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Abstract A longstanding claim in the literature holds that by-plesaare special in the passive, receiving certain external
argumentroles that by-phrases in nominals cannot, foaitst the role of experiencer. This paper challenges thistanding
claim and shows that by-phrases are not special in the gasbi®y can receive all of the thematic roles that they camerbal
passives. They are banned from certain nominals for the szasen they are banned from certain VP types like unaceesati
and sporadic advancements: by-phrases require the sgrdaadtsemantic presence of an external argument. By-phcase
receive a uniform analysis, whether they occur with vertis oominals. The analysis proposed here involves syntaaid
formation, with syntactic heads effecting passivizatiod aominalization. It also relies on syntactic selectionselectional
features, and proposes a theory of such features. The dimtepgrammar that emerges is one without lexical rulessrgh
passivization and nominalization take place in the syntax.

1 Introduction

There is a longstanding empirical claim to the effect thaphyases can receive thematic roles in passives that theota
elsewhere. By-phrases in passives seem to be able to beaxtamgal thematic role, including in particular recipiemtd
experiencef{1.13), but by-phrases in nominals do not sedra &ble to bear these rolés[(2, 4):

(1) (Culicover and Jackendoff 2005, (18a, 19a))
a. The present was received by my mother-in-law.
b.  The damage was seen at once by the investigators.
(2) (Culicover and Jackendoff 2005, (18b, 19b))
a. the receipt of the present (*by my mother-in-law)
b.  the sight (*by the investigators) of the damage
(3) (Jackendoff 1977, 92-3, attributing them to Norberthétein)
a. Harry was feared by John.
b. Danger was sensed by John.
C. Mary was respected by John.
(4) (Jackendoff 1977, 92-3, attributing them to Norberthébein)
a. *the fear of Harry by John
b. *the sense of danger by John
c. *the respect for Mary by John

This seems to indicate that the prepositiigrcan assign a limited set of roles by itself outside of the ipagg.g., agent); but
in the passive, some special syntactic mechanism is abtarierhit the external role of the verb to the by-phrase, tigas
of what that role il
At the same time, by-phrases in the sentential domain, assggpto the nominal, seem to be quite restricted. In the
nominal domain, for instance, by-phrases can appear withimadizations of intransitive verbs that cannot be pagsiti

*| would like to thank Peter Cole, Gabriella Hermon, Paul Rpgtlec Marantz, Satoshi Tomioka, members of the Syntaxgics Lab at the University
of Delaware, and th8yntaxreviewers for helpful comments.

11t should be noted from the outset that this paper only carscigself with by-phrases that specify the external arguroéa passive or a nominal. The
prepositionby has other uses which | do not address here: it can add a mearsgrament component, for instance, aglastroy the car by blowing it up
or paint by hand it can also add a spatial location, astlire house by the sear stand by the wall | assume that these are different and unrelated uses of
the same preposition, and will not address them furtheis (bt yet clear to me whetherbook by Chomskyr a punch by Alirepresent a distinct use; it is
possible that these should be characterized as externahargs, like the by-phrase in a passive.)



(5) (Keenan 1980, (13a-b))
a. Cheating by students will be punished.
b.  Talking by undergraduates at High Table is forbidden.

By-phrases can also appear in other nominals, not clearlyatkfrom verbs:

(6) (Keenan 1980, (14a—c))
a. The move by United was unexpected.
b.  The march on Washington by the farm workers was a success.
C. a wild pitch by Tanner/ a left jab by Ali/ . ..

But in the sentential domain, only passives can have bysglstdf the prepositiohy could independently add an agent role,
as it seems to be doing in the nominals[ih (5) ddd (6), then anddvexpect that it would be possible to use a by-phrase
to add an agent role to main verbs that do not have them, lilkeausatives, middles, or the “sporadic advancements” of
PerImutter and Postal 1984a. However, this is impossilbl&@eper 1987, Lasnik 1989):

(7) a. The ship sank (*by a saboteu)n@ccusative
b. Politicians bribe easily (*by lobbyists)middle

c This stadium seats 10,000 people (*by ushesgokadic advancement
d

$5000 buys a lot of heroin (*by junkieskforadic advancement

These two facts together appear to indicate that in the saitdomain, by-phrases are limited to passives, and isipes,
they have properties that distinguish them from by-phratsswvhere. So, a theory of by-phrases needs a special adooun
passives.

| argue against this conclusion here, showing that thesdduts are really the same fact. That is, what bans by-phrases
from certain nominals (the oneslih 2 ddd 4) also bans by-pkriaem certain VP-types (unaccusatives and sporadic agdvan
ments; middles require a separate account). This permitsfeedi account of by-phrases, where they have no properties
particular to the passive. | provide such a unified accourg.he

An important part of doing this involves showing that by-aées pattern with two other types of adjuncts, namely instru
mentals and external-argument-oriented comitatives.s@laee banned from the same environments as by-phrasegrand f
the same reason. The analysis that | provide relies hearifyntactic selection, and an interesting consequencats$ttbse
particular adjuncts have to be viewed as having syntadécsenal requirements.

In section 2, | re-examine the two facts given above that lmeen taken to argue for treating by-phrases in passives
as special. | show that once we have a proper understanditig aéstriction that holds of by-phrases, instrumentaid, a
external-argument-oriented comitatives, the restnictio VP types and the restriction on nominals receive a uréfi@dunt.
Sectiori B develops a theory of the passive and the by-pHhrasadcounts for all of the facts, buildingjon Keenan (198%)s
theory has selectional features do a lot of the work, and alsd@ develops a theory of selectional features and how treey a
satisfied syntactically. Within this theory, certain typésdjuncts, namely by-phrases, instrumentals, and eatt@ngument-
oriented comitatives, have to be treated as selecting &plart syntactic category. | suggest that this might holddther
adjunct types, too. Finally, the findings of this paper alasehimportant consequences for cross-linguistic typokogy for
the status of lexical rules, which | explore in sec{ion 4.

2 Re-evaluating the Facts

This section re-examines the two facts given above, narttedy,in the sentential domain, by-phrases are only allowed i
passives; and in passives, they behave differently fromphngses in nominals. | start with the sentential domain,taed
turn to nominals.

°Most analyses that | am aware of only treat passives, andrdghg-phrases elsewhere. Almost all theories have a spemahanism for re-
lating the by-phrase to the underlying external argumenthefpassive. These include the original transformatiomalyasis off Chomsky (1957, 43);
the Relational Grammar theory (e.0.. Perlmutter and P4S8%) and its descendants (elg.. Postal 1986); lexicalrideedike those of Lexical Func-
tional Grammar (e.gl. Bresnan 2001), Head-Driven PhragetBte Grammar (e.d., Sag, Wasow, and Bender|2003), antStimpler Syntax” model of
Culicover and Jackendoff (2005); the “theta transmissith@ory off Jaeggli 1986; the theory [of Baker, Johnson, anceRe§1989), where the external
thematic role is assigned to the passive morpheme, whildykhghrase can double it in a way analogous to clitic doubimgome languages; and the
“smuggling” theory of Collins 2005, where the passive bygste is generated in the same position as the active sulijetteceives the same interpretation.
The only analysis that | know of that does not treat the pasas/special is that of Keengn (1980, 1985). The analysid tifégr is in the same spirit as
Keenan’s.



2.1 VPsLacking External Arguments

In the sentential domain, by-phrases are only allowed waitsjves. They are not allowed with actives, nor are theyvaltb
with other types of VPs. If the prepositiday could independently assign external argument roles, itilshize possible to add
a by-phrase to unaccusatives, middles, or the “sporadiaramdments” of Perimutter and Postal 1984a, and therebyradd a

external argument to a VP that lacks one. As shown above Jew#is is impossible:

8) a. The ship sank (*by a saboteu)in@ccusative
b. Politicians bribe easily (*by lobbyists)middle

c This stadium seats 10,000 people (*by ushesgoadic advancement
d

$5000 buys a lot of heroin (*by junkiespgoradic advancement

This has led most researchers to conclude that the passaleeés a special syntactic relation between the extermggiraent
and the by-phrase, and this relation is limited to passiteshe sentential domain, the prepositioyis unable to assign a

thematic role by itself.
However, there is reason to be suspicious of this concluskutting aside middles (which | will return to in section

[3.8), it turns out that two other types of adjuncts, nameigtrumentals and external-argument-oriented comitmtiaes
also incompatible with VPs that lack external argumenthoaigh, like by-phrases, they are compatible with passiveg
following examples illustrate instrumentals:

9 a The enemy sank the ship with a torpedo.
b. *The ship sank with a torpedo.
c.  The ship was sunk with a torpedo.
(10) a The ushers seated 500 people with flashlights.
b. * This theater seats 500 people with flashlights.
c
a
b
c

500 people were seated with flashlights.

Junkies buy a lot of heroin with computers these days.
* $5000 buys a lot of heroin with computers these days.

A lot of heroin is bought with computers these days.

(11)

External-argument-oriented comitatives are also not @ible with these VPs, although they too are compatible with
passives (where the comitative is interpreted as actinggaldth the unexpressed agent). Here and below the astegaksn
ungrammatical on the intended interpretation, where timeitative acts along with an external argument, expresseuhex-

pressedt

(12) a. The saboteur sank the ship with a henchman.
* The ship sank with a henchman.
This ship should be sunk with a henchman.

(13) The ushers seated 50,000 ticketholders with theisgguards.
50,000 ticketholders can’t be seated with the securigyds!
(24) Junkies buy a lot of heroin with their bosses thess.day

*$5000 buys a lot of heroin with one’s boss these days.

b.
C.
a
b. * This stadium seats 50,000 ticketholders with the séggaards.
c
a
b
c A lot of heroin is bought with one’s boss these days.

(For the rest of this paper, | use the term “comitative” agstand for “external-argument-oriented comitative.”)

These facts show that it is not just by-phrases that are ipatifile with VPs that lack external arguments; other adginc
are, too. It will not do to say that the prepositiaith is not capable of assigning an instrumental or comitatile by itself,
and must get that role somehow in the passive (and the athieallow it). Generally, instrumental and comitativea®hbre
added as adjuncts; most syntacticians analyze them astegintg roles by themselves, since lexical verbs for thetpast
lack them. Therefore, some other explanation is going togsessary for why instrumentals and comitatives are inctiivipa
with these VPs. If this same explanation will cover by-plksaghen we will have an independent reason for why by-phrase
are limited to passives in the sentential domain.

SComitatives do not require an external argument when theyedated to an internal argument, agme ship sank with its accompanying gunboat



In the case of comitatives, the reason for this incompdijtig clear: an external-argument-oriented comitativedsean
external argument as part of its semantics. Unaccusathatsgoradic advancements lack external arguments. Caoragat
are therefore semantically incompatible with them. Simstrumentals and by-phrases seem to pattern with congative
could pursue the following hypothesis:

(15) Hypothesis: By-phrases, comitatives, and instrualeméquire the (syntactic and/or semantic) presence oftemal
argument.

I will make this hypothesis much more precise in the nextisact

One way of thinking about this in the case of by-phrases isat@wing: by-phrases do nadd external argument roles,
theyfill them. That is, they are an alternative realization of themal argument. But there must be an external argument
for them to realize it. This idea suffices to explain the faetgarding unaccusatives and sporadic advancements, wigiahs
that passives are not special at all. All that is necessaryisrked-out theory, which | provide in sectioh 3.

2.2 Passives Versus Nominals

As shown in the introduction, by-phrases in nominals seetretmmuch more restricted in thematic roles than by-phrases in
passives. Most researchers have taken this to mean thatgsagwolve a relation that is absent from nominals. Howgelve
will show that the same hypothesis that explains unacatesagind sporadic advancements (above) also accounts fanalem
This means that by-phrases have the same properties imadhxs, and there is nothing special about the passive.

2.2.1 TheClaimed Facts

The passive by-phrase always appears to receive the sanaatienole as the corresponding active subject. In addition
agent or actor semantics, this can be a goal or recipieny,(@éeceiver[(16b), holder of a knowledge statd (17), or erpeer
18):
(16) (Culicover and Jackendoff 2005, (18a, 19a))
a. The present was received by my mother-in-law.
b.  The damage was seen at once by the investigators.
(17) That fact is known by everyone.
(18) (Jackendoff 1977, 92-3, attributing them to Norbertrigtein)
a. Harry was feared by John.
b. Danger was sensed by John.
C. Mary was respected by John.

It is often claimed that these arm®t semantic roles that can be independently assigned by tip@gitenby. Researchers
usually present certain nominals where, they claim, byapés with these semantics are not allowed:

(19) (Culicover and Jackendoff 2005, (18b, 19b))
a. the receipt of the present (*by my mother-in-law)
b.  the sight (*by the investigators) of the damage
(20) (Jackendoff 1977, 92-3, attributing them to Norbertri$tein)
a. *the fear of Harry by John
b. *the sense of danger by John
c. *the respect for Mary by John

| will divide these nominals into two groups. The first groumgludesreceiptandknowledge These actually do allow
by-phrases. The second group includigsht, fear, sense, respect, smaltdtaste which do not allow by-phrases. | will refer
to this group as theightclass of nominals. First | dispense wittceiptandknowledgeand then turn to theightclass. We
will see there is an independent explanation for why by-pésaannot appear with tegghtclass of nominals, and that it is
the same explanation as for why by-phrases cannot appdakRi that lack external arguments.



2.2.2 Receipt and Knowledge Do Allow By-Phrases

The first group of nominals, consisting odceipt and knowledge actually does allow a by-phrase. In my judgment, for
instance, Culicover and Jackendoff’'s exampléin{19a)ifepty acceptable. Other cases of these same nominalizatiith
a by-phrase with these same meanings sound completehahatur

(21) a. Thereceipt of at least three of those letters by th#nded recipients is a matter of historical record.

b. Complete knowledge of those techniques by more than jcatefully controlled few had to await the collapse
of the guild system.

This was confirmed by Google searches performed on 11/26/200 4/20/2010, which turned up numerous examples of a
by-phrase assigning the role of recipient or holder of a Kedge state. | give three examples of each below:

(22) ...after the date afeceipt of the letter by the GDS, ... (http://www.hedna.org/library/procedures.cfm)
(23) The start date must be at least ten days afterdtept of the form by Gift Processing.
(https://devar.washington.edu/departments/gpa/ABaliny.asp)

(24) To ensure propeeceipt by EPA, it is imperative that you identify docket control numberf®B4143C in the subject
line on the first page of your response.
(http://www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/EPA-PEST/2002/JanUaay-10/p631.htm)

(25) Suspicious trading points to advarkgewledge by big investors of September 11 attacks
(headline at http://www.wsws.org/articles/2001/octP@@dnd-005.shtml)

(26) Priorknowledge by the physician of a melancholic patient’s tendency to commit suicide
(http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=7696) 7

(27) ...to show there was prinowledge by Federal and OK state law enforcement personnel of the OKC bombing.
(http://www.newswithviews.com/Briley/Patrick32.htm)

Thus, it is not true thaby cannot independently assign the semantic roles of redipighholder of a knowledge state. Such
roles do appear in nominals.

2.2.3 Nominals That Do Not Allow By-Phrases

The second group of nominals includgght, fear, sense, respect, smalhdtaste These genuinely do not allow by-phrases.
Hence, we might think that the role of perceiver or expemgmannot be assigned independently by the prepoditpand
therefore that role must be transmitted to the by-phrasa fie verb in the passive.

However, other nominals that would have these same mesllow a by-phrase. For instance, batkrceptionand
experiencederived from the roots that give us the names for these,rallesv a by-phrase:

(28) a. His inadequacies were finally perceived by his wife.
b.  the perception of his inadequacies by his wife

C. ... light signal perception by plants. ..
(http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v407/n6804/AD7585a0.html)

d. Unfortunately, the acoustics of typical classrooms lyeaduce auditory speech perception by these students.
(http://aja.asha.org/cgi/content/abstract/13/1/62)
(29) a. Pain can be experienced by the unborn.
the experience of pain by the unborn (http://www.popbing/docs/0530/007926.html)
the experience of pain by a Native American (http://wwimgfullivingprograms.com/coping.php)

So do various synonyms that turn up in thesaurus searchegbt) sense, respe¢the examples are modeled on actual
sentences found using Google):

(30) synonyms of ‘see’

a. detect: the detection of the sound by sensitive instrignen

b. observe: the observation by Darwin that finches. ..

C. recognize: the recognition of self by others and by legdlsocial institutions
(31) synonyms of ‘sense’

a. apprehend: the apprehension of God by a finite mind



b. discern: the discernment of God’s will by the entire clurc
(32) synonyms of ‘respect’:
a. admire: the admiration of beauty by the ancients
b. appreciate: the appreciation of beauty by other people
c.  venerate: the veneration of God by the gentiles
(33) synonyms of ‘smell’:
a. olfaction: olfaction of general odorants by small-maatlsalamander larvae

This indicates that the roles of perceiver/experiecegibe assigned bly in nominals, and there must be some other reason

that the nominalsight, fear, sense, respect, snulnot allow by-phrases.
| list the nominals with experiencer/perceiver roles besmeording to whether or not they allow a by-phrase:

(34) Do allow by-phrase:
perception, experience, detection, observation, retiognapprehension, discernment, admiration, appreciatien-

eration, olfaction

(35) Do not allow by-phrase:
sight, fear, sense, respect, smell, taste

An obvious difference between these two classes is theiphwogical complexity. The nominals that do allow by-
phrases are morphologically complex (except perleqperiencl and are clearly derived by overt morphology from verbs
(exceptolfaction). The nominals that do not allow by-phrases are not clea¥etbal, and are monomorphemic.

One might therefore suggest that the two groups of nomiritits dccording to the classification of nominals suggested
by|Grimshaw (1990). Grimshaw divides nominals into comm@esnt nominals, result nominals, and simple event nominals
Only complex event nominals take arguments; result normiaadl simple event nominals do not. One could hypothesizte tha
the nominals that do allow a by-phrase are complex event maigjiwhile the ones that do not allow a by-phrase are result
nominals. They would therefore disallow a by-phrase besaarscording to Grimshaw, by-phrases with result nominas a
only interpreted as something like authorship (Grimsha®@(0181), and this interpretation would make no sense witlsitte
class. This explanation would fit with the common claim thericzderived nominals are never complex event nominals, (e.g
Borer 1999, Alexiadou and Grimshaw 2008).

Itis certainly true that theightclass can be result nominals, according to Grimshaw’s disiigs: they can occur without
any argument$ (36a), can pluralizel(36b—e), can take iriteefieterminerd(36b), can appear in the existential coattm
(38c), can take a postnominal genitifel(36d), can take a ¢irpeession as a prenominal genitizel(36e), and can appear as
predicate[(36f). (But note tha¢spectdoes not always pattern the same as the others.)

(36) a. Fear/respect/that sight/that sense/that smeaBtisrding.

Animals have many fears/senses. The woods present ngdrig/simells. (*respects)
There are many sights/fears/senses/smells. Theraitot'df respect in this department.
those fears/senses/smells/sights of Gerald’s (*thpeof Gerald’s)

Yesterday’s sights/fears/smells/??senses/*resmzetoverwhelming.

This is fear/respect/a sight/a smell/a sense.

-~ 0 Q00T

In this result nominal use, thef phrase is disallowed, as expected:

(37) a. Theytookin the sights (*of blood).
b.  There are many sights (*of carnage) in this country. (adite confused witlsite)

c.  Thisis a sight (*of blood).
However, thesightclass also passes some of Grimshaw’s tests for complex eganihals. In the event use, thé phrase
is obligatory, as Grimshaw documents for complex event naisigenerally. For instance, this class can take eventfiadi
with anof phrase (agairrespects exceptionalﬁ

(38) a. the frequent/constant sight of blood
b.  the frequent/constant fear of rejection
c. thefrequent/constant sense of danger

4A reviewer notes that a relative clause improles38ap frequent/constant respect for their colleagues they #how is undeserved.



d. the frequent/constant smell of formaldehyde
e. *the frequent/constant respect for one’s colleagues

When theof phrase is present, these nominals cannot be used in anywhtein [36):

(39) a. Animals have many fears/senses (*of danger). Thalspoesent many sights/smells (*of decomposition).
There are many sights/fears/senses/smells (*of blaodyer).

those fears/senses/smells/sights (*of blood) of Girald

Yesterday's sight/fear/smell (*of blood) was overwhiglm

This is a sight/a smell/a sense (*of blood).

® Q0T

This makes it appear that when thiephrase is present, these nominals are complex event nafisalone could not claim
that by-phrases are disallowed because these nominaéswsmominals, disallow arguments.

We must therefore look elsewhere for an explanation for wiggé nominals disallow by-phrases. One possibility might
be that it has something to do with the realization of the arguts of the head noun. All the members of sightclass allow
a possessor understood as the experiencer, but most ddavottad theme to be expressed as a prenominal genitapéct

also marks its object witfor, rather than the expected):

(40) a. the sight of the damage (*by the investigators)
the investigators'’ first sight of the damage
* the damage'’s sight
the fear of dogs (*by cats)
cats’ fear of dogs
* dogs’ fear (with the meaning ‘fear of dogs’)
the sense of danger (*by John)
John’s sense of danger
* danger’s sense
the respect for pole dancing (*by John)
John's respect for pole dancing
* pole dancing’s respect

(41)

(42)

(43)

O T o OO0 o O T o OO0

However,smellandtasteallow the theme to be a prenominal genitive (I thank a revidwe440):

(44) a the smell of the beer (*by the investigators)
b.  When I took my first smell of this beer. ..
c the beer’s smell
(45) a. thetaste of the beer (*by the brewers)
b the brewers’ first taste of the beer
c the beer’s taste
One might have thought that it was significant thatslghtclass does not allow the theme as a prenominal genitivesrbel
andtastedo allow it. In addition, many of the nominals that do permjtfthrases do not permit their objects as prenominal
genitives:

(46) a the perception of light by the patient
b. *light's perception
47 a the admiration of beauty by the ancients

b. *beauty’s admiration

5Contrg Alexiadou and Grimshaw (2008), zero-derived noikesféar, smell, sensand irregularly derived nouns likeightcan be complex event nomi-
nals. This is also true of nouns derived from unaccusativiesydikegrowth, which/Alexiadou and Grimshaw (2008) claim are never compient nominals.
| take sequences likie rapid growth of the weeds be complex event nominals. Thé phrase is not compatible with determiners other ttheror any of
the other diagnostics of result nominaté&ime growth (*of the weeds) occurred last night; there hatzelot of growth (*of the weeds); yesterday’s growth
(*of the weeds) Such nominals can also take adverbs just like the morphualthg complex ones documented by Fu, Roeper, and Borerl(2Qte growth

of the beanstalk immediately/so suddenly surprised me.



So, there is no relation between disallowing a by-phrasedésallowing the theme as a prenominal genitive.

However, there is one fact that correlates perfectly witdalibwing a by-phrase. This that the nominals that disaligw
phrases also do not allow certain adverbial phrases, namelynes that were also disallowed by unaccusatives anddipor
advancements, above. The nominals that do not allow bysplraso do not allow instrumental adjuncts (I leavefeatand
respectbecause | cannot come up with a good instrumental even fbalfear andrespecy:

(48) a. Theinspector saw the blood with a microscope.
b.  The blood was seen with a microscope.
c. *the sight of the blood with a microscope

(49) a The sample was smelled with an electronic nose.
b. *the smell of the sample with an electronic nose

(50) a. Thedangerwas sensed by Peter with his spider-sense
b. * Peter’s sense of danger with his spider-sense
a
b

The food was tasted with a spoon.
* the taste of the food with a spoon

(51)

In contrast, nominals that do allow by-phrases also all@trimentals:

(52) a. the perception of light with a photosensor
b.  the detection of the sound with an amplifier
c. thediscernment of God’s will with various omens

The nominals that do not allow by-phrases also do not allowitadive adjuncts:

(53) a. Theinspector saw the crime scene with his assistant.
The crime scene should be seen with one’s assistant.
* the sight of the crime scene with one’s assistant
The sample should be smelled with one’s assistant.
* the smell of the sample with one’s assistant
The danger was sensed by Peter with Mary Jane.
* Peter’s sense of danger with Mary Jane
This food should only be tasted with the sous-chef.
* the taste of the food with the sous-chef

(54)

(55)

(56)

S T o T OO0

In contrast, nominals that do allow by-phrases also allomitatives:

(57) a. a person’s experience of loss with their spouse

the bat's detection of the sound with its hunting mates
Darwin’s observation of finches with his assistant

a believer’s discernment of God'’s will with her priest
a believer’s veneration of God with her priest

® 200

Additionally, the nominals that do not allow by-phrase®als not allowwithoutclauses, unlike the corresponding verbs,
active or passivB:

(58) a. Everyone saw the blood without (anyone) getting.sick
b.  The blood was seen without anyone getting sick.
c. *the sight of the blood without anyone getting sick
(59) a. Everyone smelled/tasted the blood without (anyge#)ng sick.
b The blood was smelled/tasted without anyone getting sick
c. *the smell/taste of the blood without anyone getting sick

81t is crucial that the complement wifithoutbe a clause, and not just an NP. HEightclass of nominals does allowithout NP, for instanceSense without
sensibility is dangerous



(60) a. Everyone fears Harry without (anyone) realizing it.
Harry is feared without anyone realizing it.
* the fear of Harry without anyone realizing it
* John’s fear of Harry without realizing it

(61) Everyone sensed the danger without (anyone) beimgcmusly aware of it.
The danger was sensed without anyone being consciouakga#it.
* John’s sense of danger without being aware of it
(62) Everyone respects Mary without (anyone) ever shpitin

Mary is respected without anyone ever showing it.
* the respect for Mary without anyone ever showing it

b
c
d
a
b
c. *the sense of danger without anyone being consciouslyeawofdat
d
a
b
c
d. *John’'s respect for Mary without ever showing it

The nominals that do allow by-phrases also all@ithoutphrases:

(63) a. the patient’s perception of light without being agvaf it

the patient’s experience of pain without being able tetrémit

the instrument’s detection of the sound without registeit

Darwin’s observation of finches without prejudging theiationships

the Republicans’ recognition of that fact without reaélgistering its significance
a believer’s apprehension of God without truly compretieg it

a believer's discernment of God’s will without understany it

the ancients’ admiration of beauty without really appatig it

i. other people’s appreciation of beauty without truly adng it

J- the gentiles’ veneration of God without understanding &pects

S@ ~0 200

Hence, by-phrases are disallowed with ight class of nominals, but so are other types of adverbial pbrasees that
are clearly adjuncts. The prepositiby can assign perceiver/experiencer roles in other nomisaldy-phrases must be
disallowed with thesightclass of nominals for some other reason. That reason shizaldide outwithoutand instrumental
and comitative phrases. Since the same adjuncts (exdtymutphrases; see below) are also banned from unaccusatives and
sporadic advancements, it appears that the same restiigti work in the sentential domain as in the nominal dornezin,
there is nothing special about by-phrases in the passive.

The next subsection sketches the basic hypothesis to clhwdrthese facts, and motivates the empirical generabirati
behind it. Sectiofi]3 works out a detailed analysis. No existinalysis of by-phrases that | am aware of relates all of the
facts discussed in this section, and they all stumble inrieotly ruling out by-phrases with nominals likerceptionand
experiencégbecause they all assume thgtcannot independently assign perceiver/experiencenroles

2.3 TheBasic Hypothesisand the Empirical Claims

This section has shown that, contrary to longstanding cdamthe literature, by-phrases can bear all the externalnaegt
roles in nominals that they can in passives. In addition,dtfer classes of adjuncts, namely, instrumentals and atives,
are barred from the same environments that by-phrasesratke isentential domain, unaccusatives and sporadic aglvanc
ments; in the nominal domain, with tieightclass of nominals. The hypothesis that | have advancedaishiyrphrases,
comitatives, and instrumentals require the (syntacti¢arsémantic) presence of an external argument.

Here is the basic idea, to be worked out in detail in the nestie following|[Kratzer (1996), we can hypothesize that
external arguments are introduced by a projection outsiddeixical VP, call it Voice:



(64) \VoiceP

T

NP \Voice

—_—
the lobbyist

\oice VP
\% NP

bribe _— ~_
the senator

The next step is to hypothesize that by-phrases, comitataed instrumentals all have to attach to a projection of&/i
Hence, they will only be allowed with phrases that includéc®o If unaccusatives and sporadic advancements lack Voice
then we explain why none of them can appear with these typ&82sf In the nominal domain, we can hypothesize that
nominals are built up compositionally, and many of themunel verbal projections. Only if this verbal part of the noatin
projection includes Voice will they allow by-phrases, mshentals, and comitatives. So, thightclass does not include
Voice, but other nominals do.

The remainder of this section attempts to solidify the emgirfoundations of this analysis. There are two empirical
generalizations that | have tried to make here: first, byapls can bear all the external argument roles in nominalga
can in passives. Second, by-phrases, instrumentals, anidatives require Voice, meaning that they require the aytit
and/or semantic presence of an external argument.

Let us look at the first generalization first. As shown abowepbrases can bear recipient, experiencer, and perceiver
roles in nominals. Despite this, an anonymous revieweregtfuat it is not correct that by-phrases can bear the sa@irol
nominals that they do in passives. The reviewer’s argumeidson observations from Marantz (1984) and Roberts (1987
Marantz (1984) showed that the exact interpretation of aareal argument depends on the combination of the verb and it
internal argument:

(65) (Marantz 1984, 25, (2.19a—¢))
a. throw a baseball

b throw support behind a candidate

c.  throw a boxing match (i.e., take a dive)
d. throw a party

e. throwafit

(66) (Marantz 1984, 25, (2.19k—0))

a. kill a cockroach

b. kill a conversation

C. kill an evening watching T.V.

d. kill a bottle (i.e., empty it)

e. kill an audience (i.e., wow them)

Roberts (1987, 2F) showed that the same compositional sennale goes to the by-phrase in the passive:

(67) (Roberts 1987, 27, (35))
a. Abaseball was thrown by Fernando.

b. Support was thrown behind the candidate by the CIA.
c.  The match was thrown by the prizefighter.
d.  The party was thrown by the department.
e.  Afitwas thrown by the countess.
(68) (Roberts 1987, 27, (37))

The cockroaches were killed by the fallout.
The conversation was killed by the linguist.
The evening was killed by John watching TV.
The bottle was killed by the wino.

The audience was killed by the witty repartee.

® QO T
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(In the Voice theory, the compositional role is just the extdal interpretation of the external argument role assigioy
Voice: the specific interpretation of that role depends endibntent of the complement of Voice. This is true for by-ges

as well.)
The reviewer claims that at least some of these compositioteapretations do not work in nominals:

(69) a. the throw of the ball by Fernando (ungrammatical injmajgment)
b. *the throw of support behind the candidate by the CIA
c. *the throw of the match by the prizefighter
d. *the throw of a party by the department
e. *the throw of a fit by the countess
(70) a. thekilling of the cockroaches by the fallout
b. ??the killing of the conversation by the linguist
c. *the killing of the evening by John watching TV
d. *the killing of the bottle by the wino
e. *the killing of the audience by the witty repartee

However, in my judgment the above nominals are ungrammatiea without the by-phrase. It is the not the by-phrase that
is ungrammatical, it is the nominal itself:

(71) a. thethrow of the ball (ungrammatical in my judgment)
* the throw of support behind the candidate
* the throw of the match
* the throw of a party
* the throw of a fit

b.
C.
d
e.
(72) a. thekilling of the cockroaches
b. ??the killing of the conversation
c. *the killing of the evening watching TV
d. *the killing of the bottle
e. *the killing of the audience

Therefore, the reviewer is incorrect in claiming that cersemantic roles can be assigned to the by-phrase in thvpass
but not to the by-phrase in a nominal. My claim stands, thgtsamantic role that can be assigned to a by-phrase in the
passive can be assigned to a by-phrase in a noffinal.

The second generalization arises from the hypothesis thphtases, instrumentals, and comitatives require V@iod,
the contexts that disallow them lack Voice. If Voice is whatrdduces external arguments, then phrases that disall@f a
these adjuncts should not show any properties of havingredtarguments.

This is uncontroversial for unaccusatives and sporadiaackmentsThe ship sankoes not imply the presence of anyone
or anything that sank the ship. Similartizis canoe seats foutoes not imply the presence of someone that seats peopke in th
canoe. In contrast, passives clearly imply an externalraggi, even when it is not expressed. (For an overview of icripli
external arguments, see Bhatt and Pancheva 2006; | diséddemin sectioh 318.)

Nominals are much trickier. Since | have hypothesized tattass of nominals that disallow by-phrases lacks Voiee, w
should see no evidence of an external argument being prehrihese nominals. However, all of teghtclass of nominals
allow a prenominal genitive, apparently interpreted asttygeriencer/perceiver. | repeat the examples here:

(73) a. theinvestigators’ first sight of the damage
b. cats’ fear of dogs

"The same reviewer also suggests that what the facts engmdrate show is that certain nominals can be “passivizedilevdthers cannot. The
reviewer seems to mean by this that the NP that correspontie tobject of the verb can appear either afieror “passivize” to become a prenominal
genitive. Apparently, then, the nominals that allow bygses should also allow the underlying object to be a prerangienitive. This is not correct,
though, as was shown in the texdmell permitsthe beer’'s smellbut does not permit a by-phrase; at the same time, many afdirénals that do permit
by-phrases do not permit their objects as prenominal gesiithe perception of light by the patiebtt*light's perceptior). In addition, Keenan’s examples
of by-phrases with intransitives that cannot be passivalsd argue against any such notion of “passivizable” nolsif@eating by students, talking by
undergraduatessee the examples ifl(5) add (111)). The only sense | can nfake ceviewer’s suggestion is that some nominals are ndinat@ns of
verbal categories that apatentially passivizable; for instanagheatandtalk can undergo pseudopassivization. However, the class effially passivizable
verbs is exactly the class of verbal projections that ineldice (unergatives can be pseudopassivized but unas@sseannot, e.g.). Spelling the reviewer's
suggestion out in this way, then, makes it equivalent tolkery that | am presenting here.
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c John's sense of danger

d. John’srespect for pole dancing

e When | took my first smell of this beer. ..
f the brewers’ first taste of the beer

Since these can include an event modiffes{), these appear to be complex event nominals, and the geaippears to be
the external argument.

The alternative that | propose is that the prenominal genitiere is simply the possessor, coming into possession of a
sense. The idea is thtte brewers’ first taste of the be&r something likehe brewers got a taste of the bearherea taste
is clearly a simple nominal. In contrastifaction of general odorants by small-mouthed salamariaese or the larvae’s
olfaction of general odorantsould involve a true external argument, introduced by Vgsireceolfactionallows a by-phrase).

Is there any evidence that this is correct? | believe thakti®e The first piece of evidence comes from the ability of
adverbs to appear after nominalizations, discussed by éep&t, and Borer (2001). If nominals likdfactionanddetection
include verbal projections up to at least Voice (since tHemaby-phrases), then they should allow adverbs. They do:

(74) a.  The patient’s detection of the sound immediatelpissed me.
b.  The larvae’s olfaction of odorants so efficiently is ingsige.
c.  The experience of emotion so completely is incompreldat me.

If the sightclass of nominals differs in not having these verbal priges, then we would expect them to not allow adverbs.
They do not:

(75) a. *The brewers’ taste of the beer so suddenly surprised
b. *John’s respect for pole dancing so completely is amazing
c. *The sight of the blood so suddenly caught me by surprise.

One other phenomenon distinguishesshghtclass of nominals from the deverbal nominals that allowphyases. This
is binomi(n)aleach(Postal 1974, Dowty and Brodie 1284, Safir and Stowell 198&)reg others). Binomiatachcan relate
the internal argument of nominals liklestructionanddetectionto the external argument realized as a prenominal genitive:

(76) a. the barbarians’ destruction of two houses each
b. the doctors’ detection of two tumors each
c. the patients’ perception of two twinges each

This is not possible with thsightclass of nominals:

(77) a. *the children’s sense of two dangers each
b. *the children’s fear of two dogs each
c. *the professors’ respect for two students each

In this they pattern with simple nominals:

(78) a. *the children’s two kittens each
b. *the children’s kittens from two breeders each
c. *the children’s presents from two uncles each

It appears that binomiagachrequires verbal projections. That is, it is only able to telrguments (or adjuncts) of verbs.
Therefore, only nominals that include verbal projectioesnpit binomialeach Since thesightclass of hominals does not
allow binomialeach it must not have these verbal projections.

| take all of this to support the two empirical generalizas@rgued for here. First, by-phrases in nominals and pEssiv
do not differ: any role that can be assigned in the passivéeassigned in a nominal. Second, phrases that allow bysgéira
all include Voice, and have the syntax and semantics of armatargument (even when it is not overtly realized). Pégas
that do not allow by-phrases lack Voice, and do not have th&agysemantics of an external argument.

Having established these generalizations, | turn to warkint a detailed analysis.

12



3 TheAnalysis

Let me begin this section by stating some desiderata of aytudy-phrases that have emerged from the discussion above
First, the theory should treat by-phrases uniformly, antigiae them special treatment in the passive. Second, ttarythe
needs to limit by-phrases to phrases (whether verbal ormalirthat have an external argument. At the same time, haweve
the by-phrase is incompatible with any other expressiohafargument (so, by-phrases cannot appear in active clauge
nominals with a genitive external argument). Moreoverplyases are always optional, so the particular morphaddfpcm
(nominal or passive verb) has to be compatible both with thelirase and its absence. This last fact is going to neaésssit
some flexibility in the syntax and semantics of the phraseswed. In addition, we have to figure out what is going on with
the external argument when there is no by-phrase.

3.1 External Arguments. Passives Versus Nominals

The literature is in general agreement that the impliciemal argument of a passive or a nominal is semanticallyeptes
(for a good overview, see Bhatt and Pancheva 2006). Howgasesives and nominals differ in a way that indicates that the
external arguments are realized differently syntactycdlhis is that the implied argument of a passive can neveoh&alled

or bound|(Williams 1987, Partee 1989):

(79) a. Johnwants Mary to be seen. (cannot mean ‘John waséztMary’)
b. Every journalistwants the president to be interviewed. (cannot mean ‘by’him

What the sentences above mean is best paraphraskethasvants Mary to be seen by someandEvery journalist wants
the president to be interviewed by somecHeat is, the passive external argument is existentialgngjtied overl(Bach 1980;
Keenar 1980, 1985%; Williams 1987; and numerous others). aftadysis | develop here will therefore involve existential
guantification over the unexpressed external argument.

In contrast, the unexpressed external argument of a nowamabe controlled and bound:

(80) a. Marc Antony is bent on the complete destruction oEhismies. (Marc Antony can be the destroyer)

b. Every journalist hopes that a conversation with the destiwill be forthcoming. (converser can be bound by
quantifier)

Note that[[80b) probably does not involve control, sincertbminal is not a co-argument of the quantifier. The relatiarsim
be that of binding. So, implicit external arguments of noafsncan be controlled and bound, unlike the implicit externa
arguments of passive verbs. This means that they are psobabkxistentially quantified over. Instead, they are plipa
projected, as null argumentis (Sichel 2009, 2010; Landad,2@dte 18). The analysis given here will therefore projhet t
external argument of a nominal as a null pronoun if it is nesgnt overtlﬁ

It is also important that the complement lof, when the by-phrase is present, can be controlled or bounlikeuthe
implicit argument of a passive:

(81) a. Johpwants Mary to be seen by him
b. Every journalist wants the president to be interviewed by him

So, the theory will have to have existential quantificatibithe external argument when there is no by-phrase, but nehwh
there is one.

8Two other arguments that are often given for projecting tkteraal argument of a nominal do not distinguish nominatsrfrpassives. These are
Condition C, and secondary predicates. Both nominals assiy&s allow secondary predicates predicated of the ifhpligument, and both require that
that argument be disjoint from further-embedded R-exjpwass

@) Discussion of these issues stoned rarely producesagaory results.[(Safir 1987)
This issue must have been discussed stoned.
(i) No one paid attention to [the claim that Fred was thiprt]. (claimer cannot be Fred; see Ross 1969)
John was told that the director will be handling this peedly. (teller cannot be the director)

o ® o9

Since these two phenomena do not distinguish passives foonnals, all they show is that both have syntactically &ctaplicit external arguments.
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3.2 ActiveVoice

| turn now to the actual analysis, beginning with the actieéce. | will sketch out a syntax accompanied by an event
semantics. The semantics will be entirely standard andsiergle, meaning that it can be elaborated easily to accorateod
more complexities. The analysis of the passive and the bggghis very similar to that of Keenan (1980, 1985), but esged

in a different syntactic and semantic framework.

As said above, | assume that external arguments are projegtehead located above the lexical verb, Vdice (Kratze61.99
Transitive verbs are functions from individuals to funasdrom eventualities to truth values (typest). Voice (departing
from Kratzer, who uses a rule of Event Identification) takefsirzction of type(s,t and adds an external argument to
(Voice is type(st,es}). | will use the terminitiator as a cover term for all external argument roles: agent, caxperiencer,
...(Ramchand 2008; cf. theriginator of[Borer 1999 and other work). | assume that the exact iné¢agion of the Initiator is
determined by the lexical semantics of the particular veibtae internal arguments it combines with (Marantz 198#gse
same factors determine the exact interpretation of thataitin the passive, as well (Marantz 1984, Roberts 198i)either
case is the exact interpretation part of the truth-conditioneaning of the sentence. The following tree shows thastin
structure | am assuming and the compositional semantics:

t

(82) Active:
\oiceP

T

NP \Voice

A

the lobbyist ﬁp
/\
vV N

Vo

P
bribe _— "~

the senator
[bribe]= AxAe.bribing(e,x)
[VP]= Xe.bribing(e,the senator)
[Voice]= Mf (s y Ax\e.f(e) & Initiator(e,x)
[Voice J= Ax)e.bribing(e,the senator) & Initiator(e,x)
[VoicePJ= \e.bribing(e,the senator) & Initiator(e,the lobbyist)

® 200w

So, the denotation of the VoiceP is a set of bribing eventigied by the lobbyist, where the senator is the one bribéadl(iw
Kratzer to appear in not making use of a Theme relation). §8emd aspect will bind the event variable, but I ignore this f
the purposes of this paper.)

| assume that thematic roles are not part of the syntax dmalgnly the semantics. They are only present in the deiooizti
of predicates, and play no role in the syntax. All the syntapes about is selection, which | will implement using feagur
Syntactic heads have selectional features, which are edexfkby merging them with an element of the appropriategate
So, a verb that takes an object of category N has the selatfeature [S:N] (cf. Adger 2003). Voice takes both a prafatt
of V and an N, in that order, which | notate ([S:V,S:N]). Whiatieans to check off a selectional feature is for that selnati
feature to stop projecting. So, when Voice merges with aggt@n of V, the resulting object no longer has the featur¥[S
once it merges with a projection of category N, it no longes &y selectional features:

(83) Voice
N \oice[S:N]
the lobbyist
Voice[S:V,S:N] \%
V[S:N] N
bribe _— "~

the senator

Maximal and non-maximal labels have no meaning in this syss® | stop using Xand XP labels.
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Since these selectional features are present in the syaggart of the label of a node, they can themselves be selected
This will be an important feature of the analysis of passimeminals, and the types of PP adjuncts under discussion.

3.3 Passives

| propose that passive is a head (Pass) that selects a jwojeff\Voice that has not yet projected its external argumént
notate this selection as [S:Voice(S:N)]. That is, Passctefer a Voice with an unchecked [S:N] feature. This meansttine
complement of Pass is an unsaturated Voice projection liasvid(the “(i)” and “(ii)” labels are there for the compaisihal
semantics in(87)):

(84) Passive:
Pass (ii)

Pass[S:VWoice(S:N)] Voice[S:N] (i)

\Voice[S:V,S:N] \%

V[SN] N
bribe _— "~

the senator

A head that selects a head with an unchecked feature willkctiet feature when it combines with it. So, Pass checks off
the [S:N] feature on Voice, because it selected Voice(STK)s means that the feature [S:N] on Voice does not project to
the resulting object formed by combining Pass and Voicet{st,object’s label is just Pass). These checking prinsiple
formalized below:

(85) A selectional feature [S:X] on node Y projects to a daatiimy node Zinless
a. The daughters of Z are Y[S:X] and &t
b.  The daughters of Z are Y[S:X] and W[S:Y(S:X)].

Since both clauses df(B5) hold for Pass (ii)[in](84), neigedectional feature projects to the mother node (Pass).

Although Pass syntactically selects an unsaturated Voajegion, it has the property of requiring that all of thg@aments
be saturated. This means that if the external argument @eMaas not been saturated, Pass will have to saturate ite$t do
this by existentially binding it. As stated above, all thédence indicates that the external argument of a shortymas&si
existentially quantified. | propose the following denatatfor Pass (to be revised slightly):

(86) [Pas§= M e gpreIx:f(x,e)
Pass will combine with the other nodes in the tree as follows:

(87) a. [ (i)]= Ax\e.bribing(e,the senator) & Initiator(e,x)
b.  [(&4 (ii))]= AeIx:bribing(e,the senator) & Initiator(e,x)

Since there are no syntactic thematic roles in this systeenetis also no Theta Criterion. Elements will either corabin
semantically, or they will not. If a head is a function thatiedor an argument and an argument of the appropriate type
combines with it, the semantics will be well-formed. If a gieate calls for an argument and no argument combines with it
will be ill-formed. If there is an argument that does not sesg the argument of any predicate in the semantics, the vasul
also be ill-formed. All the work of the Theta Criterion is dohy the semantics.

Note that there are two modes of selection in this systentastin and semantic. Syntactic selection selects for caieg)
and features (which together comprise labels). Semariéctsmn is type-driven function application. In the casewad they
match: Pass selects for a syntactically unsaturated pimjeaf Voice, and semantically it is a function that takesmilairly
unsaturated function as its argument. We will see belowttiegt do not have to match, however; the syntax can selectifor o
thing, while the semantics wants a type that does not matchythtactic category.

If there is no by-phrase, the above tree and denotation widllbthere is to the passive, ignoring higher tense, aspadt,
modals. A passive will simply involve existential quantifiion over the external argument. (Typically the object aliso
move to the surface subject position, but this is not necgsdapending on the language and the environment. | igriise t
movement here for the moment, as it is irrelevant to the syamal interpretation of the Pass phrase.)
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As for the morphology, | assume that the combination of Pasise, and V are spelled out as the past participle form in
English. It appears that V moves at least to Voice in activgsibt in passives (Blight 1999, Caponigro and Schiitze 2003)
The verb’s morphological form, then, is determined by Agi@€eomsky 2000) in the passive, as in Adger (2003, 230): Pass
Agrees with Voice, which Agrees with V; this agreement isliggeout as the past participle. The highest projection afsPa
forms the complement of the auxiliary vel, not shown in the trees here. This analysis therefore piettiat the semantics
of the passive is entirely independentaf which is correct, as shown by reduced relatives:

(88) a. Anyone [bitten by a dog] will require a tetanus shot.
b.  The person [murdered on Tuesday] was found on Thursday.

| treat reduced relatives as identical to verbal passive that the underlying object moves to Pass and abstraets
it, creating a predicate that is the appropriate type to édoewith a nominal expression. The underlying object isesittull,
or the head noun itself, as|in Bhatt (1999) and latridou, Axwatppoulou, and Izvorski (2001).

3.4 By-Phrases

As detailed above, by-phrases, instrumentals, and caneisadll require the category Voice. | take this to mean thifough
they are adjuncts, they strictly select the syntactic aategf the phrase they adjoin to. This means that each of these
will have a selectional feature for a projection of Voice.illlrypothesize that it is [S:Voice(S:N)], like the Pass dedoove.

A by-phrase specifies the Initiator. It does this by selgctincategory that assigns the Initiator role, and filling & it
own argument for that role. Syntactically, then, the byaseris like Pass in selecting an unsaturated Voice. Sin@sith
internal argument that it combines with firbi has the selectional features [S:N,S:Voice(S:N)]. Sineean adjunct, when it
combines with its second argument, that argument will tojeot it. For the purposes of this paper, | simply notats with
a subscripaon the second argument: [S:N,;8oice(S:N)]. Furthermore, adjuncts do not check off thestonal features of
the categories they combine with (but their own selectiéeatures are checked off):

(89) A selectional feature [S:Z] on node X projects to thetmminating node if its sister is Y[SX(S:Z)].

So, when the by-phrase adjoins to Voice, its own selectifazdlire does not project, being satisfied, but the selesltfeature
of Voice does project. This is what it means to be an adjuhetcategory that the adjunct merges with does not selecidt, a
its own selectional features are not affected by mergereétijunct.

Semanticallybytakes a function with an open individual argument and segpts own argument to saturate that function,
as follows:

(90) Projection of Voice with by-phrase:
Voice[S:N] (ii)

Voice[S:N] (i) P[S.:Voice(S:N)]
Voice[S:V,S:N] \% P[S:N,S,:Voice(S:N)] N
b
V[SN] N g the lobbyist
bribe _— "~

the senator

a.  [oy]= AxXfespAe.f(e,x)

b.  [by the lobbyist= M ¢ sy Ae.f(e,the lobbyist)

c.  [@)]= AxAe.bribing(e,the senator) & Initiator(e,x)

d.  [(ii)]= Ae.bribing(e,the senator) & Initiator(e,the lobbyist)

As can be seen, a projection of Voice with a by-phrase adjbiné is semantically equivalent to an active Voice phragh w
its specifier projected (compdre 90d with B2e). Actives amsbjves with by-phrases are truth-conditionally equiviale

A projection of Voice with a by-phrase adjoined to it is stille right syntactic object for Pass to take as its complement
since Pass selects Voice[S:N], and the by-phrase, as amcadjiid not check off the [S:N] feature on Voice. Pass carettoee
take the tree above as its complement, resulting in the gkmb As stated above, Pass requires that all of the argunbent
saturated. It only existentially binds the external argonikit has not already been saturated. If the external agprhas
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been saturated (by the by-phrase), Pass is semanticatlygbunorphologically) vacuous. | therefore revise its dation

slightly to (91&):
(91) Passive with by-phrase:

Pass (ii)
Pass[S:VWoice(S:N)] Voice[S:N] (i)
Voice[S:N] P[S;:Voice(S:N)]
\Voice[S:V,S:N] \% P[S:N,S :Voice(S:N)] N
b
V[SN] N Y the lobbyist

bribe _— "~
the senator
a. [Pas$= X e )spre.@x):f((x,)e)
b.  [@i)]= Ae.bribing(e,the senator) & Initiator(e,the lobbyist)
c.  [(ii)]= Ae.bribing(e,the senator) & Initiator(e,the lobbyist)

Semantically, then, Pass could attach to an active Voic@ion with the external argument projected in Spec-Voice
This is ruled out by strict selection, however: Pass seldaitse[S:N], not a projection of Voice with all its featurelecked.
Merging Pass with the latter would leave its selectionatufiEmmunchecked, and the derivation would crash. The externa
argument can only be saturated by a by-phrase because, d@guantait does not check off the selectional features of the
node it adjoins to. This rules out passive voice with a prgj@external argument, for instantehe lobbyist was bribed the
senator

It is also impossible to have a by-phrase and an externahagtin Spec-Voice at the same time. The denotation of the
projection of Voice with the by-phrase adjoined to it in thess above (given i (91Lb)) is not a function that takes aiviithaial
argument. If an NP were projected in Spec-Voice, it would biaterpretable, because it would not serve as the argunfient o
any predicate. This rules otithe lobbyist bribed the senator by the CEO of Blackwgasrdesired.

Itis also not possible to continue a derivation from a prisggcof Voice with a by-phrase adjoined to it (node (i) in thed
above) without Pass. | assume that an X[S:N] category is mafppropriate argument for any higher functional headsrothe
than Pass (e.g., Asp, T). That is, unlike Pass, they all sBletieads with all their features checked off. In additisuch a
derivation would have an unchecked selectional featur®{[& Voice). Sc*The senator bribed by the lobbyist ruled out
as a violation of selection: Infl or Asp or whatever the nexd@ above Voice cannot combine with an X[S:N] category, and
in addition that feature remains unchecked.

So, an important feature of this analysis is that uncheckézttonal features can themselves be selected. Both Rdss a
the by-phrase select for Voice[S:N]. | contend that thislgddrue of instrumentals and comitatives, and group theth wi
by-phrases as “Voice Adjuncts”:

(92) Voice Adjuncts have the selectional featurg:i®ice(S:N)].
(Since they are all transitive, their full selectional fa&ts are [S:N,SVoice(S:N)].)

This means that certain types of adjuncts, at least, strazHelect the category they adjoin to. This is amply justifier
by-phrases, comitatives, and instrumentals by the engpieicidence in this paper. It may also be true of other adgyract
well. For instance, hanging topics apparently only adjoircategory CP. Adjectives only adjoin to phrases of categry
adverbs, to projections other than N. | suspect that adjlingfeneral have syntactic selectional features, but legptration
of this topic to other work.

3.5 Instrumentals and Comitatives

A detailed analysis of comitatives that fits nicely with tHew that Voice Adjuncts select an unsaturated Voice is glen
Yamada (2010). In Yamada’s analysis, the comitative priéipogakes an individual as its first argument and a functbn
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type (e,sh as its second argument and forms a group out of its first argtiamel the individual argument of that function, as
follows:

(93) [witheom]= AXAPe sp-Ay.Ae: VS(X)(y)(e). *P({x,y})(e) (Yamada 2010, (240))

(The “VS” component yields a presupposition that the twadvirtial arguments form a substantive pair; see the citeckwor
for details.) In Yamada’s analysis, the with-phrase agadb V, which corresponds to my Voice[S:N].

A similar analysis could be given for instrumentals. Therinsmental preposition would take an individual argument an
then a function of typée,s}. It might say that the individual argument of that functised its first argument in the event. So
She hit the metal with a hammewould be a set of hitting events where she is the Initiatorthednetal is hit, and she uses a
hammer to hit the metal. (See Lakoff 1968 for numerous paledietween instrumentafth andused NP tg The following
is a first attempt at a denotation like this:

(94) [withy,s¢]= AXM e sp.Ay.Ae: f(y,€) & Te’ < e [using(e’,x) & Initiator(e’,y)]

Here, the event of the verb has to include an event of usingdhglement ofvith as a part.

Instrumentals, comitatives, and by-phrases all adjoimtarssaturated projection of Voice, then. The differencevben
by-phrases and the other two is that the by-phrase semiytiaturates the argument of Voice. Instrumentals and taiivés
do not; instead they add their own roles. Hence, there Isastiirgument to be projected in Spec-Voice, and instrunieatal
comitatives, unlike by-phrases, can appear in active ekaas well as passive ones. In addition, since these arejaticasl
and do not check off the [S:N] feature of Voice, more than dfitbem can attach to the same Voice (but not more than one of
each type; Lakoff 1968, 21).

3.6 Interim Summary

The most important part of this analysis is selection of asaturated Voice projection ([S:Voice(S:N)]). | have susjgd

that Pass and all the Voice Adjuncts (by-phrases, instri@g&ncomitatives) have this selectional feature. In X-Bams,

this would be selection for Voicesomething that is explicitly not allowed in many versiorisxeBar Theory. However,
selection of an unsaturated predicate is very common inrgéme semantic analyses, and appears to be very well nhetiva
For example, the analysis of secondary depictive predidai®ylkkanen (2008) (from Geuder (2000)) has them attachin
to predicates with an open individual argument (typest). Nissenbaum’s (1998) analysis of parasitic gaps has thesph
containing the parasitic gap attach to an open predicataerng’s (2004) analysis of verbal reciprocals has a recigr
morpheme take an unsaturated V projection as its arguntesigta common approach to reciprocals generally). Nakésis
(2007) analysis of split measure phrases in Japanese hasati@ch to an open predicate. Yamada's (2010) analysis of
comitatives, given above, has the comitative phrase at@melm open predicate. There are numerous other such analyses
It is clear from the semantics literature that the syntaxtrallew operators to merge with open predicates, what woatd (
least sometimes) be an X-bar category in X-Bar Theory. Stihiseis so well-motivated semantically, it must be possible
syntactically. Not only that, the elements investigatetehseem to be strictly limited to taking such projections teert
arguments. Since it must be possible for syntactic elemenselect unsaturated projections as their arguments, é hav
proposed a formalism that allows it.

So, Pass and all the Voice Adjuncts (by-phrases, instruste momitatives) syntactically select for Voice(S:Nsthumen-
tals and comitatives do not stop the projection of Voicefguanent in Spec-Voice, but Pass and by-phrases do. Thissasaly
has the result that a by-phrase can only attach to a phrasmthades Voice (since it selects Voice[S:N]), but Voiceisn
argument cannot be projected in Spec-Voice when the bysphisgoresent. There are two environments where this will lea
to grammaticality. One is where the resulting projectiovoite serves as the complement to Pass, as described abdmve. T
other is where it serves as the complement to a nominaliziagl hThis analysis therefore accounts for all of the regiris
on by-phrases discussed above. | show this in the next sitrsgedeginning with VPs that do not have external argusyent
and then turning to nominals.

3.7 VPsWithout External Arguments

This theory explains why by-phrases cannot appear with YiBsdo not have external arguments, thereby adding one (see
section 2.11). It also explains why comitatives and instrotaks are similarly banned from this environment. All of rine

are Voice Adjuncts, and they strictly select Voice[S:N]sbkame that unaccusatives and sporadic advancements daveot h
\oice, instead they have a different functional head. Fok laf a better term, | use v in the following representatioranf
unaccusative (see Marantz 1997, Legate 2003). This headiartically contentless:
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(95) %

V[S:V] \%

V[S:N] N
sink  _—/~_
the ship

Since Voice Adjuncts require Voice, we explain why by-plesgsnstrumentals, and comitatives are ungrammaticaluvith
accusatives. They strictly select Voice[S:N], but thaegaty does not appear in unaccusatives. In addition, bedass also
selects Voice[S:N], we predict correctly that there willime(pseudo)passives of unaccusatives (Perimutter and|RO&4a).

As for sporadic advancements, | do not have a detailed dratypresent. Simply to be concrete, | suggest that the V can
take a locative argument in addition to its internal argutneith the locative undergoing movement to become the sarfa

subject:

(96) v
V[S:V] \%
N V[S:N]
—_—
this stadium
V[S:N,S:N] N
seat = _—

10,000 people

The important part of such an analysis is that sporadic ambraents lack Voice, just like unaccusatives, and therefisedlow
by-phrases, instrumentals, and comitatives, as well asiization (Perlmutter and Postal 1984a). (It is also pwesihat
sporadic advancements have some other contentful heatkbdhie v of unaccusatives; the important point is that iis n
Voice. As discussed above, this lack of Voice correlateh tie lack of an external argument semanticathys stadium seats
10,000 peopleloes not imply the presence of someone that seats people gtatthium.)

3.8 Middles

As for middles, they pattern with unaccusatives and spoidirancements in not allowing by-phrases (Keyser and RA&§&4!),
but they do allow instrumentals and comitatives:

* Senators bribe easily by lobbyists.
* This door opens easily by handicap people.
* The bread cuts easily by children.

Senators bribe easily with cash.

97) a
b.
C.
a
b.  This door opens with a key.
c
a
b
c

(98)

This bread cuts easily with a machete.
Senators bribe easily with an accomplice.
This door opens readily with a friend.
This bread cuts easily with an assistant.

(99)

Since middles do allow instrumentals and comitatives, bUamsthat they do have Voice, and should in principle allow
a by-phrase. (There is a large literature arguing for theaseim presence of an external argument in middles; see, gmon
others! Keyser and Roeper 1984, Condoravdi 1989, Fagan [A@82ma and Schoorlemmer 1Si§)5.'l’here is a reason why
they might not allow a by-phrase however, however: the eale@argument cannot be saturated by the by-phrase, bec¢asise i
necessary for the semantic computation of higher projestio

91t is often noted that middles act differently from activesd passives) in not allowing agent-oriented adverbs grquerrationale clauses. While | have
no explanation for this, | do take examples likel(99) to shbat there is an external argument present semantically.ti@ediscussion and references in

Bhatt and Pancheva 2006.
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| see two ways of spelling this out. First, the external argnbmight actually be present in a middle, as a null pronoun
(Stroik 1992 Hoekstra and Roberts 1993), and so middlesblygohrases for the same reason that actives do. Adding a
by-phrase would prevent the projection of the (null) exéémrgument. The following would be the structure of a middle
according to this hypothesis, essentially identical toctiva clause:

(100) \oice
pro Voice[S:N]
Voice[S:V,S:N] \%
V[S:N] N
bribe _—/"~_
senators

On this account, adjoining a by-phrase would saturate thereal argument in the semantics, leaving the requisité nul
pronoun unable to combine semantically. Additionally, tlwdl external argument must be projected in Spec-Voicearninot
be the complement dfy (* Senators bribe easily by (one)rhis would follow becausby does not check off the selectional
feature of Voice; if the external argument were projectethaby-phrase, the feature on Voice would not be checkecdhaff a
the derivation would crash.

The other alternative is to say that a higher syntactic healtlit MV (for “Middle Voice”), takes a function of typée,st
as its semantic argument, and selects for Voice[S:N], jkstPass. However, unlike Pass, it is not type-flexible;elraust
be an open individual argument. If a by-phrase adjoins te&/dihe individual argument of Voice will be saturated, iegd
to an unresolvable type mismatch. Here is what the syntaxdioak like on this alternative (I tentatively suggest tiva
takes an adverbial expression as its second argument):

(101) MV
MV[S:Adv] Adv

—_—

easily

MV[S:Voice(S:N),S:Adv] Voice[S:N]
\Voice[S:V,S:N] \%
V[S:N] N
bribe _—/"~_

senators

Semantically, MV would existentially quantify over the argent of Voice, and introduce generic quantification ovemngs,
as in Condoravdi (1989):
(102) Senators bribe easily.

a.  [MV ]= XesAgisp. Gn edxanf(e,x) — g(e)

b.  [Voice[S:N]]= Ax\e.bribing(e,senators) & Initiator(e,x)

c. [easilyj= \e.easy(e)

d. [(@01)= Gn e Bxamp bribing(e,senators) & Initiator(e,)] — [easy(e)]

The external argument,z%,” is a variable restricted to ranging over groups of hum#tig€rchia 1995, 12@

10An alternative semantic representation that is often sstggehas the external argument as an argument of the adeeftr, iastance “it's easy for x
for x to bribe senators.” This might be a fairly good paragbraf this particular example, but it does not work generalligis book reads poorlis not
adequately paraphrased as “it's poor for x for x to read thiskh; Klingon poetry does not translate wethnnot be paraphrased as “it's not well for x for x to
translate Klingon poetry.” Condoravdi's suggested sefafiares much better: “Generally, an event where someaushis book is a poor event” (on the
appropriate, experiential, understanding of an eventgopaor); “Generally, an event where someone translateg#ltirpoetry is not a good event” (again,
on the appropriate understanding—having a good resukaryl more needs to be said, but it does seem that Cond@aafiiantics is more promising.
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In this analysis, if a by-phrase were to adjoin to Voice, ithbspecify the Initiator role, and there would be no indiéd
argument for MV to existentially quantify over. This wouldwse the derivation to crash.

Either alternative explains why by-phrases are disallowitd middles, but instrumentals and comitatives are notilll w
not attempt to choose between the two alternatives helewajh my own guess is that the MV analysis is more likely to be
correct.

To summarize so far, the analysis that | have proposed ig@alebeplain why by-phrases cannot appear with VPs that lack
external arguments. It also explains why by-phrases pattéith instrumentals and comitatives in passives, unadivesa
and sporadic advancements, but not in active clauses oilesidd

3.9 Nominals

Turning to nominals, | hypothesize, as is standard, thédg¢mint types of nominals differ in their internal makeup.nn
clearly deverbal ones likdestruction include verbal projections, most importantly Voice. |@s® that some nominalizing
heads are like Pass in selecting Voice[S:N]. However, givieat was said above, it does not appear that nominals arthike
passive in existentially binding the external argumenheg it appears that the external argument is projecteal padl NP if
not an overt one (seée Sichel 2009, 2010; Landau 2010, note t®refore analyze N as projecting the external argunrent i
its own specifier, which | notate as PRD:

/N\

(103)

N N[S:N]
_
PRO
N[S:Voice(S:N),S:N] Voice[S:N]
-tion
Voice[S:V,S:N] \Y
V[S:P] P
destruc- _— ~_
of the city

The head Nom is like Pass in requiring that all arguments heatad. If there is an open argument, Nom, unlike Pass,
will project it in its own specifier. If there is no open argumeNom, like Pass, is semantically vacuous. The way the open
argument of Voice can be saturated prior to merger of Nom iadjgining a by-phrase:

(104) N
N[S:Voice(S:N)] Voice[S:N]
-tion
Voice[S:N] P
) by the barbarians
Voice[S:V,S:N] \%
V[S:P] P
destruc- — ~_
of the city

11t may be that the complement of the verb here is still of catgd\, with of functioning as a case marker. Because this is not imporethietanalysis,
| simply change the selectional feature of the verb to [S:P].
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N is also selectionally flexible, being either N[S:Voice$S:N] or N[S:Voice(S:N)].

As for the semantics, the simplest theory regards nomisiidias as identical to VPs: they denote sets of events (Z0898,
123, Higginbotham 2000). Sets of events can be the argurnedéterminers and quantifiers, just like sets of individu&lo
the destruction of the city by the barbariaisgust the following:

(105) [the destruction of the city by the barbaridmse.destroying(e,the city) & Initiator(e,the barbarians)

Nominalizing heads, then, are semantically vacuous. Thaplg change the syntactic category, from V to N. They also
require that all arguments of the verbal projection be satal, and project the external argument as PRO if they are not

Within this theory, the difference between nominalizasidike destructionand nominals like those in theight class is
that sight nominals are not nominalizations of a category that inctudeice. They are either root nominals, that is, not
nominalizations of a V at all, or they are nominalizationsdfare V, without Voice:

(106) fearas root nominal:

N
N v/ fear
/\
v fear P
—
of cats
(107) fearasV nominal:
N
/\
N \Y
/\
Y P
fear —/—~.
of cats

It seems most likely that these nominals are root nominaid, lave no verbal structure at all, given the evidence from
binomialeachabove. Either way, they lack Voice, and so do not allow byagbs, instrumentals, or comitatives.

As for the other adverbial phrase that patterned with imsé&mntals, comitatives, and by-phrases, nameétiioutclauses,
they do not seem to require the semantic presence of an ekgument, as shown by sporadic advancements and unac-
cusatives:

(108) a. This stadium seats 10,000 people without anyoriadesguished.
b.  $5000 buys a lot of heroin without anyone needing to paggsax
c.  The ship sank without anyone even noticing.

Withoutphrases, then, do not belong to the class of Voice Adjunetissiilect Voice(S:N). However, they do appear to attach
very high in the phrase structure, as shown by the lack of @iondC effects in examples like the following:

(109) | insulted her[without Carrig even noticing].

Suppose thawithoutclauses must attach at least as high as Voice. Then theyteah &t any clause, because IP is certainly
high enough, even if there is no Voice present, as in the elemip [108). In nominals, however, there is no IPysthout
phrases will only be able to attach in nominals that have adtla Voice projection. Hence, in nominaigthout phrases
pattern with instrumentals, comitatives, and by-phrashsy are barred from nominals that do not include Voice.

Note that, as predicted by this analysis, gerunds, whichgarerally agreed to be nominalizations of higher clausal
projections (e.gl, Abney 1987), allow the full range of adjis discussed here:

(110) a. The smelling of the blood by Holmes shocked everyone

b.  The smelling of the blood with a scent amplification dewshecked everyone.
c.  The smelling of the blood with his assistant shocked evazy

d.

The smelling of the blood without touching it impressedrgone.
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Furthermore, the appearance of a by-phrase with a verle@atthat is not passive in (110a) is problematic for thewie
that by-phrases only get semantic roles like experienagrately in the passive. Recall that the claim was thatrtbminal
smelldoes not allow a by-phrase, because by-phrases in nomarat®tbe experiencers. Only passives allow a by-phrase to
have the experiencer role. However, examples [ike ([11@ahar passive; as such, they should be unable to be expesence
contrary to fact. Such nominals can even involve intravesitithat cannot passivize (without a PP), like the exampl€S)i
above, or those below:

(111) a. Dancing by elephants should be discouraged.
b. Squealing by little girls is not allowed.

In the theory proposed here, a by-phrase will always be akhgo long as it can combine with a higher category that
selects Voice[S:N]. The passive is only one instance of thisother is nominalizing heads likéon and-ing.

3.10 Summary

This section has provided an analysis of passives, nomenadkby-phrases that meets all of the desiderata outlinegeabnd
explains the data introduced in this paper. By-phrasesarspecial in the passive, and are analyzed as identicalkisiyis
and nominals. Their distribution is explained by havingtth&yntactically select for an unsaturated projection ot&pjust
like the Pass head and instrumentals and comitatives. Aoritaupt feature of this analysis is that syntactic elemeats ¢
select for the selectional features of their arguments ggoimg that is amply justified by semantic considerationsother
important feature is that adjuncts syntactically seledtistussed only the selectional properties of Voice adpihete, but
suggested that syntactic selection by adjuncts is actoalle general.

4 Further Implications

The findings of this paper have numerous consequences.ulsdis@o here, the status of lexical rules, and the crosstiitig
typology of passive constructions.

4.1 Lexical Rules

Many approaches to the passive analyze it as involving @déxule (e.g., Bresnan 2001), Sag, Wasow, and Bendel 2003,
Culicover and Jackendoff 2005). Such theories postulat@maigar with two combinatorial components: the syntax, and a
generative lexicon. Lexical rules are claimed to diffenfreyntactic rules in certain respects (see Wasow 1977 arsgqubnt
literature). In contrast, | have shown here that it is pdesiand desirable) to formulate an entirely syntactic asialpf the
passive. In my analysis, Pass is a syntactic head that pesfoertain functions. The by-phrase is a syntactic objeadt th
performs a certain function on the phrase structure it adjt. Given this, there is no need for a lexical componemteth

is only the syntax, as in the theory of Distributed MorphgldBalle and Marantz 1993; see especially Marantz 1997 and
Embick 2004).

One consequence of this paper, then, is that we should grsiatplify the grammar and do without a grammatical
component consisting of lexical rules. We only need one éoaibrial component of the grammar, namely the syntax. &her
is no such thing as a lexical rule, and there could not be. Apypaases of changing an argument to an adjunct, like Bnglis
by-phrases, are actually not. There is no such thing as “demband no operation that can turn an argument into a non-
argument. Morphosyntactic operations like the passiveaateally syntactic heads (like Pass) that can existentiztd
an open argument, or add additional ones, but they are ibtmpédoing much else. Things like by-phrases are syntactic
elements that perform operations on predicates, fillingp@irtargument slots or adding additional arguments. Thaghtn
the syntax.

In other words, the finding that there is no need for a lexiealgvization rule to relate the by-phrase to the activeesibj
leads to a much more restrictive theory of grammar, and alsinope, with only one combinatorial component and not two.

4.2 Typology

Finally, the characterization of the passive given herebeagxpanded into a universal definition of the passive, vigthiicant
consequences for cross-linguistic typology. The view tHeve adopted here (basically that of Keenan 1980, 1198%)shol
that the passive is a morphosyntactic operation that pte\tka syntactic projection of the external argument in @emal
argument position. It does this either by itself, by exisitdly binding the argument of Voice, or in concert with a plrase,
which saturates Voice’s argument with its own. A passivetbanefore be defined as follows:
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(112) Definition of the Passive:
The passive is a morphosyntactic operation that preveetstidization of the external argument as an argument.

And a passive can be identified as one of the following:

(113) Identifying Features of the Passive
a. The external argument is missing, and is interpreted aiatential; or
b.  The external argumentis realized as an adjunct.

Notice that object promotion is irrelevant, and obliqudimedion of the external argument is not necessary. Alsérant is
case.

Object promotion has long been known to be irrelevant, asishay impersonal passives. However, this point seems to
have been lost in a great number of instances, because #ebeln a lot of confusion in the literature regarding whatikh
be treated as a passive, and what should not. The confusigftydrises regarding object promotion: if a language haseso
construction with object promation, the tendency is totttkat construction as a passive. However, given the defimé&bove,
the construction is only a passive if it involves obliquenon-realization of the external argument. If the extermglienent
is still realized as an argument, that construction is na@ssjye. | suggest the term “inverse” for cases of this sdet;ra that
has been used for Algonquian and various other languagesDahlstrom 1991, Klaiman 1992).

This is more than a terminological issue, because what dw@s t@ be a passive then colors the approach one adopts to
the passive operation, and one’s view on the character déstjyo operations more generally. So, for instance, Gyliéfo
Hung, and Travis (1992) reject the validity of Burzio’s gead&ation, “because it cannot account for the facts of ipasgion
in Austronesian languages like Tagalog and Malagasy. Iseth@nguages both the Agent and the Theme are expressed in
passive structures” (p.409). They go on to design a theothefassive where thematic roles are assigned in the usual
manner, but languages vary in whether the agent role cangressed in the passive or not, based on whether case can be
assigned to the external argument position (yes in Aussianeno in English). As can be seen, the theory that one is led
to changes drastically depending on the view of passivenéf @oncludes, as | did here, that passive is truly the supipres
of the external argument, then what Guilfoyle, Hung, and/ier§l992) have been calling “passive” is not a passive at all
and the case theory and conclusions about Burzio’s geratialn are unwarranted. When one looks at other languages,
it is clear that case is irrelevant: dative case can conttouge assigned in the passive, for instance, even when the NP
that receives dative case clearly moves into the surfaciecbosition and assumes all subject properties (e.gande;
Zaenen, Maling, and Thrainsson 1985, Marantz 1991).

The converse issue also arises in Algonquian: there hayslbeen a debate about whether indefinite subject forms of
transitive verbs are passives or not (€.0.. DahIstrom|198il)en the definition above the answer is clearly yes: therext
argument is removed, with the semantics of existentialibmndf the logical object acts in some ways like it is stilethbject,
and has not been promoted to subject, that fact is complietelgvant.

As another example, the literature on Relational Grammdrisndescendants assumes that advancement is crucial to
the passive, to the effect that impersonal passives mustlvena dummy inserted as object and advancing to subject (see
Perimutter and Postal 1984b. Postal 1986). However, tiseverly little evidence that this advancement analysis isectr
More generally, the essential feature of the passive (&ggfn of the external argument) remains constant acnogadaes
and constructions where apparent promotion (in word opdes, binding and control properties) is divorced from noative
case and subject agreement (e.g., Icelandic quirky casé/pasZaenen, Maling, and Thrainsson 1985). There is atedypl
no benefit to be gained by arguing that an expletive has “ambdirfrom object to subject in an impersonal passive. Rather
the core identifying property of the passive is the remo¥dhe external argument. It is not crucial at all that the exaé
argument appear as an oblique, and it is also not importalitthtat an object become the subject.

The one advantage of the analysis of impersonal passivelving promotion of a dummy was that it could then interact
with the One Advancement Exclusiveness Law to ban impetg@assives of unaccusatives, raising verbs, and otheraagsg
(Perimutter and Postal 1984b). However, the same factsradégped by any theory that limits Pass to applying only tdoge
with external arguments (Marantz 1984, Baker, JohnsonRangtrts 1989). The theory here does this by having Pasg selec
Voice[S:N].

This leads into another typological issue, however. It teslaeen claimed that certain languages present countapies
to the One Advancement Exclusiveness Law, and allow impatgmassives of unaccusatives, or even multiple passivizat
Such languages include Lithuanian (Timberlake 1982, Keama Timberlake 1985), Turkish (Ozkaragdz 1980), Sanskrit
(Gstler 1979, chapter 5), and Irish (Nerbonne 1982). Asagrthiat the right analysis of these is in fact a passive, therth
advanced here has a natural way to accomodate them.

The few languages that allow impersonal passives of unatigas can be accounted for by relaxing the selectional re-
quirements of Pass. In these languages, Pass can take aeemnpany verbal projection with an unchecked selectional
feature. In the case of an unaccusative, this would be V r#tiaa Voice:
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(114) a. Ir pamirSomwisi, kur  mus gimta, kur augta?
forget all whereus.Gerborn.Nom/N/Sgvheregrown.Nom/N/Sg

‘And we have all forgotten, where we were born and where wevgne’ (lit. ‘... where by us was being born,
where being grown up’) (Timberlake 1982, 511, (8))

b. Pass

Pass[S:(S:N)] V[S:N]

V[S:N] P[S::(S:N)
grow —_
by us

The by-phrase (in Lithuanian, genitive case) is similady+selective, being able to duplicate both internal andre roles,
and adjoining either to V[S:N] or to Voice[S:l@.

Importantly, it is impossible in such languages for the ob{# a transitive to be suppressed using the passive, wigle t
subject is still projected as the external argument (Bal@son, and Roberts 1989). What this would require in theot
theory is merging Voice on top of Pass above. But Voice usiaMy selects for V. It cannot take a projection of Pass as
complement. The end result is that Pass has to be the topmugstion in the extended verbal projection (before aspect
tense, and so on), and so only the outermost argument of @atedan be suppressed via passivization. This is exduly t
cross-linguistic situation that obtains (Keenan 1980.d&eeand Timberlake 1985).

In summary, then, the current theory can be extended nbttwahccount for cross-linguistic variation, while caphg
significant generalizations about passives in the worltiglages. In addition, the findings of this paper should teekpad
to greater clarity and less terminological confusion (veitibstantive consequences) on the issue of passives, arthissinas
been at the forefront of linguistic research for decades.
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