
According to my analysissavir and barur are ergative; the clause is thus a complement, and
extraction should be possible. The ungrammaticality of (90b) thus requires explanation, which |
do not have at the moment.
A possible direction is to analyz when it appears with ergative adjectivespaginating in
object position, r e c e irolej thag raisingeto sabjegt @asition ysee' s
Zaring's analysis for French in 5.5.2). The clause is generated in this case as an adjunct, linked to
the pronoun in object position. This segtion requires further research, which |1 do not

undertake heré?

91 Hazout also cites the sentences in (i) as reinforcement for his analysis. In (ia), with a null subject, extraction out of
the embedded claesis possible. This suggests that the jpostlicative clause is a complement. In contrast,
extraction out of the embedded clause in (ib), with the subject pramous impossible. This suggests that the
clause in this case is an adjunct.
® s.ma bv[ lilmod t]?

what good to+learn

'What is it good to learn?'

b.*ma ze tov [limod {]?
what it good to+learn

According to my analysis, sindev is unergative, both sentences in (i) should be ungrammatical. Afattinas
shown in section 5.2.4 above, when the embedded clause is finite, extraction out of the clause is iltioit with

‘good', even when no subject pronoun appears in the sentence ((ii), repeated from (29c) above)
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5.5.2 Subject pronoun selection in French

In a comprehensive study of verbs in French, Zaring (1994) shows that sentences exhibiting the
linear ordemP V Clausamay have two different gictures (reminiscent of the two structures in
Hebrew). When the NP in subject positionlisthe postverbal clause is in argument position,

and extraction out of it is possible. When the NP in subject positicelasextraction out of the
postverbalclause is impossible. This suggests teltis a referential pronoun (much lilzein
Hebrew under Hazout's analysis) which receives the vernok, the clause being an adjunct.
Zaring notes a correspondence between the different "extrapositiontustsi@nd different
classes of verbs, and accounts for it, as follows:

(a) Impersonal passive verless{ décidéis decided'), raising verbsdmble'seems'), impersonal
verbs faut 'is necessary')dative psychverbs plait ‘pleases’) and pseugsych vebs @rrive
‘happens’) all have an interr@tole which can be assigned to a clause. These verbs can appear
either withil or with cela Zaring suggests that witih, the role is assigned to the clause in
complement position; witlsela the role is assigned tela which is mapped in object positio

and subsequently moves to subject position (unlike in Hazout's analysis, néherebase
generated in subject position). The clause is generated asdjWiet ceindexed withcela

(b) On the other hand, certain transitive verbs, sugr@sser'prove’ can appear only wittela

Zaring suggests that these verbs assigexaernal ¢-role to a clause. In extraposition structures,
celareceives the externglrole, and the clause éndexed with it appears as andjunct.

However, this analysis of verbs in French does not extend seamlessly to adjectives, and in
particular, does natapture the difference between ergative and unergative adjectives.

If there is in French a split between ergative and unergative adjectives, like in Italian, German,
English and Hebrew, and if this split is semantically motivated like in these langubhges
adjectives likedangereuxdangerous'bon 'good' and others are expected to be unergative, just

like in the other languages, and map their subject externally. We would therefore expect these

(i) ?2ei zo -koant akara? t ov ge

which article good thatloam read
It is well-known that nonfinite clauses are more transparent than finite clauses to extraction (see e.g. Chomsky
1986b). It is thus possible that extraction in (ia) is possible due to the nonfinite ofatueeclause, despite its status

as an adjunct.

193



adjectives to appear only wittela, a referential pronaou whi ch can r ecrele.ve t
However, these adjectives appear also wjtas shown in (91).
(91) il est dangereux que cet homme soit libre

it is dangerous that this man is free
It is unclear which element receives the extar lroledf dangereuxn such cases. A possible
solution would be claiming thalt can function as a referential pronoun here. This was suggested
for English by Napoli (1988), who shows that referenitiadccurs in extraposition structures.

Again, furtrer research is needed to solve this problem.

5.6 Conclusion

This chapter discussed ergative adjectiveshe class of adjectives mapping their subject
internally, first discussed in Cinque (1990). It was shown that such a class of adjectives exists in
Hebrew and English as well, and is composed of the semantic analogues of the relevant
adjectives in ltalian and Dutch. Further, it was argued that the class can be characterized
semantically, as adjectives selecting propositional arguments, or expressipgrtips of
propositions. It was suggested that the peculiarity of ergative adjectives, namely the fact that they
map their subject internally, unlike all other adjectives, stems from the semantic property of their
argument. Assuming, as was argued inptéa2, section 2.3.2, that adjective formation involves
marking for lambdabstraction, which "externalige" one of -radehhat candet ' S
straightforwardly explained why propositional adjectives are ergative. By hypothesis, the variable
abtracted over by the lambd@erator in the semantic component can be only of the type of
individuals or events, andot of the type of propositions. Hence, roles assigned to propositions
cannot be marked for lambddostraction, and as a consequence, are not "externalized" in the
process of adjective formation, but rather assigned internally.

This analysis of ergativadjectives strongly supports the hypothesis that adjective formation, as a
rule, includes marking of a role for abstraction, as this assumption, given the additional
stipulation that the lambéaperator in this case is selective with regard to the typaridibles it

can abstract over, accounts for the syntactic difference between ergative and unergative

adjectives.
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6  Adjective formation: An overview
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In chapter 2, it was shown that the subjects of adjectives are nzedealside the adjectival
projection. | have thus argued that adjective formation must involve lexical marking of one of the
r ootr'od eehbstactionaChapter 5 presented evidence that this generalization is too strong;
since roles assigned to pagitions cannot be marked for abstraction, when a root has a such a
role, it can form an adjective without it being externalized.

In chapters 3 and 4, two castidies of adjective formation were discussed: adjectival passive
formation and adjectival prest participle formation. These chapters exemplified the workings of
the externalization mechanism. Interestingly, in the cases described in these chapters,
externalization was always accompanied by an additional, vatdrareging operation on the
rooigrids d

This chapter offers a general overview of the different available options for adjective formation,
both options discussed in this work and additional options. In 6.1, | discuss which one of a given
r o o trdles canl in principle be marked for alstion. In 6.2, | present the various valence

changing operations accompanying externalization in the different cases.

6.1 Which rol es -absiraciom® mar ked for @&

Taking into consideration the castudies presented in chapters 3 and 4, it bes@pparent that

when adjective formation takes place, marking for abstraction can apply either to an external or
t o an ‘trolet mamalyaditherdto roles that, in the verbal domain, are mapped to subject

position or to those that are mapped to obgedition. Let us examine each case.

6.1.1 External roles marked for abstraction

In chapter 4, section 4.4.3 it was shown that the formation of certain adjectival present participles
(e.g.revealing involves marking of an external role for abstractiomthis case, the external
argument of the basic entry (REVEAL) remains external, or, more accurately, gets mapped as a
‘truly' external argument.

Marking of an external role occurs also in other cases of adjective formation, not discussed in the
presentstudy. For example, it seems to be operative in the formation of adjectives suffixed with

ive (e.g.supportivg, as well as in the formation of adjectives fretated to verbs (e.groud). In
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all of these cases, the external role of the base (e.g. SRFPO P ROUD) is mar ked t

abstraction and ends up as a 'truly’ external argument.

6.1.2 Internal roles marked for abstraction

As exemplified in chapters 3 and 4, marking of an internal role for abstraction occurs in the
formation of adjectivabpassives and decausatives (eagitten, frozen see 3.5.4 and 3.5.5 in
chapter 3), as well as in certain cases of adjectival present participle formatiantézesting

see 4.4.3 above). In these cases, one of the base entry's (WRITE, FREEZE, INJ kR B3]

roles becomes a 'truly’ externally assigned role.

Mar ki ng o f-rolaisreasandably alse bperdtive in the formationadfle adjectives (e.g.

manageable . Her e, t orole of thethase endstugassigaed to the adjective's subject.

6.1.2.1 Only internal roles realized by DPs can bexeernalized
Wh a 't type of i nternal rol es cabsractibn® LeVie &t er n a
Rappaport (1986) have addressed this question in their analysis of adjectival passive formation,
which includes a lexical externalization operation. Theegalization they reached, which seems
empirically correct, is that only direct arguments of the verb (as explained in 1.1.3, this is the
base for the derivation of the adjective, according to the authors), namely those not introduced by
prepositions, maybe externalized. This generalization accounts for the contrast in (1):
externalization of the Theme oéad a direct argument realized by a Diegd the book is
possible (1a), while externalization of the Goaledd, realized by a PPr¢ad to the stuehi is
impossible (1b).
(1) a. The book remained unread.

b. *The student remained unread.
The authors account for this generalization
identified i n -oleassignérqteenprepasnl; since PPs cadnot serve as
adjectival subjects, the indirect argument can never be identified, and the resulting structure (e.g.
(1b)) will be ungrammatical.
Note however a certain terminological confusion in Levin & Rappaport's analysis. The authors
argue for a lexical derivation of adjectival passives, and a lexical externalization operation.

Clearly, then, what is being externalized is not an argument (i.e. this is not a case of A
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movement , as i n ver brad Thprefaes whn leegin) & Rappaport write,t h e r
for example, "externalization of an indirect argument can never result in-aefieled structure”

(p. 650), the sentence should be read as: "externalization of a role which would be assigned to an
indirect argument can nevetce".

In the framework of the Reinhart's (2002) Theta System, it is in fact possible to know, in many

c ases, -roklwil behassigned to a direct argument, and which will not. This is so since in
this theory, the availability of an accusative Case featura fjiven verb is determined based on

its thematic properties. Reinhart (2002) suggests the following generalization:

(2) A verbwith a [+] cluster and a fully specifiedd] cluster has an accusative Case feature.

[+] clusters are clusters in which &Hatures are valued positively (i.e. [+c], [+m], [+c+m]). Fully
specified [£c] clusters are fully specified roles containing the valued featatgeile. [-c-m] and

[-c+m]. According to the generalization, verbs with one of these fully specified intereal

have an accusative feature that needs to be checked. Thus, they will necessarily have a DP object
checking this feature, and this DP will also receive the fully specified role. In contrast, verbs with
other internal roles (e.g. Goat] or SubjectMatter [Fm]) do not have an accusative feature, and

thus their object must be realized as a PP (Botwinik 2010). We can thus predict which roles are
assigned to DP objects, and which ones to PP objects, and accordingly, which roles are possible
candidatesdr externalization. Let us examine the different cases.

Fully specified [/-c] internal roles. As mentioned above, when a verb has a Theneen]) or

an Experiencer € + m] ) i -roke, atrisneadowedf with an accusative feature. Thus, these
roles arealways assigned to DPs. According to Levin & Rappaport's generalization, therefore,
they are licit targets for externalization. And indeed, we can observe that Themes and
Experiencers are externalized, for example in the derivation of adjectival passweisten the

Theme role is externalized, anddaredi the Experiencer role.

Underspecified roles.The underspecified rolesd (Goal) and {m] (Subject Matter) present a
somewhat more complicated picture. These roles do not endow the verb withuaati@ecCase
feature. However, as][clusters of transitive verbs (clusters all of whose values are negative),
these roles are uniformly mapped internally according to the mapping procedures of Reinhart

(2002). This situation gives rise to different scé=
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The Goal ([-c]) role. This internal role can be assigned to internal arguments which are either
dative PPs (3a), or, in certain languages, dative DPs (3b,c) (see Botwinik 2010 for arguments that
disturbassigns a-f] role, and thathe childrenis a dative DP).
(3) a. He drove [to the city].

b. He taught [the children] English.

c. He disturbed [the children].
When the role is assigned to a PP, externalization is predicted to be impossible. When it is
assigned to a DPit is predictedo be possible. These predictions are indeed borne out, as can be
seen in (4):
(4) a. *The city remained undriven.

b. The children remained untaught.

c. The children remained undisturbed.
Subject Matter ([-m]). ObjectExperiencer verbs (e.gvorry) present an interesting alternation,
discussed in detail in Reinhart (2002) (see also chapter 4, section 4.3.2.2 above). Abstracting
away from many detail s, agric af theké veds inclodesRi@den h a r t
roles: Cause, Experiencer, aBdbject Matter. The Cause role can be reduced, resulting in a
dyadic verb, as in (5). In this case, the Experiencer role is mapped externally, and the Subject
Matter role is mapped internally. Note that although the basic experiencer verb has an &ccusativ
feature (it has both a [+] cluster and a fully specified][¢luster), this feature is reduced when
the Cause role is reduced (see Reinhart 2002, Reinhart & Siloni 2005 for the observation that
valencechanging operations are often accompanied by atwesCase reduction). Thus, the
subject matter role must be realized as a PP.
(5)  John is worried [about his health].
Since the role is realized as a PP, it is not predicted to be able to undergo externalization. This is
indeed borne out, as seen in.(6)
(6)  *John's health is unworried.
However, objecExperiencer verbs also have a realization in which their external [+c] role,
though not eliminated, is not syntactically realized. Since the role is not realized, nominative

Case is available, and theil§ect Matter role can be realized as a complement DP and move to
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subject position to check this Case (7a). The argument bearing the role appears in subject
position, but it is an internal argument, as can be deduced from the binding patterr?in (7b).
(7)  a. John's health worries him.

b. [His health]worries [every patient}..
Since the Subject Matter role is a direct object in cases such as (7), it is a licit target for
externalization. And in fact, it is externalized in the formation of adjecpresent participles of
objectExperiencer verbs (e.gnad'ig'worrisome’, see chapter 4, section 4.4.3).

We have thus s e e-mlestabsaned to BDAsyan benextermalized! Furthermore,
the Theta System's criterion for the existence of agcusative feature, and the mapping
procedur e, enabl e us t oroles wik lkirealized bynDPsn(and yhusc a s e s

will be available for externalization), and which as PPs.

6.1.2.2 Only roles which can appear as sole arguments can béeexalized
As explained above, Levin & Rappaport (1986) claim that only direct arguments can be
externalized. But, the authors further argue that this condition is not sufficient. Even direct
arguments cannot always be externalized. For example,t&adhn and sell have two possible
direct arguments each, since they exhibit the dative alternation (8). However, the goal argument
of teachcan be externalized in adjectival passive formation (9a), whereas s®teznnot (9b).
(8) a. He taught the chilén English.

b. He taught English to the children.

c. He sold the costumer the car

d. He sold the car to the customer.
(9)  a. The children remained untaught.

b. *The customer remained unsold.
This is correlated with #hfact that, as seen in (10a), the Theme argumetatachis optional,
whereas the Theme argumenssefi is obligatory (10b).
(10) a. He taught the children.

92 Notice that although in Englishorry appears both in (5) and in (7), it is in fact a different verb in the two ¢ases
the verb in (5) under w-eoltandahatinrid) didott In ather languagées hthe twe wethe r n a |
have different forms (e.g. in Hebreda'agis the reduced verb, amitl'igi t he ver b wiid.h the full d
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b. *He sold the customer.
Thus, according to Levin & Rappaport, (9a) is gramméticas i nce t h-ele,ther e a l
Theme, is optional. In contrast, since the Themsedlfis obligatory, it should be realized in the
adjectival sentence, just like in a verbal one. But since adjectives cannot check*Tese (
customer remained unsoldetica), and since, as noted by the authafkinsertion is not a
productive rule in the construction of adjectival phrasd@h¢*customer remained unsold of the
car) , trdleecanubt be realizéd. Thi's resul t s i ncriterionyhemcé Bt i o n
ungrammaticality of (9b).
The conclusion of Levin & Rappaport (1986), then, is that only direct arguments of a verb can be
externalized in adjectival passive formation (since PPs cannot occupy the subject position), and
this only under the condition théhe verb has no additional direct argument (as this would lead
t o a vi ol atitarianh | addpt Levim & Rappaport's characterization of the type of
arguments which can be externalized, and further suggest that this characterization is true not
only for adjectival passives, but for externalization in the formation of any type of adjective.
Note, that the Theme»Proposition role cannot be externalized either, but this is due to the

pr oper t i-absgractioh mechHamsmaas discussed in ch&pter

To conclude this discussion, let us summarize the types of internal roles which can be lexically
marked for abstraction in adjective formation, in a table (11).
(11)

93 See 6.2.2 below for a discussionoffinsertion.
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Type of role Example of basic entry Resulting adjective
Theme:

V d[+c+m] d[-c-m]

WRITE

written

Experiencer:

V. d [dcem] ( enil)

BORE

bored

Goal, when realized as a Dative DP:

V. d[ +dc{e] (n¥cim])

TEACH

taught
Subject matter, when the external role is not realized, and nominative is available:
vV (d[ -eamld{m]d [

EXCITE

exciting

6.2 Valencechanging operations accompanying adjective formation

We have seen in the previous section -rolehat ad |
external o rabstrationeNote,ddweverf toat if the basic entry is dyadic, something

more must happen. Indeed, in the adjective formation operations presented in chapters 3 and 4,
lexical marking was always accompanied by a valat@nging operation, affecting the basic

ertry's thematic grid. Why is that?
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If the transitive basic entry's external role was marked for abstraction, we are still left with the
i nt e rralea lf thiglis a role assigned in the verbal domain to a direct argument, some
manipulation of this rolesi required, since an adjective, unlike a verb, cannot check its
complement's accusative Case.

If the transitive basic entry's internal role was marked for abstraction, we are still left with the
base' s or i galenTai$ rolecanna berremltteitider, since there is no available Case

for it: the argument receiving the externalized role, generated in spec,PredP, will be the one
closest to spec, TP, thus the one raising to receive nominative Case.

It is therefore necessary to "take care" ofithe t e rote avhen tthe external one is marked for
abstraction, and vice versa. How is that accomplished? Let us look at each case separately.

6.2.1 Manipul atroeng an external d

How can one "get r i d?"-rolesWe cananswtissgaecktion by lbokimgn e x t
at the verbal domain. There, we can observe that there are three ways to "eliminate” an external
d-role: it can be saturated (namely, existentially bound in the semantics) as in passive verbs; it
can be reduced, or eliminated,cgjether, as in the formation of unaccusative verbs according to
Reinhart (2002), Levin & Rappaport (1995) and others; or, if this is licensed, it can remain
unassigned, as is possible with objEgperiencer verbs (see discussion of (7) above). We have
already seen in the previous chapters that the three possibilities are put to use in adjective
formation:

(1) Sat ur at i onole is ihvoltedh ia thee farmatiaon mfatiue’ afljectival passives, as
explained in chapter 3.

(1 i) Reduct i omole takes placeein thexfarneation afladjedtival decausatives, as
discussed in chapter 3.

(i Nonr eal i zat i on -raefoccurhirethedoxmatéoon af adjectivhl present participles

of objectExperiencer verbs, as was shown in chapter 4, section 4.4.3.

We can thus conclude that there is a significant parallelism between the adjectival dachtie

verbal domain with regard to the possibilities of iealization of an external argument.

6.2.2 Manipul aroleng an internal d
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Again, bearing in mind what we know of the verbal domain, and in this case, of the nominal
domain as well, we caobserve that there are two ways to avoid a direct object. Either lexically
satur at e trélee(asiimverbal null lobjea constructions, eJphn ate which is
interpreted aslohn ate somethingsee Rizzi 1986b), or realize it as a PP with aasgitally
vacuous preposition checking Case (0, rather than a DP (cf. the productive rule aif
insertion in event nominals). | propose that both these options are exploited in adjective
formation, and the choice between them depends on the themvlgtiassigned to the direct
object.
(i) If the internal role is a role assigned in the verbal system szeusative markedirect object
(i.e. a Theme or an Experiencer), the role undergoes saturation, namely, is marked for undergoing
existential cleure in the semantics. This is what happens in the formation of adjectival present
participles from transitive roots, see discussion in chapter 4, section 4.4.3.
(ii) If the internal role is a role assigned in the verbal systemdatige markedlirectobject (i.e.
Subject Matter or Goal), the role remains intact, dftihsertion occurs in order to enable Gase
checking. Let us demonstrate this point.
In the nominal domainpf-insertion is a productive rule. In essence, when a verb has an
accusative Casfeature (12a), a nominal derived from it can take the same type of complements,
but these will appear in af-phrase, as in (12b).
(12) a. The army destroyed the city.

b. The destruction of the city.
It has therefore been suggested by Chomsky (1@@iof is a dummy preposition, assigning (or
checking) accusative Case.
In the same discussion of the categorial component and Case theory, Chomsky (1981) extends
this proposal to the adjectival domain, suggesting that the Case deficiency of adjactividee
that of nouns, is overcome by the surface applicatidofafisertion’, as in (13).
(13) proud John A proud of John
This analysis, which groups adjectives with nouns with respedif-tosertion, became the
common view in the years to ceni'proud"” and "envious" are often quoted as adjectivesofith

complements,
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However, if we look closely at the data, we find tladtinsertion' in the adjectival domain is
quite limited, definitely much more so than in the nominal domain. Whereas sheatiées do
indeed licensef-insertion' (14), many other adjectives do not allow it (15).
(14) supportive of, protective of, indicative of, suggestive of, dominative of, proud of, envious
of
(15) a. *productive of, *corrective of , *creative of, *des i pt i ve of é
b. All adjectival present participles of objdeEkperiencer verbs: *interesting of,
*frightening of, *surprising ofé
How can we make sense of the facts of (14) and (15)? What sets apart the two types of
adjectives? | would like to draw aftigon to the following fact: the adjectives in (14) all
correspond to verbs which, in Hebrew, take PP complements*(08).the other hand, the
adjectives in (15) correspond to verbs taking DP complements in Hebrew (17):
(16) tomex bemegen almor e al , mer amez al ,
supports in  protects on indicates on suggests on dominates on
hitga'a be kine be

prided himself in  envied in

(17) a.meyacer et, metaken et, yocer etneta'er et
produces ACC corrects ACC creates ACC describes ACC
b. me'anyen et, mafxid  et, maftia et

interests ACC frightens ACC  surpriggsC
Botwinik (2010) shows, that what distinguishes vaddsng obligatory PP complements, such as
those in (16), from those taking DP complements, is that the former have an underspecified
i nt e fraleadamely, a role with one feature unspecified](pr [-m]). Such verbs have a
somewhat broader range otfeérpretation than verbs whose internal role is fully specified. Since
the role is unspecified, the verb is not endowed with an accusative Case feature (see 6.1.2.1
above), and a preposition must check the complement's Case feature.
Botwinik claims, thatthe English counterparts of the verbs in (16) are analogous to those in
Hebrew in their thematic structure, namely, they too have an underspecified internal role. Why

does the difference bet we e n -roddesandmdullywpefietionan und

% A possible exception, noted by Susan Rothstem )(fscharacteristic of which corresponds to the Hebrew verb

medafygemaracterizesd), taking a DP.
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not show up in English? Namely, why do the English correlates of the verbs in (16) take a direct
object, despite their underspecified role? Botwinik argues that the complement of the verbs in
(16) is adative rather than amccusativeDP. Theseare morphologically indistinct in English,
but have-fedturdsf erent d
The generalization then seems to be, tfahsertion in the adjectival domain is possible only
when t he b a-soke'issunderspécied.nLatlus show, for example, fhaud and
envioushave a {m] internal role, rather thanrd-m]. We can do that using one of Botwinik's tests
(due to Marelj 2004). The difference between the two roles is thatrijergle has a possible
interpretation as [+en], namely, it can be interpiexd as causing the eventuality denoted by the
predicate. A{c-m] argument never has this interpretation. Consider now (18).
(18) a. Johnis proud of his son.

b. John is envious of Dan.
(18a) has an interpretation in which John's son caused his Sagteg, namely, John's son made
him proud. Likewise, if John is envious of Dan, it is possible that Dan caused him to be envious.
So, when roots with underspecified internal roles undergo adjective formation, the role remains
intact, and is realized syatttically as amf-phrase. In contrast, fully specified internal roles must

be saturated in the course of adjective formataffinsertion cannot be applied in these cases.

% In some cases, a Theme argument seems to be realizetbfrparase’. In a web search | found several examples
such as those in (i).
® a. His sgech was revealing of the potential for change.

b. He is understanding of human nature.
However, | believe thatof here is not a "dummy" preposition checking Case. Rather, it introduces an adjunct
doubling the saturated argument, much like 'byein passives (see Landau 2009 for a comparable analysi§é of '
phrases' in evaluative adjectives, where he statesoftiatEnglish spells out both the dummy and the 'ablative'
prepositions in the language). For one, 'tighrase’ in these cases resistsndvement (iia), unlike true arguments
(iib).
(i) a. *the potential for change of which his speech was revealing.

b. the walls of which he witnessed the destruction.
Further, the examples in (i) would be translated to Hebrew using adijwireztucingprepositions (iii), rather than
small, semantically vacuous prepositions checking Case.
(iii) hu haya mevin hyaxas leteva haadam

he was understandingiiegard tenature theman

'‘He was understanding with regard to humannegtu
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This seems to mean that while in the nominal donsdiis a reflex of accusativ€ase, in the
adjectival domain it is a reflex of dative, or some other oblique case. At the moment, | have no

account for this generalization.

To conclude, we have sreleofthd Hasetis,marketl ®mabstracten e x t e
duringadject e f or mat i o {mole mayregher benstterated,ai reakized asfgohrase,
depending on its nadewfthe base/ithnearkedttie external tole maydod d
saturated, reduced, or left unrealized. The table in (19) summahiedifferent options for

adjectival formation out of a basic entry.

(19)

Ext errgleal d nt eqroie&dampie: Basic entrfExample: Resulting adjective

externalized saturated REVEAL The shirt isrevealing

externalized Of-insertion SUPPORT The team isupportive

saturated externalized WRITE The letter isnritten
reduced externalized FREEZE The lake idrozen
unrealized externalized EXCITE The job isexciting

6.3 A note on 'nonderived' adjectives
As explained in the intuction, section 1.2.1, as a consequence of my goals and methodology,
the present study dealt mainly with participle, and the generalizations and mechanisms introduced
in it are most naturally applicable to veubrived adjectives. However, | would like aéfer here
a brief discussion of 'nederived' adjectives, and possible directions for their analysis.
The adjectives | refer to in this section are simple, morphologicallydeored adjectives, such
as those in (20) in Hebrew and English.
(20) a.lavan, xam, kacar
white hot short

b. white, hot, short

In English, these adjectives are not affixed forms, related to verbs or nouns. In Hebrew, the

morphological makeup of these forms is debated. According to the traditionalbawexd

Further research is required in order to understand the exact natur@plthase is these cases.
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approach tdHebrew morphology, these forms are the result of inserting the consonantal root into
an adjectival vocalic template. If, on the other hand, one adopts abased approach to
Hebrew morphology (e.g. B&il 1994), these words are analyzed as atomic formany case,

both in Hebrew and in English, these forms cannot be analyzed as morphologically derived from
verbs.

Note, however, that even if these forms are indeed not morphologically derived from verbs, they
can still be the result of some process ofavformation. First, it is possible that in the case of
these adjectives, morphological derivation does not go hand in hand with -lxahtic
operations forming words. That is, a lexisgimantic operation occurs which gives rise to an
adjective, butthis process is not accompanied by morphological derivation; the morphological
form of the adjective is frozen. Another possibility is that a morphological operation does
accompany the formation of the adjective, but that the input for this derivatioccategoryless

item, rather than a verb (in Hebrew, this categesg item can be viewed either as the traditional
consonantal Semitic root, or as a different type of abstract representation of the basic predicate,
on a par with the roots used throughth$ work, e.g. BUILD or PROUD).

We thus have two options: the adjectives in (20) are either basic entriegenaed both
morphologically and semantically, or they are semantically derived (in which case either their
morphological form is frozen or is derived from a root). The question is arising whether such
adjectives can be subsumed under the sort of analyses proposed in this study for e.g. participles,
in which adjective formation includes a semaitkiematic operation on a root carrying a théma

grid, or whether they represent a qualitatively different case, in which no process of word
formation applies at all.

Let me first present a possible outline for an analysis along each of the two lines above, and then
briefly discuss some of the codsrations which can help in determining which direction should

be pursued.

(i) Morphologically simple adjectives are semantically {oi@nived If simple adjectives are

semantically, as well as morphologically, rderived, we can assume that their repnest#on is
something along the lines of that in (20). Note that the lexical representation here is a lambda
formula. In section 2.3.1 | have presented arguments that laexpiassions should not appear

in the lexicon in the case of predicates taking mldtarguments, since the merging order of the

different arguments is determined based on syntactiec|exacal factors. However, this objection
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is irrelevant in the case of oqdace predicates: in this case the representations of the lexical
informationas an unordered thematic role list or as a larghgaession are equivalent.

(21) Hot: &s. ax. HOT( x, s)

As in the analysis of derived adjectives presented above, the argument x cannot be merged within
the AP; it cannot be incorporated into the semantic representation, since merge with a lexical
head i s c¢ o ndssignngeetwhicisuimppossibledherét he adj ec4dolevyte has

assign. Only once Pred is merged, the external argument can be merged, in spec,PredP, and the

function denoted by the AP is applied to the subject, to create the interpretation of the clause.

Note thatif this analysis is adopted, the subject of the adjective is not interpreted as standing in
any specific thematic r el a trdleofamiliar tomtthe eerbal v e nt
domain. It is interpreted as an argument bearing somemecified elation to the predicate. As
mentioned in 1.1.1 in the introduction, several authors have suggested that adjectives indeed
receive a semantic role which is unique to the adjectival domain, e.g. Pesetsky's (1982) "attribute’
role.

(i) Morphologically simpe adjectives are semantically derivéfdsimple adjectives are taken to

be semantically derived, then their-roledor mati o

abstraction, and perhaps additional thematic manipulations (e.g. saturation or reduction of a role),
as in the other cases djactive formation, described in 6.2 above.

Taking into consideration the semantic interpretation of such adjectives, | noted in chapter 3,
section 3.4.2.2 the possibility of analyzing adjectives sucthasgt as 'adjectival decausatives',
namely, to asgn them the lexical representation in (22).

(22)  Short: SHORT Causg, REDUGTHEME, >-ABS)

This representation states that the adjective is derived from a root whose thematic grid includes
an external argument, the cause of the shortening event, which is reduced during adjective
formation. The resulting adjectivehort, hasonly one thematic role, Theme, and this role is not
syntactically assigned bueaxpressoh.her abstracted
How can we decide between options (i) and (ii) above? One consideration which seems to favor
option (i) is the morphologicahconsistency of the relevant class of adjectives. There is a vast
amount of variability between languages with regard to which adjective is morphologically
simple and which derived. Even when looking only at English and Hebrew, we can observe, for

example that the English adjectives in (23a) are morphologically simple, whereas their Hebrew

209



counterparts in (23b) are participial in form. Opposite examples can also be found, as shown in
(24).
(23) a. popular, sick, nice, ugly
b.mekubal, xole, amud, mexo'ar

(24) a. tired

b. ayef
Given that participial forms are assigned an analysis which involves manipulation of a thematic
grid, it is only natural to attribute the same analysis to the semantically identical adjectives,
though the lattera not display the same morphology.
Note, however, that the analysis in (ii) entails that the subject of these adjectives is interpreted as
carryingone of t he frdesiiTheime, Experienceb at¢. Whkther this is indeed the
case is an empirical question, to which | do not have a definite answer at this point. Note that
given Reinhart's -rolestdésinate Vehyespeciieldigns bhetvern events
(or states) and participants. For example, a Theme argument is an argument which does not cause
change and whose mental state is not involved in the eventuality denoted by the predicate. This
seems to indeed be a correct descniptibthe relation between the subject and the adjective in a
sentence such dlse coffee is hotas well as many others. But whether this is the situation for all
morphologicallysimple adjectives remains to be seen.
Note, crucially, that it is not nessarily the case that all simple adjectives are treated in the same
way. It is possible, for example, that a crtisguistic survey will show that there is a certain
class of adjectives which display derived morphology in some languages and simple agyphol
in others (e.gugly), whereas other adjectives never display derived morphology {caioes
may be adjectives of this type). In such a case, it may be reasonable to attribute a semantic

derivation to the former class, while giving a simple basicasgnmtation as in (21) to the latter.
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