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The Syntax of Small Clause Predication
Abstract

In this paper | put forward and justify a syntactic configuration that | cadl Complex Small
Clause-structure. | show that this single syntactic structure can explain bah the semantic value
and the syntactic behavior of a range of constructions that up to nowv have been explored
separately and, hence, proposed divergent analyses among them.

1 TheComplex Small Clause-structure

The syntadic configuration that | want to propcse and defend in this article is depicted in (1). This
isthe syntadic configuration d what | cdl a ComplexSmall Clause (CSCl).

1)

Y Px [CSCI] = EXTERNAL PREDICATION

Y XP = INTERNAL

/‘ PREDICATION

{PRG; / proi}

From the bottom up, we can see here that a lexcal head X selects an external argument
(aternatively, a congtituent of lexicd material seleds an external argument if X appeas with
complements). This external argument is base-generated in the spedfier of the projedion headed by
this lexicd element, that is, in Spec XP. As usua in a syntadic configuration like this, these two
comporents end up establishing a subjed-predicate relationship, which will have to be licensed
within a functional domain. Typicdly, the members and the content of each member of this
functional domain will be determined by the lexicd heal X, in the sense that each functional
projedion d this domain will have to be asciated with the lexicd heal o the predicate (X) (see
Grimshaw 1991,Riemsdijk 1998.

In the structurein (1), | only represent the highest extended projedion associated with X, which
| cdl YP. The subscript X onthe Y P-projedion indicaes the aciation d this functional category



with the lexicd head X. The dots between XP and Y P, onthe other hand, mean that other functiona
projedions may also appear between these two projections, bu, of course, only if required by the
lexicd head X.

Now, going bad to the external argument of the lexicd head X, we can see in (1) that this
argument has to be null in a CSCI, that is, it must be ather a PRO or a pro. The former will show
up if this argument canna chedk Case within the functional domain of X, namely somewhere
between the X P-projedion and the head Y, or, alternatively, it can oy chedk off null Case.* The
latter will appeda if it can chedk off nominative Case within the functional domain of X.

Asyou may have drealy naticed, upto this paint nothing spedal has been said in the structure
in (1), since the syntactic configuration as described so far adually embodes the syntadic
configuration d an ordinary predicative domain.

The speaal thing in the structure in (1), howvever, arises when we @nsider the highest extended
projedion d X, that is, the YP-projection. As it can be observed here, the unusual thing is that a
DP-argument appeas base-generated in its edfier, i.e., Spec YP. Asindicaed by the subscript,
we dso ndicethat this DP will have to corefer with the grammatical subjed downstairs, which is
the null subjed PRO/ pro.

Now what this syntactic configuration tells us is that, if this arrangement of lexicd and
functional categories can be instantiated by some cnstruction in some language, then language in
general must permit the posshility for a single extended projection - YP in (1) - to contain two
predicative relationships. In (1), on the one hand, we have the predicdive relationship that is
established by the null subjed PRO / pro in Speg XP and the X -constituent. | cdl this sibjed-
predicae relationship the internal predication of the CSCI. As we will seg thisinternal predicaion
can comein two varieties: either asaverbal clause (section 2 or asa Small Clause (sedion 3.

On the other hand, we dso have the predicative relationship that is st up by the DP in Speg
YP and the Y -constituent. | cdl this predicative relationship the external predication of the CSCI.
Now the nature of this external predication will determine the status, and hence the behavior, of the
whaoe anstruction in (1). At this point, we dready know that Y must be the highest extended
projedion d thelexicd head X. This meansthat Y canna be itself alexicd head, bu a functional
element (or semilexicd, grammatical... head (see Corver and Riemsdijk 2001,Rafel 2001). On the
other hand, we know that the head of afull clause can orly be verbal. Therefore, if the cnstruction
in (1) is headed by Y, which is nat a verb, then we can arealy anticipate that the whole
constructionin (1) will behave like aSmall Clause.? Hencethe name mmplex Small Clause.

Differently from ordinary SCls, though, here the predicate of this “Small Clause” contains a
full-fledged predicaion. In other words, its predicae is much more cmplex than that of a regular
SCl.* Hence the term Complexsmall clause.

What | want to do in the remainder of this article is to discuss the properties of several
constructions in order to demonstrate that the syntadic configuration described by the CSCI-
structure in (1) redly exists. And, importantly, it redly exists as a general structure. That is, this
configuration is proven to encode the semantic and syntactic properties of various constructions in
different languages. This means that language must indeed admit the paosshility for a single
extended projedion to contain two predicative relationships, an ideathat, | think, would be worth
taking into account when we intend to explain the semantic or syntadic properties of constructions
that behave like SCls.

The nstructions that | dea with here are divided in two types. Type 1 represents
constructions that express an event in progress in Romance and Germanic languages. These

! This apparent “optional choice” simply responds to the more general controversy surrounding the type of Case that
PRO cheds, if any.

2 For the mncept of Small Clause, see Stowell 1981, 1983, and for some discusson with regard to this notion, see
Cardinaletti and Guasti 1995

3 Recdl that the predicate of aregular SCl is X, where X isalexicd caegory (N, A, P). As| point out in sedion 4.2
below, there canot be “regular” SCls where X is V. | clam that the so-cdled Verbal Small Clauses are adually
Complex Small Clauses, where X isV and the (C)SCl-subjed is base-generated in the spedfier of the highest extended
projedion asociated with that V.



constructions are discussed in sedion 2. Type 2, onthe other hand, are complex constructions the
predicae of which is nomina or adjectival. | explore constructions containing the words regard-as
and takefor. But within this type | aso include resultative constructions in Chinese, athough |
clam that the analysis for the Chinese resultative cnstructions can also be extended to the
resultative constructions in English. This is the topic of sedion 3.Finaly, in sedion 4,1 point out
some general conclusions bath for the general Theory of Grammar and for the SCI-Theory that can
be drawn from the CSClI-structure presented in this article.

2 Complex Small Clauses Type 1: The Progressve

The onstructions that are discussed in this dion have two propertiesin common at least. The first
oreisthat they all respondto the CSCl-structure presented in (1) above. And the seamnd e is that
they all expressan event in progress In section 2.1,1 focus on the so-cdled Pseudo-Relative in
Romance In section 2.2,1 consider the so-called Prepositional Infinitival Construction, which is
foundin European Portuguese, in some Italian and English daeds, and in Midde English. But, as
we will see the nominal version d this construction is aso foundin languages like German and
Dutch.

2.1 The Pseudo-Relative

The so-cdled Pseudo-Relative (PR) is a @mnstruction that is used in the majority of the Romance
languages to express an event in progress An example is provided in (2) for Spanish, (2a), and
French, (2b).*

(2 a He visoa [prJuan que orria ]
b. Ja wu [rJean qu courait.]
| have seento-acc  John that ran.he-\mpere
*I saw Johnrunning.”

Before going on, let me just remark that this construction is not a relative dause. There ae
some aguments that conclusively show that thisis ©. Here ae some of them:

(i) Inthe PR, the that-constituent does not modify the DP, but it rather expresses a situationin
which that DP is a participant. This is what allows the whole @nstruction to express an event in
progress

(i) The DP can be a proper name in the PR, and, importantly, there is no lre& in the
intonation between the DP and the that-constituent, at least necessarily.

(iii)Differently from arelative dause, the DP can orly be interpreted as (or asociated with, see
shortly below) the subjed of the enbedded finite verb.

(iv) The tense of the that-constituent must match the tense of the matrix clause only in the PR.

(v) And orly in the PR the DP can be extraded leaving the that-constituent behind.

Now, from a semantic point of view, the PR can orly expressan event in progress In ather
words, this construction canna dencte apropasition despite being a CP-constituent. As expeded,
then, the only type of verbs that will be ale to appear in this dructure ae verbs that are related to
events. If this condtion is not satisfied, the sentence becomes ungammaticd. This is what the
examplein (3a) shows us.”

“ Constructions like | saw [ Johnrunning ] are ungrammatica in some Romance languages like, for instance, French
and Italian.

® In this sdion | use Spanish data, but crucially the same dfeds do also hold for the other Romance languages that
possessthis construction.



3 a *Vi a [ Juan gque sabia francés] PR - *propgsition
saw.l to-acc Juan that knew.he French
b. Vi [que Juan sabia  francés] CP - propasition
saw.l that Juan krew.he French
*| saw that Juan could speak French.”

Noticethat here the verb used is saber (‘to know”), namely a verb typicaly linked to propasiti onal
expressons. The example in (3b), onthe other hand, indicaes that the verb saber (‘to know") can
appea in an adinary CP-structure, since the inherent semantic properties of this verb are not in
conflict with the propasitional status of a CP.

There ae dso some interesting syntadic fads that define the PR. To begin with, it isimportant
to remark that this constructionis interpreted as a single constituent, at least in ore possble reading.
Therefore, apronounlikelo ('it") can resume the whole mnstruction, asill ustrated in (4).°

4 He vistoa [ Maria que @rria] Yotambién lo he visto.
have.l seento-acc Maria that ranshe | aso it have.l seen
“| saw Mariarunning. | saw it too.”

Note, incidentally, that this passhility clearly indicates that we ae nat deding with a complex DP
headed by the N Maria in (4), but rather with a “thing.” Andthis“thing’ here is an event.

As far as the assgnment / checking of theta-roles and Cases is concerned, we must assume,
firgt, that the constituent headed by the V asdsgns an externa theta-role to an argument base-
generated in its Speg namely, in Spec VP. Thistheta-role will be that of AGENT if theV isto run,
asin (4). The Case that this argument will chedk off will be the nominative that is provided by the
finite IP. Now, at this point, we can follow two passble ways:

Hyp. 1] The first one is to suppcse that the argument that is base-generated in Spec VP is the
lexicd DP (Juan). In this hypaothesis, then, this is the dement that will check off the nominative
Case that is provided by the finite IP.

Hyp. 2 The second approach consists in saying that the agument that is base-generated in
Spec VPisnul, andthat thisisthe dement that will ched off the nominative Case that is provided
by the finite IP. Since this null argument cheds nominative Case, then it has to be apro. Notice
that, in this hypaothesis, the licensing of pro in the PR does nat differ from the licensing of the pro
that appeasin an ardinary clause, like the onein (5).

() pro corria.
ran.(s)he-imperr
“(Shewasrunning.”

Now, if we alopt this ssond hypothesis, then we must address the question concerning the
position in which the lexicd DP (Juan) is base-generated in the PR. The daim is that this lexicd
argument is base-generated in Spec CP. This ideais consistent with the fact that this argument
shows up preceding the C that, which is the highest extended projection d the lexicd head, namely
the verb, and the fact that the whole @nstruction can be replaced by the pronounlo “it" (see (4)).
Noticethat this latter fact prevent us from saying that the DP is base-generated in a higher position.
Were this the cae, then the whole @nstruction would be expeded to behave like acomplex DP-
structure, contrary to what we have.

The next question that arises from this ®ond hypothesis is how this DP is licensed
semanticdly and structurally. The answer is that it must be semanticdly licensed by predicaion. If

® As expeded, al the traditional constituency tests can be dso successfully applied to this construction. So, for
example, the PR can be defted, pseudoclefted, the answer to a question, etc.
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predicaion necessarily involves the assgnment of atheta-role, then we shoud assume that this DP
gets a theta-role from the C"-constituent, since this C"-constituent is predicaed o this DP. On the
other hand, the sentence in (6) shows us that this DP is gructurally licensed by cheding off the
acwsative Case that is provided by the matrix verb.

(6) {Lo / La} he visto [ que (pro) corria. ]
him /her havel seen that ran.(s)he-\mperr
| saw {him / her} runnng.

Now this fad is crucia since it immediately alows us to rule out the first hypothesis presented
abowe. Thisis o since according to that approad, the lexicd DP (Juan) would end upchedking off
two structural Cases in the PR. The nominative assgned by the embedded finite IP, and the
acasative assgned by the matrix verb (see (6)). Of course, this goes against the general ideathat an
argument is frozen in place when it checks dructural Case (Chomsky 1995. So, at this paint, we
are just left with ore hypothesis, the second ore.

Anather interesting fad abou the PR is that the lexica subjed must necessarily corefer with
the null subjed pro. In the example in (7), for instance, this condtion is not fulfilled. So, as
expeded, the sentenceisruled ou.

7) *He vistoa [ Maria; que prog corrian. |
have.l seen to-acc Maria that ran.they

The observations provided so far are just part of a battery of arguments that lead us to analyze
the PR theway it is shown in (8).’

(8) PR=[cpcsay Juani [c que [ip [ve  pro [v- corria 1] 1]
Juan that ran.he-imperr
(1) CSCl = [pr DP, [Yx' Yx ...... [xp {PRC), / proi} [x’ X ... ]] ]]

Now natice that this gructure reproduces the syntadic configuration that is put forward by the
CSCl-model presented in sedion 1 above. The CSCI-model is reproduced here again so we may
compare the genera structure, (1), with a spedfic redization d this model, (8).2

2.2 ThePrepositional Infinitival Construction

Interestingly enough, European Portuguese does not accept the PR despite being a Romance
language. Instead, it uses the so-caled Prepositional Infinitival Construction (PIC) to express an
event in progress As we can seein (9), the PIC is formed by alexicd DP, the P a (‘at”), and an
infinitive, which can show upinflected, asin (9a), or as abare infinitive, asin (9b).

9) a Eu M [pc 0S meninos a orrerem)]

" There ae two important things that must be pointed out here. The first one is that the PR can be an argument or an
adjunct. In the former case, the PR is sleded by alexicd heal. The analysis, then, would be & $own in (8). In the
latter, it just functions like adepictive SCI. This means that Spec, CP would be occupied by a PRO which would be
controlled by a DP argument. These two versions are dso found in the Prepositional Infinitival Construction (sedion
2.2) and in the progressve —ing Construction (sedion 2.3).

The second thing is that the lexicd DP in Spec CPin (8) must corefer with the grammatical subjead of the internal
predication, independently of the semantic properties of this grammatical subjed. That is, the grammaticd subjed can
turn out to be anonanimate entity or an internal argument. This latter possbility is what we find when the verb in the
PR is unacaisative or passvized. Again, these phenomena dso apply to the Prepositional Infinitival Construction and to
the progressve —ing Construction.

8 For more detail s on the analysis in (8) and the analyses that are presented in the remainder of this article, see Rafel
2000b.



b. Eu M [pc 0S menincs a rrer. ]
| saw the dhildren at FUNkNF-(3P, PL)
°| saw the children running.”

The sentences in (10), onthe other hand, tell us that the same structure is aso productive in
some Italian and English daleds, and was productive in Midde English.

(100 a [L]ho vsto[ a arre. ] [Falconaradiaed, Italy]
him have.l seen at run-ne
“| saw him running.”
b. [He]sbeen[ahurtingadea.] [Modern Appaadian English, U.SA.]°
c. [He]was|[{on > g laughing. ] [Midde English]

Not surprisingly, the PIC behaves smantically and syntadicdly just like the PR. From a
semantic viewpoint, then, this construction canna expressa propasition, bu only an event. So the
argument that was used abowve to show this very same thing for the PR can be reproduced here again
thistime using the PIC. Consider the following contrast:

(1) a *Eu v [ o Jodo a saber francés.] PIC - *propasition  (cf. (3))
|  saw.] theJodo at know-ne French
b. EuV [que o Jodo sabia francés) CP - propasition

| saw. that the Jodo krew.he French
*| saw that Jodo could speak French.”

As expeded, the verb saber (‘to knav”) canna appear in the PIC, (11a), but it can show upin a
regular CP-structure, (11b). This indicaes that the PIC is a syntadic construction that can ory
denote an event and, lecause of that, it canna contain verbs that are not inherently linked to that
ontologicd category.

As far as its syntadic properties are concerned, we must say first that the PIC can aso be
interpreted as a single @nstituent in ore reading. So it can be resumed by the ditic it or be
pseudaclefted. This latter possbility isill ustrated in (12).

12 O qe a v fo [ 0s meninos a @rrer(em). ] (cf. (4)
what that | saw was.it the dnildren at runne-p, py
"What | saw was the dildren running.”

As usual, we must also suppcse here that the specifier of the phrase projected by the infinitive,
that is, Spec VP, haosts the agument that will be assgned the theta role of AGENT by the
constituent headed by the V to run. But, once again, the nature of this argument leads us to consider
two passble waysto proceed.

Hyp. 1] In the first hypothesis, we would say that the agument that is base-generated in Spec,
VP isthelexicd DP (os meninos). From this viewpoint, this argument would be the one that chedks
off the nominative Case that is provided by the IP only when the infinitive shows up infleded. If the
infinitive is bare, then this lexicd DP would neal to move up into the matrix clause to chedk off
acaisative Case.

Hyp. 2 The secmnd approach consists in saying that the agument that is base-generated in
Spec VP isnul. Thisnull argument would be apro if it can ched off nominative Case. This would

° It isinteresting to notice that the DP the dee is not precaded by the P of, which indicaes that hurtingisaV and, asa
such, it assigns accusative Case.



occur when the infinitive gpears inflected. If the infinitive is bare, then the null subjea would be a
PRO, and presumably would check off asort of null Case.'°

Of course, this oond hypothesis needs to tell us where the lexicd DP (os meninos) is base-
generated in the construction. The answer would be that this DP is base-generated in Spec PP,
Again, thiswould be so becaise of the fad that this argument appears preceding the P a ("at”) and
the whole mnstruction is not interpreted as a @wmplex DP, bu as a dause.*! This latter asped
prevent us from asauming that this DP is base-generated in a higher position.

So, acording to this oond hypathesis, the lexicd DP is base-generated in the spedfier of the
highest extended projection d the lexicd head of the construction, ramely the verb. Notice that the
Pa (a) isthe aspedua element that provides the PIC with its progressve interpretation. This
means that this element is a functional head that operates on the infinitive. Now the ideathat it is
the highest head o the verbal functional domain is grongly suppated by the German and Dutch
data presented shortly below.

The sentence in (13), onthe other hand, shows us that the accusative Case that is provided by
the matrix verb is chedked off by the lexicd subjed contained within the PIC.

(13) Eu v- [os a orrer(em).] (cf. (6))
| saw them at Fun-iNF-(3p, PL)
“I saw them running.”

Interestingly, it shows us that this occurs independently of the agreament properties of the
embedded verb. In ather words, the lexicd DP checks off acwsative Case even when the embedded
IP can provide nominative Case. Again this leads us to adopt the second hypothesis pointed ou
above & the right one. Otherwise we would be daiming that an argument can check off two
structural Cases.

Exadly like in the PR, the lexicd subjed has to corefer necessarily with the null grammetical
subjed downstairs. Thus, the sentencein (14) isout just because this condtionis not satisfied.

(149 *Eu v [0 Joaq a {PRO/ prog} correr(em).] (cf. (7))
| saw theJodo at run-iNF-(3p, PL)

Based partly on the analysis that Raposo 1989 popaoses for these constructions, partly on the
properties that we have seen here, we can say that the syntadic analysis of the PIC is as shown in

(19).

(15 PIC= [ppcscy 0s meninos [ a [cp [c ik [ve Pro [v- correrem]]]11]1]
PIC= [ppccscy Os meninos [ @ [cp [c ik [ve PRO  [v correr 11111

the dildren at FUrnkiNF (3P, PL)

(1) CSCI = [vpx DP, [vx Yx oo [xp{PRO; /proi} [x X ... 1]

As you may have dready naticed, the syntadic organization d this construction, (15), also
faithfully matches the more general syntadic configurationthat | have call ed CSCl-structure, (1).

Before moving on to the English data, let us very briefly consider the German and Dutch
examples that we havein (16).

(160 a [Jan] war[am Schreiben einesBriefes. | (German)
Jan was at.the write acen letter-cen
“Jan was writing aletter.”

10 seefoatnote 1.
M For example, it can be resumed by the diti c it, as pointed out above, and it triggers a third person, singular agreement
on the matrix verb when the whole construction occupies the subjed position in the sentence
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b. [Jan] was[ e lrief aan het schrijven.] (Dutch)
Jan was a letter at the write
“Jan was writing aletter.”

The dements that make up these mnstructions are just like the dements that make up the PIC. And,
just like the PIC, these structures do also expressan event in progress as we can see through the
trangations into English. Now the only relevant difference between the constructions in (16) and
the PIC isfoundin the fact that here the aspedual P at is not part of the extended projection d aV,
but part of the extended projection d a nominalized V. Since this ans to be the only significant
difference between these @nstructions and the PIC, it seans plausible, a least in principle, to
anayze the mnstructions in (16) as indicated in (17). (Nom.” means "nominalized version d the
PIC")

(17 Nom.=[pp Jan; [p an [pp dem [yp PRO; Schreiben einesBriefes ]| ]]
Jan at he write acen letter-gen
(1) CSCl = [pr DP, [Yx' Yx .. [xp {PRC)| / proi} [x’ X .. ]] ]]

Noticethat these constructions clearly show, onthe one hand, that the lexicd DP is base-generated
in the spedfier of the projection headed by the apectual marker an "at”, namely Spec PP. And, on
the other hand, that this aspectual element is the highest head associated with the lexicd noun,since
it precales a DP-projection with an overt D (dem).'? This is grong evidence in favor of the idea
that, in the verbal version d this construction, ramely in the PIC, the lexicd DP is also base-
generated in this position, that is, in Speg PP, and that the P a "a” is aso the highest head
asciated with the lexicd head of the cnstruction, ramely the verb (see(15)). Now the difference
liesin that in the PIC the P a at” precales a CP, the head of which isnull .*®

2.3 The—-ing Construction

An obvous question that arises at this paint is whether a similar syntadic configuration like the one
propased here for the PR and the PIC can also be gplied to the progressve wnstruction in Modern
English, in which a suffix —ing appeas attached onthe verbal head (-ing Construction). An example
isprovided in (18) for Spanish, which also admitsit, and Engli sh.

(189 a He visoa [.ngcJuan corrienda ]
havel seento-acc  Juan running
*| saw Juan running.”
b. Isaw [Lingc Johnrunnng.]

| can drealy anticipate that the answer is affirmative, that is, that this construction perfectly
acommodates to the CSCl-model put forward here. But before presenting the analysis, let me first
remark some properties that show that this construction behaves just like the PR and the PIC.

The first important thing for our purposes here is that this construction dees not denote a
propasition. So, as we have dready seen before for the PR and the PIC, a verb that does not express

12 As David Adger points out to me, the nominal version of the PIC isalso used in Irish, as shownin (i).
(i) Chunnaicmi lain ra ruith.

saw I John in-acr (his) running

*| saw Johnrunning.”
The interesting thing about Irish liesin that the P na“in” appeasinfleded. Thisindicates that there is a pro between this
P and the nominalized verb. That an infleded P is followed by an argumental pro in Irish has been independently
demonstrated in McCloskey and Hale 1984
13 The (phonologicd) nul properties of the C must be atributed to the infinitival form of the verb. That is, in
Portuguese, as in many other Romance languages, an infinitive is always linked to a null C. So, in this snse, the PIC
does not stand as an exception at all.



an event will not be dlowed to appear in this construction. Thisis the cae of the verb to know. This
fad isill ustrated by the dready familiar contrast in (19) (cf. (3) and (12)).

(190 a *I saw [ Johnknowingthe answer. | -ingC - *propgsition
b. | saw [ that Johnknew the answer. ] CP - % propasition

In this $nse, the -ing Construction dffers from ancther construction in English in which the verb
also appears bearing the suffix —ing. This construction, which can be combined with verbs like to
hate and to remember, is apparently an ordinary CP and, as expeded, denotes a propasition. A pair
of examples are provided in (20).

(200 a |hate[ {everybody/PRO} telling him what he hasto do] = propasition
b. | remember [ PRO havingreal al these books. ] = propasition

Some relevant differences between this construction and the progressve -ing Construction are
the foll owing:

(i) The embedded structuresin (20) do nd expressan event in progress but a propaosition.
(if) The subjed of the enbedded constructions in (20) can be anull PRO. This posshility is not
avail able in the progressve -ing Construction. Compare (20) with (21).

(2) a |saw [.ingc {John/*PRO} watching the stars.] = event
b. I saw [Lingc {myself / *PRO} watching the stars. | = event

(iii)Even thowgh Spanish has the progressve —ing Construction, (22a), it does not possessthe
propasitional constructionwith —ing, (22b).

(220 a He visoa [.ngcJuan corrienda ] = event
havel seento-acc  Juan running
*| saw Juan running.”

b. *Odioa [todoe mundo dciéndde lo quetiene quehace.] = propcsition
hate.l to-accall theworld telling.him what that has.he that do- N
(intended meaning: "I hate everybody telling him what he hasto da”)

Thus, in the Spanish courterparts of the English sentences in (20) we can only find either a that-
clause (when the subjed of the matrix clause and the subject of the enbedded clause do nd refer to
the same person), (234), or an infinitival complement (when the subject of the main clause and the
subjed of the embedded construction dorefer to the same person), (23b).

(23) a Odio[tha-cdase que todo € mundole digalo qetiene quehacer. ]
hate. that al the world hm tel what that has.he that do- Nk
‘| hate everybody telling him what he hasto da”

b. Odio [inf-dause PRO dedrle lo Qe tiene que hacer. ]
hate. td|-|N|:-him what that has.he that dO-|NF
“| hate telling him what he hasto da”

Thisindicaesthat the progressve —ing Construction and the enbedded structuresin (20) are indeed
different constructions.



Like the PR and the PIC, the progressve -ing Construction can also be interpreted as a single
constituent, at least in ore possble reading. Thus, the whole (embedded) structure in (24) can be
resumed by the diti c it.

(24 | saw [ Johnrunning.] | saw it too. (cf. (4) and (12))

Let us point out now what we know for sure @ou the asgnment of theta-roles and Cases in
this construction. First, we know that, as usual, the verb to runin (25) assgns an external thetarole
(AGENT) to an argument situated in the Specof its projedion, that is, Spec VP. And, secondy, we
know that alexicd DP contained within the progressve -ing Construction chedks off the acasative
Case that is provided by the matrix verb in the examplein (25).

(25 I'saw [ himrun(n)ING.] (cf. (6) and (13))

On the other hand, we dso know for sure that the suffix —ing that appeas on the verb is the
aspedua marker that provides the nstruction with its progressve interpretation, and that this
construction daes not denote a propasition. In aher words, it seems fair to think that this
construction canna be an adinary CP-structure, probably in contrast to the embedded -ing
constructionsin (20).

Now, if we put together all the things that we know for sure @out the -ing Construction,* then
we ae led to analyze this constructionthe way it is depicted in (26).

(260 -ingC= [cpcscy John [c _ing [ [vp PRO [v- run(n)_1] 111
(1) CSCl = [pr DP| [Yx' Yx ..... [xp{PRC)i/prOi} [x' X .. ]] ]]

Now, as you may have dready naticed, the only difference between this construction, onthe one
hand, and the PR and the PIC, onthe other, liesin the morphdogical nature of the CSCl-head. That
is, in this construction the CSCl-heal is the apedual suffix —ing. So, as a suffix, it will have to
appea at the overt Syntax attached ona lexicd element, in this case the verba head. Differently,
the CSCl-hea in the PR and in the PIC, namely que and a, respedively, is an unbounds ement. So
it will be @le to show up at Syntax as an independent morphdogicd head. All in al, this means
that Modern English uses a synthetic version d the progressve nstruction, whereas those
languages that utili ze the PR or the PIC make use of the andytic version d exadly the same
construction.

2.4 Summary
The spedfic instantiations of the CSCl-model that have been presented in this sdion are
reproduced here once againin (27).

The progressiveconstruction - A single syntactic configuration

(27) a [cpcsay Juany Maria [c que [ip pro,  corrian 111 (andytic)
b. [prcscy0Jodoe aMaria [¢ a  [cp [c [P proi  correrem ]]]]] (anaytic)
C. [prcscyoJodoe aMaria [p @  [cp [c [P PRO; correr  ]]]]] (anaytic)
d

[cpcsay JohnandMary; [¢ _ing [ip PRO;  run(n)_ 111 (synthetic)

The main properties that charaderize these structures are the foll owing:

1% The ones mentioned in the text but also the ideathat the verb must be awciated with an IP- and a CP-projedion; the
faa that this construction behaves like a SCl, and just like the PR and the PIC, which do also express an event in
progress or the fad that the lexical subjed can move further up to an A-position:
(i) a Johnwas ®a[csy ti rumning. ]
b. John is [csg t running.]
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(i) The CSCl-predicde (i.e., theinterna predicaion) can be ather verbal (Romance English)
or nominal (German, Dutch, Irish).

(i) The highest extended projedion d X is an aspectua marker: [ Y = Asp]*

(i) The aspectua marker can be an independent head (andytic version [Romance, German,
Dutch, Irish, daleda and Midde English]) or a bound lead (synthetic version [Modern
Engli sh and some Romance languages]).

3 Complex Small Clauses Type 2: regard-as / take-for and Resultative
Constructions

The question that arises at this point is whether the CSCI-model presented in sedion 1can orly
acourt for the progressve wnstruction in various languages or, differently, this syntactic
configuration is more productive than that. Well, the answer is that this gructure is more productive
than that. | clam that it can also be foundin constructions that here | cdl regard-as and take-for
constructions (sedion 3.1, and may also be foundin resultative constructions (sedion 3.2.

3.1 regard-as and take-for constructions
The examples of CSCl that here | cdl the regard-as and take-for constructions are provided in (28).

(28) a |regard[ Johnasmy best friend.]
b. Theytook[ Johnfor afod. ]

Once again, let us first start remarking what we surely know abou these @nstructions. To begin
with, we know that the SCI-predicae my best friend and a fod in (28) must assgn atheta-role to a
subjed, just like it doesin the sentencesin (29).

(29 a John is [soq ti my bestfriend.]
b. John is [sc ti afod.]

On the other hand, we know that the lexica DP Johnin (28) checks off the accusative Case that
is provided by the matrix verb. Thisis shown in (30).

(300 a Iregard himasmy best friend.
b. They took himfor afod.

Now, if we want to make things easy, we can say a this point that the agument that gets the
theta-role from the SCl-predicae in (28) and the agument that chedks Case within the matrix
clausein (30) is exadly the same one, that is, the lexicd DP John Thus, from this perspective, the
DP John would be the thematic subject of the SCl-predicate my best friend or a fod, that is, it
would be base-generated in a pasition foll owing the particle as/ for. Later on, it would move upin
the structure in order to check Case within the matrix clause. Hence this lexicd DP ends up in a
pasition pecading the particle as/ for at the overt Syntax. This line of reasoning has actually led to
many linguists to propcse what we can cdl the “traditional” analysis of these constructions. The
representationis given in (31).%

13 For argumentsin favor of the ideathat the C que “that” behaves like an aspectual marker in the PR, see Rafel 2000s,
b.

18 The particles as / for have been taken as “prepasitional complementizers” (see Starke 1995. Even though | also use
thisterm here, my analysis does not depend at al on the caegorial status of these heads.
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B) a [ecr [c & [xpsay John [ my best friend] ]]]
b. [ce [c for [xp(scy John[ afod ]]]]

Although the analysisin (31) seansto be the smplest one (even the most logicd one), it raises
some important problems that shoud na be ignored for the sake of simplicity. Some of these
problems are the foll owing:*’

(i) Differently from English, in Spanish subjeds do nd have to appear necessarily in Speg IP
at the overt Syntax (or its equivalent in a SCl). So, for example, in SCls the subjed can show up
either following or precaling the SCl-predicae. Thisis srownin (32).

(32 a Tomaon a [ Juan pa tonto. ]
tookthey to-acc Juan for fod
“They took Juan for afodl.”
b. Tomaron[ por tonto aJuan ]

Despite that, the subjed cannat appear in this construction ketween the particle por for” and the
predicate tonto (‘fod”) ever. Thisisill ustrated in (333).

(33 a *Tomaron [ por Juan tonto. ]
tookthey for Juan fool
b. Tomaron a [Juan pa exraordinariamente tonto. |
tookthey to-acc Juan for extraordinarily foadl
“They took Juan for abig jerk.”

The example in (33b), on the other hand, tells us that the ungrammaticdity of (33a) canna be
attributed to some kind d affixation d the particle for onto the predicate foal.

(i) Following the analysisin (31), we must assume that in the passve sentences in (34) the DP
John has moved from the pasition where it is base-generated (an A-pasition), to the Spec of the
projedion headed by the particle as/ for (an A-bar position)*® and, finally, into the subjed pasition
of the matrix clause, where it chedks off nominative Case (again an A-pasition).

(39 a Johnisregaded [ ti [ @ [ t my best friend.]]]
b. John is taken [t [ for [ t afod.]]]

Now the legitimacy of this movement operation is not, by any means, obvious snce we obtain a
mixed [A, A", A] chain and, according to the generative tradition, this combination shoud get us an
ungrammeticd output, in contrast to what we have, (34).

(iii)Anacther questionis why the lexicd DP in (35a) canna be asdgned structural Case by the P
for contrary to what we have in (35h). Furthermore, we may wonder why the D/NP women [3
person, dural] in (36a) has to move to a position preceding the particle as if this D/NP does not
ched off the nominative Case that is provided by the finite IP of the matrix clause [3 person,
singular].

(35 a *Theytook][ for himafodl.]
b. For meto dothat, ...

(36) a [ Women asengineers] still surprises some people.  (from Emonds 1985 276)
b. *[Aswomen engineers] still surprises some people.

Y For more aguments and detail s, seeRafel 2000k 2001.
18 Sincethisis not an agreement pasition nor atheta position in this analysis. Recdl, furthermore, that in this analysis as
and for are considered “prepositional complementizers’.
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(iv) And, finally, in the regard-as case, we happen to have aversion in which the particle as
introduwes afinite dause, as siownin (37b).

(37) a | regard Johnas my best friend.
b. | regard John asif he were my best friend.

In this finite dause we find a subjed that, in this example, must corefer with the lexicd DP that
appeas preceding the particle. Of course, the analysis in (31) does nat tell us anything abou the
obvious relationship between the SCI-version, (37a), and the finite dause-type, (37b).

The paosition we ae & this point is the following. We know that the SCl-predicate my best
friend and a fod must assgn atheta-role to a subjed (see(28)-(29)), and that the lexicd DP chedks
off the accusative Case that is provided by the matrix verb (see (30)).

But we now know that this lexicd DP, first, canna appear between the particle and the
predicae ever, and, secondy, canna move up into the matrix clause withou violating some
theoretica principle.

At this dage, we dso knaw that there ae some nstructions that contain two subjeds, ore
lexicd and ore null, within asingle extended projedion. Now the obvious thing to suppcse & this
point isthat maybe asimilar analysis can also be goplied to these cwnstructions. Were this the case,
we would oltain the structuresin (38).

(38 regard-as = [cp(csay John [c as [opsay  PRO; my best friend 1]
take-for = [cpscy John [¢ for [opscy  PRO; afod 11
(1) CSCl = [pr DP, [Yx' YX [xp {PRC)| / proi} [x’ X .. ]] ]]

Now the surprising thing is that by adopting this analysis we can immediately accourt for the
problems that we encourter by using the traditional analysis. Here ae the explanations:

(i) The lexicd DP (John) canna appear between the particle and the SCl-predicate because
this DP is base-generated in a higher position in the structure, namely Spec, CP. Of course, the
same goes for languages with arelatively freeword order like Spanish (see (33a)). But, as we have
already seen, in Spanish, even though we can find the SCI-subjead either preceding or foll owing the
SCl-predicate (see (32)), and even lexicd material between the particle por “for” and the predicae
tonto “fod” (see (33h)), we can never find the lexicd DP between these two elements. This fad
could be dtributed to a prohibition d inserting an argumental DP-subject into the subjed domain
already occupied by ancther argumental subjed, namely PRO, which is, furthermore, coindexed
with, o controlled by, that very same lexicd DP.

(i) In this configuration, the spedfier of the projedion headed by the particle turns out to be an
A-pasition. Thisis © because the lexicad DP is base-generated there. So thislexicd DP will be free
to move further up in the structure to an A-position. Hence the grammaticality of the passve
sentencesin (34), where we end upwith auniform [A, A] chain.

(iii)The lexicd DP canna get Case from the prepasitional C for (see(35a)), as oppacsed to what
we find in structural contexts like that in (35b), becaise in the derivation this lexicd DP never
occupies aposition kelow that particle.

(iv) The only difference between (37a) and (37b) lies in that the cnstituent introduced by the
particle asis a SCI in (37a), the subjed of which is a PRO because it canna chedk structural Case,
whereas it is afinite dause in (37b), where the subject is a pronounthat can check off hominative
Case.

3.2 Resaultative Constructions

Interestingly enough, Huang (1992 propases an anaysis for the resultative cnstructions in
Chinese that reminds us a great ded of the CSCI-structure that we aetesting rere.
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An example of the resultative mnstructionin Chineseisgivenin (39).

(399 John [ba Mary] Kku-[de dén shangxin.]
John  BA-prep Mary  cry-DE-ciitic (zoLD v “obtainy VEry sad
(lit. Johnto Mary cried till very sad.)
“Johncried till Mary got very sad.”

In this sntence we can see that the resultative anstruction in Chinese is formed by two
congtituents, the ones that appear into bradkets. In the first one, we have aDP, Mary, which is
introduced by a particle, presumably a Case marker. In the second ore, onthe other hand, we have a
particle, which derives from the old verb to oltain, plus an adjectival predicae that indicates the
state in which the DP Mary endsupin.

Now, the analysis that Huang propases for this construction is the one depicted in (40).*°

ie 6y

(400  John [npba Mary; | ku- [Resuitaive clause -d€ Pro; hen shangxin.]
John BA-prep Mary cry DE very sad

“Johncried till Mary got very sad.”

According to this analysis, the V (cry) seleds and theta-marks the resultative dause (“ obtain” very
sad). After that, the resultative dause (“ obtain” very sad) plusthe V (cry) select and theta-mark the
lexicd DP (Mary).

So the question at this paint is whether this analysis accommodates or relates, if it doesin any
way, to the general CSCl-structure that we ae using here. Well, the answer is clear cut: It does
relate to the genera CSCl-model since the analysis in (40) is nothing more than a “restructured”
version d the CSCl-configuration. The analysis in (40) previous to the restructuring operation
would looklike (41).

(41) Resultatives = [csg Mary; [ de [ Pro [ verysad ] 1]
(1) CsCl= [vex DR [vx Yx ... [xe {PROi/pro} [x X ... 111

Here we only have to say that the CSCI-head, which is de in (41), incorporates at Syntax onto the
matrix verb (cry). Nothing else neals to be said.

Just like in ather types of CSCl, the lexicd subjea chedks gructural Case (accusative) within
the matrix clause, and it must corefer with the null subjed Pro, which gets the theta-role from the
adjedival predicate. As expeded, if the subjed of the externa predicaion and the subject of the
internal predication do nd corefer, then we obtain an ungrammaticd sentence This is shown in
(42) (from Huang).

(42 *ta ba fan chi-de[ t; [Prox hen bao] ]
he BA-prep rice e&DE very full
(intended reading: "He aerice and got very full.”)

The natural question to ask at this point is whether the same gproadc to the resultative
constructions in Chinese can aso be extended to the resultative dausesin English. | think that, as a
hypathesis, thisis a plausible idea We would orly need to say that in the resultative constructions
in English the head of the CSCl is null. So the structure of the embedded construction in (439)
would be a depicted in (43b).

' Huang uses Pro for pro or PRO due to the ladk of morphologica evidencein Chinese in favor of one or another.
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(43) a John kicked [ thedoa open.]
b. [csaep thedoa; [p O [=+oban;  [apscy PRO;  [a open]] ]]

(1) CSCl = [pr DP| [Yx' YX [xp {PRC), / proi} [x’ X ]] ]]
Asl said, thisis a hypathesis that, | think, would be worth looking into.
3.3 Summary

The analyses of the anstructions that have been considered in this dion are reproduced here once
againin (44).

Non-verbal constructions - A single syntactic configuration

(449 a [cpesay  John; [c as [op(scy PRO; my best friend ]]] (andytic)
b. [CP(CSCI) John; [C’ for [DP(SCI) PRO; afood ]]] (andytlc)
C. [PP(CSCI) the doar; [P’ U [AP(SCI) PRO;  open ]]] ( ??)

The main properties that charaderize these structures are the foll owing:

(i) The CSCl-predicaeisnomina or adjectival.

(i) The highest extended projedion d X is either a moda marker (as / for) or a relational
element (resultatives).

(iii) This marker can be a independent head (andytic version [regard-as and take-for
constructions]) or abound lead (synthetic version [Chinese resultative constructions)).

4 The Complex Small Clause-structure: Some consequences

In this article, | have put forward the structura model of what | have cdled a Complex Small
Clause, and have gplied this model to several constructions in dfferent languages. The (main)
constructions that have been examined and the analysis in terms of a CSCl that has been proposed
for each ore of these constructions appear in (45).

(45)

a [cpescy  Juan; [c QUE [ proi  corria 1]] (andytic)
b. [ppccscy OSmeninos| [ A [cp pro; correrem 111 (andytic)
C. [ppcscy Oosmeninos| [ A [cp PRO; correr 111 (andytic)
d. [cpsay  John; [c _ING [p PRO  run(n)_ 1]] (synthetic)
e. [CP(CSCI) John; [C’ AS [DP(SCI) PRO mybestfrlend ]]] (andytic)
f. [cpesay — John [c FOR [ppscy PRO;  afod 111 (andytic)
0. [prcsay  thedoai| [ O [ap(scy PRO;  open 11 (??)

In this sction, | remark some @nsequences that can be drawn from the discusson presented in this
paper. In sedion 4.1,some mnsequences for the general Theory of Grammar are pointed ou. In
sedion 4.2,1 outline some @nsequences for the SCI-Theory. Of course, these general consequences
must be implemented by the ones drawn by the reader.
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4.1 Some monsequencesfor the General Theory of Grammar

* We have leaned that a structural model, the one put forward by the Complex Small Clause-
structure, explains the semantic and syntactic properties of a set of constructions that up to now
have been analyzed in tremendous different ways.

e The mnstructions examined here have told us once again that every element couns, be it an
independent head or a morpheme. So the simplest element can determine the syntax and semantics
of the @nstruction it appearsin. For example, we have seen that the particle as that shows upin the
regard-as construction is not an “optional” head, that is, the phondogicd redization d the heal of
a PredP-projection, as sustained in Bowers 1993, bl the head of a CSCI. So there is an important
semantic and syntadic difference between the example in (46a), onthe one hand, and the ones in
(46b,c), onthe other.

(46) a | consider [sc Johnmy best friend]
b. 1 consider [csci Johnas my best friend ]
c. | consider [ Johnasif hewere my best friend]

This means that, if there is redly a PredP introduwcing a dause, be it a full clause or a small clause,
its head cannat be @vert or overt optionally.

The —ing Construction, onthe other hand, shows us that the same simple dement can aso be
linked to dfferent semantic and syntadic structures. We have seen that the suffix —ing can be
asciated presumably with aplain CP, (474), or associated with a CSCl-configuration, (47b). In the
former case, the @nstruction has a propasitional value, whereas in the latter context it denotes an
event.

(47) a | hate[cp peopleteling him what he hasto doall thetime.]
b. | saw [csc him runnng]

4.2 Some onsequencesfor the SCI-Theory

e The CSCl-model suggests that predication is the result of a syntactic relationship. We have
seen that a full-fledged predicaive relationship can be itself predicaed of a subjed, although
certain condtions must be met. The most remarkable ones are (just to recall):

(i) The CSCl-subjead must be base-generated in the Spec of the highest extended projedion
associated with the lexicd heal of the cnstruction (X).
(i) The CSCl-subjea must corefer with the grammatical subjed of theinterna predicétion.

This gructural configuration is used to express the idea that an entity (DP) is or becomes
(progressve and resultatives, respectively) a participant in some sort of event (e) [Type 1] or
situation (s) [Type 2]:

(48 a [DP"e] where € IS  [ger PRO V ]
b. [DP"s] where s IS  [sitaion PRO A/N]

e A functional (or semi-lexicd, grammaticd...) element (see Corver and Riemsdijk 2001, Rafel
2007 can be the head of a SCI. This occurs when a subject is base-generated in the spedfier of its
projedion. This means that the ssymmetry between lexicd and functional categories traditionally
asumed by the Small Clause Theory (since Stowell 1981, 1983 does naot exist.

The functional properties of the CSCI-head make us exped this head to “look for a lexicd
host.” It can drealy doit at the overt Syntax. In this case, we can seethat the CSCl-head can look
either “down,” like in the progressve cnstruction in English [-ing run(n)-], or “up,” like in the
resultative constructions in Chinese [ed-de]. But it can also wait and doit after Spell Out. In this
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case, the CSCl-head shows up at the overt Syntax as an independent heal, like in the PR [que
corria], PIC [at work], ‘regard-as’, and "take-for” constructions.

e The so-cdled Verba Small Clauses” may just be tokens of the CSCl-model. From this
viewpoint, in a full clause the subject would be base-generated in Spec, VP, whereas in a Verba
Small Clause the subjed of the cnstruction would be base-generated in the Spec of the highest
extended projedion associated with the verb. This is what occurs in the examples of Verbal Small
Clause that have been considered in this article, namely the PR, the PIC and the progressve -ing
Construction. But it is also expeded to happen in ather examples of Verbal Small Clause, typically
in the so-cdled Bare Infinitive (Bl), (49). ((49a) isin Spanish.)

(49 a He vistoa [g Juancorrer.]
have.l seen to-acc Juan run
*| saw Juan run.”
b. | saw [g; Johnrun.]

Acoording to the paosition adopted here, the Bl would be analyzed as shown in (50). Compare (50)
with the version d the PIC in which the lexicd hea is abare infinitive, (15).

(500 Bl =]cp John [c O [rp [w PRO [v- run ]]]]]
(1) CSCl = [pr DP| [Yx' Yx [xp {PRC), / proi} [x’ X ]] ]]

This is a posghility that, | think, deserves to be explored serioudly, just like the analysis of the
resultative anstructionin terms of a CSCl addressd in sedion 3.2above.
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